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Acronyms

BPRM

Bureau of Population, Refugee Migration

BSO

Building Safer Organizations

CDW

Community Development Worker

DMO

Dadaab Main Office

GTZ

German Technical Cooperation

HAW

Humanitarian Aid Workers 

ICVA

International Council of Voluntary Agencies

IRC

International Rescue Committee

JRS

Jesuit Refugee Services

KAPB

Knowledge, Aptitude, Practice and Behaviour Survey

NCCK

National Council of Churches in Kenya

PSEA

Preventing Sexual Exploitation and Abuse

SEA

Sexual Exploitation and Abuse

SGBV

Sexual and Gender Based Violence

TOR

Terms of Reference

TOT

Train the Trainer

UNHCR
United Nations High Commission Refugees

WFP

World Food Program

Executive Summary

In 2003, international development organizations working in collaboration with UNHCR signed a joint Code of Conduct for Humanitarian Workers in the Kenya Refugee Program (Kenya Code). The Kenya Code is consistent with the core principles of the Inter-Agency Standing Committee’s Task Force on Protection from Sexual Exploitation and Abuse in Humanitarian Crises. Among the signatories, the Code established a shared set of standards for employee conduct in the provision of services, and was seen as a first step towards preventing sexual exploitation and abuse of refugees in Kenya.

The following year, a Consortium comprised of IRC, CARE Kenya, FilmAid International, and UNHCR initiated a three –year project with support from BPRM with the intent of increasing awareness of and capacity to respond to SEA among project beneficiaries. This would be achieved through development of information materials and tools as well as mainstreaming of PSEA into all programmatic and operational sectors in the Kenya Refugee program. In 2006, the final year of the project, the objectives were expanded to include regional level training, and focused awareness raising and training of the police force through targeted advocacy.

The existence of the Protocols and the agreement among agencies to abide by their contents is “an achievement without precedent”.  Overall, the project has made an important contribution to the field of refugee protection and sent a benchmark for other programs to emulate in the provision of refugee services. 

Achievement of Results

The project made steady progress towards the implementation of the designated activities. In turn, these activities contributed to project results and the attainment of project objectives.

· There is evidence of increased knowledge and awareness among project beneficiaries including refugees and humanitarian aid workers, and to a lesser degree, among humanitarian aid workers. 

· The groundwork has been laid for the establishment of an effective complaints and reporting system that is consistent across all agencies and familiar to beneficiaries.

· Materials and training have been provided to regional centres through numerous programs that have initiated the information sharing and outreach component of the project.

· Awareness training among the police force has led to a recognition that there is a lack of knowledge about refugee protection, and a gap in existing training curriculum, resulting in an agreement to work together in the development of a refugee-training module.

The evaluation found that, at the camp level, the project has had a significant impact through successful promotion of a prevention strategy as evidenced through the reduction in the number of SEA cases.  

Project Design

The project’s design framework proved to be a liability for the project and limited the project’s implementation abilities. This led to uneven interventions among multiple target groups across three different refugee communities, the unforeseen development of a three-tiered structure which emphasized humanitarian aid worker access, then refugees, followed by Host Community, and raised expectations among beneficiaries for an effective complaint reporting and processing system that were only partially met.

Staff recognized that if a logical framework document had been produced at the outset with clearly defined objectives, baselines and performance indicators, as well as standardized monitoring and evaluation tools, then some of the evident constraints and challenges in project implementation could have been mitigated.

Project Performance

There were a number of supporting factors that facilitated project implementation including the presence of active local committees and staff who promoted the campaign at the camp level, film screenings in ethnic languages that promoted audience discussion, and film development using the participatory approach.

Key challenges included consistent information dissemination across all camp populations, and illiteracy among target communities that limited comprehension of the messages. Focal Points did not always have a significant community presence in the camps as noted in Kakuma. There was confusion noted among refugees and agencies themselves as to reporting methods. Lack of confidentiality and lack of trust in the reporting system were two characteristics that were repeatedly identified by those interviewed as key concerns of the present system.

Lessons that can be drawn from the implementation of project activities include:

1. Ongoing sensitization training and participation in workshops is necessary to ensure take up of PSEA messaging among project beneficiaries

2. Mainstreaming is an effective means for promoting project sustainability if implemented consistently by partner agencies and communicated to project beneficiaries

3. Regional training activities that were positively received in neighbouring countries would have proved more relevant if signed protocols had been in place in these countries to provide context to the training

4. Field staff had a wealth of knowledge and experience at the camp level that could have contributed to and been incorporated into the training at the regional level

Project Management and Coordination

Structures were created both at the organizational level through the Consortium and at the camp level to manage the implementation of the project. These included monthly Steering Committee meetings of the Consortium members, and at the camp level, meetings of Focal Points from each of the participant agencies. Planning meetings among camp-based PSEA staff and FAI facilitators along with other staff including CDWs occurred monthly to share experience and draft monthly workplans. 

The Consortium itself operated without a written Consortium agreement while maintaining its responsibilities for overseeing project implementation. There was no national organization participant in the Consortium which limited ownership of the project. Staff turnover was a key concern for those interviewed as they see it having impacted on project management and decision-making processes. Greater consultation and information exchange would have been preferred by Consortium members on issues such as project funding and objective setting. Information sharing tools such as the project update could have been used more regularly. 

Success and Limiting Factors

With respect to impact, the project has been very effective as a deterrent to future action among humanitarian aid workers, teachers and police, all of whom have been identified as major perpetrators over the life of the project. Based on the surveys, interviews and focus group discussions, it was evident that there has been increased knowledge since the PSEA campaign began and a reduction in number of cases. 

As a behaviour-change project, it is too early to measure how effective the project has been in achieving its goal. That said, the project has had an impact both in the way people think and in how they act in overcoming fear of retaliation as there is renewed confidence among the refugee population. 

The project has proven to be an “eye opener” for refugees as to their rights and entitlements through the provision of education and training to increase their awareness and improve their capacity to respond. Creating the complaints mechanism has provided an avenue for reporting previously absent in the camps.

There has been some demonstrated ownership of the project by refugees particularly as noted in Dadaab whereby committees of youth, women and community leaders are promoting the PSEA message, and parent/teacher committees are operational in the schools. While there is some evident compliance by incentive aid workers and participation by refugees in project activities, it was felt that overall ownership of the project still resides with the agencies themselves as the driving force behind the campaign.

Project sustainability has faced its biggest challenge due to staff turnover because of the loss of trained staff who form an integral part of a sustainable structure. It has been voiced by some staff that post-project, some agencies may focus on their own incentive and national staff for training on PSEA messages and that camp-wide outreach will not continue.

Recommendations

Drawing on the findings of the evaluation, the following specific recommendations are presented in order to strengthen the existing structures:

Management and Coordination:
1. Ensure that there is a champion behind the project to bring together the beneficiaries, agencies and Government of Kenya to foster closer working relations and information sharing

2. Draft a management agreement to define the roles and responsibilities, decision-making processes etc. for the Executive Board

3. Include a national organization among the participants in future leadership bodies to foster project ownership

4. Monitor staff changes within member agencies and mitigate the impacts of staff turnover on project implementation

5. Promote effective communication through regular reporting among implementing agencies

Relevance:
1. Targeted outreach to refugees, particularly vulnerable women and girls, to ensure that messaging reaches all beneficiaries

Sustainability:
1. Ongoing training of staff as Focal Points and investigators to ensure sufficient qualified staff in the face of staff turnover

2. Identify mechanism or champion at the camp-level to continue to promote project outreach among all beneficiaries

3. Training of Heads of Agencies to increase project knowledge at more senior levels of the organization

A
Introduction
1
Background
In 2003, international development organizations operating in Kenya collaborated in the drafting of the Code of Conduct for Humanitarian Workers, consistent with the core principles of the Inter-Agency Standing Committee’s Task Force on Protection from Sexual Exploitation and Abuse in Humanitarian Crises. What became known as the “Kenya Code” was signed jointly by UNHCR and its partner agencies working with the refugee community in Kenya. The Code established a standard for employee conduct in the provision of services and was considered to be a first step in preventing SEA of Kenyan refugees.

To facilitate the implementation of the Code, a consortium of organizations, including CARE Kenya, Film Aid International, UNHCR and led by IRC Kenya, initiated capacity building programming for staff and other stakeholders working with refugees in Kakuma and Dadaab camps as well as those in Nairobi, Kenya. Over a three-year period beginning in 2004, the project, funded by Bureau of Population, Refugee Migration (BPRM), sought to raise awareness of sexual exploitation and abuse (SEA) of refugees, to provide important skills and materials, and to implement an agreed upon process for investigations of abuse and exploitation. 

In the final year of the project, 2006-2007, there were three objectives articulated for the project:

1. To strengthen knowledge among refugees and other beneficiaries of PSEA and to further develop information tools while monitoring and assisting with mainstreaming

2. To take the project to a regional level by providing follow-up ToTs and support to assist and train those who will be dealing with repatriation and reintegration of refugees

3. To advocate for PSEA awareness within the police force, and train police stationed in the camps

These stated objectives in the final year build on those objectives outlined in earlier years that sought to increase capacity to respond to SEA cases, and to raise awareness about rights, entitlements and zero tolerance policy. These earlier stated objectives appear to have merged to form the new objective 1, to strengthen knowledge and further develop information tools while mainstreaming. 

2
Objective of the Final Evaluation

The purpose of the evaluation was to assess the overall impact of the PSEA project in Kakuma and Dadaab Refugee camps as well as among the Nairobi-based refugee population. The evaluative process also included a review of the project’s regional component.

The aim of the evaluation as outlined in the terms of reference (TORs) was to: 

1. Determine the extent to which the objectives as defined in the initial proposal were achieved; 
2. Inform the Consortium members of the prevailing Knowledge, Attitudes and Practice of SEA among the target beneficiaries;
3. Identify the strengths, weaknesses and challenges experienced by the project;

4. Document lessons learned, best practices, intervention methods and materials worthy of replication in other similar settings;

5. Generate useful information that can be shared with partner agencies, examining key PSEA issues that need to be addressed at a policy level. 

The final project evaluation responds to the critical question: “What results were achieved by the investment relative to expectations?” The evaluation informs stakeholders, including the project donor to what degree the project has achieved its expected results. 

The project has been an important initiative in the protection of refugees, and as such, it is expected that there are significant lessons learned that can be derived from the analysis, and which can benefit and add value to similar development initiatives. 
3
Report Structure  

The report contains the results of the end-of-project evaluation. The evaluation aimed to measure the project impact, relevance and performance with respect to the project’s stated goals and objectives. A detailed review of the project’s expected versus actual results provides a measure of implementation effectiveness. The evaluation also aimed to measure project ownership, sustainability, and management efficiency. 

In doing so, the report seeks to answer the following questions: 

· What happened as a result of the project?

· Is the project relevant to the problem of SEA? 

· Have the beneficiaries assumed ownership of the project? 

· To what extent can the project sustain itself after the project funding ceases? 

· Was the project delivered in a timely and cost-effective manner?

Lessons learned as drawn from the assessment are highlighted in the report. Conclusions drawn from the evaluation exercise are presented along with key recommendations that will assist in the continued implementation and mainstreaming of the PSEA messaging within the Kenyan refugee camps as well as provide direction to the regional initiatives.

4
Methodology

Systematic methods of inquiry were used to assess the extent to which the project had achieved its objectives. Information gathered through on-site visits to Kakuma and Dadaab refugee camps in July 2007 was validated using a variety of measures and sources.

4.1
Evaluation design and framework

This assessment used multi-site evaluation to identify both commonalities and differences between locations due to community participation and leadership, political climate and cultural realities that impacted on project results. There was strong participation by stakeholders that provided a window onto the local situation. This approach provided a stronger evaluation design than a single intervention at a single site because it generalized across a larger population due to sample size and diversity. The aggregate results also provided stronger evidence of intervention effectiveness. 

Standardized data collection tools were used in both sites to interview beneficiaries and to lead focus group discussions. Baseline information was gathered through a review of progress reports, KAP survey(s), and other documentation when available.  Both qualitative and quantitative approaches to data collection were used: review of documents, and stakeholder consultation through focus group discussions, and key informant interviews to gather strategic information. 

Based on the evaluation terms of reference, specific project areas were identified for assessment and possible indicators were developed. An evaluation framework was then designed based on the following categories:

a) Implementation of activities

b) Achievement of outputs

c) Achievement of outcomes

d) Contribution to project’s goals and objectives

e) Project design

f) Institutional arrangements and management (effectiveness and efficiency)

g) Relevance

h) Ownership

i) Sustainability

j) Challenges and Constraints (Weaknesses)

k) Lessons learned

l) Best Practices

4.2
Information collection and analysis

Between June 22 and the end of July, the Consultant sought information and documentation from IRC Kenya, traveled to Kakuma Camp from July 10 to 13th, traveled to Dadaab Camp from July 18 to 25th, and completing Nairobi-based interviews through to end of July. 

Field visits including training of enumerators who had been pre-selected by local project staff to introduce them to the purpose of the evaluation as well as the different tools and methods to be used in data collection.

In Kakuma, the evaluation benefited from a skilled group of 24 enumerators most of who had been involved in previous surveys and were familiar with the house-to-house interview techniques.  The enumerators were responsible for conducting all of the standardized interviews and also conducted the majority of the focus group discussions. The consultant interviewed key stakeholders from various agencies and Government of Kenya.  Each day began with a short debriefing to share experiences from the previous day. A concluding session also provided important insights and impressions as to the overall experience for the enumerators. 

In Dadaab, a team of 16 enumerators, who were less experienced, though no less committed, conducted house-to-house interviews. Due to camp logistics, it was not possible to have morning briefing sessions and the evaluation is indebted to the work of the Community Development Workers (CDW) in each camp who were the daily point of contact for the PSEA staff at DMO, the consultant and the enumerators. They were responsible for collecting survey documents at day’s end, distributing materials in the morning, and trouble-shooting in the camps throughout the day as required. The Consultant conducted the majority of the focus group discussions and all of the in-depth interviews.

Standardized interviews:

Using the templates with some modifications from the 2005 KAPB survey, a total of 1,011 interviews were randomly conducted in the two camps. 

	Location
	Total Interviews
	Male Respondents
	Female Respondents

	Kakuma
	477
	262
	215

	Dadaab
	534
	302
	232

	Total
	1,011
	564
	447


Focus group discussions:

Meeting with groups from 6 to 15 persons, the discussions served to gather first-hand information on knowledge, attitudes, practices and behaviour as related to SEA. This was useful in supplementing the information from the standardized interviews. A total of 22 focus group discussions were conducted:

Kakuma:

· Youth Refugees

· Female Sudanese Refugees

· Male Sudanese Refugees

· Female Somali Refugees 

· Male Somali Refugees

· Male Incentive Aid Workers

· Female Incentive Aid Workers

· Mixed Gender Kenyan Aid Workers

· Mixed Gender Ethiopian Great Lakes Refugees

· Female Turkana

· Male Turkana

Dadaab:

· Female Incentive Aid Workers

· Mixed Gender Sudanese Refugees

· Mixed Gender Gambellan Refugees

· Male Incentive Aid Workers

· Female Somali Refugees

· Community Leaders

· PSEA Committee, IFO Camp

· Male Somali Refugees

· CARE National Aid Workers

· Host Community

Nairobi:

· Consortium Members

In-depth Interviews:
In order to collect qualitative data about the project, structured and semi-structured interviews were held with key stakeholders including agency staff and Government of Kenya. The information was used to further validate that which had been gathered through the standardized interviews. In some instances, staff were not available on-site, so their contributions were made via written submissions.

Kakuma:

· IRC and FAI project staff in Kakuma

· Focal Points from Lutheran World Federation, Handicap International, IRC Kenya, UNHCR

· Heads of Agency: IOM, LWF, World Food Programme

· Police

· Community Leaders

Dadaab:

· National and Incentive Teachers

· Focal Points from CARE Kenya, Windle Trust, World Food Programme, National Council of Churches Kenya (NCCK), 

· CARE and FAI project staff in Dadaab

· Project Donor

· Community Development Workers

· Heads of Agency: GTZ

· Police

· Program managers and officers from relevant programs (eg. gender and development)

Nairobi:

· IRC, FAI, CARE and UNHCR project staff

· Heads of Agency: IRC, FAI, UNHCR, GTZ

· Focal points from Jesuit Refugee Services, HIAS, UNHCR, LWF, RCK, GTZ

· Former Project Coordinators, IRC Kenya 

All interviews were voluntary and confidential with no attribution provided in the document.

The data collected from the standardized interviews was processed using Microsoft Excel. The responses from beneficiaries (refugees, host community and humanitarian aid workers) underwent quantitative analysis by camp. The results have been tabulated and are presented in a separate report, Prevention of Sexual Exploitation and Abuse (PSEA) Project: KAPB Survey Results, which was submitted to IRC.
 This evaluation report is a compilation of information gathered through focus group discussions, in-depth interviews and literature review with supporting data taken from the accompanying KAPB survey report.

With assistance from Consortium members and in collaboration with stakeholders, the required meetings and debriefing sessions were arranged both at the camp level and in Nairobi. A complete list of those interviewed by location is presented in the Annex.

B
Findings of the Evaluation
1
Achievement of Results

This section considers progress made towards results as outlined in the internal project workplans as managed and overseen by IRC. It was not expected that the sub-grantees
 would have completed all of the expected outcomes and outputs by project end. Questions of interest for this evaluation were (i) to what extent the outputs had been achieved; and (ii) whether outputs had contributed to expected outcomes (objectives).

Tracking of progress to achievement of anticipated project outputs was attempted through a review of annual workplans. However ongoing modification, addition and deletion of project objectives, activities and indicators throughout the life of the project rendered this a daunting task and it was abandoned as an evaluative method. Workplans were also based on proposed activities rather than outputs, and concrete targets and milestones were not provided. The review of the 2006-2007 workplan which follows is based on reported results achieved but does not provide a comprehensive method of measuring project effectiveness. Thus in order to capture whether the film screenings, workshops, training sessions, and other activities were effective in increasing the knowledge and awareness of beneficiaries, a KAPB survey was undertaken. The survey results have been compared to those of a similar survey undertaken in 2005 as a knowledge baseline and are presented in an accompanying report.

1.1
Progress Towards Results

1.1.1 Achievement against Outcome 1 (Objective #1):

To strengthen knowledge among refugees and other beneficiaries of PSEA and to further develop tools while monitoring and assisting with mainstreaming

This component was to focus on increasing the knowledge and awareness of project beneficiaries and to improve their capacity to respond to SEA cases. The critical element was to reach each of the identified beneficiary communities through film screenings, workshops, training sessions and distribution of IEC materials at the camp and Host Community levels. During the course of the project, this objective was amended to include the element of mainstreaming. The results of these efforts are discussed under each of the outputs below.

Output 1.1: To strengthen knowledge among agency staff, refugee and community members. Messages on PSEA and the Kenya Code were disseminated through 521 video screenings to a cross section of camp populations. One screening was held in Nairobi. Participants numbered in the tens of thousands for both daytime and evening screenings. Screenings were supplemented by day long workshops. Specific screenings followed by educational discussions were targeted at the youth populations (nearly 2,000 youth in Kakuma and over 8,500 in Dadaab). Regular meetings with youth representatives provided an opportunity for training and debate on issues. Activities such as sporting events, school clubs and PET performances included distribution of IEC materials to hundreds of students.

Output 1.2. To enhance interagency partnership and coordination at all levels.  Monthly steering group meetings were held in both camps as a means to coordinate PSEA activities. Two thirds of Protocol signatories completed mainstreaming plans (10 of 15 signatories). Monthly Consortium meetings in Nairobi were held. The PSEA Executive Board comprised of 15 agencies created a six member Executive Committee that has assumed responsibility for Nairobi-level project coordination going forward. IRC was selected as president and UNHCR as secretary (March 2007-2008). The consultative forum with Kenyan-based NGOs was held in annually in June.
Output 1.3. To equip agency Focal Points with skills to prevent SEA within their agencies. Refresher training was provided to Focal Points and Steering Group members in each camp. A total of 15 members in Kakuma and 12 in Dadaab received training in the final year. FilmAid included training on Focal Point use of PSEA films. Case intake was included in the curriculum in Dadaab.
Output 1.4. To increase accessibility of SEA complaint avenues at camp level. A total of 10 complaint boxes were posted in the camps in this period (6 in Kakuma and 4 in Dadaab). Establishing resource centres, “block to block discussion programs” in Dadaab in combination with complaint boxes was an attempt at improving accessibility of reporting mechanisms. Investigation trainings were held in Dadaab for 3 agency staff. Improvements were made in identification of case intake staff through use of badges and consultative meetings with Community Leaders and PSEA Committee in Dadaab.
Output 1.5. Ensure PSEA sustainability in schools as part of exit strategy. In order to strengthen school-based activities at Kakuma camp level, Windle Trust held interactive sessions with 130 advanced and upper intermediate English class students, and discussion on cultural violence with 196 students. LWF held PSEA training and sensitization sessions for teachers and oriented 529 teachers on the PSEA education module. Additional training for teachers, GTZ nursery attendants was provided. In Dadaab, 2 forums reaching 34 participants were held for PSEA school club members in Dagahaley and Ifo camps. Twelve PET performances were held and more than 20 PSEA IEC materials have been posted in resource centres in 3 camps. Exchange of Education Focal Points between Dadaab and Kakuma facilitated staff training. Total of 60% of all teachers have received PSEA training. 
Output 1.6. To build consensus with the community leaders on their roles in preventing SEA in the two camps as well as discussing eventual return. Meeting with Community Leaders were organized to consult on reporting mechanisms, reporting barriers and to identify a means to overcome barriers. In Kakuma, 42 Community Leaders and 34 PSEA Committee members participated in these meetings. In Dadaab a total of 8 meetings were held.

Output 1.7 To develop a tool for assessing the level of awareness on entitlement and human rights of the community beneficiaries and improving participation of the refugees as agents own protection. A community information checklist was identified as a tool to establish communities’ awareness of their entitlements and human rights. It was developed and is currently being tested in Dadaab.
Output 1.8. To involve and enhance participation of the host community and the provincial administration in PSEA. Within the Kakuma Host Community, leaders from men’s groups and support groups received ToT training. JRS, NCCK, UNHCR, GTZ and IRC each provided sensitization training through workshops and campaigns to members of their respective constituencies. In Dadaab, 1,700 community members were reached through block-to-block discussions. A men’s PSEA advocacy group was created with five members, 18 participants in PSEA ToT for Host Community leaders and representatives, and three follow-up workshops for 76 participants. FilmAid contributed to the training programs through film screenings.

Output 1.9. To mainstream and sustain efforts to prevent SEA beyond project period. Consortium members and agencies have produced mainstreaming plans
 and are implementing such plans. Some organizations initiated the development of their mainstreaming plans earlier than others because without financial resources allocated to them from the project to fund specific PSEA activities within their organizations, they were forced to look for innovative ways and means for incorporating PSEA into existing activities at no cost.  They thus adopted a mainstreaming approach to ensure that PSEA messaging was incorporated into their programming activities through such methods as inclusion in staff recruitment and orientation.

A review has found that there are two types of plans which have been adopted by the agencies: (1) starts from a basic programmatic log frame and attempts to incorporate elements of PSEA messaging into existing activities (CARE Kenya, IRC, JRS, GTZ and Film Aid); and (2) establishes a new set of agency objectives focused primarily on prevention of SEA (WFP, Windle Trust, NCCK and UNHCR). All organizations incorporated PSEA into their human resource management and recruitment procedures, sometimes incorporating SEA questions into the interview process, and focused on additional staff training.

The education sector was targeted by the project for mainstreaming of the PSEA messaging in order to reach the youth population, particularly vulnerable girls. Most teachers, both national and incentive, have received basic PSEA training that involves the showing of the film and discussion, and there is a designated Focal Point at each school. The PSEA campaign materials are being integrated into the teaching curricula as the PSEA team works alongside teachers to identify specific curriculum areas. IRC Kakuma prepared a draft mainstreaming plan for secondary school education curriculum, which includes incorporating SEA in the Human Rights Element of Social Studies, Standard 8, SGBV in History and Government, Form 1 under the Topics of Citizenship and Democracy, and Vulnerability to Sexual Exploitation, Adult Education under Home Management.
a) Project Staff Perspective

Although the organizational mainstreaming plans have been drafted, project staff acknowledge that workloads have impeded effective implementation and support from senior management has sometimes been required to encourage further action.

When agencies identified vulnerabilities and prevention/protection responses across programming and operational areas, staff believe that there is greater scope and reach for the PSEA message not only because staff has collectively spent the time to evaluate and assess each element of existing programming, but also the activities by their very nature are reaching a wider audience. It is felt that through continual reinforcement, behaviour change will occur and the development of new project activities and training will automatically incorporate PSEA messaging. 

Those interviewed proposed that more be done at the Country office level of agencies collectively to raise the importance of mainstreaming so that all levels of the agency are working together to mainstream the project into all facets of country programming. 

b) Teacher Perspective on Mainstreaming in Education Sector

Interviews with teachers and agency staff revealed that the education sector faces significant staff turnover and, as a result, there is a need for ongoing PSEA training for new teachers.  For the newest recruits, there has been no follow-up meeting post-training to discuss the challenges of curriculum integration.  Following discussion and training, teachers are deciding individually as to what subjects it will be incorporated into. 

As role models, they are able to use their position as teachers to promote the campaign and are often the first contact for SEA cases. Female students have been easier to reach by the campaign though lesser in number than male students in secondary and even primary school.  There has been an increase from 4 to 20% of girls attending secondary school where, in Kakuma, there are 2500 students at secondary school, 258 of them are girls. Youth, primarily male, have demonstrated a greater interest in the project. Feedback during the interview process noted that there has been a reduction in number of cases that has contributed to retention of girl child attendance rates particularly in primary school.

There are PSEA clubs operating in the primary schools with consistent participation from students. At the secondary level, the clubs are not as active and the students benefit more from essay competitions in the promotion of the PSEA campaign. Education Day has also proven to be a good opportunity to promote the PSEA campaign in Kakuma.

Output 1.10. Make PSEA video available and increase agency skills to disseminate PSEA information. FilmAid provided training to agency staff on use of films with distribution of video facilitation manuals in Dadaab and Kakuma. FilmAid distributed 161 DVD/CD copies in various languages (Swahili, English, Somali, Dinka and Arabic) for use in the camps in Kenya along with copies of the video facilitation manual. IRC distributed 45 copies of PSEA information DVD/CD and 55 copies of facilitation manual.
1.1.2 Achievement against Outcome 2 (Objective #2): 

To take the project to a regional level by providing follow up ToT’s and support to assist and train those who will be dealing with repatriation and reintegration of refugees.

This component is focused on the extent to which the PSEA project in Kenya has been successful in its outreach to the regional level in the provision of ToT training to those organizations working with refugee-based communities in East Africa region.

Output 2.1. To share lessons learnt from PSEA Kenya with partners within the region. A total of seven ToT sessions were held in five countries: Uganda had two sessions for 45 participants (Northern Uganda at Ikafe Refugee Settlement and Liva IDP Settlement); Tanzania also had two sessions for 42 participants (Kigoma at Kibondo and Kasulu Refugee Camps); Somalia, Sudan and Ethiopia each had one session for 28, 17 and 13 participants respectively. The FilmAid report also noted that there had been a three-day session in Somaliland for 30 participants that although not reflected in the workplan was noted as a project achievement. 
Output 2.2. To provide technical support and follow up within partners within the region. Training manuals for police, teachers and Focal Points were distributed to participants along with handouts and DVD/CDs with materials developed throughout the implementation of the project. Sixty DVD/CDs were distributed at a UNHCR conference and 18 to regional agencies.
a) Project Staff Perspective

Using the materials from the Kenya project, the trainers found that 60-70% of the materials were relevant to neighbouring countries but without the required protocols and systems in place within each country, it was difficult to adapt and ensure that all training was relevant. Based on participant feedback provided to the trainers, the trainings appear to have been useful as this was often their first detailed insight into PSEA. Some agency participants had developed codes of conduct regulating staff behaviours.

Regional outreach was an identified activity for IRC but due to staff turnover, FAI was asked to assume the lead on developing and delivering training modules, and often sent the FAI Program Manager to facilitate regional training activities. Several Focal Point teachers and other project staff have traveled regionally to support the “train the trainer” program for teachers. CARE Kenya also provided assistance to some of the sessions. It was noted that due to time constraints and “underdeveloped criteria” for participant determination, “there was little inter-agency representation in some locations” for trainings in the last quarter of the project. However, despite these constraints, there appears to have been a good cross-section of agencies participating in the regional activities.

1.1.3 Achievement against Outcome (Objective #3): 

To advocate for PSEA awareness within the police force, and conduct trainings on PSEA to police stationed in the camps.

This component was added in Year 3 of the project to focus on specific training of the police force in response to ongoing concerns and identification as a potential perpetrator group according to feedback from the interview process. It is an extension of the Year 1 objectives to increase awareness and improve capacity of all participants in the Kenya refugee program by extending the training and awareness program to the police force. For example, in Kakuma camp, there had apparently been a lot of abuse in the past but those officers were no longer on staff. Evidence of SEA between police officers and refugee women was no longer prevalent.
Output 3.1. To enhance participation and personal responsibility among the custodians of physical protection within the camps. A total of 93 officers were trained in both camps. Thirty-five security guards received training in Kakuma. UNHCR’s capacity building program for GOK officials provided training to 150 police officers since 2007, 40 magistrates and 40 immigration officers. UNHCR has provided actual training for officers from all levels. There have been ongoing local trainings for police since 2006 through which the officers have also learned how to work with the refugee population and to understand refugee issues. Due to repeated incidents in the camps in early 2007, the PSEA Coordinator from CARE and Assistant Protection Officer from UNHCR facilitated a training session for local officers on SGBV and PSEA. While the police are participating locally in the camps in workshops, trainings and video showings, they have not been regular participants at inter-agency meetings. 
At the stations, customer care desks have been created as the first line of contact with the public. Weekly lectures and staff meetings on police work provide the opportunity to raise the issue of PSEA for discussion among local officers. Promotion of the SEA issue within the local stations has been encouraged by the OCSs who recognize the value of training and encourage all to participate. 
Output 3.2. To further instil PSEA knowledge in the Police force within the camp. FAI began “sensitizing camp-based police officers on their roles and responsibilities in providing protection to refugees through the use of the PSEA video messages” in late 2006.  It is estimated that 90% of all police officers participated in PSEA film screenings in Dadaab. A total of eight facilitated information sessions were held for police officers in both camps with support from CARE Kenya. Resource materials were distributed to all five bases in Dadaab and two sessions were held at bases in Ifo and Hagadera. Twelve officers in Kakuma participated in PSEA awareness raising session. As part of the SEA training program, there are now Focal Points within the police force including female officers in Dadaab and Kakuma. The agencies are aware that there are women police officers that are available to take complaints of women and girls. 

Output 3.3 Mainstreaming Protection into national authorities camp operational systems. RCK has initiated discussions with senior management within the Department to incorporate PSEA into the police-training curriculum at all levels. The curriculum is yet to be developed. RCK has incorporated PSEA into their training initiatives on the Refugee Act as part of greater sensitization program for the Force.
As an advocacy and lobby group, RCK
 has focused on curriculum development and has held three planning meetings with senior management of the police force including Senior Superintendent of Police – Staffing, Senior Superintendent of Training, and Assistant Police Commissioner, to encourage support for integration of the PSEA message into the training curriculums. An outcome of these meetings was recognition of the lack of knowledge on refugee protection, that there was a gap in the existing curriculum that needed to be filled, and agreement to work with RCK in developing a refugee-training module. However without concrete case data, there was “some level of skepticism to the PSEA issue”.

RCK has completed a number of training programs for officers and heads of stations on issues ranging from the Refugee Act, Code of Conduct
, to curriculum development. Two workshops held in mid-June 2007, hosted 47 participants in total from refugee-hosting communities across the country, as well as the police training colleges (Kisumu, Ngong, Kiganjo and Nakuru, Nyeri), and the border entry point at Namanga. There was a third workshop focused on curriculum development for the police college at all levels both national and provincial. Trainers were from the Kenya Police College, the CID Training School, and the General Service Unit Training College. 

2
Project Design

2.1
Design Framework

The project was developed using a matrix model. According to project staff, the rationale behind this decision was that it was not conceptualized as a project nor founded on empirical data to justify the development of a logical framework.
 However following the mid-term evaluation report which also noted the absence of a logical framework, the framework model was introduced into the project via CARE Kenya’s proposal to IRC.

It was recognized by project staff that failure to produce such a document from the onset with clearly defined objectives, baselines and performance indicators, as well as standardized monitoring and evaluation tools presented some challenges during project implementation that could have been avoided. Two areas that were highlighted by staff as overwhelming the project because of poor design were identification of beneficiaries and scope of work.

1. Identification of Beneficiaries

There were a multiplicity of target groups spread across many constituencies including refugees, Host Community and humanitarian aid workers in two camps as well as a refugee population in Nairobi that divided the attentions of the implementing partners. For example, activities were not tailored to the specific needs of the refugees in Nairobi. Thus, messaging developed for a camp setting was transferred to the urban refugee setting where it was found to be inappropriate according to staff working in this area.
The refugee population and Host Communities did not receive the same direct intervention as that afforded the humanitarian aid workers in the camps which resulted in their becoming second and third tier groups respectively. In the case of the Host Community, they were perhaps considered by some as not as vulnerable as refugees as they were not dependent on services provided by aid workers. Evidence of this is the lack of clarity in the Code of Conduct with respect to SEA cases between national aid workers and members of the Host Community.

2. Scope of Work

The scope of work was broader than the resources, both human and financial, could support. There were an overwhelming number of activities identified in the annual project proposals to be satisfactorily completed by the implementing agencies in a limited time frame according to staff. As a result, while awareness was raised among the beneficiaries of SEA, their expectations were also raised for an effective complaint reporting and processing system that emerged only partially complete at project end.

3
Project Performance

3.1
Supporting Factors

During the evaluation, a number of supporting factors were noted during focus group discussions and interviews that are important to the overall assessment of the project as facilitating implementation:

· In Dadaab, the PSEA CDWs as the entry point to the housing blocks demonstrated leadership abilities and developed their personal capacities to respond to SEA. The PSEA Committee is an active group of youth who have demonstrated the knowledge they have gained through PSEA training during regular film showings and block-to-block education. Particularly those participants in women’s groups, GAD and PSEA have been identified as having the best understanding and commitment to the campaign.

· The PSEA and Messaging Committees in both camps worked hand in hand with the community to promote the campaign. In Dadaab, inter-camp debates are an ongoing activity to spread the PSEA message through innovative means.
· Films are screened for refugees in their ethnic languages. The entertainment value of the films has encouraged reporting and for persons to come forward with SEA cases. Using the technique of promoting audience discussion, FAI presents the film’s story line rather than identifying the message as PSEA directly. There has been greater uptake of the film’s message when such an introduction is used.
· The films were developed using a participatory approach, “involving the community members and aid agencies in their development (through story competitions for video scripts, participation of refugee actors, guidance by a refugee/host community advisory committee throughout the process). This ensured that the films were culturally relevant and reflective of their audience.
3.2
Constraints and Challenges

Drawing on the findings of the KAPB survey and supplemented by the in-depth interviews and focus group discussions, the following challenges to the effective implementation of activities were identified. Unless otherwise noted, these challenges are common to both the Kakuma and Dadaab refugee camps.

Knowledge and Information

· Information dissemination continues to be a challenge in the camps. Among refugees in Kakuma who had heard of SEA, minority groups demonstrated a higher recognition (73.2%) in comparison to Sudanese (64.4%) or Somali (38%) respondents in 2007. In Dadaab, 74.2% of refugee respondents had heard of the term, SEA. It was noted during interviews and discussions that information is not reaching the elderly, children (under 12 years)
 and a portion of the female refugee population.

· Illiteracy is prevalent among the target communities according to discussions among refugee groups. Refugees continue to identify their friends as the primary source of PSEA information for Sudanese (33.7%) and Somali (22.9%) populations in Kakuma as they do in Dadaab. Group discussions are a preferred means of gaining further information about the campaign.

Focal Points

· Accessibility of Focal Points has been an ongoing challenge for the project given staff turnover and presence in the community. For example, in Kakuma, there was an increase in awareness among Sudanese (57.7%) and Minority Group (55%) of the presence of Focal Points, but a decline among Somali population. For national and incentive staff, there were comparative declines in knowledge of Focal Points between 2005 and 2007. (National staff declined from 81.8% to 63.6% and incentive staff from 76.7% to 60.2%).

Reporting and Code of Conduct

· Confusion over the methods of reporting both among refugees, and also within agencies themselves of whom, in some instances, admit that it is their own internal systems of reporting and investigation that promote confusion. In Kakuma, while nearly 75% of aid workers knew of a system of complaint reporting, slightly more than 50% admitted that it was useful. 

· Maintaining confidentiality is a real problem in the camps. CDWs in Dadaab are receiving threats for their role in reporting cases. “Someone seen with CDW is automatically perceived to be reporting a case, therefore there is no confidentiality.” Although the KAPB survey found a decline in “fear of lack of confidentiality” among the Sudanese and Somali refugee populations in Kakuma, it was noted during discussions that someone seen at a complaint box is automatically accused of filing a SEA complaint. Fifteen percent (15.5%) of refugees in Dadaab identified similar fears.

· There is a lack of trust and confidence in the system because cases are not seen to be resolved. This perpetuates the feeling of vulnerability among the beneficiaries who cite fear of retaliation as rationale for limited reporting, and among national aid workers who feel that the Code can be used to implicate them through malicious reporting. 

3.3
Lessons Learned

There are a number of lessons learned that can be drawn from the implementation of project activities:

1. Ongoing sensitization training and participation in workshops is necessary to ensure take up of PSEA messaging among project beneficiaries

2. Mainstreaming is an effective means for promoting project sustainability if implemented consistently by partner agencies and communicated to project beneficiaries

3. Regional training activities that were positively received in neighbouring countries would have proved more relevant if signed protocols had been in place to provide context to the training

4. Field staff had a wealth of knowledge and experience at the camp level that could have contributed to and been incorporated into the training at the regional level

4
Project Management and Coordination

4.1
Implementation Arrangements

The overall implementation of the project was managed by a Consortium comprised of the following four organizations: CARE Kenya, FilmAid International, UNHCR and IRC with the latter as the lead organization. The Consortium met monthly to discuss project implementation and member activities. Prior to the end of the project, the PSEA Executive Board
 was created as a management structure to oversee activities going forward. 

In each camp and within Nairobi, there are numerous agencies that are implementing refugee programming that also contributed to the implementation of this project. Most of these organizations are signatories to the Protocol.

At the camp level, project oversight was provided by steering groups compromised of Focal Points from each of the participant agencies that met monthly to review ongoing activities and share lessons learned. Monthly coordination meetings were also held on SGBV. Because some of the same staff were participating in both meetings, and to contribute to the development of the PSEA “exit strategy”, an attempt was made to merge the two meetings. Given the apparent “swallowing” of the PSEA issue according to project staff, the meetings are now held separately to ensure that there is a clear message that the PSEA campaign is an ongoing concern, especially following the departure of IRC’s PSEA Coordinator in Kakuma who was a driving force behind the project. 

Monthly planning meetings were held with PSEA staff, FAI facilitators and CDWs to discuss and organize the following months activities, coordinate leave provisions etc. This proved to be a beneficial tool at the camp level to ensure effective implementation of activities. 

Partnership and Decision-Making

In discussions with project staff, it was emphasized that there was no clear written definition of the relationship between the Consortium members themselves. The sub-grantee agreements between Consortium members and IRC primarily focused on report submission. Issues such as decision-making principles and processes, resolution of disputes etc. were not enshrined in a written Consortium agreement. 

The Consortium was comprised of international organizations without national organizational representation. As noted by agency interviewees, having a Kenyan-based organization in a leadership role would have fostered ownership and mitigated what they referred to as “an inherent distrust of agencies” by the refugee population.

It was repeatedly noted by those interviewed, that beginning in Year 2 of the project, changes in staffing, particularly at IRC
, and among representatives on the Consortium affected project management and altered the decision-making processes. This was due primarily to the change in personal dynamics of the individuals involved. Without a reference document such as a Consortium agreement, Consortium members were forced to constantly undergo the four-stage team-building processes to recreate positive team dynamics. This detracted from the energies of members that could otherwise be directed towards the project.

Communications between Consortium members

Communications has been highlighted as a concern by Consortium members who would have preferred greater consultation and information exchange. It was felt that project proposals were drafted by IRC and submitted to BPRM for funding with limited inter-agency consultation. This approach restricted the opportunity for collective organizational buy-in, and led to “silent discontent” among members. The change in project objectives over the three years of the proposal proved frustrating as noted by some Consortium members as it refocused project direction without accompanying buy-in to the new direction.

There was little regular circulation of project information between the stakeholders, agencies such as LWF, NCCK and others who played a significant role in the project and the Consortium itself according to project staff and agency representatives. Information was shared on an ad hoc basis rather than through regular reporting. For example, project updates designed “to provide all consortium members and PSEA focal points and steering groups a consolidated overview of the project thus far and to provide an opportunity to share experience with a view to capitalizing on best practice” were discontinued after the January/February 2006 issue. These reports provided important details on project implementation at the national, camp and Nairobi levels, highlighted other issues of importance to the stakeholders and presented upcoming activities. Short and concise, the 4 page reports were useful for Heads of Agencies briefings, internal organizational meetings and planning at national level, informing Focal Points and project staff on the ground. Their discontinuance proved to be a significant loss to the project knowledge that all stakeholders required to support effective programming.

Financial Management

With a lack of regular reporting to the Consortium, there was no system of accountability in place and it was felt by those interviewed that IRC undertook project decisions unilaterally in developing project proposals, reallocation of resources etc. Allocation of resources was a concern among Consortium members. For example, it was noted that although regional activities formed a significant component of the project, particularly in Year 3, these activities received less than a proportionate share of resources. 
It was confirmed by Consortium members that they did not receive copies of financial reports nor review them prior to submission to BPRM. With no discussion of fund management at Consortium meetings, members would have little access to the financial status of the project.

5
Success and Limiting Factors

5.1
Project Impact

In assessing the impacts of the project, it is important to recognize that the project focused on implementing preventative strategies as noted by project staff. From that perspective, the project has been very effective as a deterrent to future action among the humanitarian aid workers, teachers and police, all of whom have been identified as major perpetrators over the life of the project, and among whom, reported cases have declined.

From the surveys, interviews and focus group discussions, it was evident that there has been increased knowledge since the PSEA campaign began and a reduction in the number of cases, primarily because the perpetrators fear persecution. Seventy-five percent (75%) of aid workers in Kakuma and 89.6% in Dadaab believe that there has been an increase in PSEA knowledge. Job security is the main driver behind the decline in number of cases as humanitarian aid workers are required to sign the binding Code of Conduct upon employment. Teachers now “fear being sacked” so they “no longer joke with students about issues related to sex”. Previously not considered a strange practice, teachers no longer consider marrying young schoolgirls. 

As a behaviour change project, it is too early to measure how effective the project has been in achieving its goal.  The message needs to be understood and its meaning embraced before behaviour change can occur. Measuring behaviour change over time is related to the ability to understand the message. Comments during the focus group discussions suggest that it was “mostly the learned people who got the information fully” and that the message was geared towards an educated audience.

The project has had impact both in the way people think and in how they act in overcoming fear of retaliation. Confidence has been built among the refugee population and they are now able to discuss the topic among themselves.  

The project has successfully developed the necessary tools for all agencies in the Kenya refugee program to increase their capacity to handle SEA cases. While these tools require ongoing refinement and review, the fact they exist is an important achievement. 

5.2
Relevance to the Beneficiaries

In determining project relevance, the important question is whether the project is responding to a predetermined need in the community. In the absence of recorded data as to the number of SEA cases prior to the initiation of the project in 2004, it has been acknowledged by those interviewed among refugees, project staff and agency representatives that there were SEA cases. Read as a whole, the project’s objective was to provide an effective mechanism whereby such cases could be reported. This involved not only the provision of a structure such as the complaints mechanism but also through providing beneficiary education and training to increase awareness and improve capacity to respond. 

Beneficiaries have admitted during the interview process that the project was an “eye opener” for the community because previously they “didn’t know about where to report SEA”. They consider it a good project because “things like this shouldn’t happen”. Youth have demonstrated a particular interest in the PSEA message as a means of protecting their rights. They are actively repeating the message among their peers and as such, have become an important conduit for the project. 

However, among the female refugees, awareness of SEA has not brought with it corresponding protections. Prevented from reporting because of clan pressure and fear of ostracization from their communities, particularly noted in Dadaab, often unaware of reporting procedures because they do not receive targeted outreach, women continue to suffer from exploitation and abuse. 

5.3
Stakeholder Ownership

It is difficult to measure the degree to which the project beneficiaries have assumed ownership of the project. Certain constituencies have demonstrated a keen interest in the campaign and have spearheaded activities in their communities. 

In Dadaab, it is apparent that the refugees are making some efforts at taking ownership of the project. PET groups are singing and dancing to create awareness among their communities. The PSEA Committees at the camp level have created their own committees at block level to promote discussion. Committees of youth, women and community leaders are promoting the PSEA message and have taken it upon themselves as their role to report exploitation. Parent/teacher committees are operational in the schools and raise awareness both within schools and community.

Despite the lack of emphasis on the Host Community in Dadaab, the training of trainers (17 persons) program has launched training for their counterparts from local CBOs including youth groups on their own initiative. Members of the Host Community are requesting copies of the films on DvD to show to others in the community. Recognizing that there is a community-wide problem of SEA, members of the Host Community are launching their own messaging campaign according to community representatives.

However as noted by project staff, the campaign in both camps is owned more by the incentive aid workers than the refugees themselves. This “could be more to do with the fact that they are working and if they don’t subscribe to it, they could loose their job.” The dependency syndrome of aid work is evident in the tone of conversation with PSEA staff who suggest that while refugees may actively participate in project activities because there is an incentive to do so, when the incentive is removed, they may not be as inclined to participate. It was felt that overall ownership of the project still resides with the agencies themselves as the driving force to encourage participation in campaign activities. 
5.4
Staff Perspectives on Sustainability

Staff turnover is the biggest challenge to project sustainability because of the loss of trained staff who form an integral part of a sustainable structure beyond the close of the project. With the high rate of staff departures from the camps, there will be insufficient trained staff both as Focal Points and as investigators in the near future as noted by project staff. 

In Nairobi, Tracy J. Vaughan held the position of PSEA Advisor at the onset of the project. She led a dedicated team of colleagues from IRC, FAI, CARE Kenya and UNHCR who formed the Consortium Steering Group, and effectively kick started the project for its first year. In Kakuma, Mequanent Geseye held the position of Project Coordinator. Both individuals have repeatedly been identified by agencies and staff for their contribution to leading the project through coordinating activities between all stakeholders and ensuring that project activities were implemented in an effective and timely manner. Mequanent’s position also played a large role in community outreach to the beneficiaries and acted as the effective link between the community and Focal Points.

Staff turnover has meant that both individuals were not present for the duration of the project. Moving forward, it is feared by some staff that while the individual agency Focal Points may continue to target their own incentive and national staff with PSEA messages, outreach may not continue camp-wide as requested by some refugees and aid workers with the loss of coordinating staff. 

The common perception among those interviewed is that while the project has made some in-roads in PSEA awareness raising, further training is required, and without direction, some elements of the project will be “left hanging”. It was noted that agencies have implemented various elements independent of each other. For example, the use of the complaint mechanism and how to effectively evaluate the need for investigation has been inconsistent across agencies. 

Mainstreaming PSEA into agency activities was acknowledged as an effective tool by interviewees. However there is a “need for passion” and given the “current lack of receptability” to implementation of mainstreaming plans as voiced by some interviewees, there is a fear that the project will not move beyond its present achievements. As noted by the interviewees, there is a need “to divorce this from a project mentality that there are only certain staff to work on SEA as opposed to having it in as the responsibility of all staff”. Training for Heads of Agency is one means for developing organizational champions and increasing knowledge at more senior levels.

There was a great deal of reliance placed on the mainstreaming objective as a means for ensuring the sustainability of the project. A clear exit strategy developed collectively by project stakeholders early in the project would have assisted in streamlining project closeout. 

C
Conclusions and Recommendations

1
Conclusions

Despite the project management challenges outlined above, the project’s impact has made an important contribution to refugee protection.  There is no doubt among those interviewed that there is greater awareness among the aid worker populations of the issue of sexual exploitation and abuse overall, and the need to comply with the provisions of the Code. This is due to the requirement to sign the Code of Conduct as part of the employment process, and the fear of loss of job security if employees stray beyond the dictates of the Code. While it is too early to assess whether the desired behaviour change has been achieved, the project has established an unprecedented milestone in this initiative.

The project has proven relevant to the vulnerable women who reside in the camps. It has met an unarticulated need for information about their rights and provided a mechanism for redressing their complaints. However more needs to be done to ensure that this information reaches this vulnerable target group. 

1.1
Achievement of Results

a) The PSEA Project has made steady progress to implement the designated activities

b) Overall, the project’s activities contributed towards the attainment of the project’s objectives including:

i. increased knowledge and awareness of SEA among project beneficiaries

ii. laying the groundwork for an effective complaints and reporting system to be developed

iii. provision of materials and training to neighbouring countries

iv. encouraged awareness of SEA issues through local training at various levels of the police force and development of curriculum

c) At the camp level, the project has had a significant impact through successful promotion of a prevention strategy. This is evidenced by the reduction in the number of SEA cases.

d) The evaluation also revealed some constraints and challenges in project implementation that will require attention as recommended.

1.2
Design Framework

The project’s design framework proved to be a liability for the project and limited the project’s implementation abilities. This led to:

a) Uneven interventions among multiple target groups

b) Unforeseen development of a three-tiered structure among beneficiaries (humanitarian aid workers, then refugees, followed by Host Community) that left some beneficiaries with little access

c) Raised expectations among beneficiaries for an effective complaint reporting and processing system that were only partially met.

2
Recommendations 
2.1
Management and Coordination

6. Ensure that there is a champion behind the project to bring together the beneficiaries, agencies and Government of Kenya to foster closer working relations and information sharing

7. Draft a Consortium Agreement to define the roles and responsibilities, decision-making processes etc. among Consortium members

8. Include a national organization in future Consortiums to foster project ownership

9. Monitor staff changes within member agencies and mitigate the impacts of staff turnover on project implementation

10. Promote effective communication through regular reporting among Consortium members and other implementing agencies

2.2
Relevance

2. Targeted outreach to refugees, particularly vulnerable women and girls, to ensure that messaging reaches all beneficiaries

2.3
Sustainability

4. Ongoing training of staff as Focal Points and investigators to ensure sufficient qualified staff in the face of staff turnover

5. Identify mechanism or champion at the camp-level to continue to promote project outreach among all beneficiaries

6. Training of Heads of Agencies to increase project knowledge at more senior levels of the organization
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 Annex: In-depth Interviews

Kakuma 

	Interviewee

	Mequanent Geseye, PSEA Coordinator, IRC, Kakuma


	Godfrey Muthithi, Human Resource Officer, FP, LWF

	Ken Bayano, Repatriation Manager, Acting Program Manager, FAI

	Sara Kimathi, Acting FP, HI

	Beverly Owandatti, FP, Security Personnel, LWF

	Fiona Gaterre, Officer in Charge, IOM Kakuma

	Stephen Bosire, FP, Human Resources Manager, IRC

	Muthoni Hari, Gender Representative, FP, LWF

	Mildred Ouma, Protection Assistant, FP, UNHCR

	Michael Birashawi, Counterpart Manager, PSEA Coordination, FAI

	William Tembu, Project Coordinator Refugee Assistance, Acting Team Leader, LWF

	Joy Khangati, Senior Education Officer, FP, LWF

	Abebe Hankore, Head of Sub-Office (Kakuma), World Food Programme

	Stephen Roktok and Sahara Ibrahim, Police Officers, Kakuma Detachment

	Community Leaders, Kakuma 1, Zone 3


Dadaab 

	Interviewee

	Philemon Misoy, National Teacher

	Ken Njama, Senior HR Officer, CARE Kenya

	Miriam Warui, PSEA Coordinator, CARE Kenya

	Frankline Kirima, National Teacher

Abdullahi Huseein Sheikh, Refugee Teacher

	Sam Healey, Bureau Population Refugee Migration (BPRM), State Department

	Duncan Waigwa, PSEA Officer, FAI

	Winnie Kiunga, Focal Point Teacher, WTK

	Abdi Bilo, PSEA CDW for CARE and Shukri, FAI

	Shadrack Lopeyok, Logistics Coordinator, CARE Kenya

	Alexis Nimbona, Head of Sub-Office, GTZ

Dr. Munowayi, Health Coordinator

	Simon Guama, Field Monitor, FP, WFP

	Joan Luisi and Wilson Kiunya, Reproductive Health Officers, NCCK

	Danae Pauli, PSEA Project Intern, CARE Kenya

	Chris Likonyi, OCS Dadaab

Francis Niweu, In-Charge Dagahaley Police Camp

	Frankline Kirima, National Teacher

	Gordon Denoon, Senior Program Manager, CARE Kenya

	Felix Okech, Program Manager, CARE Kenya

	Abdi Malik, Representative, Host Community, Dadaab


Nairobi

	Interviewee

	Sarah Dix, Civil Society & Human Rights Coordinator, IRC

	Kellie Leeson, Country Director, IRC

	Charles Otieno, Country Director, Film Aid International

	Angela Nyamu, PSEA Project Manager, Film Aid International

	Focus Group Discussion with Consortium Members

	Angelina Cinanda, Social Worker, HIAS

Fareed Accram, Intake Counsellor, HIAS

	Irene Wawery, Program Director, JRS Parish Outreach

	Eddie Gedalof, Acting Representative, UNHCR

	James Karanja, Community Services Assistant, and Emma Kibicho, Human Resources Assistant, UNHCR

	Musili Nzau, Former PSEA Coordinator, IRC Kenya

	Mohammed Qazilbash, Senior Sector Coordinator, Emergency & Refugee Operations, CARE Kenya

	Tracy J. Vaughan, Former PSEA Coordinator, IRC Kenya

	Chele DeCruccio, Program Coordinator, LWF

	Eva Ayiera, Advocacy Program Officer, RCK

Emily Mutai, Information and Research Officer, RCK

	Joseph Kimani, Program Manager, GTZ 

Suzan Ericksson, Program Manager, GTZ

	Bongo Woodley, Operations Manager, Armor Group Kenya
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� Given the level of detail contained in the KAPB survey analysis, it has been presented in a separate report.


� Subgrantees are defined as those organizations who received funds from IRC based on their annually submitted project proposals and fund requests to IRC.


� Ten (10) of fifteen agencies signatory to Protocol submitted mainstreaming plans by project end and were included in the review process.


� In March 2007, RCK began to develop a training curriculum and to advocate for inclusion of curriculum in police training program.


� As police already have their own Standing Orders and Ethics which regulates their conduct on the job, they saw little value in signing a new Code of Conduct according to RCK.


� The purpose behind the logical framework is that it provides project developers with a clear results-based template for ongoing monitoring and evaluation during implementation. Through the identification of expected project outcomes, outputs, activities and related performance indicators, the project developer obtains a concise picture of the project prior to implementation, and the opportunity to balance expected results with limited time frame and available resources.


� Athough children were not highlighted as a specific target group of refugees, it could have been possible to focus some of the messaging to this age group.


� The PSEA Executive Board is led by IRC with UNHCR in the role of Secretary to the Board.


� There were 5 PSEA Advisors/Managers in the three year period of the project, as well as changes at the leadership level.
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