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CHAPTER 1 Agricultural Development Activities for Batch-1 Pilot 
Schemes 

 
1.1 General 

For the purpose of inducing farmer awareness of the market-oriented farming management, the 
SHEP Approach was introduced with the collaboration of SHEP UP project. The SHEP 
Approach was developed by the Smallholder Horticultural Empowerment Project (SHEP) that 
was a bilateral technical cooperation project between the GOK and JICA. The SHEP Approach 
refers to specific methods and techniques for empowering smallholder horticulture farmers, and 
it includes a series of training session for farmer groups and FEOs/ Group Facilitators. The 
approach was confirmed as an efficient and effective approach for small-scale farmers by 
authorities of MOA, then Smallholder Horticultural Empowerment and Promotion Unit was 
established to extend the SHEP Approach nationwide. The Smallholder Horticulture 
Empowerment and Promotion project (SHEP-UP) is now underway.  
In consideration of the fact that the pilot project sites of the SIDEMAN-SAL are located in the 
land areas under arid and semi-arid (ASAL) conditions, the activities that are anticipated to 
contribute augmentation of the resilience of local communities in ASAL area through 
improvement in their livelihood and nutrition status with alternative selection (diversity) of 
agricultural enterprises/ produces and with stable productivity of their staple food crops are also 
required.  For this purpose, the Project introduced to farmers the use various technologies 
known as Low Input Sustainable Agriculture (LISA) technologies. This composed of the 
Kenyan Traditional Vegetable program, the Push-pull technology and “Bokashi” fermented 
organic materials technology. The Kenyan Traditional Vegetable program (also known as 
African Leafy Vegetable program) was introduced with the collaboration of Bioversity 
International.  
Technologies consisting of the technical knowledge and practical skills, which contribute 
augmentation of the resilience of local communities in ASAL area, would be directly 
transferred to mainly Sub-county Agricultural Officers (ScAOs), District Agricultural 
Extension Officers (DAEOs) and Frontline Extension Officers (FEOs) in the pilot schemes 
through the lectures, workshops, practical trainings, meetings and frequent contacts targeting at 
the local farmers. A government official appointed by the MoALF worked with project team 
for smooth implementation of the project activities.  
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Figure 1.1.1 Basic Concept of Agricultural Support Activities in SIDEMAN-SAL 
 

1.2 Outline of Activities 

1.2.1 Concept and Strategy 

For the introduction of SHEP Approach, SHEP Experts who are authorized as skilled 
facilitators of introducing SHEP Approach will conduct the introduction of SHEP Approach 
to model farmer groups in SIDEMAN-SAL pilot schemes. Experienced ScAOs also exist in a 
few sub-counties where the SHEP Approach is in practice, and their knowledge and 
experiences in implementation of the training activity will be utilized at the SIDEMAN-SAL 
pilot schemes in the "SHEP overlapping sub-counties." In those pilot schemes above 
mentioned the general/ original SHEP Approach would be introduced by the experienced 
ScAO with support from SHEP Unit.  
In other pilot schemes located in the sub-counties where the SHEP Approach is NOT in 
practice, the core components of SHEP Approach would be introduced by the SHEP experts. 
The series of trainings is mainly focusing on/ aiming to the increment of the farmer’s 
competence/ capacity of the followings;  
a) identifying the present productivity and the cost and benefit in his/her farm production,  

b) understanding the market condition/ demands surrounding farmers,  
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c) making strategy for the adaptation to the market demands through crop selection/ranking and 

crop planting calendar making, and 

d) maintaining awareness of the income-oriented farm production through recording the 

revenue and expenditure of his/ her farm production activities.  

In either case the procedure, protocol, methodologies and materials of SHEP Approach are 
basically used as is when the training components of the approach are introduced. In some 
cases making minor adjustment/ modification on the procedure and materials would be made 
in the context of the actual situation on the ground.  

Table 1.2.1 Pilot Schemes for Batch-1 

Scheme Sub-county County 
Pilot schemes in the sub-county where SHEP is NOT in practice  

Olopito  Narok North Narok 
Mdachi  Ganze Kilifi 
Gatitu-Muthaiga  Laikipia West Laikipia 
Murachake  Mbeere North Embu 
Kaben  Marakwet East Elgeyo-Marakwet 
Tumutumu  Igembe South Meru 

Pilot schemes in the sub-county where SHEP is in practice 
Kasokoni  Taveta Taita-Taveta 
Muungano  Thalaka South Tharaka-Nithi 

 
The LISA Technologies were introduced through the adaptation trial/ demonstrations at the 
selected few pilot farmers fields for the prospective/ candidate technology. Pilot farmers 
conducted trial/ demonstration planting at their fields and record the revenue and expenditure 
for production. After the production period, an evaluation and decision-making meeting was 
held within the model farmer group. Then accepted candidate technology(s) would be 
disseminated to the entire model farmer group members for the subsequent production 
seasons. In consideration of the implementation schedule and the workloads of ScAOs who 
would introduce the general/original SHEP Approach, the introduction of LISA technologies 
into the model farmer groups in SIDEMAN-SAL pilot schemes where SHEP Approach is in 
practice would be discussed later on. 
 

1.2.2 Basic Approach to Linkage between SHEP-Unit and SIDEMAN-SAL 

To implement the introduction of SHEP Approach, the program would be implemented based 
on the collaboration of SHEP UP project. SHEP Experts who are authorized by the SHEP Unit 
as skilled facilitators/ trainers introducing SHEP Approach would conduct the introduction of 
SHEP Approach for model farmer groups in the SIDEMAN-SAL pilot schemes. The 
procedure, protocol, methodologies and materials, which are recognized as a part of SHEP 
Approach, would be used as is, or in the state of minor modifications with consultation of 

Source: JICA Team 
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SHEP Unit and quoting/ remaining their copyright. In some cases making minor adjustment/ 
modification of the procedure and materials would be made in the context of the actual 
situation on the ground. 
 

1.2.3 Selection of Farmer Groups, Pilot Farmers and Group Representatives 

Selection of model farmer groups was followed the selection procedure being taken by SHEP 
Approach. In each pilot scheme, an existing formal/ informal farmer group of between fifteen 
(15) and fifty (50) group membership will be selected. Gender will be considered in selection 
of group representatives. A couple of farmer representatives consisted of a male and a female 
membership would be selected/ invited in each workshop. Also two to three farmers will be 
selected as pilot farmers in a model group for the trial introduction of the Low Input and 
Sustainable Agriculture (LISA) technologies. The demand-driven approach will also be 
applied in the selection of candidate technologies in the trial introduction of Kenyan 
traditional vegetables. The selected pilot farmers will be expected to disseminate the 
knowledge learned to neighboring farmers.  
Upon selection of the farmers’ representatives for the model group they are expected to obtain 
a signed certification of their democratic selection and confirmation that the selected farmers 
will pass all the information learned at the training workshop to the other members of the 
group within the designated period after training session. This certification shall be signed by 
Chairperson of the model farmer group. The selected farmers will be required to present the 
said certification at the training workshop and authenticate their presence and participation in 
the training by signing in their Name in a register. They will also be expected and required to 
participate in the workshop on full time basis in order to capitalize and ensure that all 
theoretical and practical knowledge is passed on to them. 
 
The basis/origin of the selection criteria for the model farmer groups was adopted/ derived by 
SIDEMAN-SAL from Smallholder Horticultural Empowerment & Promotion Project 
(SHEP-UP). There is however minor adjustments which have been made to suit the specific 
situation/ condition for SIDEMAN-SAL. One such specific situation includes the area of 
emphasis whereby for SHEP-UP is horticulture while the emphasis for SIDEMAN- SAL is 
crop production inclusive of horticulture.  

Table 1.2.2 Selection Criteria for Farmer Groups for Batch-1 

No. Item Criteria 

1 Number of Group  Each scheme in a sub county to choose 1 (one) model farmer group for 
implementation of the SIDEMAN-SAL Agricultural Activities  

2 Group Status 
 Select farmers group of the Crop Production and/or Crop Marketing 

groups from both ‘formal’ and ‘informal’ groups  
 DO NOT form a new group for the project. Select from the existing 
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groups  

3 Membership 
 The group membership to be between 15 (fifteen) to 50 (fifty)  
 Choose a group who has over 60% of its membership drawn from 

IWUA members for the SIDEMAN-SAL Irrigation Scheme  

4 Age  Members should be over 18 years of age  

5 Literacy 

 Farmer group officials should be literate in order to read and write 
during the training session/monitoring/reporting  

 In addition, s/he will be required to translate the training 
materials/handouts into their local languages where needed  

6 Occupation  Each group member is practicing crop production or crop produce 
marketing  

7 Group Activities 

 Choose group whose core business is crop production or crop produce 
marketing  

 Choose group whose alternative income generating activities is 
complementary to crop production  

 Emphasis on the choice of the farmer group should be those which 
have NOT started buying inputs and selling their produce together  

 Avoid choosing group with similar farming /marketing activities which 
are being supported by other Projects/Programs  

 Choose group in which the project will complement the work done by 
other service providers  

8 Group Attitude 

 Choose group with a ‘healthy & positive attitude’ towards extension 
service providers to have dialogue  

 Choose group with ‘high motivation’ to learn new idea & technologies  
 Choose group with ability and willingness to mobilize resources  

9 Area under Coverage 

 Choose group to evenly cover (fairly represent) the production areas in 
the SIDEMAN-SAL scheme (Avoid choosing only group from the 
same area)  

 Avoid choosing group from the area which have security concerns (it 
might cause some negative effects to the field activities of the project)  

10 Accessibility 
 Choose group which is accessible by road (i.e., PSCC/FEO/Group 

Facilitators need to visit the group for frequent communication and 
training sessions)  

11 Group’s Sensibility to 
Gender Issues 

 Chose a group which advocates gender balance and is actively involved 
in gender promotion  

 Pro-gender balance. DO NOT choose groups with less than 30% of 
female/male participation  

 Provide preference to a group with women official (s) (i.e., women 
with the leadership roles)  

12 Special Groups  Support should be given to ‘Special Groups’ of the disadvantaged or 
discriminated groups in the society  

 
Based on the selection criteria above mentioned, ScAOs may adjust/ add the selection criteria 
according to their specific situation with report/ approval of SIDEMAN-SAL. In case of any 
changes, ScAOs should fill out the “Revision/ Addition of the Selection Criteria” form and 
submit it to the SIDEMAN-SAL for concurrence in advance before the final group selection.  
 

1.3 Field Activities for the Agricultural Development/Farming Support Programs 

1.3.1 Sensitization Meetings 

To promote the relevant officials and beneficiary farmers understanding of the basic concept 
and purpose of the activities, several opportunities would be provided by the project. The 

Source: JICA Team 
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Project will hold sensitization meetings for County Officials composed of ScAOs, ScIOs and 
other County MWI officials; and another for the members of selected farmer group and local 
extension officers, such as FEOs and DAEOs.  

Table 1.3.1 Activities for the Sensitization of SIDEMAN-SAL Farming Support Programs 

Topic/Activity Purpose Content Facilitator Participant 
Sensitization 
Meeting for 
County Officials  

Sensitization for the 
county officials, 
ScAOs and other 
relevant staffs 
(including ScIOs and 
County MWI 
officials)  

1) Explanation of the 
outline of a) 
SIDEMAN- SAL 
farming support 
activity, b) SHEP 
Approach, c) LISA 
technologies d) 
Resilience survey  
2) Procedure of 
reporting/ monitoring 
of activities 

PMT  
JICA Team  
SHEP 
Experts 
Bioversity 
Intl. 
 

ScAOs 
ScIOs  
County/ 
Sub-county 
MoALF 
officials  

Sensitization 
Meeting for Local 
Extension 
Officials and 
Farmer Group 

Sensitization for the 
selected farmer group 
members and relating 
local officials, such as 
DAEOs and FEOs 

1) Explanation of the 
outline of a) 
SIDEMAN- SAL 
farming support 
activity, b) SHEP 
Approach, c) LISA 
technologies  
2) Procedure of 
reporting/ monitoring 
of activities  

PMT  
JICA Team  
SHEP 
Experts 
Bioversity 
Intl. 

FEOs  
DAEOs  
ScAOs  
Members 
of the 
model 
farmer 
group 

Source: JICA Team 

 

1.3.2 Field Activities in the Sub-counties where SHEP is in Practice 

The major activities relating to the farmer training in SHEP Approach are outlined below; 

Table 1.3.2 Major Activities of SHEP Approach 

Topic/Activity Outline Participant 
Sensitization 
Workshop 

*Facilitation of the understanding of the project 
activities 
*Clear definition of the roles and responsibilities of all 
those concerned with the project 

Staff of the head 
office of the Ministry 
of Agriculture and 
Provincial 
Agricultural Boards, 
district agricultural 
officers, extension 
workers and 
representatives (both 
male and female) of 
farmers’ 
organizations 

Baseline Survey *Participation of farmers’ organizations (and individual 
farmers) in the survey in which various survey tools are 
used under the guidance of extension workers 

Members of the 
District Management 
Teams, extension 
workers, farmers’ 
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organizations and 
member farmers of 
the farmers’ 
organizations 

FABLIST Forum 
 

*A forum for the meeting between farmers’ 
organizations and members of the horticultural industry 
for the former to expand their knowledge and network of 
‘farming as a business.’ 

Members of the 
District Management 
Teams, extension 
workers, 
representatives (both 
male and female) of 
farmers’ 
organizations and 
members of the 
horticulture industry 
in the project areas 
available for 
business with 
farmers’ 
organizations 

JEF2G Training 
 

*Exercises of a series of activities for market research, 
crop selection, analysis of problems and purposes and 
preparation of an action plan 
*Exercise in market research using the format prepared 
by the project team 

Members of the 
District Management 
Teams, extension 
workers concerned 
and representatives 
(both male and 
female) of farmers’ 
organizations 

Group Activities  
(Market Research/ 
Action Plan Making) 

*Implementation of market research by farmers assisted 
by extension workers 
*Preparation of an action plan on the basis of the results 
of the market research 

Extension workers 
concerned and 
representatives of 
farmers’ 
organizations 

FT-FaDDE  
 

*Technical training for extension workers corresponding 
to the needs of farmers’ organizations 
*Distribution of training material for the extension 
which can be used at the places of work 

Extension workers 
concerned 

In-Field Training *Dissemination of technologies in accordance with the 
contents of the action plans in In-field Training  
*Practical lessons on the knowledge and technologies 
required for the production of selected crops 

Members of the 
District Management 
Teams, divisional 
agricultural officers, 
extension workers 
concerned and 
farmers’ 
organizations 

Monitoring and 
Follow Up 

*Monitoring of the state of horticultural production and 
farming technologies of the participating farmers’ 
organizations and changes in the organizations during 
the implementation and after the completion of the series 
of activities 

Members of the 
District Management 
Teams, divisional 
agricultural officers 
and extension 
officers concerned 
(implementers) 

*The texts in the table are quoted from the references issued by SHEP UP Project      Source: JICA Team 

 
The procedure, protocol, methodologies and materials of SHEP Approach are basically used 
as is. Also implementation schedule would be followed by the original schedule set/planned 
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by SHEP Unit. 
 

1.3.3 Field Activities in the Sub-counties where SHEP is not in Practice 

(1) Introduction of the Core Components of SHEP Approach 

In pilot schemes located in the sub-counties where the SHEP Approach is NOT in practice, 
the core components of SHEP Approach would be introduced by the SHEP experts. The 
series of trainings are listed below; 

Table 1.3.3 Activities for Introduction of the Core Components of SHEP Approach 

Topic/Activity Purpose Content Facilitator Participant 
Baseline Survey 
Workshop 

Workshop for 
baseline survey 

1) How to fill the baseline 
survey tools 
2) Baseline survey exercise  

PMT  
JICA Team 
SHEP Experts 

ScAO, DAEO & 
FEO 
Representatives 
of the model 
farmer group 

Abbreviated 
Market Condition 
Survey & Crop 
Planting Calendar 
Making 
Workshop 

*Identify the actual 
market condition in 
the nearest places in/ 
from the pilot scheme 
*Crop planting 
calendar making 
exercise 

1) Exercise in market 
condition survey 
2) Practices in making 
action plan and crop 
planting calendar  

PMT  
JICA Team 
SHEP Experts 

ScAO, DAEO & 
FEO 
Representatives 
of the model 
farmer group 

Record Keeping 
Management 
Workshop 

Training session of 
the record keeping 
management 

How to record the revenue 
and expenditure for 
farming business 

PMT  
JICA Team 
SHEP Experts 

ScAO, DAEO & 
FEO 
Representatives 
of the model 
farmer group 

* Above those activities would be implemented in accordance with the procedures of SHEP Approach 
Source: JICA Team 

 

(2) Introduction of the LISA Technologies 

As Low Input Sustainable Agriculture (LISA) technologies, followings would be 
introduced through the farmer’s preliminary selections;  

 

1) Kenyan Traditional Vegetables 

Kenyan Traditional Vegetables (KTV), also known as the African Leafy Vegetables 
(ALV), program is anticipated to contribute to the improvement in the livelihood and 
nutrition status of the farming groups in ASAL with alternative selection (diversity) of 
agricultural enterprise/ produce and with introduction/ revival of the nutritious- 
supplemental food crops. It is expected to create more demand for these nutritious local 
crops and there by trigger more production of this resource.  
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2) The Push-pull technology 

The push-pull technology is an effective, low-cost technology for the control of stem 
borers and suppression of striga weeds in maize cultivation. It is a simple cropping 
strategy, whereby farmers use Nepier grass and desmodium legume (silverleaf and 
greenleaf desmodiums) intercrop as repellent "push" plants and trap "pull" plants. In 
ASAL area the stability in productivity of the dominant crop for staple food through 
reduction of the pest damage is essential for augmentation of the resilience of local 
communities. This technology will also provide fodder for livestock and improve the 
fertility of the soil. 

 

3) The “Bokashi” fermented organic materials technology - Composting 

This technology will enable farmers to improve yields through low cost use of 
improved soil fertility and plant nutrition. Basically, it is compositing and consequent 
reduction on the amounts and cost of commercial fertilizers. Farmers will be introduced 
to good soil fertility management, soil organic matter management, soil and water 
conservation, improved pest and disease management, and pest, disease and weed 
management that complement improved soil fertility and plant nutrition. 
 
The series of activities conducted for the introduction of candidate technologies above 
mentioned are listed below; 

Table 1.3.4 Activities for the Introduction of the Low Input Sustainable Agricultural (LISA) 
Technologies 

Topic/Activity Purpose Content Facilitator Participant 
Technology 
Introduction 
Workshop  

1) Selection of 2-3 
pilot farmers in the 
model farmer group 
2) Technical 
guidance/ 
demonstration of 
Kenyan Traditional 
Vegetables 

Technical training to 
the selected pilot 
farmers 

PMT  
JICA Team 
Bioversity 
Intl. 

ScAO & 
FEO 
Pilot 
farmers of 
the model 
farmer 
group 

Technology 
Evaluation 
Meeting 

Evaluation of the 
trial/ demonstration 
practices, and making 
decision for further 
dissemination into the 
entire model farmer 
group 

1)Report from the 
pilot farmers 
2)Evaluation of the 
technology  
3)Decision making for 
further dissemination 

PMT  
JICA Team 
Bioversity 
Intl. 

ScAO & 
FEO 
Pilot 
farmers and 
members of 
the model 
farmer 
group 

Technology 
Dissemination 
Workshop  

Dissemination of the 
technology into entire 
model farmer group 

Technical workshop 
for the technology 

PMT  
JICA Team 
Bioversity 

ScAO & 
FEO 
Members of 
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(when the 
candidate 
technologies are 
approved) 

Intl. the model 
farmer 
group 

Source: JICA Team 

1.4 Methods of Verification Study 

1.4.1 Reporting Procedure of Training/Activities 

The Monthly Progress Reports of SIDEMAN-SAL Agronomic Activities will be domiciled at 
PSCC level. The reports are expected to be generated by FEOs through/ under the supervision 
of Sub-County Agricultural Officer and submitted to the PMT with copies to PSCC and the 
County Agricultural Director. They shall include planned activities, duration of the specific 
activity/ date when conducted, the venue where it took place and the number of farmers who 
attended by gender as well as remarks. Expected output of this are documented Monthly 
Reports for the Agronomic Activities which indicates the trend in implementation and farmer 
participation.  
Field Activity/Workshop Reports are the responsibility of the Sub-County Agricultural 
Officers who will ensure the questionnaire as set out by SIDEMAN-SAL is filled by the FEO 
to report on how the field training/ workshop was conducted and perceived. Inform that would 
be required include the topic covered, name of the model farmer group, name FEO or 
facilitator and the number of participants by gender. The FEO on behalf of the model farmer 
groups regarding their level/degree of understanding of the topics covered in the field training. 
The FEO shall also indicate the mode of the training (lecture, exercise and or demonstration) 
and the outputs of the training. He/ she is also expected to provide his/her observations, 
suggestions and way forward. The DAEO may also be required to fill in their observations and 
suggestions if they accompany the FEO to implement the field training. The report is then 
submitted to Sub County Agricultural Officer for his comments before forwarding to the PMT 
for information, review and further guidance. Other subsequent field training/workshops will 
follow the same mode of reporting except that famers are expected to give a report on 
activities undertaken by the group after the previous training. The output expected from this as 
an indication of farmer attendance/ participation by gender and perceptions/ understanding of 
topics covered. The report would also give a pointer on areas of improvement for effective 
future training. 
 

1.4.2 Evaluation of Adoption/Dissemination of the Introduced Technologies 

Reporting and recording formats used at the Baseline Survey, Market Survey/Crop Planting 
Calendar Making and Record Keeping Management in the introduction of the core 
components of SHEP Approach would be utilized for this purposes.  Baseline survey would 
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be conducted periodically as a benchmark survey that identify the degree/progress of 
understanding (intelligibility)/utilization of learned technologies and knowledge obtained 
from the various training workshops.  Various recording formats submitted by farmers would 
be reviewed for confirmation of the degree of understanding the concepts of approach.  
Products/outcome of training sessions, such as Crop Planting Calendar and Group Action Plan, 
are also used as the indicator of understanding of the introduced technologies/concepts. Also 
what kinds of traditional vegetables were adopted and how many farmers adopted the 
vegetables could be identified the Crop Production and Income Analysis Data Sheet used at 
the Baseline Survey.  How much the Push-pull technology affected on maize cultivation may 
be confirmed by using Harvest Records. 
Not only by the reporting documents but the actual field visits the feedback system on the 
training programs could be strengthened. Frequent participations and collaborations to the 
training sessions of original SHEP Approach at the pilot scheme sites would enable the PMT 
to send feedback to SHEP Unit on the implementation/ introduction of SHEP Approach in 
ASAL. 

 

1.5 Implementation Schedule 

The program timetables in Batch-1 pilot schemes are attached below; 

Table 1.5.1 Activities in the Agricultural Development Program for Batch-1 

Activities  Planned Period  

Overall Pilot Schemes 

Sensitization Meeting for the County Officials Aug. 2013 

Pilot schemes in the sub-county where SHEP is NOT in practice 

Sensitization Meeting for the Local Extension Officers and Farmer 
Group 

Sep.-Oct. 2013 

Introduction of the Core Components of SHEP Approach  
 Baseline survey Nov. 2013 
 Market survey and Crop planting calendar making Dec. 2013 
 Record keeping management Jan. 2014 
Introduction of LISA Technologies  
 Technology introduction workshop Feb.-Mar. 2014 
 Technology evaluation meeting Aug.-Sep. 2014 
 Technology dissemination workshop Sep. 2014 
Trial Implementation of Resilience Survey (only at the selected schemes)  
 Sensitization and data collection meeting May-Jun. 2014 
 Feedback meeting May-Jul. 2015 

Pilot schemes in the sub-county where SHEP is in practice 

Implementation of the original SHEP Approach  
 Sensitization meeting Dec. 2013 
 Baseline survey Jan. 2014 
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 FABLIST forum Feb. 2014 
 JEF2G training Mar.-Apr. 2014 
 Group activity Apr.-May 2014 
 FT-FaDDE Jun. 2014 
 In-field training Jun. 2014 -  
* Planned periods for the Implementation of original SHEP Approach are estimated based on the implementation 
schedule set by SHEP Unit. (as of Mar. 2014)  
 Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.5.2 Program Timetable in Batch-1 Pilot Schemes 

 
Source: JICA Team 
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1.6 Achievement and Issues to be Addressed  

1.6.1 Sensitization Programs for Officers and Farmers 

Sensitization meeting for county officials including the County Directors of both Agriculture 
and Irrigation and the Sub-county Agricultural and also Irrigation Officers was held in Nairobi 
on August 22nd, 2013. At the meeting a workshop in the selection criteria of model farmer 
group in the SIDEMAN-SAL pilot schemes was held, and SCAOs were requested to select a 
farmer group and to submit the membership list and the group profile sheet by the time when 
the sensitization meeting for local agricultural officers and farmers of selected farmer groups 
would be held at each pilot scheme site.  
Also same meetings for the local agricultural officers including District Agricultural 
Extension Officers (DAEOs) and Frontline Extension Officers (FEOs) and the member 
farmers of selected farmer groups were held at SIDEMAN-SAL pilot schemes.  Because the 
sensitization activities for farmer groups in the two pilot schemes located in the sub-counties 
where SHEP Approach is in practice (the SHEP overlapped sub-counties) were conducted 
accordance with the implementation procedure and schedule organized by SHEP Unit, the 
meetings have been held at the six pilot schemes located in the sub-counties where SHEP 
Approach is NOT in practice (the SHEP non-overlapped sub-counties). 
 

Table 1.6.1 Sensitization Meeting for Local Agric. Officers and Farmers 
Date Scheme Sub-county County No. Participant 
September 4, 2013 Olopito Narok-North Narok 32 
September 11, 2013 Tumutumu Igembe-South Meru 53 
September 18, 2013 G/Muthaiga Laikipia-West Laikipia 50 
September 25, 2013 Murachake Mbeere-North Embu 30 
October 3, 2013 Mdachi Ganze Kilifi 62 
October 10, 2013 Kaben Marakwet-East Elgeyo-Marakwet 45 

Source: JICA Team 

The membership lists and group profiles of the selected farmer groups were collected.   
 
In most cases the selected farmer groups met the criteria. However in several cases SCAOs 
had difficulties on the selection. For instance there were no existing registered agricultural 
production/ marketing groups in the Mdach scheme. The selected model farmer group was 
comprised of 50 members who were the most active members from the IWUA.  Also in the 
Gatitu/Muthaiga scheme two groups of Gatitu/Muthaiga were already existing and registered 
as farmer irrigation groups.  The fifty (50) members of the model farmer group were chosen 
as representatives of sections/ blocks from those two groups.  
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Table 1.6.2 Selected Farmer Group Profile for Batch-1 Pilot Schemes 

Scheme Sub-county Name of Farmer Group No. Membership 
Total F M 

Pilot schemes in the sub-county where SHEP is NOT in practice (SHEP non-overlapped sub-counties) 
Olopito Narok-North Olopito Irrigation Scheme 50 32 18 
Mdachi Ganze Mdachi Scheme 55 28 22 
G/Muthaiga Laikipia-West Gathitu-Muthaiga  53 35 18 
Murachake Mbeere-North Ukulima Bora S.H.G 20 6 14 
Kaben Marakwet-East Kaben Irrigation Scheme  50 33 17 
Tumutumu Igembe-South Bainthanga Water Project 50 34 16 

Pilot schemes in the sub-county where SHEP is in practice (SHEP overlapped sub-counties) 
Kasokoni Taveta Ngoyaki Foundation C.B.O  18 6 12 
Muungano Tharaka-South Turkey Self Help Group 19 10 9 

Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.3 Sample Farmer Group Profile for Batch-1 Pilot Schemes / Olopito Scheme 

  
Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.4 Sample Farmer Group Member List for Batch-1 Pilot Schemes / Olopito Scheme 

 
Source: JICA Team 
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1.6.2 Baseline Survey Workshop 

(1) Baseline Survey Workshop 

The first training session on the introduction of the core components of SHEP Approach 
was held on October 30, 2013 at Mwea Irrigation Agricultural Development (MIAD) 
Center, Wanguru. Sub-county officers including SCAO, DAEO and FEO, and two farmer 
representatives from each pilot scheme in the six sub-counties where SHEP is not in 
practice were participated in the workshop.  
At the beginning of the workshop the farmers’ representatives for the model group 
presented a signed certification of their democratic selection and confirmation that the 
selected farmers would pass all the information learned at the training workshop to the other 
members of the group within the designated period after workshop. 
 

(2) Field Farmer Training Session 

Under the supervision of the sub-county agricultural officers including SCAOs (also Crop 
Officers and Agric. Business Officers if available) and DAEOs, the FEOs and all farmer 
groups were requested to hold the field farmer training sessions and data collection 
gatherings at each pilot scheme. The farmer groups in the two pilot schemes located in the 
SHEP overlapping sub-counties have conducted baseline surveys accordance with the 
implementation procedure and schedule organized by SHEP Unit (refer Chapter 6.7.6: 
Collaboration Field Visits in the Sub-County where SHEP is in Practice).  
 

(3) Follow-up Field Visit 

Immediately after the workshop SIDEMAN-SAL formed the follow-up field visit teams 
and observed the field farmer training activities for the purpose of progress managements at 
each pilot scheme site. County officers and farmer representatives who participated in the 
workshop seemed to be well understood about topics learned at the workshop, and they 
passed on all theoretical and practical knowledge to other member farmers at the field 
farmer training sessions.  

Table 1.6.5 Follow-up Field Visits for the Baseline Survey Workshop 
Date Scheme Sub-county County 

November 14, 2013 Olopito Narok-North Narok 
November 14, 2013 Mdachi Ganze Kilifi 
November 19, 2013 G/Muthaiga Laikipia-West Laikipia 
November 19, 2013 Murachake Mbeere-North Embu 
November 21, 2013 Kaben Marakwet-East Elgeyo-Marakwet 
November 21, 2013 Tumutumu Igembe South Meru 

Source: JICA Team 

  



SIDEMAN – SAL, Final Report 
 

 
 

19 

Because of the arrears of distribution/allocation of the requested budget for field activities 
in SIDEMAN-SAL agricultural activities funded by/derived from the Counterpart Funds, 
the emergency financial support for the field activity was provided. 

 
(4) Outline of the results of Baseline Survey  

Submission of the baseline data of farmer group members consisting of 1) Crop Production 
and Income Analysis Data, 2) General Horticultural Crop Production and Post Harvest 
Handling Technique and 3) Group Empowerment Indicator were requested by the end of 
November 2013.  

Table 1.6.6 Number of Sample Collected on Baseline Survey 
Scheme Sub-county Name of Farmer Group Sample 

Pilot schemes in the sub-county where SHEP is NOT in practice  
Olopito Narok-North Olopito Irrigation Scheme 48 
Mdachi Ganze Mdachi scheme 55 
G/Muthaiga Laikipia-West Gathitu-Muthaiga 47 
Murachake Mbeere-North Ukulima Bora S.H.G 20 
Kaben Marakwet-East Kaben Irrigation Scheme 46 
Tumutumu Igembe-South Bainthanga Water Project 45 

Pilot schemes in the sub-county where SHEP is in practice  
Kasokoni Taveta Ngoyaki Foundation C.B.O 16* 
Muungano Tharaka-South Turkey Self Help Group 14* 

    * Compiled data set was provided from SHEP Unit Source: JICA Team 

 
1) Crop Production and Income Analysis Data 

Because the model farmer groups in Kasokoni and Muungano are located in the SHEP 
overlapping sub-counties (Taveta and Tharaka-south counties, respectively) and they 
reported only horticultural enterprises in the 5 major enterprises produced by the model 
farmer groups, it is difficult to simply compare the average net income per group 
member of the model farmer groups between in the SHEP-NON-overlapping 
sub-counties and SHEP-overlapping sub-counties.  
On the Table 1.6.7, among the model farmer groups in SHEP non-overlapping 
sub-counties it is observed that the model farmer groups in Gathitu-Mutahiga and 
Kaben reported the higher average Net Income per group member (Ksh. 145,547 and 
Ksh. 149,271, respectively) compared to that of the groups in Tumutumu (Ksh. 5,972). 
Five measure enterprises produced by the model farmer group in Gathitu-Muthaiga and 
Kaben consisted mainly on horticultural and fruit crops such as Tomato, Cabbage, 
Onion, Mango and Banana where the measure enterprises in Tumutumu consisted only 
grain crops. Similar trend was observed on the model farmer group in Murachake.  
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Table 1.6.7 Outline of Baseline Survey 

 
Source: JICA Team 

 
On the Table 1.6.8, comparisons among the model farmer groups in four schemes, Olopito, 
Gathitu-Muthaiga, Kasokoni and Muungano, on the Tomato production, the average area 
under crop are almost same (around 1/2 acre) except Muungano. It seems that the 
productivity (in Net Produce per Acre) of model group farmers in Gathitu-Muthaiga 
(8,076kg/acre) is higher than that of farmers in other two schemes (4,591kg/acre in Olopito 
and 4,073kg/acre in Kasokoni, respectively). However the average farm-gate price in 
Olopito (Ksh.39/kg) is larger than that in other two schemes (Ksh.33/kg in 
Gathitu-Muthaiga and Ksh.21/kg in Kasokoni, respectively) and this affected the difference 
in average net income per farmer in between Olopito (Ksh.50,112) and Kasokoni 
(Ksh.17,100).  
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Table 1.6.8 Outline of Baseline Survey/ Five Major Enterprises in the Schemes 1 

  
Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.9 Outline of Baseline Survey/ Five Major Enterprises in the Schemes 2 

  
Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.10 Outline of Baseline Survey/ Five Major Enterprises in the Schemes 3 

 
 
 
 

Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.11 Outline of Baseline Survey/ Comparison among Schemes on Enterprises 1 

 
 
 

Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.12 Outline of Baseline Survey/ Comparison among Schemes on Enterprises 2 

 
 

Source: JICA Team 
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2) General Horticultural Crop Production and Post Harvest Handling Technique 

To assess the level of both individual farmers and Farmers Groups in adopting basic 
horticultural production techniques, General Horticultural Crop Production and Post 
Harvest Handling Technique (GHCP&PHHT) survey report was also submitted from 
each individual farmer.   
This GHCP&PHHT survey is a tool to identify the capacity changes of both individual 
farmers and Farmers Groups in adopting basic horticultural production techniques, and 
this was the 1std survey for model farmer groups. On the Table 1.6.14, it is observed 
that a small proportion of farmers have conducted “Pre-cultivation Preparation” such as 
undertaking market survey (Q1), preparing crop planting calendar (Q2) and conducting 
soil testing (Q3). Also less than 1/4 of the entire farmers have practiced “Cost & 
Income Analysis (Q20)”. In most cases farmers use at least one of the following 
harvesting indices: color, size, shape, and firmness (Q17).  
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Table 1.6.13 Outline of Baseline Survey/ Questions on GHCP&PHHT 

 

 
 

Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.14 Outline of Baseline Survey/ Summary Table on GHCP&PHHT Results 

 Source: JICA Team 
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3) Group Empowerment Indicator 

The Group Empowerment Indicators (GEIs) is a tool to determine the capacity change of the 
Farmers Groups in terms of Leadership, Cooperation among members & Gender. 5 levels are 
set from both qualitative aspects (do not require measurement) and quantitative aspects 
(measurable) which guide the level of farmers group in terms of previous 3 concepts and how 
they network with other community members. 
 
The outline of each level is defined as follows:  
GEI Level I: The group is formed as recommended by outsiders. But not all members are fully 
convinced of its benefit. 
GEI Level II: The group members are becoming aware of the benefits of grouping. 
GEI Level III: The group members became confident in each other. 
GEI Level IV: Strong ties have been established among the group members. The members are 
interested in the capacity enhancement of the group as well as the community as a whole. 
GEI Level V: The group is able to work together to address various problems and can build and 
maintain a network with other groups and organizations. 
 

Table 1.6.15 Outline of Baseline Survey/ Summary on GEI 

Scheme Name of Farmer Group 
Sample # GEI score 

T F M L C G GEI 
Pilot schemes in the sub-county where SHEP is NOT in practice 
Olopito Olopito Irrigation Scheme 44 18 26 III II II II 
Mdachi Mdachi scheme 50 20 30 II III III II 
G/Muthaiga Gathitu-Muthaiga 37 13 24 II II IV II 
Murachake Ukulima Bora S.H.G 20 14 6 II II II II 
Kaben Kaben Irrigation Scheme 19 5 14 I I I I 
Tumutumu Bainthanga Water Project 49 17 32 I I III I 

Pilot schemes in the sub-county where SHEP is in practice 
Kasokoni Ngoyaki Foundation C.B.O 18 6 12 II II II II 
Muungano Turkey Self Help Group 19 10 9 II II II II 

*T: Total, F: Female, M: Male, L: Leadership, C: Cooperation among members, G: Gender and GEI: GEI Level                                                              
Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.16 Sample Group Empowerment Indicator (GEI) Report for Batch-1 Pilot Schemes / Olopito Scheme 

 

Source: JICA Team 
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1.6.3  Market Survey and Crop Planting Calendar Making Workshop 

(1) Workshop and Field Survey 

Series of training activities in the core components of SHEP Approach were implemented on 
between the 3rd and 5th of December, 2013 at MIAD Center again. Sub-county officers and two 
farmer representatives who did NOT participate previous training workshop, from each pilot 
scheme in the six non-SHEP overlapping sub-counties were participated in the workshop.  
Simulation of the Market-Survey was included in this series of training, and SIDEMAN- SAL 
received great helps on the arrangement of the simulation from the local SCAOs having 
jurisdiction over Kagio market located near by the MIAD center.  
SIDEMAN-SAL again visited at the field farmer training sessions/ activities for the purpose of 
progress managements at each pilot scheme site.  

Table 1.6.17 Follow-up Field Visits for the Market Survey and Crop Planting Calendar Making 
Workshop 

Date Scheme Sub-county County 
December 16, 2013 Olopito (1) Narok-North Narok 
December 17, 2013 Mdachi (1) Ganze Kilifi 
December 18, 2013 Murachake (1) Mbeere-North Embu 
December 20, 2013 Kaben (1) Marakwet-East Elgeyo-Marakwet 
December 20, 2013 Tumutumu (1) Igembe-South Meru 
January 15, 2014 Mdachi (2) Ganze Kilifi 
January 17, 2014 Olopito (2) Narok-North Narok 
January 22, 2014 G/Muthaiga (1) Laikipia-West Laikipia 
January 22, 2014 Tumutumu (2) Igembe-South Meru 
January 24, 2014 Murachake (2) Mbeere-North Embu 
January 24, 2014 Kaben (2) Marakwet-East Elgeyo-Marakwet 

Source: JICA Team 

The emergency financial support for this field activity was again provided with the same reason 
mentioned previously. 
 
The end-products of this series of activities in the training package including 1) Market Survey 
Report, 2) Crop Selection, 3) Crop Ranking, 4) Problem Maps, 5) Objective Maps  6) Group 
Action Plan and 7) Crop Planting Calendar were submitted after about two months period for 
preparation.  
 

(2) Market survey:  

Farmer group selected examiners/ representatives including the farmer representatives who 
participated in the previous Market Survey and Crop Planting Calendar Making Workshop, and 
formed a survey team. ScAO and FEOs previously identified appropriate market place and 
obtained permission from the market authorities for survey. Survey team carried out the survey 
based on the survey questionnaire forms and recorded information on the forms.  
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Items on the questionnaire are; a) Name of produce dealer, b) Produce (and variety) handled, c) 
Quality requirement, d) Peak demand, e) Required quantity and frequency of supply,    f) Place of 
production, g) Purchasing unit price, h) Mode of payment, i) Terms of payment and j) Marketing 
challenges. At the time same time the survey team also collected market information on each target 
enterprise/crop and recorded (see Table 1.6.18).  
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Table 1.6.18 Sample Market Survey Results Report for Batch-1 Pilot Schemes / Gathitu-Muthaiga Scheme 

 

Source: JICA Team 
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(3) Crop Ranking and Crop Selection:  

All farmer group members were called together and conducted market survey analysis and crop 
selection to identify the market opportunities and to choose profitable agro-enterprise. They 
prepared crop selection information sheet based on the information collected at the market survey 
(see Table 1.6.19). Through the discussion and vote in a democratic manner farmer group selected 
two (2) prioritized enterprises (crops) for further steps (see Table 1.6.20).  
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Table 1.6.19 Sample Crop Selection Sheet for Batch-1 Pilot Schemes / Gathitu-Muthaiga Scheme 

 
Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.20 Sample Crop Ranking Sheet Report for Batch-1 Pilot Schemes / Gathitu-Mutahiga Scheme 

 

Source: JICA Team 



SIDEMAN – SAL, Final Report 
 

 
 

37 

(4) Results of crop selection  

The selected/ prioritized crops reported by each farmer group are listed below;  

Table 1.6.21 Selected/ Prioritized Crops (1std & 2ndt) of Each Pilot Scheme 
Scheme Sub-county Farmer group 1st crop 2nd crop 

Pilot schemes in the sub-county where SHEP is NOT in practice 
Olopito Narok-North Olopito Irrigation Scheme Green Maize Dry Beans 
Mdachi Ganze Mdachi scheme Okura Black Nightshade 
G/Muthaiga Laikipia-West Gathitu-Muthaiga Cabbage Bulb Onion 
Murachake Mbeere-North Ukulima Bora S.H.G Green Maize Tomato 
Kaben Marakwet-East Kaben Irrigation Scheme Tomato Green Gram 
Tumutumu Igembe-South Bainthanga Water Project Water Melon Onion 

Pilot schemes in the sub-county where SHEP is in practice  
Kasokoni Taveta Ngoyaki Foundation C.B.O Tomato Capsicum 
Muungano Tharaka-South Turkey Self Help Group Tomato Water Melon 

Source: JICA Team 

 
For the selection of those 1st and 2nd prioritized crops, farmer group members had taken into 
account not only the market prices but also the interest, preference, experience, availabilities of 
planting materials and resources, and technical feasibility of farmer group members.  
 
For instance the farmer group members in Gathitu-Muthaiga scheme chose Cabbage and Bulb 
Onion as their selected/ prioritized crops. Although farmers have remarked that the high cost of 
production on Cabbage and Bulb Onion, it is deduced/ inferred that they expected the reduction of 
production costs through the group production. At the first crop selection vote the numbers of votes 
polled were dispersed. However at the vote for the second crop selection many of farmer group 
members voted for Bulb onion (seeTable 1.6.21).  
 
Also in case of Olopito and Kaben schemes, farmers also considered the construction periods and 
water availabilities at the time of selections. Despite the fact that horticultural crops seemed to be 
better choice as cash crops, they chose the grain crops that were able to grow under rain-fed 
condition and to serve as staple foods. Group members in the several schemes had selected 
prioritized crops with the expectation of irrigation water after construction periods.  

 
(5) Problem Map and Objective Map:  

Then, farmer group practiced to draw the problem map for the purposes of identifying problems/ 
challenges for selling selected/ prioritized enterprises at competitive price at market. The objective 
map stating their objectives with regard to the respective problems/ challenges in the problem map 
was subsequently built (see Table 1.6.22 and Table 1.6.23).  
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(6) Group Action Plan and Crop Planting Calendar:  

Finally the action plan which includes all the activities to enhance the business and the crop 
planting calendar for those two selected/ prioritized crops were prepared (see Table 1.6.24 and 
Table 1.6.25). Group action plan consists of a) Objective b) Activity, c) Resources, d) Implementer, 
e) Schedule and f) Monitor sections. Based on the consultation with ScAOs and other field officials, 
farmer group members built those plans.  
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Table 1.6.22 Sample Problem Map for the 1st Selection Crop for Batch-1 Pilot Schemes / Gathitu-Mutahiga Scheme 

 

Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.23 Sample Objective Map for the 1st Selection Crop for Batch-1 Pilot Schemes / Gathitu-Mutahiga Scheme 

 

Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.24 Sample Group Action Plan for Batch-1 Pilot Schemes / Gathitu-Mutahiga Scheme 

 
Source: JICA Team 



SIDEMAN – SAL, Final Report 
 

 
 

42 

Table 1.6.25 Sample Crop Planting Calendar for 1st Select Crop for Batch-1 Pilot Schemes / Gathitu-Mutahiga Scheme 

 

 

Source: JICA Team 
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1.6.4  Record Keeping Management Workshop 

The one-day record keeping management workshop was held on February 12, 2013 at MIAD. 
Participant farmer representatives were selected by the same manners taken at previous session. The 
field farmer training sessions at pilot schemes were observed by SIDEMAN-SAL for the purpose of 
progress managements at each pilot scheme site. 

Table 1.6.26 Follow-up Field Visits for the Record Keeping Management Workshop 
Date Scheme Sub-county County 
February 26, 2014 Mdachi Ganze Kilifi 
February 28, 2014 Tumutumu Igembe-South Meru 
March 5, 2014 Olopito Narok-North Narok 
March 5, 2014 G/Muthaiga Laikipia-West Laikipia 
March 7, 2014 Kaben Marakwet-East Elgeyo-Marakwet 
March 7, 2014 Murachake Mbeere-North Embu 

Source: JICA Team 

 

The knowledge and skills obtained from this training topic would contribute/ produce an effect on the 
accuracy/ quality of the next (the 2nd year) baseline survey reports. The end-products of the activities 
in this training package including 1) Group Input Purchasing Record, 2) Group Harvesting Record, 3) 
Group Sales of Produce Record and 4) Planned Group Activities Record would be collected at the 
time when the 2nd-year baseline survey is held on September, 2014. The emergency financial support 
for this field activity was also provided with the same reason mentioned previously. 
 
This training topic and workshop mainly focused on the importance of record-keeping implemented 
at each farm household. At the time of workshop SIDEMAN-SAL announced that the submission of 
reporting forms 1) to 4) above mentioned would be collected on voluntary bases. Group purchasing 
has not been reported from groups. Because of the drought damages, many farmer group members 
could not adjust the harvest/ shipment timings as group activities.  
 
1.6.5 The 2nd Baseline Survey  

To grasp the changes in farm economy, the Second Annual Baseline Survey of the model farmer 
groups in the SHEP-NON-overlapping sub-counties was implemented September 2014. Submission 
of the survey data of the farmer group members consisting of 1) Crop Production and Income (CPI) 
Analysis Data, and 2) General Horticultural Crop Production and Post Harvest Handling Technique 
(GHCP&PHHT) were requested by the end of November 2014. Those above information from the 
model farmer groups in Kasokoni and Muungano located in the SHEP overlapping sub-counties 
(Taveta and Tharaka-south counties, respectively) are now requested. 
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Table 1.6.27 Number of Sample Collected on the 2nd Baseline Survey 
Scheme Sub-county Name of Farmer Group Sample 

Pilot schemes in the sub-county where SHEP is NOT in practice  
Olopito Narok-North Olopito Irrigation Scheme 40 
Mdachi Ganze Mdachi scheme 40 
G/Muthaiga Laikipia-West Gathitu-Muthaiga 35 
Murachake Mbeere-North Ukulima Bora S.H.G 12 
Kaben Marakwet-East Kaben Irrigation Scheme 19 
Tumutumu Igembe-South Bainthanga Water Project 19 

Pilot schemes in the sub-county where SHEP is in practice  
Kasokoni Taveta Ngoyaki Foundation C.B.O * 
Muungano Tharaka-South Turkey Self Help Group * 

* Compiled data set is under requested to SHEP Unit           Source: JICA Team 

 
(1) Crop Production and Income Analysis Data 

Because the model farmer groups in Kasokoni and Muungano are located in the SHEP overlapping 
sub-counties (Taveta and Tharaka-south counties, respectively) and they report only about 
horticultural enterprises in the 5 major enterprises produced by the model farmer groups, it is 
difficult to simply make a comparison between SHEP-NON-overlapping and SHEP-overlapping 
sub-counties in the average net income per group member of the model farmer group.  
Among the model farmer groups in the SHEP-NON-overlapping sub-counties, on the Table 6.7.28, 
same as last year, it is observed that the model farmer groups in Gathitu-Mutahiga and Kaben were 
reported the higher average in the net income per group member (Ksh. 121,417 and Ksh. 182,172, 
respectively) compared to that of the group in Murachake (Ksh. -3,060). (Refer Tables 6.7.7 and 
6.7.28) 
Five measure enterprises produced by the model farmer groups in Olopito and Gathitu-Muthaiga 
consisted mainly on horticultural and fruit crops such as Tomato, Cabbage, Kale and Onion, where 
the major enterprises in Tumutumu and Muracheke consisted only on grain crops (Refer Tables 
6.7.29 and 6.7.30).  
The average net income of farmers in Mdachi, Kaben and Tumutumu are increased (please refer 
Tables 6.7.7 and 6.7.28).  The average net income per group members in Olopito was sharply 
decreased (from Ksh.53,594 in 2013 to Ksh.26,472 in 2014) because of the drought damages. 
Although farmers in Gathitu Muthaiga reported they have also received draught damages, their 
decreased profits were moderate (from Ksh.145,547 in 2013 to Ksh.121,417 in 2014). Farmers in 
Murachake scheme have not received any profits from their farming, except on the production of 
Green gram and Maize (See Table 6.7.30).  
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Table 1.6.28 Outline of the 2nd Baseline Survey 

 
Source: JICA Team 

 
Maize or green maize is planted at all pilot schemes, and farmers in the five schemes, Olopito, 
Mdachi, Gathitu-Muthaiga, Kaben and Tumutumu cultivated beans as intercrop/ catch crop with 
those maize/ green maize (Table 6.7.31)  
On theTable 6.7.32, comparisons between the model farmer groups of Gathitu-Muthaiga and 
Kaben on the Tomato production, the average farm-gate price per Kg (Ksh.38 in G/Muthaiga and 
Ksh.34 in Kaben) are almost same. Although the farmers in Kaben hold the 1.5 times larger area 
under crops (0.605 Ac.) and the cost of production was less than 1/2 compared to that was in 
Gathitu-Muthaiga, the productivity (the net produce per Acre) of the farmers in Gathitu-Muthaiga 
(10,085kg/Acre) is much greater than that of farmers in Kaben (4,459Kg/Acre). It causes the 
difference in the average net income per farmer.  
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Table 1.6.29 Outline of the 2nd Baseline Survey/ Five Major Enterprises in the Schemes 1 

 
Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.30 Outline of the 2nd Baseline Survey/ Five Major Enterprises in the Schemes 2 
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Table 1.6.31 Outline of the 2nd Baseline Survey/ Comparison among Schemes on Major Enterprises 1 

 Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.32 Outline of the 2nd Baseline Survey/ Comparison among Schemes on Major Enterprises 2 

 
  Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.33 Prioritized Crops (1st & 2nd) and Number of Farmers Cultivated (Harvested) Those 
Selected Crops in Each Pilot Scheme (at the 2nd BLS) 

 
Scheme Sub-county 1st crop *No. 2nd crop  *No. 

Olopito Narok-North Green Maize 24 Dry Beans 20 
Mdachi Ganze Okura 7 Black Nightshade 7 
G/Muthaiga Laikipia-West Cabbage 17 Bulb Onion 12 
Murachake Mbeere-North Green Maize nil Tomato nil 
Kaben Marakwet-East Tomato 2 Green Gram 10 
Tumutumu Igembe-South Water Melon nil Onion nil 

Source: JICA Team 

 
Number of farmers above mentioned is the number of farmers who successfully obtained their 
harvests and somehow sold them at the market/ to the middlemen.  In some cases, farmers 
couldn’t reach to harvest stage and they couldn’t sell those prioritized crops at the market.  Also 
they consumed harvests themselves and not sold.  In many cases, farmers tend to NOT report the 
details in Total Income, Average Prices per Kg and Total Cost of Production when they fail to 
produce the crops.   

 

(2) General Horticultural Crop Production and Post Harvest Handling Technique 

This GHCP&PHHT survey is a tool to identify the capacity changes of both individual farmers and 
Farmers Groups in adopting basic horticultural production techniques, and this was the 2nd survey 
for model farmer groups. On the comparison between the Tables 6.7.14 and 6.7.35, it is observed 
that a small proportion of farmers have conducted “Pre-cultivation Preparation” such as 
undertaking market survey (Q1) and preparing crop planting calendar (Q2) in 2013, however in 
2014, most farmers in all schemes except Tumutumu have conducted market survey and crop 
planting calendar making.  Conducting soil testing (Q3) was still low. The percentages of farmer 
members who implemented the cost income analysis (Q20) was dramatically increased compared 
to that in 2013. The observation above mentioned proves that the series of training sessions and 
practices of the core components of SHEP Approach is actually taken hold across the members of 
farmer groups, and the knowledge obtained at the training contributed the increment of the 
farmer’s competence/ capacity of the Market-Oriented Agriculture. 

 
 

  



SIDEMAN – SAL, Final Report 
 

 
 

51 

Table 1.6.34 Outline of the 2nd Baseline Survey/ Summary Table on GHCP&PHHT Results 

Source: JICA Team 
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1.6.6 The 3rd Baseline Survey  

The Third Baseline Survey of the model farmer groups in the SHEP-NON-overlapping sub-counties 
was implemented March 2015.  Submission of the survey data of the farmer group members 
including 1) Crop Production and Income (CPI) Analysis Data, 2) General Horticultural Crop 
Production and Post Harvest Handling Technique (GHCP&PHHT) and 3) Group Empowerment 
Indicator (GEI) were requested to all ScAOs of the pilot schemes.  Since only about a half of the year 
(6 months) has passed from previous survey that was held at September 2014, the data were collected 
only from the model farmer groups in the SHEP-NON-overlapping sub-counties, and those crop 
production and farm income data were derived from the previous short-rain season.  
 

Table 1.6.35 Number of Sample Collected on the 3rd Baseline Survey 
Scheme Sub-county Name of Farmer Group Sample 

Pilot schemes in the sub-county where SHEP is NOT in practice  
Olopito Narok-North Olopito Irrigation Scheme 30 
Mdachi Ganze Mdachi scheme 39 
G/Muthaiga Laikipia-West Gathitu-Muthaiga 25 
Murachake Mbeere-North Ukulima Bora S.H.G 14 
Kaben Marakwet-East Kaben Irrigation Scheme 34 
Tumutumu Igembe-South Bainthanga Water Project 20 

 
                      Source: JICA Team 

 
(1) Crop Production and Income Analysis Data 

Among the model farmer groups in the SHEP-NON-overlapping sub-counties, on the Table 6.6.36, 
same as the last two surveys, it is observed that the model farmer groups in Gathitu-Mutahiga and 
Kaben were reported the higher average in the net income per group member (Ksh. 150,182 and 
Ksh. 111,039, respectively) compared to that of the group in Olopito (Ksh. -3,248) and Tumutumu 
(Ksh. -2,890).  
It is not observed drastic changes in the overall trends in the major enterprises produced by the 
model farmer groups.  In some cases the item number of major enterprises produced by a farmer 
group was decreased, because the survey was conducted just after short-rainy season and some 
enterprises were waiting for long-rain season.  In Mdachi and Gathitu-Muthaiga their major crops 
were consisted on horticultural crops such as Tomato, Cabbage, Mchicha, Okura and Onion, where 
the major enterprises in Tumutumu and Murachake consisted only on grain crops (Refer Tables 
6.6.38 and 6.6.39).  In some pilot schemes including Tumutumu and Olopito, farmers mentioned 
the importance of planting grain cereals for their staple food crops, despite the fact that the cereal 
crops were not cash-crop and often caused the negative earnings at the end.  
It is quite difficult to simply compare the average net income in this survey to that of previous ones, 
farmers in Gathitu-Muthaiga and Kaben obtained benefits from all planted items (enterprises) in 
Tables 6.6.38 and 6.6.39.   
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Table 1.6.36 Outline of the 3rd Baseline Survey 

 

Source: JICA Team 

Maize or green maize is planted at all pilot schemes, and farmers cultivated beans or other 
leguminous (i.e. peas) crops as intercrop/ catch crop with those maize/ green maize (Table 6.6.39)  
Mango is the most profitable enterprise/ crop in Kaben (Ksh.134,424).  Tomato is the leading 
cash-crop in several schemes including Gathitu- Muthaiga, Murachake and Kaben.  In theTable 
6.6.40, comparisons between the model farmer groups of Gathitu- Muthaiga and Kaben on the 
Tomato production, the average farm-gate price per Kg (Ksh.27 in Gathitu- Muthaiga and Ksh.23 
in Kaben) are almost same. Although the farmers in Kaben hold the 2 times larger area under crops 
(1.470 Ac.) and the cost of production was less than 1/4 compared to that was in Gathitu- Muthaiga, 
the productivity (the net produce per Acre) of the farmers in Gathitu- Muthaiga (10,583kg/Acre) is 
much greater than that of farmers in Kaben (2,855Kg/Acre).  It causes the difference in the 
average net income per farmer.   
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Table 1.6.37 Outline of the 1st to 3rd Baseline Surveys 

 
  Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.38 Outline of the 3rd Baseline Survey/ Five Major Enterprises in the Schemes 1 

 
Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.39 Outline of the 3rd Baseline Survey/ Five Major Enterprises in the Schemes 2 

 
Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.40 Outline of the 3rd Baseline Survey/ Comparison among Schemes on Major Enterprises 

 

Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.41 Prioritized Crops (1st & 2nd) and Number of Farmers Cultivated (Harvested) Those 
Selected Crops in Each Pilot Scheme (at the 3rd BLS) 

Scheme Sub-county 1st crop *No. 2nd crop *No. 
Olopito Narok-North Green Maize 29 Dry Beans 23 
Mdachi Ganze Okura 3 Black Nightshade 0 
G/Muthaiga Laikipia-West Cabbage 13 Bulb Onion 12 
Murachake Mbeere-North Green Maize 1 Tomato 1 
Kaben Marakwet-East Tomato 8 Green Gram 21 
Tumutumu Igembe-South Water Melon 0 Onion 0 

Source: JICA Team 

 
Number of farmers above mentioned is the number of farmers who successfully obtained their 
yields/ harvests and somehow sold them at the market/ to the middlemen.  In some cases, farmers 
could not reach to harvest stage and they could not sell those prioritized enterprises/ crops at the 
market.  Also they consumed harvests themselves and not sold.  In many cases, farmers tend 
NOT to report the details in Total Income, Average Prices per Kg and Total Cost of Production 
when they failed to produce the crops and to gain income from the yield.   
It is difficult at this time to say something whether the crop selections through the use of Market 
Survey activities in SHEP approach contributed to their income growth or not.  The selection/ 
prioritization of enterprises/ crops were made as premises for completion of the rehabilitation of 
irrigation system at the pilot schemes.  In some cases farmer groups reported/ mentioned that they 
have intensions of planting selected crops after irrigation water reaches their schemes.  
It is actually observed that the “selected grain crops,” which are mainly grown under rain-fed 
condition, are followed/ planted by lager numbers of farm group members compared to the 
numbers of farmers cultivating “selected horticultural crops,” which generally require irrigated 
conditions.  In Tumutumu scheme no farmers could start planting their selected crops without 
completion of the rehabilitation of irrigation system where they selected water melon and onion as 
prioritized enterprises.  
Also many of those ScAOs, FEOs have raised an issue that workload of activities in 
SIDEMAN-SAL was heavy and tight.  Local staffs should handle not only activities regarding 
farming support such as training workshops and field monitoring visits but training session for 
IWUA members and supervising construction works.  Farmers are also regularly mobilized for 
construction works between an interval of their daily duties.  

 

(2) General Horticultural Crop Production and Post Harvest Handling Technique 

To identify the capacity changes of both individual farmers and Farmers Groups in adopting basic 
horticultural production techniques, this survey was conducted again and it was the 3rd survey for 
model farmer groups. On the comparison in the Tables 6.6.41 (also refer Table.6.6.42), it is 
observed that a small proportion of farmers have conducted soil testing (Q3) and used 
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recommended compost (Q4) in “Pre-cultivation Preparation” in 2015.  The numbers of farmers 
who undertook market survey (Q1) and prepared Crop Planting Calender (Q2) in 2015 were 
decreased compared to the numbers of farmers in 2014 (Table 6.6.43), except Murachake scheme.  
Farmers recognized that they kept using quality planting materials (Q5).  For the questions 
regarding “Land Preparation (Q6,7,8)” and Crop Establishment (Q9,10,11)” the proportion of the 
adopted farmers in a group members were increased compared to the 1st survey in 2013 (Table 
6.6.43).  The percentages of farmer members who implemented the cost income analysis (Q20) 
were slightly decreased compared to the farmers conducted it in 2014, but still maintained higher 
proportions in 2015.  The observation above mentioned proves that the series of training sessions 
and practices of the core components of SHEP Approach is actually taken hold across the members 
of farmer groups, and the knowledge obtained at the training contributed the increment of the 
farmer’s competence/ capacity of the Market-Oriented Agriculture. 
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Table 1.6.42 Outline of the 3rd Baseline Survey/ Summary Table on GHCP&PHHT Results 

Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.43 Outline of the 1st to 3rd GHCP&PHHT Results 

 

 
(3) Improvements in the Group Empowerment Indicator (GEI)  

To identify the capacity change of the Farmers Groups in terms of Leadership, Cooperation among 
members & Gender, the Group Empowerment Indicators (GEIs) was used again at the time of the 
3rd Baseline Survey held on March 2015.  
 
Five (5) levels are set from both qualitative aspects (do not require measurement) and quantitative 
aspects (measurable) which guide the level of farmers group in terms of previous 3 concepts and 
how they network with other community members. 
 
The outline of each level is defined as follows:  
GEI Level I: The group is formed as recommended by outsiders. But not all members are fully 
convinced of its benefit. 
GEI Level II: The group members are becoming aware of the benefits of grouping. 
GEI Level III: The group members became confident in each other. 
GEI Level IV: Strong ties have been established among the group members. The members are 
interested in the capacity enhancement of the group as well as the community as a whole. 
GEI Level V: The group is able to work together to address various problems and can build and 
maintain a network with other groups and organizations.  

 

Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.44 Outline of Baseline Survey/ Summary on GEI (at the 3rd BLS, March 2015) 

Scheme Name of Farmer Group 
Sample # GEI score 

T F M L C G GEI 
Olopito Olopito Irrigation Scheme 30 14 16 III II III II 
Mdachi Mdachi scheme 42 24 18 II I III I 
G/Muthaiga Gathitu-Muthaiga 25 9 16 II I II I 
Murachake Ukulima Bora S.H.G 16 8 8 III III IV III 
Kaben Kaben Irrigation Scheme --- --- --- III II II II 
Tumutumu Bainthanga Water Project 19 4 15 II II I I 

 
*T: Total, F: Female, M: Male, L: Leadership, C: Cooperation among members, G: Gender and   GEI: GEI 
Level  

                           Source: JICA Team 
 

Compared with the result of GEI survey in 2013 (Table 6.6.15), the overall scores in the leadership 
(L) and Gender (G) were improved in the model farmer groups in all schemes.  Especially Groups 
in Kaben and Murachake show higher progress.  On the other hand farmer groups in Mdachi and 
Gathitu- Muthaiga decreased in term of the Cooperation among members (C), that’s why overall 
GEI in both schemes were getting down.   

 
1.6.7 Follow-Up Interview Survey on the Activities of Trial Introduction of the Core 

Components of SHEP Approach (July 2015)  

To identify/confirm the estimated number (or proportion) of membership in the model farmer 
group 1) who have ever individually (or by inner-group) undertaken Market Surveys after the 1st 
Market Survey implemented by the representatives of the model farmer groups and 2) who have 
been keeping crop records individually (or by inner-group), the follow-up interview survey was 
held on July 2015.  SIDEMAN-SAL sent ScAOs a questionnaire sheet previously, and the 
answers were made based on the estimation made by ScAOs and FEOs.  

 

Table 1.6.45 The results of Follow-Up Interview Survey on Trial Introduction of the Core Component 
of SHEP Approach 

Scheme Name of Farmer Group 
1) Market survey 2) Record keeping 

T F M T F M 
Olopito Olopito Irrigation Scheme 21 10 11 25 12 13 
Mdachi Mdachi scheme 3 1 2 2 1 1 
G/Muthaiga Gathitu-Muthaiga 6 1 5 10 2 8 
Murachake Ukulima Bora S.H.G 5 3 2 16 9 7 
Kaben Kaben Irrigation Scheme ** ** ** 21 6 15 
Tumutumu Bainthanga Water Project 1 0 1 ** ** ** 
Kasokoni Ngoyaki Foundation CBO --- --- --- --- --- --- 
Muungano Turkey Self Help Group 2 0 2 2 0 2 

T; Total, F; Female, and M; Male 
Source: JICA Team 
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The questions are listed below;  
1) Has the Farmer Model Group ever undertaken Market Survey & Cropping Calendar after 
the 1st Market Survey? 
2) Are there any Farmer(s) who have ever undertaken Market Survey & Cropping Calendar 
after 1st Market Survey? 
3) Is the any spillover effect on Crop Market Survey & Cropping Calendar making in the area? 
4) Are there any Farmer(s) in the Farmer Model Group who have been keeping crop records? 
5) Has there been any spillover effect in keeping of Crop Records in the area? 
6) Has the Farmer Model Group undertaken implementation of any Group Action Plans?  
 

It is actually reported that the 2nd Market Survey has not conducted by the group representatives 
again, but it has been done by the voluntary individuals (or “not-so-structured inner-groups”) in 
some pilot schemes. On the other hand, a model farmer group collected contributions from group 
members for the bus fares for the group representatives.   
In many farmer groups mentioned that they had intensions of implementing activities on the Group 
Action Plan when irrigation water reaches their schemes.  In Tumutumu scheme no farmers could 
start planting their selected crops without completion of the rehabilitation of irrigation system 
where they selected water melon and onion as prioritized enterprises.   
 
There are several effects were reported;  
- The trainees went back home and spread news of the training to neighbors who picked it up. 
- Darajani FFS are doing it too. 
- Some farmers in the neighboring schemes who produce water melons and green grams in 
succession have found buyers in Nakuru, Nairobi and Eldored. 
- During trainings, farmers outside the irrigation scheme come for the trainings and they were 
convinced.  
- The trained farmers went home and spread the news of the importance of keeping farm records. 
- Those producing to sell are keen to keep records to determine the costs incurred and profit 
margins. 
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1.6.8 Trial Introduction of Low Input Sustainable Agriculture (LISA) Technologies 

(1) General 

Introduction meetings were held at the pilot scheme sites located in the four (4) sub-counties, 
which would have the second-batch pilot schemes in the near future. After the explanations of 3 
candidate technologies in detail, farmer group members prioritized, and then selected two (2) 
technologies with consideration given to the interest, preference and feasibility of farmer group 
members. Following the demand-driven-approach, the farmer group members also prioritized/ 
selected three (3) crops/ varieties in Kenyan Traditional Vegetables (only when they selected 
KTVs). Finally each farmer group selected/ appointed two (2) pilot farmers per each selected 
technology as representatives of the farmer group. Results of the prioritizations/selections of 
candidate technologies, crops/ varieties of KTVs, and pilot farmers for each selected technology 
were reported to SIDEMAN-SAL.  
Those selected pilot farmers were requested to conduct the adaptation-trial/ demonstration planting 
at their fields and to record the revenue and expenditure for productions. Pilot farmers also have 
responsibilities in making presentations to other group members at the evaluation and 
decision-making meeting that would be held at the end of production periods. They were also 
required to share the cost for obtaining planting materials (e.g. the seeds of KTVs). All other 
required farming tools/ materials should be prepared/ provided by the pilot farmers themselves.  

Table 1.6.46 Introduction Meeting of LISA Technologies 
Date Scheme Sub-county County 
March 13, 2014 Olopito Narok-North Narok 
March 14, 2014 Mdachi Ganze Kilifi 
March 20, 2014 G/Muthaiga Laikipia-West Laikipia 
March 20, 2014 Tumutumu Igembe-South Meru 

Source: JICA Team 

 
(2) Results of selection of activities/candidate technologies 

At the Introduction Meeting, farmer group was requested to prioritize candidate technologies, and 
to select two (2) candidate technologies as their selected technologies through the discussion and 
majority vote in a democratic manner (see Table 1.6.47 Selected Technologies in LISA of Each 
Pilot Scheme 
47).  
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Table 1.6.47 Selected Technologies in LISA of Each Pilot Scheme 

 

Source: JICA Team 

 
In most cases farmers selected the Kenyan Traditional Vegetables (KTVs) and Push-pull 
Technique. During the LISA introduction meeting, farmers were fully informed on the ingredients 
of the Bokashi technology and the possible cost implications. The ScAO of Tumutumu scheme had 
experiences in application of Bokashi Technique and said familiar with/ confident about 
introduction of the technique into target group. Others pointed out the difficulties in the 
availabilities of large amount of yogurt and sugar at neighboring retail shops for Bokashi 
Technique.  

  



SIDEMAN – SAL, Final Report 
 

 
 

66 

Table 1.6.48 Sample Candidate Technology Selection Form/ Mdachi Scheme 

 
 
 

  

Source: JICA Team 
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(3) Process to select the traditional vegetables among candidates 

When the farmer group chose the Kenyan Traditional Vegetable (KTVs) as their selection, they 
were also requested to prioritize those candidate/ available KTV crops/ varieties. Candidate crops/ 
varieties of KTVs were selected/ offered based on the availability and recommendation from 
Bioversity International.  

Table 1.6.49 Candidate Crops/ Varieties in KTVs 
English Name Swahilli Name Scientific Name Major Consuming Area 
Giant African 
Nightshade Mnavu Solanum scabrum All (Nationwide) 

Orange-fruited 
Nightshade Manabu Solanum villosum All (especially Coast, 

Western, and R-Valley) 
Amaranth 

(Traditional) Mchicha Amaranthus dubius All (Nationwide) 

Amaranth 
(Inproved) Mchicha Amaranthus spp. Central, Western 

Spider plant 
 Mwangani Cleome gynandra Coast, Western, and 

Nyanza 
Ethiopian Kale 

 Kanzira Brassica carinata Western and Nyanza 

Rattle Pod 
 Mitoo Clotalaria spp. Western and Nyanza 

Cockscomb 
 Mekanuri Celosia argentea Coast 

Jute Mallow 
 Mulenda Corchorus olitorius Coast, Western and 

Nyanza 
Source: JICA Team 

 
For the reporting and filing purposes the “KTVs Selection Form” was also submitted after the 
selection of KTV crops/ varieties. On the KTVs Selection Form there were several questions listed 
below to identify how/ why the farmer group selected/ prioltized crops on the list;  
1) Have you (your group members) ever seen this crop/ variety before? 
2) Have you (your group members) ever seen this crop/ variety in the market where you usually 
use/ sell produces/ purchase products? 
3) Have you (your group members) ever heared the good reputation about this crop/ variety before? 
4) Have you (your group members) ever grown/ planted this crop/ variety in your field? 
5) Have your (your group members) family/ relatives/ friend previously produced this crop/ variety 
before? 
6) Do you (your group members) expect this crop/ variety would increase your agricultural 
production/benefits?  
7) Do you (your group members) expect this crop/ variety would increase your nutritional 
condition/ status? 
8) Do you (your group members) want to try this crop/ variety even if you need to purchase the 
seed?  
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and also asking reasons why this crop/variety was preferable/ undesirable for them.  
Farmer group also ticked the questions when applicable (see Table 1.6.51 Sample Crop/ Variety 
Selection on KTVs Form/ Mdachi Scheme 
51). 

 

Table 1.6.50 Selected Crops/ Varieties in KTVs of Each Pilot Scheme 

 
 

 
For instance the farmer group members of Mdachi scheme selected Giant African Nightshade, 
Amarantus and Spider plant with consideration given to the interest, preference, availabilities of 
planting materials and technical feasibility of farmer group members (Table 6.6.50).  They had 
also chosen the Giant African Nightshade as the second prioritized crop for the Introduction of 
Core Components of SHEP Approach. They reported/ mentioned that they found Giant Nightshade 
in the market when they conducted Market Survey for the Introduction of Core Components of 
SHEP Approach, and relatives of some group members had experience in planting the Giant 
Nightshade, so they thought it is feasible for them (Table 6.6.51).  

 

Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.51 Sample Crop/ Variety Selection on KTVs Form/ Mdachi Scheme 

 

Source: JICA Team 
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(1) Selection of Farmers 

For each one of two selected technologies farmer group selected pilot farmers consisting of 
one female and one male farmer representatives. Each farmer group in a scheme had four 
(4) pilot farmers for two (2) selected technologies.  

Table 1.6.52 Pilot Farmers on Selected Technologies in Pilot Schemes 

 
Source: JICA Team 

 
Those above mentioned farmer representatives were recommended by others or/and 
nominated him-/her-selves, then selected through democratic process (by majority vote) at 
the time of Introduction/ sensitization meeting of LISA technologies with the JICA team 
members. In some cases farmers recognized as “practical farmers” in the schemes were 
selected by neighbors.  
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Table 1.6.53 Sample Pilot Farmer Selection Form of the Selected Technologies/ Mdachi 
Scheme 

 
 
 

Source: JICA Team 
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(2) Distribution of Planting Materials and Adaptation-trial/ Demonstration at Farmer 
Fields  

For Kenyan Traditional Vegetables (KTVs), seeds of the three (3) crops/ varieties that were 
prioritized/ selected by the farmer group were provided. Each pilot farmer received the 
amounts of seeds that satisfy a standard plot (designed with 10m x 10m) for demonstration/ 
adaptation-trial (for each crop/ variety) at the time of the first Field Monitoring Visit 
subsequently made after introduction meeting. The seeds were sold with comparatively low 
prices, and pilot farmers made payment to Bioversity International at the end of 
demonstration/ trial planting period.  
 
Neighboring farmers in a pilot scheme could also purchase the seeds of the selected crops/ 
varieties directory from Bioversity International at the time when SIDEMAN-SAL 
provided seeds to Pilot Farmers. Neighboring farmers should make a payment on site at the 
time of purchasing. If pilot farmer(s) wanted to purchase more amounts of seeds, he/ she 
could do this at the time when other neighboring farmers purchased under the same 
conditions. SIDEMAN-SAL recorded the name, amount purchase, and amount paid for 
each neighboring farmers who purchased the seeds. All sales proceeds were sent directly to 
Bioversity International (see Table 6.6.54).  
About the remaining crops/ varieties introduced at the meeting out of the selected three 
crops, the request from farmers (if requested) was collected/ compiled by SCAO and sent to 
Bioversity International directory. 
 
For Push-Pull Technique, seeds of Desmodium that satisfied two (2) standard plots 
(designed with 21m x 21m per plot) for demonstration/ trial plots for each pilot farmer were 
provided by free of charge. However pilot farmers were requested to collect/ save the seed 
from the 1st year crops for subsequent years. SIDEMAN-SAL had no extra seeds for 
neighboring farmers. The root sprits/ stubs of Napier grass were obtained by the farmer 
group's. SIDEMAN-SAL provided the support for transportation means. For Bokashi, 
SIDEMAN-SAL had NO providing planting materials, except technical information, 
advice and materials (handbooks and leaflets).  
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Table 1.6.54 Sample Distribution Record of the Planting Materials for KTVs 

 
 

  

Source: JICA Team 
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(3) Progress of LISA Technology 

Progress of the pilot farm is shown in Table 1.6.55 Progress of Pilot Farm on LISA 
Technology 
5. As show in the table, however, the activities of KTV, and Push and Pull were largely 
affected by prolonged drought in 2014, which seemed to be the worst since 2000. All of 
rain-fed pilot farm were failed due to lack of rain. Mdachi was extremely serious because 
the scheme was suffered from flood after drought. But farmers, who failed in first trial, 
restarted to grow KTV in different field from beginning of Jun.  On the other hand, the 
pilot farms implemented in irrigated field started to harvest them from end of Jun.  As of 
end of August, the Bokashi does not start because they ready to start but the martial such as 
molasses are not available.  
 

Table 1.6.55 Progress of Pilot Farm on LISA Technology 

 

 

Land
Preparation Seeding Vegetative

growth Harvest Comment

1 ○ X - - Seeding could not implement due to
flooding

2 X - - - Land preparation could not implement
due to flooding.

1 ○ ○ ○ X Maize grew but did not fruit due to
drought and disease.

2 ○ ○ X - Maize and napier died by drought.

1 ○ X - - Seeding could not implement due to
drought

2 ○ ○ ○ - Seeding restarted after drought
damage in different field.

Mdachi

1) Push-Pull

Scheme

Olopito

Gatitu/
Muthaiga

2) Kenya Traditional Vegetables
Land

Preparation Seeding Vegetative
growth Harvest Comment

1 ○ ○ ○ - Seeding was restarted in garden near
by house in May after flood damage.

2 ○ ○ ○ ○

Seeding was implemented in the
garden near by his house and the
nursery was transplanted in irrigated
field after flood. Harvest started in
July.

1 ○ ○ ○ -
Seeding was restarted in irrigated
field in Jun after the first trial
damaged by drought.

2 ○ ○ ○ -
Seeding was restarted in irrigated
field in Jun after the first trial
damaged by drought.

1 ○ ○ X - Seed did not germinate due to
drought.

2 ○ ○ ○ ○
Harvest started in Jun and the area is
expanding

1 ○ ○ ○ ○ Harvest started in Jun

2 ○ ○ ○ ○ Harvesting started in Jun

○：Started　X ：Not started or failed 　1,2：Cultivate in irrigated field
Source : JICA Team

Tumtum

Mdachi

Scheme

Olopito

Gatitu/
Muthaiga
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(4) Evaluation of the LISA Technology 

At the end of major rainy period (normally June to July), with the observation/ participation 
of local agricultural officers such as SCAO, DAEO and FEOS, interviews and discussions 
with pilot and volunteer neighboring farmers (and other group members) were implemented 
for the evaluation of candidate technologies and a decision making whether the farmers 
would like to continue and disseminate the technology to entire group members. The result 
of evaluation/ decision was reported to SIDEMAN-SAL by using designated report forms.  
 

Table 1.6.56 Evaluation of the LISA Technologies 
Date Schem Sub-county No .participants 

August 14, 2014 Mdachi Ganze *8 

August 21, 2014 Olopito Narok-North *4 

August 28, 2014 Gathitu-Muthaiga Laikipia-West 16 

September 04, 2014 Tumutumu Igembe-South *3 

*Interviewed with the pilot and volunteer farmers and received reports  
 
At the time of provision/ distribution of the planting materials for Kenyan Traditional 
Vegetables (KTVs), the neighboring farmers could also purchase the seeds of the selected 
crops/ varieties directory from SIDEMAN-SAL at the time when SIDEMAN-SAL sold 
seeds to Pilot Farmers. Neighboring farmers should make a payment on site at the time of 
purchasing. SIDEMAN-SAL record the name, amount purchase, and amount paid for each 
neighboring farmers who purchased the seeds. When pilot farmer(s) want to purchase more 
amounts of seeds, he/she can do this at the time when other neighboring farmers purchase, 
under the same conditions. All sales proceeds should be sent directly to Bioversity Intl.   
 

Table 1.6.57 Number of Farmers who Received/ Self-Purchased the Planting Materials (seed) 
of Kenyan Traditional Vegetables (KTVs) 

Scheme/ Crop of KTVs 
LISA Pilot 
farmers received 
KTVs seed 

Farmers 
voluntarily 
purchased seeds 

Total 

MDACHI 

Mnavu 2 5 7 

Mchicha 2 20 22 

Mwangani (Saget) 2 14 16 

OLOPITO 

Mnavu 2 4 6 

Mchicha 2 4 6 

Mwangani (Saget) 2 5 7 

Source: JICA Team 
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GATHITU-MUTHAIGA 

Mnavu 2 9 11 

Managu 2 3 5 

Mwangani (Saget) 2 12 14 

TUMUTUMU 

Mnavu 2 6 8 

Mchicha 2 11 13 

Kanzia 2 7 9 

 
The LISA program started very well in March/April 2014, with farmers quite enthusiastic 
about the programs. A number of them even bought the seed on their own for planting but 
majority did not plant due to drought. Those who had irrigation water succeeded in getting 
good crop for their families and even to sell and generate income (in some incidences with 
better price than Kales). Those who did not have irrigation water suffered heavily from the 
effects of drought as were evidenced in Gatitu/Muthaiga and Olopito schemes. 
Because of severe and unpredictable drought damage, the most of pilot farmers failed to 
continue production for the first planting. Several farmers attempted to re-planting and it 
caused that some pilot farmers were still under cultivation/ harvesting at the time of 
evaluation.  

  

Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.58 Crop Production Report for Kenyan Traditional Vegetables (KTVs) 1 

 

 
  

Source: JICA Team 



SIDEMAN – SAL, Final Report 
 

 
 

78 
 

Table 1.6.59 Crop Production Report for Kenyan Traditional Vegetables (KTVs) 2 

 

 
For the similar reason, the maize production under Push-pull technology has been failed or 
still in the process of production.  
The summary of the interviews/ discussions with the pilot and volunteer-neighboring 
farmers are below;  
 
 

  

Source: JICA Team 
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Table 1.6.60 Summary of the interview/ Discussion at the Evaluation 
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Major positive impacts and constraints on Kenyan Traditional Vegetables (KTVs) and 
Push-pull Tequnology are reported as follows;  
 
Kenyan Traditional vegetables (KTVs):  
Farmers indicated the following benefits from Kenyan Traditional Vegetables program; 
a) The KTVs are not only food but generate income to the family 
b) The vegetables provide nutritional value to the family members 
c) KTVs are easy and less costly to grow (There is less incidence of pests and diseases 
hence limited use of chemicals in production of KTVs than in kales and cabbages and other 
horticultural crops) 
d) There is a ready market for the KTVs at price higher than that of kales 
e) KTVs climatically adaptable to the local conditions/ environment and some are already 
grown in the area 
f) sFarmers in some of the schemes (notably Mdachi and Olopito schemes) have been 
producing the local varieties of Mnavu and Mchicha and Saget so have traditional technical 
knowledge on production and utilization 
g) Can use organic pest control or chemical pesticides 
h) KTVs have medicinal value (such as gout quoted in Olopito) 
i)  KTVs are good rotational crops as they can be rotated with brassicas to break the 
disease and pest cycle 
 
Farmers also pointed out several constraints;  
a) Prolonged drought in all the schemes and flooding in Mdachi caused poor crop 
production  
b) There was poor germination of certain KTV seeds particularly for Spider plant in 
Olopito and Gatitu Muthaiga 
 
Push-pull Technique:  
Farmers indicated the following benefits from the Push-pull technology 
a) There is no chemical application to control stem borer hence it reduces the cost of 
maize production 
b) Desmodium crops provides ground cover hence suppresses/ control weeds and 
increase soil moisture 
c) Push-Pull is farmer friendly and is safer to family 
d) They indicated that the Napier forms a good guard row around the maize and stray 
cows graze it first before they reach the maize, by which time the herdsman will have 
removed the cows  
e) There is high demand for fodder crops (Napier and desmodium are very good fodder 



SIDEMAN – SAL, Final Report 
 

 
 

84 
 

crop and increase in production of these will enhance availability of fodder in the scheme 
areas 
g) The Push and pull technology helps to control soil erosion 
h) The Push–pull technology has reduces production cost (cost of stalk borer control and 
weeds control are highly reduced 
i) The desmodium increases nitrogen in soil hence improves soil fertility  
 
Under the Push-pull technology some of the problems noted were as follows; 
a) Prolonged drought 
b) Availability of Napier grass   
c) Poor germination for desmodium and 
d) Maize Lethal Necrosis Disease 
 
In conclusion, farmers have agreed that there was the needs to continue with the program. 
They also expressed the need to increase the number of demonstration farmers on both 
technologies. Famers are still enthusiastic to continue with the technology due the 
associated benefits as indicated above. They want to continue and multiply the Napier in 
order to obtain the same from close-by. 
 
Bokashi technology 
During the LISA introduction meeting, farmers were fully informed on the ingredients of 
the Bokashi technology and the possible cost implications.  The technology was 
nevertheless chosen by one scheme (i.e Tumutumu) but it never took off due to the 
challenges indicated below; 
•Farmers realized that the technology was a bit expensive and could not afford amounts of 
sugar ingredient as required   
•Non-supply by SCAO and non-collection by farmers of molasses (sugar substitute) 
hindered take off of the technology 
Consequently the farmers requested that they be allowed to choose another technology 
other than Bokashi Tech. 
 

1.6.9 Collaboration Field Visits in the Sub-Counties where SHEP is in Practice 

Following the implementation schedule set by the SHEP Unit, SIDEMAN-SAL sent officers 
to the field activities of SHEP Approach conducted in the sub-counties where SHEP is in 
practice. After participation of each training/meeting session SIDEMAN-SAL officers 
submitted field visit reports for the purpose of the review of field activities. Those reports 
would finally be compiled and analyzed for the further recommendation and suggestion in the 
final report.  
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Table 1.6.61 Collaboration Field Visits for the SHEP Approach 
Activity/ Date Scheme Sub-county County 
Baseline Survey 
January 15, 2014 Muungano Tharaka- South Tharaka-Nithi 
January 17, 2014 Kasokoni Taveta Taita-Taveta 
FABLIST Forum 
February 26, 2014 Muungano Tharaka- South Tharaka-Nithi 
February 28, 2014 Kasokoni Taveta Taita-Taveta 

Source: JICA Team 
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