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Introduction

I. Introduction

Farmer Access to Innovation Resources – Local
Innovation Support Funds (FAIR–LISF) is an
initiative under the international PROLINNOVA
network, which purposes to channel agricultural
research and development (ARD) funds to farmer
innovators, in order to enable them to further
develop, document and promote their innovations
and accelerate local innovation processes. Financial
resources in the initiative are accessed by groups as
well as individual farmer innovators through
submission of own innovation proposals for farmer-
led experiments. In the course of experimentation,
links between the innovators and relevant research
partners and organisations are established to
facilitate Participatory Innovation Development
(PID). The operations of the FAIR–LISF initiative fall
under the administrative framework of PROLINNOVA–
Kenya (abbreviated PK), which has a National
Steering Committee (NSC) that coordinates the
activities of the network. The main partners in the
NSC are World Neighbors (WN), Kenya National
Dissemination of Agricultural Technologies
(KENDAT)1, International Centre for Research on
Women (ICRW), Jomo Kenyatta University College
of Agriculture and Technology (JKUAT),
Participatory Ecological Land Use Management
(PELUM), Sustainable Agriculture Community
Development Programmes (SACDEP), Institut
Africain pour le Développement Économique et
Social (INADES) Formation and the Kenya
Agricultural Research Institute (KARI).

WN coordinates the FAIR–LISF initiative nationally
and handles implementation of the pilots in western
Kenya, while KENDAT and INADES coordinate
implementation in eastern Kenya. KARI coordinates
overall M&E in both pilot sites.

The FAIR–LISF initiative was launched at a
workshop held in February 2008 at KARI’s
headquarters, attended by people from
various governmental and non-governmental
organisations as well as farmers involved in PK. At
this workshop, the principles of FAIR–LISF and the
operational procedures of LISF as practised in other
country platforms in the PROLINNOVA network were
discussed. At the end of the workshop, participants
recommended that two LISF Steering Committees
(LSCs) should be established: one for eastern and the
other for western Kenya. Each committee was to
consist of representatives of farmer groups in the
respective district, a local NGO and a representative
from the Ministry of Agriculture.  This arrangement
later proved cumbersome because LSC members had
to cover long distances to take part in capacity-
building events and joint screening of proposals. The
two LSCs were therefore later split into four: one for
each district. Currently, the LSC is made up of two
women and four men in Machakos, two women (one
is the chair) and five men in Mwingi, two women
and four men in Nyando, and one woman and five
men in Busia. These committees are responsible for
soliciting proposals from farmers, screening and
forwarding them to the PK NSC for funds
disbursement and, after that, conducting level-one
monitoring and evaluation (LSC–M&E).

1   KENDAT was the PK host until October 2010; currently, WN and KARI jointly host PK.
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II. Status of FAIR-LISF in Kenya

How it has functioned

The process of selecting innovations and innovation
processes to be funded started with a call for
proposals by the LSCs in their respective areas. The
LSC members announced the call through various
channels, including chiefs' barazas (public meetings),
church services, informal community gatherings and
personal communication in the committee members'
networks. The committee members were expected
to ensure that all eligible innovators in their
respective areas received information about the call.
In Busia and Nyando districts, the announcements
were also made through the respective NGOs while
in Mwingi district, the Department of Agriculture
also played a role in the announcement. In Machakos
district, the LSC was responsible for the
announcements.

The first call for proposals was made in mid-2008
and the proposals were received towards the end of
the year. A prolonged drought and political
disturbances in Kenya interrupted the planned
activities, and the funds were released only in the
second half of 2009. The second call was made in late
2009 and the selected proposals were funded in 2010.
In both cases, the submitted proposals followed a
format drawn with the help of the NGOs and the
Department of Agriculture.

In both 2008/09 and 2009/10, after the LSCs received
the proposals, they organised a meeting to screen
them and in 2009, the NSC joined both the eastern
and the western LSC, to help develop a checklist for
the screening. The initial checklist was quite detailed,
but discussions led to simplification during the
second round of screening and resulted in the current
document (Appendix 1). The first steps in the
screening were: i) determining whether the proposed
activity involved an innovation; ii) identifying
whether the innovation proposal was in line with the
set criteria; and iii) Approval or rejection of the
proposal. The LSCs were supposed to give feedback
to the proposing innovator(s) giving the committee's

verdict on the proposals. However, evaluation
revealed that such feedback was not always
given by the LSCs and the monitoring team
stressed the importance of giving feedback to all
applicants. The LSC secretary then forwarded the
approved proposals to the NSC for entry into the
LISF register.

In the first round of grants in 2008/09, cheques were
directly handed over to the farmer innovators and
groups in both pilot areas during a capacity building
activity. As the activity took some time to plan, this
approach was found to have been a cause of delay.
The NSC therefore resolved that each LSC should
open a bank account through which the funds would
be deposited.  The LSCs had to acquire registration
certificates from the Ministry of Culture and Social
Services since it was a requirement that each such
entity had to be registered. The Mwingi LSC was the
first to set up their account followed by Machakos
while the Nyando LSC opted to continue receiving
their money through the account of FOCODEP which
is the NGO that they work with.  In the 2009/10
round funds were routed through the respective
accounts. This approach sped up disbursement
because the LSCs were informed as soon as the
money was deposited so that they could make
arrangements to collect the money and disburse it to
their respective innovators.

The LSCs made independent decisions on whether
to disburse the amount in one go or in instalments.
They also decided whether the grantees should remit
a small fee to the LSC for local monitoring.

After receiving the funds disbursed in the second
round (2009/10), the LSCs signed contractual
agreements with the grantees and sent copies of the
agreements to the NSC. It was after this that the
farmer innovators started implementing their
experiments. An example of such an agreement is
attached in Annex 2.
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Status of FAIR-LISF in Kenya

Figure 1: Steps in LISF

1. Call for
innovation
proposals

2. Screening & comments
for innovators

3. Feedback to innovators &
forward to NSC

6.
Implementation

and M&E

5. Signing of LSC and
innovators agreements &

disbursement

4. Entry in register &
disbursement to LSC accounts

Implementation

Implementation conducted by the innovators aimed
at testing and confirming (or otherwise) their
observations in order to prepare a proposal for
consideration in the FAIR-LISF. Examples are the
millet nursery innovation where the innovators
planted nurseries at various densities to observe if
there would be any effects on the growth
performance. In the case of beehives, the innovator
set up the improved hive and compared it with both
of the hives that he had modified to test the rate of
bee occupancy. In the case of moringa soap, the
innovators tried different packaging as well as new
colours; due to the popularity of the soap, they
approached a supermarket and were told by the
management that their product had to be certified
by the Kenya Bureau of Standards (KEBS). The
certification process is ongoing but there have been
several challenges. The case of 'sokoro' dairy feed was
also subjected to testing by the KARI Dairy Centre
at Naivasha and the feeds were found to be almost
on par with commercial dairy feed currently on the
market.

Strategies for institutionalisation

In order to institutionalise FAIR-LISF, various
strategies have been used so far:

i) The NSC has organised workshops, seminars and
innovation fairs for staff of the Ministry of
Agriculture (MoA), institutions of higher
learning, research organisations and
development programmes. In staff meetings of
their organisations, members of PK have
discussed the LISF-related work on local
innovation and farmer-led experimentation.
Several lecturers in Jomo Kenyatta University of
Agriculture and Technology (JKUAT) and the
University of Nairobi have resulted in a desire to
send students for internship/attachment to study
innovation process dynamics. The modalities of
such placement are still to be worked out.

ii) The NSC has linked LISF innovators with the
National Council for Science and Technology
(NCST). For example, at the Innovators Exhibition
and Conference organised in April 2011 at the
Kenyatta International Conference Centre, three
male LISF-grantee farmers exhibited their
innovations. These were the weeder/seeder by
David Mokua and the finger millet nursery by
Simon Masila, both from Machakos, and the
Kakoko hybrid hive developed by Dejakes
Osindo from Nyando. Two of the innovators,
Dejakes and David, emerged among the top
fourteen out of 40 exhibitors and were awarded
certificates. The Chief Executive of the NCST
commended the innovators and called for more
of such efforts (Appendix 2).

Millet nursery innovation (Geoffrey Kamau)
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Minister for Higher Education visiting farmer innovators at
NCST exhibition (Fabian Khamusali)

iii) Linkages have been made with the Department
of Adult Education, the Provincial
Administration and the KEBS, with which two
groups of LISF grantees are in the process of
getting their products certified.

iv) In two KARI research centres, researchers have
shown interest in two of the local innovations
supported by the LISF and have submitted
proposals for KARI adaptive research funds: one
in Katumani to test different millet and sorghum
varieties using the nursery and transplanting
innovation, and one in Naivasha on locally-
developed dairy feeds. This deviates from the
norm where researchers come up with an
adaptive research area after a research-led
diagnosis of constraints to production. The
researchers are currently conducting on-station
trials and, as soon as they accumulate sufficient
data on the areas in which they can work together
with LISF innovators, the field work will begin.
Thus far, however, the innovators do not have
any direct influence on how the adaptive research
funds are used. The group that makes the funding
decisions is a multi-stakeholder body that
includes a farmer representative from elsewhere.
Over time, a further step in research collaboration
will be needed whereby farmer innovators will
be able to decide the areas on which they would
like to collaborate with the scientists. This is the
idea behind institutionalisation of the LISF
principles.
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Results

III. Results

In 2008, a total of 86 proposals consisting of 35
individual and 51 group applications were made by
farmers in eastern and western Kenya. 59% of the
total number of applications received was from
groups. Applications from individuals consisted of
49% from women and 51% from men. A total of 21
proposals (10 from groups and 11 from individuals,
17 from western and 4 from eastern Kenya) were
funded and implemented. Of the 11 individual
applications, 5 were from women and 6 from men.
The total disbursement was € 4,6052. The average
amount disbursed per grant was € 220.41, with the
minimum being € 77.27 and the maximum € 454.50.
The respective cheques were handed over directly
to the groups and individuals during various
activities held with the groups.

The broad thematic areas covered by the proposals
were: Animal husbandry 8 (38%); Crop management
1 (5%); Herbal products 3 (14%); Value addition 6
(29%); Soil fertility management 1 (5%); and Water
and soil management 2 (10%) (Figure 2). This
classification of themes was based on the assessment
of the proposals when entered into the register but,
when implementation of the experimentation started,
the activities sometimes differed from the listed ones.
For example, the Ke-muathi group experimenting on
millet nurseries immediately started using them in
the adult literacy classes, thus marking the onset of a
local innovation in up-scaling. It should be noted that
LSC members were also recipients of innovation
grants, but no member was allowed to be involved
in assessing his/her own or own group's proposal.

After the LSCs received the first round of funds, the
NSC organised a participatory process for

2 1€ =Ksh 110
3  Zai – A square hole measuring 60x60 cm and 60cm deep, where seeds are planted and harvests rainwater, farmers in Mwingi modified this
to a smaller round hole 10 cm in diameter and 30 cm deep.
4 Siroba uji  – A porridge health drink made from an assortment of ingredients, a main one being orange-fleshed sweet potatoes

1. Kalitika charcoal dam desalinisation
2. Finger millet nursery
3. Growing bananas between rocks
4. Modified zai3 pits for vegetable production
5. Protecting leafy vegetable seeds with herbals
6. Hybrid beehive
7. Alenya dairy meal
8. Ejumula potatoes
9. Granular organic manure
10.Biscuits from indigenous plants
11.Water harvesting and use

Table 1: Funded innovation cases in 2008/09

12. Poultry feeds from (orange-fleshed sweet potato)
13. Lofoda dairy meal
14. Hyacinth baskets
15. Two-pot fridge system
16. Dagopota (pasteurised goat milk)
17. Sokoro dairy meal
18. Moringa soap
19. Banana-fibre baskets
20. Cassava cement
21. Siroba Uji4 mix

monitoring and evaluation (M&E) involving
farmer innovators, LSCs and the NSC M&E
team. Its purpose was to identify indicators

Locally innovated animal feed mixture (Laurens
van Veldhuizen)

for use in M&E of the individual projects as well as
the functioning of both the LSC and the NSC, in line
with the M&E framework for PROLINNOVA-Kenya. The
NSC, the LSC and the individual or group innovators
conducted M&E at the relevant levels (explained
below). There had been a verbal agreement between
the LSC and the individual innovators that a small
part of the grants was to be availed to the LSC to
facilitate their M&E activities. However, because
modalities on how this was to be done were not well
thought through, the innovators used up all of the
funds given to them.
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In 2009/10, 39 proposals were submitted to the LSCs
from the two pilot sites, and 14 of them (36%) were
approved for funding and forwarded to the NSC.
There were nine male applicants and 11 female
applicants and the remaining 19 proposals were from
mixed groups. The total amount requested by the 39
applicants was € 14,00465, out of which proposals
worth € 3545.46 were approved. The average amount
approved per grant was € 253.25 with the minimum
amount being € 136 and the maximum € 500. The
innovations ranged in theme from: Animal
husbandry 4 (29%); Crop management 2 (14%);
Herbal products 1 (7%); Value addition 2 (14%); Social
institution building 1 (7%); Soil fertility management
2 (14%); and Water and soil management 2 (14%)
(Figure 2).

In 2009/10, a small part (5%) of the disbursed funds
was retained in the LSC account for the purpose of
facilitating M&E activities at the local level by the
LSC. Feedback given by the LSC to the NSC's M&E
team in 2010 indicated that these funds were
insufficient for the M&E process. There was,
however, a remarkable improvement in M&E in 2010
compared to the 2008/09 phase, during which the
LSC kept no records.

1. Bee saline wax jelly
2. Polythene tube butternut establishment
3. Improved brooder using local materials
4. Local solar incubator
5. Alunga indigenous salt production
6. Improved horticulture farming
7. Planting and conserving local rare grass

Table 2: Cases of innovation which received LISF support in 2009/10

8. Relay brooding of chickens
9. Wall terraces for water harvesting
10.Rock badger manure collection
11.Finger millet nursery expansion
12.Fabrication of weeder/seeder
13.Gulley rehabilitation using local materials
14.Trapping termites for poultry feeding

5   1€ =Ksh 110

Figure 2: Thematic areas in Kenya FAIR–LISF
2008/09 and 2009/10
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Impact Assessment

IV. Impact assessment

An impact assessment was conducted in the months
of December 2010 to May 2011 in the FAIR-LISF pilot
areas. A combined M&E team from KARI
Headquarters and KARI Kibos and Katumani
Research Centres, MoA personnel and NGO staff
visited farmer groups and individuals. The team held
individual interviews and focus-group discussions
with the LISF grantees, non-grantees, support
institutions and LSC members. The following is a
brief account of the information obtained from the
different categories of stakeholders:

LISF grantees

Thirteen of the 23 grantees (both individuals and
groups) consisting of nine from western and four
from eastern (7 women and 6 men) Kenya were
interviewed using the guidelines provided by the
PROLINNOVA International Support Team (IST) during
the M&E workshop in Ethiopia.

Regarding the understanding of farmer-led research
and experimentation before and after piloting the
LISF, nine of the 13 grantees (69%) in 2008 appeared
to understand the purpose of the funds received from
LISF. However, while the NSC's M&E team
explained to the respondents that the idea was to
focus on the bigger picture and not on the individual
or group experiments, it was difficult for them to
dissociate the two. Thus, the most frequent responses,
when grantees were asked about the purpose of the
funds, were: 'the funds helped us to improve our
innovation' or 'the funds have encouraged us to test
whether our innovation works'. Some pointed out that,
as ordinary people, they were proud to be explaining
to government staff about what has always been
referred to as 'jua kali' work6. The M&E team had to
probe to focus the respondents on the wider picture
and, in many cases, it was only grantees who were
also members of LSCs who seemed to have some idea
of this.

On the aspect of farmer experimentation before and
after the LISF, ten of the grantees explained that they
used to try different innovations before FAIR-LISF
started, but 'we are now experimenting and keeping
records unlike before and we also have to account for
everything to the LSC,' a grantee stated. They also

6 Jua kali: Literally, hot sun; a term used in Kenya to refer to the informal sector, especially the work of local artisans often done under the hot
sun. Usage of this term has, however, been extended to refer to anything that is perceived to be of questionable standards.

added that, as a result of this link with the
LISF, they have been invited by different
organisations to explain the work they are
doing.

When the impact-assessment team explored most
significant change, 80% of the respondents made
clear statements on the changes that FAIR-LISF had
brought to the household and to the community.
Many of them aired the fact that, through increased
sale of the commodity they were handling, they were
able to provide for the household. Thus, one grantee
said, 'I was able to pay school fees for my son in the
polytechnic using money from the improved hive.'
Another said, 'we were able to sell to the neighbours large
quantities of vegetables cultivated using the desalinated
water, besides the vegetables we consumed'. The millet
nurseries innovator gave his own and a few of his
neighbours' experiences, saying that, in the last
season, he harvested two 90 kg bags of finger millet,
which he sold at Ksh 90/kg, thus making Ksh 16,200
(€ 162). This was a significant improvement from a
piece of land where he had not been making any
income. He also harvested the late-maturing heads
of millet for his home use. The money earned was
enough 'to meet a lot of my domestic requirements'. He
also gave examples of a farmer who started a nursery
in another area of the division, where soils were more
fertile, and harvested three bags from a similar
portion of land and yet another farmer who
harvested 1.5 bags. In all these cases, neighbours who
used the conventional method of establishing finger
millet harvested very little and, in many cases,
nothing at all. The innovation has enabled not only
the innovator but also other farmers to harvest
something from areas where they had been
harvesting nothing. It has also helped them reduce
seed wastage, which used to happen every season.
The approach is now being tried even with other
crops such as watermelons, and is spreading to other
regions.

An interesting development since LISF piloting
started is the recognition being given to LISF farmers
by various institutions. Farmer innovators Simon
Masila (finger millet innovation) and Dejakes (hybrid
hive) pointed out that the Provincial Administration
and the Ministry of Livestock Development,



FAIR: Experiences with piloting LISFs in Kenya

8

respectively, have occasionally invited them as
speakers in various fora. This had never happened
before; 'I am proud of that recognition,' Simon stated. A
woman innovator Jane Nyangota from the Pundo
Women's Group that makes Moringa oleiferae soap
stated 'it was a pleasant surprise for our soap to be
recognised by the Kenya Bureau of Standards (KEBS) and
we are confident that, once we receive a certificate, sales
will increase'. To them, the fact that their product has
been entered into the records of KEBS is satisfying,
even though the results of the analysis showed
inadequacy of one of the ingredients. Such a
sentiment was also expressed by the Pembe Tatu
mixed group that is making 'osokoro' (maize cob) dairy
meal; they were proud to receive the results of the
analysis, which indicated that their feed was very
close to the conventional feeds sold in stockists'
shops. They added that, for them, this was very
important; until then, they were unable to respond
to anybody who came challenging their feed and 'this
certificate will be the response from now henceforth,' a
member proudly stated, holding up the sheet of
results of the analysis (not the certificate) received
from KARI Naivasha. For these innovators, the link
with the formal institutions is a very important
change in their status, and this happened as a result
of their involvement in the LISF activities.

Three of the male grantees – Simon, David and
Dejakes – took part in an exhibition organised by the
NCST at the Kenyatta International Conference
Centre in April 2011. The guest of honour was the
Minister of Higher Education Science and
Technology Prof Hellen Sambili. The farmer
innovators were elated to address her about their
innovations. David stated: 'this is my first time ever to
speak face-to-face with a minister and I thank PROLINNOVA
for this'. Among the 40 innovations displayed in this
exhibition, Dejakes' hybrid hive and David's weeder
and seeder were among the top 14 innovations to
which the guest of honour gave certificates. This was
a major accomplishment. These innovators, together
with others in the 2010 round of funding, have been
noted by the Kenya Intellectual Property Institute as
potential participants in the World Innovation Day
Fair scheduled for early 2012 in Nairobi.

The respondents identified one major challenge in
the LISF: the delay in getting feedback from the NSC
office about their proposals. Moreover, they found
that the forms for making proposals were rather
complicated, and those farmers who could not read
and write had to rely on others to fill in their forms.
Those grantees who are also members of LSCs
pointed out that the low level of funds for the LSC to
do M&E was a big challenge, because they have to
wait until the KARI team with representatives from
the NSC travel to their respective regions for M&E.

Possible solutions have been discussed by the NSC
and during the various capacity-development
activities held with the LSCs. One suggestion is to
increase the M&E allocation to the LSCs to be used
for various expenses as they conduct M&E.

Non-grantees

The interviews with the non-grantees involved both
those who had submitted proposals but did not get
funding and those who had never submitted any
proposals. A total of 10 in Eastern and 17 respondents
in Western were interviewed

On the purpose of the LISF activities, the responses
obtained ranged from availing funds for improving
agricultural production through trying different farm
practices to arranging meetings with farmers. Upon
further probing, the impact-assessment team found
that the unsuccessful grantees were more informed
about the LISF than were those who had not applied,
indeed the latter were hearing about the LISF for the
first time. Most of the opinions expressed by the
unsuccessful grantees – including both those who
had communication with the LSC and those who had
not – revolved around reasons why they did not
succeed. There was a delay in communication
between the NSC and the LSC, and notification was
conveyed usually only to the successful applicants.
This aspect of LISF management needs improvement.

For those who did receive notification about rejection,
they agreed with the reasons given and indicated
their wish to submit other proposals. All non-
grantees, however, had one common request
concerning the mechanisms used to announce the call
for proposals: the call had been confined to a few
areas and was mostly through word of mouth and

Innovators Dejakes, David and Simon (L-R) with PROLINNOVA-
Kenya coordinator Teresiah Ng'ang'a at NCST Exhibition
(Fabian Khamusali)



9

Impact Assessment

not in public places, so they recommended that this
should be done either through the chiefs' barazas or
in churches and other such community institutions.
This is not withstanding the fact that some LSCs did
use the barazas and other local institutions to
announce the calls.

With regard to benefits, the non-grantees responded
that water harvesting, seed preservation and the
dairy and chicken feeds formulation as well as the
millet nurseries benefited them. One non-grantee
revealed that he had harvested three bags of millet
after using the transplanting method that he had
observed on one grantee's farm. His immediate
neighbour, who had planted using the conventional
method, harvested nothing and other neighbours
harvested very little.

Support institutions

Respondents from support institutions were
agricultural officers who were involved in
supporting farmers, e.g. in Mwingi and Busia. They
had been in the service for periods ranging from two
to 15 years, and their activities in the communities
were mainly advisory. They also assisted farmers to
access inputs and facilitated various learning events
within their areas of operation.

Some perceived the LISF as a fund meant to help
farmers improve their production using indigenous
methods of production. Others expressed the opinion
that the LISF was a fund set up to provide an
alternative to the conventional scientific method of
developing technologies. They also saw the LISF as
a new form of training farmers to rely on their own
innovations without being too dependent on external
ones.

Farmer innovator and ARD staff monitoring millet
experiment Kenya (Violet Kirigua)

In answering the question about the benefits of
supporting farmer experimentation, many
respondents indicated that such approaches will
ensure sustainability of production-enhancing
innovations, which has been an elusive issue with
the conventional approach of transferring
technology. This view was, however, countered by
some who felt that the work being done by the
innovators should be left to the formal research
organisations, since the funds were not adequate to
do complicated research. They did not differentiate
between the type of research that is and could be done
by farmers from that done by formal researchers.

On changes that may have taken place among
farmers involved in the LISF, the respondents gave
the example of the revival of interest in finger millet,
which had been almost forgotten because of its
susceptibility to pests (e.g. birds), but the LISF
farmers had re-introduced it. Other examples were
the domestication of weeds like 'Alenya' used for
making dairy feeds by the Pembe Tatu group,
cultivation of marigold and tithonia for extracts to
control pests in ALVs, and the modified 'zai' pits that
were saving the farmers' water and time. Some
respondents pointed out that farmers have superior
innovations, such as the hybrid hive: the Kakoko
"Langtop" hive, which brings higher honey yields
and is colonised faster than either the Kenya top-bar
hive or the Langstroth hive. The Department of
Agriculture staff in Machakos also marvelled at the
fact that, even though research had been done on
millet and the MoA is putting a lot of emphasis on
traditional crops (it recently initiated a large project
on traditional crops), the LISF farmers' experiments
were extraordinary and felt it should be encouraged.
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V. Challenges and lessons learned

The interviews during the impact assessment
revealed a number of challenges:

Acceptance of LISF approach by local organisations. There
was scepticism from some local organisations,
because this approach is revolutionary and changes
how technologies and innovations are developed.
Those organisations that have so far interacted with
the innovators initially expressed pessimism, but
their attitude changed to optimism once they visited
the field. For example, the MoA headquarters staff
expressed reservations on the capacity of farmers to
manage 'project funds, where according to them' this
has never been heard of before'.

Decentralisation: Decentralisation is important
especially where fund disbursement is concerned.
The short piloting experience led to the realisation
that funds should be accessed at the local level for
timely disbursement. The setting up of the LSC
accounts was a positive step and fund transfer by
mobile phone (M-pesa), which is being explored,
would make the process easier.

M&E by the LSC: The monitoring of the activities by
the LSC is a challenge and some members claim they
have been rendered 'paper tigers,' since they have
little resources to conduct M&E. An effort towards
solving this problem was in the decision to split the
LSCs. Even though this shortens the distances to be
covered, there is still a problem that several assorted
items need to be procured before the LSC meeting.
These include light refreshments, stationery and at
times a refund of fare. As a result, they cannot track
the progress of the work. A start in improving this
was made by retaining part of the funds with the LSC
for M&E in 2009/2010 and the NSC is envisaging
the allocation of more funds for this purpose in the
LSC workplan for the coming year.

Placement of innovators' products by certifying bodies:
There is a need for certifying bodies such as KEBS to
distinguish between large-scale industry and cottage
industry. An example is the Pundo Women's Group
that is involved in making moringa soap. The
communication they received from KEBS is a
standard communication written to entrepreneurs
who submit their products for certification. They are
expected to pay a certain proportion of their total
sales to the Kenya Revenue Authority. This
requirement is irrespective of the volume of sales.

An intervention on the policy front for setting
standards for cottage industries may support
small group enterprises to be given
exemptions. This illustrates the need to engage in
policy dialogue with government bodies to create a
favourable policy setting to encourage innovation by
smallholders.

Financial resources for joint work (PID): Interest by
researchers is slowly gaining momentum, with some
already having submitted PID proposals to KARI's
adaptive research programme. As mentioned earlier,
funds have been granted to researchers for on-station
adaptive research on two innovations. Research
centres have started to give attention also to other
innovations. For example, at the KARI Katumani
Research Centre, the LISF became a key point of
discussion when the proposal for on-station research
into millet transplanting was discussed, and several
district agricultural officers wondered why their
districts were not included in the LISF activities.

Lessons learnt

i) LISF is a road to a truly participatory research process:
The LISF pilot shows the potential to conduct a
truly participatory research and extension
process, as exhibited by farmers who exude a lot
of confidence when they talk about their
innovations to researchers and extension officers,
who become learners in this process.

ii) Funds can be handled locally: The experience in this
pilot activity has shown that a decentralised grant
mechanism is feasible, contrary to the commonly
held belief that funds should be managed by a
higher-level office. Funds can be held and
managed at the grassroots.

iii) Timing of grants must be well-planned. Because most
of the farmers' proposals for experimentation
depend on the season, efforts must be made to
ensure that funds are available to the farmers at
the onset of rains or just before.

iv) Technical and social innovations are interdependent:
There is room for both local and external
(introduced) innovations, but their successful
outscaling depends on local organisational
innovation. The spread of the finger-millet
innovation indicates the potential of local
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structures within communities in this respect (see
Case 1 in Annex 4). The involvement of the MoA
extension service would not only supplement the
extension efforts through the adult literacy work
but would also formalise the efforts.

v) LSCs can link with other local structures: There is
an opportunity for the LSCs to embed themselves
in new structures (such as county governments)
that have resulted from the new political
dispensation in Kenya. This has not yet happened
but, in discussions, LSC members have pointed
to the possibility of linking up with these new
local structures in due course. During capacity-
strengthening sessions, PK has encouraged the
innovators and LSC members to use every
available opportunity to talk about the work they
are doing. This becomes especially important
when a local leader is in the audience. In order to
draw the attention of people in local structures
to the LISF, the NSC is preparing a PK banner for
each LSC, to be used by local innovators when
they are invited to exhibit their results.

vi) History of previous funding arrangements affects
motivation: Many projects in Kenya have set the
precedent that getting involved in an externally
funded project brings financial benefits for the
participating organisation. The lack of motivation
to engage in processes with no financial benefits
has weakened the interest of many potential
partner organisations. Where motivation exists,
it is often the interest only of individuals within
the organisations.
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VI. Recommendations

i) Communication: There is need for the NSC to set
up proper communication mechanisms for the
innovators to be made aware of the LISF at the
beginning of the whole process. A continuous
flow of information from the NSC to the LSCs
and the innovators should be maintained.

ii) Predictability: A predictable and systematic
mechanism should be put in place to show the
time of the year when proposals are to be
received, the period during which they are to be
processed and the particular time when funds are
to be disbursed. This will allow all concerned to
schedule their plans and avoid frustrations, as had
been expressed by those who were asking for
announcements about the LISF to be made during
public events.

iii) Funding: The high expectations by many partner
organisations led to disinterest after the
realisation that the LISF piloting had relatively
little funding and was aimed at empowering the
innovators. It is imperative that all organisations
seeking to support farmer-led LISFs also become
involved in mobilising resources for this work
and for the LISFs themselves.

Institutionalisation and upscaling

An important first step is buy-in by actors such
as various relevant government ministries, local
authorities, NGOs and institutions of learning
such as schools and polytechnics. This is
important since they interact with the innovators
on a continuous basis. PK still has to make more
efforts to accomplish this.

PK needs to communicate more about the LISF
with ARD staff on all levels in order to dispel their
perception of 'farmer takeover', so that they are
prepared to give more emphasis to farmer-
initiated interactive research.

Funding at local level needs to be explored to
avoid the 'wheelbarrow' syndrome, whereby
discontinuity of external funds (the 'pusher') leads
to a stop to all the local activities. Constituency
Development Funds (CDFs) are possible sources
of local funds, as are the Local Authority Transfer
Funds (LATFs) and others and strategies to link
up the LSC members with these committees are
underway.

The LSCs have to act transparently to
avoid mistrust by the group members, to
avoid bringing back to mind the 'Kenyan
cooperative societies' syndrome. In some cases,
some members received the initial allocation of
funds and did not implement the activities
planned for. The LSCs have taken measures to
avoid replenishing funds to such innovators.

In every site, there needs to be a focal local
organisation as the LISF contact point; currently,
not all pilot areas have active local NGOs.
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Conclusion

LISFs have been piloted in Kenya for three years, but
more effectively for the last one and a half years. The
lag between initiation and full-throttle operations has
been a consequence of prevailing political and
environmental conditions. The release of the first
round of funds coincided with the post-election
violence, and this was followed by a prolonged
severe drought in most parts of Kenya. These
conditions did not allow a smooth operation of the
LISF. Staff turnover within NSC member
organisations also took a toll on the operations of
the pilot programme.

Several conclusions can be deduced from the lessons
learned:

It is apparent that formal research institutions
have a lot to gain from interacting with local
innovators to provide the springboard to finding
appropriate joint solutions to the farmers'
challenges. In this regard, the positive FAIR-LISF
experiences avails an opportunity to mark the
beginning of 'collegial' participation in research.

The 'latent' function of the many local institutions
not conventionally involved in ARD could be
tapped into for upscaling of innovations, instead
of relying on the 'traditional' formal ones, such
as the MoA. An example is the Adult Education
Department in Machakos, the collaboration with
which has yielded impressive results and should
be explored further. In future PK work, joint
proposals could be prepared between the PK
members and such relevant local institutions.

Communication at all levels is a
precondition for success of the initiative
and this also includes dissemination of
the results of the farmers' experimentation and
even the results of assessing how the LISF
functions. This is especially important, given the
uniqueness of the approach and the interest
expressed by many organisations, such as the
NCST.
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Annex 1: LISF proposal screening form

Ref: LISF/1/VET2010

Local Innovation Support Fund
Proposal Vetting Form

Group/Farmer Name:        _________________________________________________________

Proposal title                        _________________________________________________________

Proposal Register Number  ________________________________________________________

Is there an innovation in the proposal?     Yes   _____________    No    _______________

If yes, describe the innovation:   ____________________________________________________

Evaluation of proposal:

Screened by     1 _______________________________ 2   _______________________________

LSC Western    _______________________________ LSC Eastern   _______________________________
Date                   _______________________________ Date                _______________________________

Comments:

Criteria
Originality
Relevance
Technical viability (Ease of upscaling)
New application method
Environment viability
Economic viability
Social acceptability
Budget items
Total rating

      Rating (1-low,5-high)                 Remarks
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Annex 2: Sample agreement (contract) form between LSC and innovator

Agreement beteen Local Steering Committee (LSC) and
Mr./Mrs./Miss _________________________________________________

P.O. Box ___________, Telephone No _______________

I Mr./Mrs./Miss_________________________________________________________ have received Ksh
_____________________________ as support to develop my innovation on
_______________________________________________________.

I am aware the support is through Farmer Access to Innovation Resources/ Local Innovation Support
Fund (FAIR/LISF), a funding mechanism under the PROLINNOVA network whose purpose is to support local
innovation by promoting farmer-led experimentation and knowledge sharing.  I agreed to abide to PK funding
regulations as stipulated in the award letter and as will be predetermined from time to time by PROLINNOVA
Kenya.

Signatures

Innovator (Recipient)
Name: ____________________________________ Designation: ________________________________
Sign:  _____________________________________ Date:  ______________________________________

Local Steering Committee Witness
Name: ____________________________________ Name ______________________________________
Designation: _______________________________ Designation ________________________________
Sign: _______________   Date:  _______________ Sign: _______________   Date:  _______________
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Annex 3 (i):  LISF register 2008/09

Basic Data on Applications

Number of Individual Female Applications received 17 49%  of Individual Applications
Number of Individual Male Applications received 18 51%  of Individual Applications
Number of Individual Applications received 35 41%  of All Applications
Number of Group Applications received 51 59%  of All Applications
Number of Applications received 86
Number of Applications (conditionally) approved 22 24%  of All Applications

Amounts in EURO  (Kshs)
Total Amount Requested 159,340 (17,527,400)
Total Amount Approved 4,605 (506,650) 3%  of Amount Requested
Total Amount Approved as Full Grant 4,605   (506,650) 100% of Amount Approved
Total Amount Approved as Loan 00.00 0%  of Amount Approved

Annex 3 (ii): LISF register 2009/10

Basic Data on Applications

Number of Individual Female Applications received 11 55%  of Individual Applications
Number of Individual Male Applications received 9 45%  of Individual Applications
Number of Individual Applications received 20 51%  of All Applications
Number of Group Applications received 18 46%  of All Applications
Number of Applications received 39
Number of Applications (conditionally) approved 14 36%  of All Applications

Amounts in EURO  (Kshs)
Total Amount Requested 14,046  (1,545,060)
Total Amount Approved 3,545     (389,950)      25%  of Amount Requested
Total Amount Approved as Full Grant 3,545     (389,950)    100%  of Amount Approved
Total Amount Approved as Loan 00.00 0%  of Amount Approved
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Annexure 4: Case stories

Case 1: The finger millet nursery

Simon Masila is an employee of the Ministry of
Culture and Social Services in the Department of
Adult Education in Machakos District of Kenya, and
he also does some part-time farming. In his main
work, he teaches male and female adult learners, who
both learn and tend their fields. For several years,
enrolment in the adult education class remained low
because of the competing activities in the learners’
fields. To retain the students in the class, Simon
introduced an extra lesson in the form of a practical
session dealing with management of various crops.
Among these crops was finger millet, a traditional
crop in the Machakos area whose production had
dwindled because of numerous challenges. The most
serious of these challenges is establishment because
the seed is small in size and the seedlings are delicate.
Simon had tried to establish the seeds in a nursery in
his field, after realising that vegetable seeds are the
same size as millet seeds and yet there is no problem
with establishing vegetables. He succeeded on his
first attempt: after transplanting the millet seedlings,
and harvested a bumper crop. He then introduced
the practice to the adult learners. After this attracted
a lot of initial interest, he divided the learners into
groups whose task was to set up a nursery in the
adult education school field and tend it until the
plants were ready for transplanting. The nursery was
set up one month before the rains and, at the onset
of rains, the seedlings were transplanted to the
learners’ fields. At this stage, the seedlings were
about 30 cm tall. The transplanted plants utilised the
initial moisture and nutrients effectively and were
well beyond the stage of susceptibility to damage
from most pests. The single plants also tillered
profusely, unlike the traditional practice of using a
handful of seeds per hole or even drilling along the
rows, where the plants compete for nutrients and
light, leading to a poor harvest. Simon wrote a
proposal to continue with experimentation on the
innovation and he was funded through the Eastern
Kenya Machakos FAIR–LISF. As a result of the adult
learners’ talking about the innovation to other
farmers, the practice has spread beyond the initial
division to other neighbouring divisions and is
improving the income levels of the farmers. Various
other innovations are emerging from this initial
innovation: some farmers have started establishing
the nurseries in small containers, while others have
used old mosquito nets to protect the nurseries from
pests.

Case story 2: The Langtop hybrid beehive

De Jakes Osindo is a carpenter who is interested in
beekeeping and has a number of hives. He bought a
modern Kenya top-bar hive (KTBH) to improve his
honey production. After some time, he heard about
superior hive called the Langstroth hive. He also
bought one of these and, out of curiosity, decided to
examine the differences between the two. He
observed that one major difference was the absence
of a queen excluder in the KTBH, which was well
taken care of in the Langstroth hive. He also observed
that, when inspecting whether there is honey in the
hives, beekeepers have to destroy the layer of wax
that usually seals and protects the honey from
contamination. Once broken, the bees have to reseal
the layer, and this takes time. Based on his
observations and his carpentry skills, he designed a
new hive that incorporated aspects of the two
improved hives. He fitted his new hive with a queen
excluder as well as a glass window through which
one could inspect the hive without having to open
the bars in the KTBH or the super in the Langstroth
hive. His new hive looked like a KTBH, but he added
a second groove to the single one that is found in a
bar of the KTBH. When he set up his new hive in the
field, he noticed that it was colonised faster than the
other hives. He wrote a proposal to FAIR–LISF and
was awarded a grant by the Nyando LSC. Since then,
he has been collecting data on his experiments. The
Ministry of Livestock Development invited him to
demonstrate his new hive to other farmers during
various field days and exhibitions and several NGOs
have been inviting him to show them how to make
the new beehives in an effort to improve beekeeping
in different parts of Kenya. Dejakes’ innovation also
attracted a lot of attention during the NCST
exhibition. From his own testimony: ‘I have been able
to educate my children using honey and hive sales’.




