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Executive Summary 
 
The Raoul Wallenberg Institute (RWI) Kenya Programme 2015-2019 has been an ambitious 
programme designed to build upon achievements and areas for improvement identified 
during the last Programme period 2012-2014. One of the strengths of the RWI Kenya 
Programme is the constructive cooperation with its partners and the participatory approach 
taken to programme design. Without exception, stakeholders consulted during this 
evaluation commended RWI’s longstanding engagement and were keen for the support and 
partnerships to continue.  
 
In relation to Component 1 of the Programme, ‘Strengthening Human Rights Capacity in 
Kenyan Correctional Services’, the evaluation found that significant progress had been 
achieved during the period under review in meeting its objectives. Under the RWI Kenya 
Programme 2015-2019 the human rights training and audits of pilot sites appear to have 
gained some traction on the ground. During field visits to institutions we were informed that 
changes in practice have been made within institutions to being them more in line with 
international standards. In some instances we were able to observe and verify changes that 
were reported to us. We were also informed of positive changes in the staff/detainee1 
dynamic within some institutions, although many HROs we spoke to also noted the ongoing 
need to change the attitude and behaviour of their colleagues. HROs also felt they needed 
more support and we were told that there was a need for human rights training to be 
embedded in the curriculum of the training college for prison staff.   
 
Some of the key results achieved under this Component during the reporting period include: 
 

• the development of context sensitive training materials on human rights and 
correctional services  

• enhanced knowledge and skills regarding the practical implementation of 
human rights standards among KPS and KPAS officers  

• enhanced skills of KPS officers to assess compliance with human rights 
standards within correctional institutions and the development of related 
action plans in some institutions  

• the development of context sensitive assessment and classification tools  
• enhanced knowledge, skills and understanding of relevant KPS and KPAS 

officers relating to the importance of assessment and classification  
• enhanced knowledge, understanding and support regarding the practical 

implementation of international standards amongst some officers in charge 
(OICs) and other senior corrections officers 

• increased opportunities for Human Rights Officers and other KPS and KPAS 
officers to exchange relevant human rights information, experiences and 
good practices at a national level  

 

 
1 In this report the term ‘detainee’ is used to refer to any person deprived of their liberty, and includes both 
people who have been arrested but not yet tried, and to people who have been found guilty of a crime and 
sentenced to imprisonment. 
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In relation to Component Two, the focus on non-custodial measures is welcome and has the 
potential to make a significant contribution to criminal justice reform, although it is at an 
early stage.  
  
Some of the key results and outcomes achieved under this Component during the reporting 
period include: 
 

• the establishment of a multi-stakeholder secretariat on non-custodial measures 
• the completion of a baseline study to inform project design and management 
• enhanced knowledge of international standards for community corrections amongst  

representatives of the judiciary and other justice sector stakeholders  
 
Finally, we observed that one of the strengths of RWI’s Kenya Programme is the process of 
regularly reviewing progress in meeting the objectives, which has been built into the 
Programme. Regular review enables RWI staff to remain responsive to any changes on the 
ground and to challenges encountered. RWI has been assisted in this by the funder 
remaining open to a flexible and responsive approach to delivering the Programme’s 
objectives and activities. The establishment of the new research component of the 
Programme is to be welcomed as it can provide additional and necessary support to ensure 
the Programme remains responsive to the context within which it is working. It also 
provides an opportunity to identify and promote good practice both from within Kenya and 
externally.   
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1. Introduction 
This report sets out the findings and subsequent recommendations of an independent 
evaluation of the RWI Kenya Programme 2015-2019 conducted by Ms. Debra Long and Prof. 
Rachel Murray, from the Human Rights Implementation Centre at the University of Bristol 
Law School, UK; and Prof. Hindpal Singh Bhui, Inspection Team Leader at Her Majesty’s 
Inspectorate of Prisons, UK and Centre for Criminology, University of Oxford, UK.  
 
RWI has a longstanding record of activities and collaboration in Kenya, primarily aimed at 
strengthening institutional capacities to work for the further realisation of human rights in 
Kenya. On 17 April 2015, RWI and the Swedish International Development Cooperation 
Agency (Sida) signed a sub-agreement for the period 1 April 2015 to 31 December 2017 on a 
cooperation programme entitled “Kenya Programme”, following an evaluation of a similar 
successful programme from 2012-2014. On 12 March 2018 a new sub-agreement was 
signed for the extension of the programme to 31st December 2019, further to an 
independent mid-term review of the Programme that was carried out in 2017. The current 
evaluation reviews the RWI Kenya Programme activities from April 2015 to December 2019.  
 
The evaluation of the RWI Kenya Programme was commissioned by RWI to assess the 
operation of the Programme as a whole, and to provide a basis for decision-making on 
future best alternatives by looking at best practices and lessons learnt. It was designed to 
inform the dialogue between Sida and RWI on a new programme provisionally planned for 
2020-2024; and to contribute to the design by RWI and partners of the planned new 
programme phase.  
 
The scope of the evaluation was agreed as follows:  

• to assess the operation of the Programme as a whole, in particular as regards  
achievement of expected results; 

• to pay particular attention to results achievement in relation to the ‘Assessment 
and Classification Project’ (ACP) and the achievement of related expected 
outcomes in relation to the treatment of offenders; 

• to analyse the reasons underlying results achievement or non-achievement, as 
well as identifying and analysing any unexpected results; and 

• to provide recommendations on future programme strategies, with an emphasis     
on sustainability of results achievement and potential new programme 
directions.  

 
2. Overview of the RWI Kenya Programme  
Over the years, RWI’s cooperation with the Kenya Prisons Service (KPS) has gradually 
developed to become the primary partnership within RWI’s programme activities in Kenya. 
In addition, the current Programme has seen the cooperation on human rights in 
correctional services expanded to allow for partnership with the Kenya Probation and 
Aftercare Services (KPAS) as well as a joint Assessment and Classification Project (ACP) 
involving correctional services and the Swedish Prison and Probation Service (SPPS). The 
Kenya Programme has also further elaborated a second, related component focusing on 
promoting the effective use of non-custodial measures.  Through partnerships with, and 
focusing on the human rights capacity development of, Kenyan correctional services and 
other justice sector stakeholders, the Kenya Programme’s main objective is stated as being 
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the enhancement of compliance with international human rights standards in the 
management of Kenya’s correctional system, including through supporting more human 
rights responsive and coordinated approaches in the administration of justice in Kenya. This 
is envisaged to contribute to the increased enjoyment of constitutional rights in Kenya and 
upholding government obligations to respect, protect and fulfil human rights, strengthening 
the long-term possibilities for Kenya to become a just and cohesive society with social 
equity in a secure environment.2  
 
The current RWI Kenya Programme 2015-2019 has two main components. The first 
component is ‘Strengthening Human Rights Capacity in Kenyan Correctional Services’, the 
main objective of which is to create sustainable capacity within KPS and KPAS to meet 
relevant international human rights standards, in particular the UN Standard Minimum 
Rules for the Treatment of Detainees. Currently, the second component is ‘Enhancing 
Effective Use of Non-Custodial Measures in Kenya’, the main objective of which is to 
contribute to enhanced human rights perspectives in efforts for a coordinated, effective and 
consultative approach in the administration of justice and reform of the justice system in 
Kenya.3  
 
It must be noted that at the outset of the RWI Kenya Programme 2015-2019 Component 
Two was ‘Strategic Interventions’ with the objective ‘to contribute to enhanced human 
rights perspectives in efforts for a coordinated, effective and consultative approach in the 
administration of justice and reform of the justice system in Kenya’ – through activities, 
particularly involving multi-stakeholder bodies, that also support and complement the main 
cooperation with KPS and KPAS.4 In 2017, following a mid-term review5 it was considered 
that the second component of the Programme would no longer serve as a Strategic 
Interventions component. The mid-term review found that ‘non-custodial measures and 
even more specifically the United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for Non-custodial 
Measures (Tokyo Rules) have had a very low profile within the Kenya criminal justice 
community.’6 Consequently the review noted that a more strategic approach to non-
custodial measures was required in order to adequately address and support justice reforms 
in Kenya.7  
 
Accordingly, RWI took the strategic decision that ‘in line with the objectives and design of 
the component [two], as well as activities already conducted to date, it will continue to 
focus on non-custodial measures in Kenya, through multi-stakeholder partnerships and in 
particular engagement with the Judiciary of Kenya’.8 Accordingly, Component Two was 
refocused as ‘Enhancing Effective Use of Non-Custodial Measures in Kenya’ with the same 
main objective as the previously titled Component Two.  

 
2 RWI Kenya Programme Terms of Reference  
3 RWI Kenya Programme 2015, as updated 26 January 2018. 
4 RWI Kenya Programme Annual Report 2016, p. 1. 
5 Final Review Report Mid-Term Review of the Raoul Wallenberg Institute’s Kenya Programme 2015-2019, 
2017 
6 Final Review Report Mid-Term Review of the Raoul Wallenberg Institute’s Kenya Programme 2015-2019, 
2017, p.3.  
7 Final Review Report Mid-Term Review of the Raoul Wallenberg Institute’s Kenya Programme 2015-2019, 
2017, p.18. 
8 RWI Kenya Programme Annual Progress Report 2017, p. 1. 
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The RWI Kenya Programme 2015-2019 Results Framework articulates the overall 
Programme outcome as follows:  
 
“Demonstrable and sustainable increase in compliance with relevant international human 
rights standards, in particular the UN Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of 
Detainees, the Rules for the Treatment of Women Detainees and the Rules for Protection of 
Juveniles Deprived of their Liberty in the Kenyan correctional system as a whole, and a 
selection of pilot penal institutions in particular, including through more human rights 
responsive and coordinated approaches to reform initiatives in the administration of justice 
in Kenya.”9 
 
This is supplemented and supported by three intermediate outcomes as follows: 
 

• A critical  mass  across  the  Kenyan  correctional  system  working  for  systemic  and  
accountable  human  rights  change 

• Improved human rights and evidence-based decision making about individual 
detainees and non-custodial offenders with reference to risk and need 

• Enhanced human rights perspectives in particularly multi-stakeholder efforts 
promoting more fair and efficient administration of justice in Kenya10 

 
The main outputs of the Programme are described in the Framework as follows: 

• Enhanced skills of Human Rights Officers at KPS HQ, regional offices and individual 
institutions, and relevant officers at KPAS, to assess fulfilment of human rights 
standards in custodial and community corrections and facilitate the development of 
related action plans  

• Enhanced skills of Human Rights Officers, relevant instructors at PSTC and relevant 
officers at KPAS relating to training and teaching methodologies  

• Context sensitive training materials on human rights and correctional services 
available and used in training activities  

• Enhanced knowledge, skills and understanding of – and cooperation between – 
relevant KPS and KPAS officers relating to assessment, classification and 
sentence/release planning  

• Context sensitive assessment and planning tools available and used in classification  
• Enhanced knowledge, understanding and support regarding the practical 

implementation of international standards amongst OICs and other senior 
corrections officers 

• Increased commitment and understanding among the KPS and KPAS leadership and 
relevant Ministries for the Programme  

• Increased opportunities for Human Rights Officers and other KPS and KPAS officers 
to exchange relevant human rights information, experiences and good practices at 
national, regional and international levels  

• Increased awareness and understanding of relevant international human rights 
standards among justice sector legal and regulatory drafters  

 
9 RWI Kenya Programme Proposal 2015-2019, Results Framework Annex 1 
10 RWI Kenya Programme Proposal, 2015-2019, Results Framework Annex 1 
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• Enhanced knowledge of international standards for community corrections amongst 
representatives of the judiciary and other justice sector stakeholders 

• Increased cooperation between justice sector stakeholders in the application of 
international standards for community corrections. 

 
The results reported as achieved in respect of these main outputs for the RWI Kenya 
Programme 2015-2019 are listed in Annex 3.  
 
To meet the objectives of the current two main components, the RWI Kenya Programme 
has developed four, at times interlinked, projects as follows: 
 
1) Bilateral cooperation with the KPS  

Activities under this project include continuing human rights training of Officers in 
Charge (OIC) and other prison officers, in particular on the Mandela Rules; training 
selected officers to be Human Rights Officers (HROs); auditing of prisons; and actions 
aimed at embedding the Mandela Rules in policy. 

2) Bilateral cooperation with the KPAS  
Activities under this project include human rights training, in particular on the Tokyo 
Rules; and training officers to be Human Rights Advisors. 

3) The Assessment and Classification Project (ACP) 
This is a four-way cooperation involving RWI, KPS and KPAS, and the Swedish Prison 
and Probation Service (SPSS). Activities under this project include training ACP 
officers and the promotion of tools to help with assessment and classification of 
detainees; and a review of correctional policies and regulations. 

4) The non-custodial measures project 
This is a more recent project and activities include the establishment of a Non-
Custodial Measures Secretariat; the development of a baseline survey; stakeholder 
consultations; and training of magistrates and prosecutors. 

 
In addition, in 2018 RWI established a research component to support its work and help 
with programme design. The initial focus of this research is on the Programme’s work with 
the KPS. This has included an analysis of issues raised by the prison audits conducted by the 
RWI and the KPS in a selection of prisons, and any change in compliance that these audits 
trace over time. For the purposes of triangulation, this information has been compared with 
qualitative data from a series of interviews with inmates and staff about their views of 
prison life.  The results are intended to inform future actions by RWI, the KPS and KPAS.    
 
The commissioned evaluation independently reviewed these projects in order to address 
specific questions regarding the effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and relevance of the 
RWI Kenya Programme as a whole. 
 
 
3. Evaluation methodology 
The evaluation methodology was designed to be evidence-based and participatory, 
involving RWI, partner institutions and other stakeholders. In order to triangulate 
information a range of data collection methods were used, including: an extensive 
document review; semi-structured interviews with a range of officials; informal stakeholder 
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meetings; visits to places of detention; and discussions with prisoners and prison staff to 
help understand the ground-level impact of RWI’s work. The evaluation was conducted in 
three main phases as follows: 
 

a. Document review 
As an initial step the evaluation team undertook an extensive review of documents from 
RWI, its partner institutions and other stakeholders. As well as gathering key data, the 
document review also helped to inform the development of questions for the semi-
structured interviews and identification of additional data to be gathered during field visits 
to Kenya. The document review process involved an examination of the following key 
sources of data: 

• RWI Kenya Programme concept notes and strategies  
• RWI Kenya Programme annual work plans and budgets 
• RWI Kenya Programme activity reports 
• RWI Kenya Programme evaluation review 2012-2014 
• RWI Kenya Programme mid-term report 2017 
• Audit reports from places of detention 
• Training modules and tools 
• Evaluation forms from workshops and training events 
• Terms of reference for the Non-Custodial Measures Committee 
• Relevant Kenyan legislation, practice guidance and rules 
• Relevant national and international civil society organisation reports  

 
b. Field visits to Kenya 

The second phase of the evaluation involved two field visits to Kenya in order to carry out a 
series of meetings and interviews with RWI staff and representatives from the partner 
institutions, and field visits to selected places of detention. The first field visit was 
conducted by Hindpal Singh Bhui between 22 and 25 October 2019 and the second was 
conducted by Debra Long between 18 and 22 November 2019 (see Annex 2 for further 
details). During the field visits to places of detention the evaluators were able to meet with 
the RWI trained human rights officers; senior and other officers; and other staff (such as 
kitchen staff). In some of the institutions visited there was also the opportunity for 
discussion with detainees either in focus groups; informal groups; or one to one meetings. 
In addition, although these visits were not intended to be formal oversight visits or audits, 
they enabled us to observe first-hand the impact of RWI’s work on procedures in and 
conditions of detention.  
 

c. Analysis and reporting 
Following the second field visit and the completion of the document review a preliminary 
report was prepared outlining some of the main findings and recommendations. 
Subsequently, this final more detailed report was prepared and shared with RWI for 
comments before finalisation. It is understood that this final report will be shared with RWI 
Kenya Programme’s partner organisations.  
 
4. Evaluation findings 
This section sets out the findings of the evaluation addressing, in accordance with the terms 
of reference, specific questions regarding the effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and 
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relevance of the RWI Kenya Programme as a whole. These findings are based on data 
gathered by the document review; semi-structured interviews and meetings with 
stakeholders, and observations during field visits to places of detention. Data from the 
interviews, focus groups and meetings has been anonymised to protect the identity of the 
individuals and avoid any conflict of interests or adverse affects from the information they 
shared.    
 
Before addressing the findings of the evaluation in detail it should be noted that in any 
evaluation process, determining causation behind any positive or negative outcome of a 
programme of intervention is often difficult. Compliance or non-compliance may be the 
result of many factors and/or actions of various actors, outside the control of the 
‘intervening’ organisation, in this instance the RWI Kenya Programme. The evaluation team 
sought to overcome this challenge by focusing on gathering information from a range of 
stakeholders on their experience of engaging with the RWI Kenya Programme and their 
perceptions as to any progress achieved, and what, if any, were the existing barriers to 
progress. This information was then triangulated with the data gathered through the 
document review, interviews with RWI staff, interviews with prisoners and observations in 
the prisons we visited.  
 
The following sub-sections address a series of questions regarding the effectiveness, 
efficiency, sustainability and relevance of the RWI Kenya Programme’s two main 
components, in accordance with the terms of reference for the evaluation. 

 
a. Component one: Strengthening Human Rights Capacity in Kenyan Correctional 

Services 
The main objective of Component One of the RWI Kenya Programme is to create sustainable 
capacity within KPS and KPAS to meet relevant international human rights standards, in 
particular the UN Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Detainees, the Rules for 
the Treatment of Women Detainees and the Rules for Protection of Juveniles Deprived of 
their Liberty. RWI Kenya Programme’s projects, outlined above, on i) bilateral cooperation 
with the KPS, ii) bilateral cooperation with the KPAS, and iii) the ACP, fall under Component 
One. 
 

i. Effectiveness  
A1: To what extent has the Programme achieved its expected results at output and 
outcome (intermediate and Programme outcomes) level? 
Overall in relation to Component One of the RWI Kenya Programme significant progress has 
been made towards achieving the expected results; although the evaluation team found 
that levels of progress differed across the Programme activities and among the correctional 
services and institutions.    
 

• Developments with the Programme Outcome  
In relation to achieving a ‘demonstrable and sustainable increase in compliance with 
relevant international human rights standards’ among the correctional services, 
stakeholders we interviewed found the audits to be an extremely useful tool and were keen 
for them to continue. The process of internal audits steered by HROs and the establishment 
of human rights working groups and committees within institutions was also welcomed by 
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stakeholders. The committees included all sectors/departments and appeared to have 
helped to embed the human rights audit process within the institution and across each 
department as well as at the highest level. Such structures promote sustainability and can 
continue to identify areas in need of reform to improve the treatment and conditions of 
detainees and the working environment for the staff. In addition, the practice in some of the 
institutions we visited of developing action plans as a result of these audits is also to be 
commended. However, a few interviewees reported concerns about a lack of 
implementation of audit findings. They told us that there was minimal accountability for 
failures to take action and highlighted as a challenge the failure of senior leaders to tackle 
inconsistent and weak local leadership. This was reported both in relation to prisons and 
probation institutions. Further, we were informed that one of the blocks to better 
communication between probation officers and the relevant prison was the bureaucracy 
that the senior hierarchy had in place; we were told by some probation staff that every file 
had to go through several checks, rather than being sent to the prison for immediate use, 
meaning that files were late, although we were unable to verify this. Meanwhile, prison staff 
complained that the frequently late or absent probation reports meant that they were 
duplicating work by conducting new assessments unnecessarily.   
 
It was reported, and we were able to observe in some of the institutions visited, that a 
number of no/low cost changes had been identified and acted upon as a result of the audit 
process. For example, following an audit in Machakos Women’s Prison we were told, and 
observed, that curtains had been placed in the toilets in each ward to provide greater 
privacy to the inmates. Detainees also reported to us in a couple of institutions that they 
believed that punishment ‘beatings’ from staff had greatly reduced and some attributed this 
to a greater awareness of human rights. We were told in one institution that isolation was 
no longer used for disciplinary reasons, only for health reasons.  
 
Efforts had been made in some institutions to promote rights and safeguard for detainees, 
through posters or billboards. For example in Shimo La Tewa Women’s Prison in Mombasa 
the following billboard had been erected, which also reinforced the link between human 
rights standards and prison rules: 
 

 
 
This is good practice which could be easily replicated in other institutions.  
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However, several HROs also reported that during the audit process and subsequent internal 
discussions about changes to be made, some issues, notably those requiring additional 
resources, remained unresolved. Similarly, and linked to this, in some institutions detainees 
informed us that while staff adherence to the rules regarding proportionality of punishment 
was welcome, there was insufficient focus on rules that might actively benefit them. For 
example, they wanted meaningful employment and training opportunities that could help 
them to obtain work on release. Further, in some institutions detainees listed a number of 
other concerns, which undermine the credibility of an emerging human rights narrative, 
including dirty conditions and lack of clothes, as well as prisoner dorms which in some 
institutions were extremely overcrowded and unhygienic. These conditions were also 
observed by the evaluation team and it was also noted that in some institutions there was a 
lack of beds for detainees or the mattresses were in poor condition. In one institution 
visited by the evaluation team (Langata), strip searching was undertaken in front of all 
others in the dorm and was described by detainees as humiliating. The lack of consistency 
between prisons was demonstrated by the fact that this practice was not undertaken in 
another similar prison (Shimo la Tewa).  
 
The evaluation team also noted in the institutions visited that lock up times were early, 
often straight after supper at 5 or 6pm. This reflects an issue which was raised in the earlier 
evaluation report for the RWI Kenya Programme 2012-2014, which noted that “lock-up time 
is still around 6pm – for no apparent reason other than the convenience of KPS staff” and 
stressed that this was an issue that could be addressed relatively easily.11  
 
Similarly, in some of the institutions, facilities and procedures for contact between 
detainees and their family were limited. For example, in Nairobi Remand Prison it was 
observed that visits were conducted through a filthy grille that meant detainees and visitors 
could barely see or hear each other. However, in a couple of institutions visited by the 
evaluation team some effort had been made to provide a more decent and welcoming 
environment for visits. For example, in Machakos Women Prison some effort had been 
made to provide an area for family members to visit in the open, and this included a small 
playground for children, either those visiting their mothers or young children held in 
detention at that institution with their mothers. Similarly in Kamiti, we were informed that 
following an audit the visits area had been improved, removing the barriers and making it 
more family friendly. This area was observed by the evaluation team to be an open room, 
comfortable and able to provide a welcoming environment for families.    
 
Further, while a few institutions had made efforts to mitigate the pains of imprisonment for 
young children held with their mothers, the evaluation team remained concerned generally 
about the impact of detention on children held with their mothers, as well as the experience 
of detained juvenile offenders. We saw children locked into the same cramped cells as their 
mothers relatively early in the evening, with a probable impact on their health, general 
wellbeing and development.  We recommend that RWI considers for the next phase of the 
Programme, providing a thematic focus on children held in detention, both those held with 
their mothers and juvenile offenders. Additional training on the Beijing Rules and the 

 
11 RWI Kenya Programme 2012-2014 Evaluation Report, p.13. 
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Convention on the Rights of the Child would be useful for those working across the Kenya 
correctional system to ensure any measures taken are in the best interests of children.    
 

• Developments with creating a critical  mass  across  the  Kenyan  correctional  
system  working  for  systemic  and  accountable  human  rights  change 

The evaluation team found that there was a general culture of openness towards education 
and training, both in terms of officers receiving human rights training, and education and 
skills development available for detainees. Training opportunities offered to officers were 
received gratefully, partly because certificates for completed training courses are an 
important route to promotion. Regardless of what motivates staff to engage with courses, 
they provide good opportunities for promoting positive attitudinal and behavioural change 
that can enhance human rights for detainees. 
 
The evaluation team considers that during the period under review RWI has made 
significant progress with the intermediate outcome of creating a critical mass across the 
Kenyan correctional system working for systemic and accountable human rights change. The 
continued and expanded training provided to officers in the KPS and KPAS illustrates this 
achievement. Training has also been expanded to include members of the judiciary and 
prosecutors office (which is considered in relation to Component Two below.)  
 
It was evident that the human rights training provided by the RWI Kenya Programme has 
been well received across the board. In relation to the KPS, all but one of the HROs we 
spoke to were well informed, enthusiastic, and keen to do a ‘good job’. The HRO who was 
the exception was unable to say what his role entailed or how many staff had received 
human rights training, nor could he describe any other relevant work that he had 
undertaken. Prisoners in his institution confirmed that he was not proactive or achieving 
positive results. 
 
Several of the HROs interviewed noted that the training they had received from RWI had 
helped them to change their mindset and better understand their role and interaction with 
detainees.  During visits to institutions, HROs who had received training in dynamic security 
seemed to understand the importance of good dialogue with detainees. They also saw the 
value of prisoner focus groups undertaken by the evaluation team, and wanted to explore 
doing them routinely to inform the smooth running of their prisons. Some of the HROs had 
received recent training in dynamic security and understood the way that information could 
flow more effectively if detainees could have such forums regularly.  However, one was 
convinced that her OIC would not be supportive and felt that external support and advocacy 
was needed to establish such meetings. 
 
Similarly, probation officers and human rights advisers noted that the training they had 
received had led to them feeling more professional and capable. We were informed that on 
recruitment they only have one week's training and the entry requirement is an 
undergraduate social science degree; subsequently they felt the RWI training and SPPS 
support were essential. 
 
KPAS staff complained of large workloads and limited resources and we were informed that 
further support was required. For example, we were told that a majority of their clients 
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were substance users but they had no relevant training and there were no state-run 
substance misuse programmes available. There was also little evidence of effective ongoing 
supervision, through-the-sentence work, pre-release preparation or post-release follow up. 
Several prison staff mentioned that they felt probation were invisible and communicated 
some cynicism about their role.   
 
The reason for some probation reports getting to prisons and some not appeared to be due 
to the lack of a proactive system management by KPAS. Some officers made sure their 
reports reached the prisons; others said there was a bureaucratic process that stopped this 
from happening - every file had to go through several checks, rather than being sent to the 
prison for immediate use, meaning that files were always late. A lack of resources and weak 
communication systems were overarching issues affecting the effective supervision of 
individuals. We were informed that although there are connections between the probation 
service and the police, courts and ODPP, they were weak. One of the problems highlighted 
was file transfer and a lack of effective accessible databases.  
 
In addition, several officers from KPS and KPAS also told us that they needed more support 
to carry out their work and more of their colleagues trained. Prison HROs have established a 
WhatsApp group which appears to provide a good and important platform for HROs to 
share good practice and experience. Several mentioned that further support, such as a 
mentorship process or regional meetings for HROs, could be beneficial. In addition, many 
HROs suggested that it would be useful to have refresher courses on the human rights 
standards. We note that RWI has considered ways in which to offer support for HROs and 
that the issue of putting place ‘HRO mentors’ have been raised in previous discussions with 
HROs. We propose that this could be revisited with HROs to see if there is a real demand for 
this type of support.   
 
In relation to expanding the training programme it was noted during our interviews with 
several stakeholders that there is a need for further training on the Bangkok Rules, Tokyo 
Rules and Beijing Rules. We note that RWI has provided some officers working with women 
and children with training but this is an area where additional support was requested from 
stakeholders and an expanded programme of training could be beneficial.   
 

• Developments with improving human rights and evidence-based decision making 
about individual detainees and non-custodial offenders with reference to risk and 
need 

In relation to this intermediate outcome, developments relating to non-custodial offenders 
will be considered in the section below on Component Two, this section will therefore 
consider developments related to the Assessments and Classifications Project (ACP).  
 
As noted earlier, the ACP is a four-way partnership with multiple activities and differing 
areas of responsibility. This area of work has built on a research report produced under the 
previous programme in 2014, which highlighted the importance of a proper system of 
assessment and classification for detainees. In particular it was in response to a recognition 
that “the issue of classification impacts upon all other areas of human rights compliance, 
ranging from work, programming and family contact through to security, restraint and use 
of force – as without objective and evidence-based classification, there is no way to make 
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decisions regarding treatment that will respect the rights not just of the individual prisoners 
concerned but also the wider inmate population, the staff, visitors, families and community 
as a whole”.12 
 
Activities undertaken by RWI, and its partners, on this issue include further training for 
relevant KPS and KPAS officers and the development and review of standardised tools for 
the assessment and classification of detainees; and the establishment of pilot programmes 
for trained KPS and KPAS officers to make assessments of populations in prisons of differing 
security levels and make recommendations for the reclassification of relevant inmates.13  
  
During our evaluation we observed that staff were keen to improve assessment and 
classification and that the tools that have been provided are easy to work through and lead 
to an approximate risk level.  We were informed by several ACP officers that they felt they 
were better informed about individuals and able to create a useful rapport with offenders.  
 
Some changes as a result of ACP were reported and we understand that there are some 
offenders who would previously have been automatically placed in certain prisons who are 
now being placed in accordance with assessed risk and need. In Langata Prison, for example, 
it was also noted that the ACP had led to reception and discharge boards taking place, and a 
more organised approach to prisoner management. However, while this was a positive 
development, ACP applied only to those individuals serving over 3 years, i.e. about a third of 
the population. Staff could not explain why the cut-off point was so high, leaving most 
without the benefits of the process.  
 
The evaluation team were informed and observed that the activities in relation to the 
assessment and classification project have gained less traction than those relating to 
training and audits. In some institutions we saw that a number of the sentence plans (tool 3) 
were sparsely completed. Some officers told us that they found it particularly difficult to 
complete tool C and felt they would have benefited from training in making realistic 
sentence plans.  
 
Further, the evaluation team were informed that there has been a difference in approach 
between RWI and the SPSS to the development of the ACP, with SPSS rolling out training 
and tools to institutions outside of the pilot programme and RWI taking the decision to 
remain focused on a limited number of pilot sites, mainly in the Nairobi area, and on trying 
to address challenges encountered. This approach is due to concerns about the ACP gaining 
traction and actually having a consequence for detainees. We were informed that some 
officers working on assessment and classification felt demoralised as there were often no 
resources available to offer offenders after completion of the assessment process.  This 
meant the process could feel like a ‘box-ticking’ exercise.   
 
This highlights some of the ongoing challenges for the establishment of an effective ACP, 
such as a systemic lack of resources; large caseloads for officers; a lack of full and accurate 
documentation; and a lack of coordination and communication among services. For these 

 
12 RWI Kenya Programme Proposal 2014-2019, updated 26 January 2018, p. 7. 
13 RWI Kenya Programme Proposal 2014-2019, updated 26 January 2018, p. 31.  
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reasons the RWI noted in its Programme Proposal for 2014-2019 that “given the scope of 
the reform required in this area, it cannot be assumed that a fully realised and sustainable 
classification system will be in place by the end of the Programme.”14  
 
The ACP is ambitious and we suggest that, in light of the current challenges being faced, a 
pragmatic approach is taken and RWI manage expectations among stakeholders of what can 
be done in practice in the short-term. With such an approach the importance of just having 
an initial conversation with detainees should not be underestimated. The induction 
interview for detainees is a vital discussion, even if other aspects of the assessment and 
classification process fall short. For example, at Nairobi Remand and Allocation Prison, some 
of the men interviewed greatly valued the opportunity to speak to someone on arrival in 
depth about their needs.  In one case a detainee told us his ACP interview with a skilled and 
supportive officer had greatly helped him to accept his (serious) offence and relieved some 
of the emotional distress he was feeling.  This in turn helped him to take a more 
constructive approach to his time in prison.  Therefore, there is great scope just through this 
initial dialogue for staff to start to build a relationship with detainees and try to respond to 
any stated or perceived risks. Consequently, having well-trained, caring, responsive officers 
carrying out the assessment is essential.  
 
To overcome some of the challenges of implementation, RWI could take a thematic 
approach to the ACP and consider working to improve procedures for particular categories 
of detainees at risk. For instance, it was also evident that the prevalence of substance abuse 
as well as mental health issues among the detention population are ongoing challenges. We 
understand that RWI’s engagement with the Ministry of Health and other relevant 
stakeholders on these issues is at an early stage and we would recommend continuing to 
seek ways to work in a constructive way with them. The audits and research component of 
RWI’s Programme could be used to identify practice for a pilot project to create a working 
model to be rolled out. For example, we understand that many institutions have a close 
relationship with their local hospitals. This could be used for as a basis for a pilot project, 
working directly with one institution and its local hospital to offer additional support to 
those with mental health problems and/or substance misuse problems.  
 

• Developments with enhancing human rights perspectives in particularly multi-
stakeholder efforts promoting more fair and efficient administration of justice in 
Kenya 

During the Kenya Programme 2015-2019, RWI has worked with multiple stakeholders at all 
levels and across the correctional system in Kenya. This is in recognition of the fact that 
sustainable change requires cooperation and coordination across the justice sector, as well 
as engagement with the legal profession and policy and decision-makers. It is evident that 
RWI has established a good working relationship with the KPS and KPAS, which has been the 
foundation of progress under this current Programme. It is also notable that under this 
current Programme RWI has extended its training to magistrates and prosecutors (which 
will be discussed in further detail in respect of Component Two), who are key stakeholders 
for sustainable change and human rights compliance within the criminal justice sector.   
 

 
14 RWI Kenya Programme Proposal 2014-2019, updated 26 January 2018, p. 24. 
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In relation to Component One, as noted above, the number of KPS and KPAS officers that 
have received human rights training has increased under this Programme and a core group 
of KPS ‘Human Rights Officers’ and KPAS ‘Human Rights Advisers’ have been established. We 
observed them are working as advocates and drivers of change for the implementation of 
human rights within their respective institutions and services. This is to be commended; 
however, some HROs noted as an ongoing challenge the need to change the mindset of 
their colleagues and informed us of the need to embed human rights training within the 
Prison Staff Training College to ensure that new recruits have a better understanding of 
relevant human rights standards. We note that new opportunities to improve and expand 
the human rights training within the Prison Staff Training College are currently being 
explored by RWI. Similarly, some KPAS officers informed us that more of their colleagues 
should receive human rights training.  
 
A2: Which are the main factors that have affected positive results achievement and which 
have affected non-achievement of results?  
First and foremost, one of the main factors driving positive results is RWI’s longstanding 
engagement in Kenya and its relationship with the KPS and KPAS. RWI has over the years 
built up trust with these services and stakeholders and it was evident that the RWI office in 
Nairobi and their staff are well respected by their partners and stakeholders. RWI’s non-
confrontational approach and the confidentiality of audits has helped to build this level of 
trust and we believe has been one of the key factors in securing the progress noted in this 
report.  
 
In addition, as noted above, there also appears to be a general culture and responsiveness 
to education and skills development among the staff, most notably within the KPS. Linked to 
this, the strategy of ensuring that senior level officers are trained first was good practice and 
many HROs informed us this was essential to ensure that they subsequently had support for 
their work within the institution and for changes in practice to be considered and acted 
upon. A few HROs told us that the OIC’s support for their work was absolutely critical 
because of the very hierarchical nature of the prisons.  If the OIC is an obstacle to progress, 
there is very little the HROs felt they could do. A few HROs noted that they should be able to 
report to an official independently of prison management as well as the OIC. However this 
issue has been explored by RWI previously who considered that due to the hierarchical 
context within which HROs are working, such an approach is unlikely to gain much traction 
and could cause friction or reprisals. The evaluation team agrees that the strategy of 
continuing to provide training to senior officers should be the priority.   
 
Further, RWI’s strategy to identify certain officers to be trained up as HROs or HRAs and 
those officers who could also complete the train the trainers programme is, we consider, 
one of the key factors for the positive results identified within the institutions visited by the 
evaluation team. This has enabled RWI to train well-motivated individuals who can act as 
drivers of change within their own institutions.     
 
In addition, the Programme has remained flexible and responsive to change which has 
enabled it to adapt and find solutions to any challenges encountered (this is discussed 
further in B1 below). We consider that this flexibility has demonstrated to RWI’s partners 
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and stakeholders that it is listening to their ideas and is responsive to their needs, which in 
turn has contributed to building a constructive dialogue for change.   
 
One of the main factors hindering progress is the lack of resources made available to the 
criminal justice sector generally. This has a number of implications including: continuing 
poor conditions of detention, including overcrowding; excessive use of pre-trial detention; 
and a failure to invest in the necessary infrastructure and systems that can improve 
communication between institutions and services.  
 
A further factor that has potentially hindered progress has been the lack of responsiveness 
of the Prisons Staff Training College to improve human rights training provided to recruits. It 
should be noted here that the lack of opportunity to develop the human rights curriculum 
further at the Prisons Training College led RWI to focus on training senior officers and 
creating a network of officers trained in human rights who could champion reform within 
their own institutions. However, RWI have remained mindful of the importance of 
embedding human rights within the initial training for recruits and have continued to 
explore opportunities to develop the curriculum. It is understood that there may now be 
opportunities to work more directly with the Prison Staff Training College and these are 
being explored by RWI.  
 
A3: Whether there are any unexpected results, either positive or negative, and the factors 
affecting these  
The evaluation team have been informed that the Programme has had the following 
unexpected positive results: 

• Inspiring institutions in Kenya to request human rights audits that are have not been 
part of the Programme’s pilot schemes;  

• Requests from States within the East Africa Community (EAC) to establish similar 
programmes in their own countries; 

• Inspiring the establishment of a similar programme with the 
Sierra Leone Correctional Services; and 

• Contributing to a new programme of reform for correctional services in Zimbabwe 
inspired by the approach of the Kenya Programme. 

 
We are not aware of any unexpected negative results.  
 
A4: Which factors should be in place to positively contribute to future results 
achievement, and which main factors would likely prevent or substantially challenge 
achieving further results?  
The key factors outlined in response to question A2 above are all factors which remain 
relevant to any future Programme and achieving further results.   
 
The strategy of this current Programme to move away from using international consultants 
and instead to develop local capacities, through the HROs and HRAs and the train-the-
trainers scheme, should be continued as it helps to build ownership over the process and 
sustainability.  
 



19 
 

In addition, the new research component of the RWI Kenya Programme should remain in 
place as it has the potential to make a significant contribution to programme development. 
In this respect it could be advantageous to consider the possibility of employing more than 
one researcher, or to consider short-term consultancies to assist with what can be time 
consuming and involved pieces of research. 
 
As noted above a lack of resources within the criminal justice system as a whole is an 
overarching problem. Although addressing this is, of course, outside RWI’s control, 
nevertheless this context does have an impact on the projects and the attainment of many 
of the objectives, including the overarching aim of achieving real improvement on the 
ground for detainees. Therefore, we suggest that RWI could explore ways to better engage 
with those involved in the allocation of funding. The research component of the Kenya 
Programme could assist this engagement by undertaking research to develop a narrative 
and strategy for the implementation of human rights standards based on the social, 
economic and health benefits of, for example, reducing pre-trial detention.   
 
Furthermore, several HROs mentioned that they had some practical challenges in delivering 
the human rights training, such as a lack of writing materials and flipcharts, manuals, as well 
as refreshments for participants. However, it was noted that other organisations, in 
particular the European Committee for Training and Agriculture (CEFA), were providing this 
type of material support in some institutions we visited. It is recognised that RWI is not a 
donor organisation, nevertheless, we note that some of these practical challenges to enable 
HROs to deliver training within their institutions could be easily overcome and at a low cost 
with the provision of additional stationery and other training materials. 
 
Lastly, some risks identified by RWI in the development of the current Programme remain 
relevant for any future Programme, notably the security situation within Kenya which 
remains unstable. This has the potential to divert attention, and actions, away from criminal 
justice reform, and can lead to a hardening of responses, both from the State and 
community as a whole, to those caught up in the criminal justice system, in particular those 
suspected of terrorism offences. Linked to this, election processes in Kenya have historically 
led to some disruption or violence and parliamentary elections are planned to take place in 
2022, which may lead to some interference with future planning and activities during that 
time. Drawing on experiences and disruption surrounding the 2017 Kenyan national 
elections, it is noted that RWI have already identified the need for forward planning for 
future elections.15   
 

ii. Relevance  
 
B1: To what extent have the objectives of the Programme remained valid, taking into 
account particularly developments during the evaluation period in relation to both 
specific Programme partners and the broader Kenyan context?  
We observed that one of the strengths of RWI’s Kenya Programme strategy is the process of 
regular review. This has enabled RWI staff to remain responsive to any changes on the 
ground and to adapt the Kenya Programme strategies accordingly. This has been assisted by 

 
15 RWI Kenya Programme Progress Report 2017, p. 4. 
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the funder remaining open to a flexible and responsive approach to the Programme 
delivering its objectives and activities. The establishment of the new research component of 
the Programme is to be welcomed as it can provide additional and necessary support to 
ensure that it remains responsive to the context within which it is working. It also provides 
an opportunity to identify and promote good practice both from within Kenya and 
externally.   
 
Component One aims to strengthen the human rights capacity of KPS and KPAS staff. This 
objective is in response to an identified need to build capacity and human rights knowledge 
within these services as well as to strengthen compliance with international human rights 
standards regarding the rights of those deprived of their liberty and to ensure humane 
treatment and conditions of detention.  
 
As well as capacity building through the provision of human rights training for officers, the 
audits have also been a useful tool for constructive dialogue with the authorities to identify 
areas that fail to meet the Mandela Rules, and other relevant standards, and are therefore 
in need of reform, and to start the process of developing institutional action plans to 
address these issues.  
 
However, the evaluation team noted that the KPS and KPAS still require significant 
resources as well as professional development; the latter can help to ensure that new 
resources are used effectively. In addition, it is acknowledged that implementation of the 
Mandela Rules, and other relevant standards, will inevitably be incremental. Consequently, 
as noted in A1 above, the general conditions of detention and the treatment of persons 
deprived of their liberty in institutions visited by the evaluation team were a concern. 
Further, meeting the needs of detainees who have mental health issues or who are 
substance users was noted by KPS and KPAS staff as an ongoing challenge. Consequently, 
these findings indicate that the Programme’s main objective remains valid and a ‘live issue’ 
for the proposed next Programme phase.  
 
B2: Are the results the Programme has achieved consistent with its objectives and the 
attainment of these objectives?  
The RWI Kenya Programme aims to address the following known obstacles to achieving the 
Programme Outcome: ‘insufficient skills and knowledge within about [sic] how to operate a 
prison in compliance with human rights standards and professional prison management 
principles, as well as how to generally uphold duty-bearer obligations to, in this context, 
respect, promote and fulfil human rights; the lack of critical mass to carry forward and 
sustain human rights reform initiatives as well as of proper accountability mechanisms; the 
lack of a correctional system of classification according to risk and need, as required by 
international standards; insufficient coordination and cooperation between relevant justice 
sector actors; and an inadequate legal and policy framework.’16 
 
During the period under review, the Kenya Programme has been successful in increasing the 
number of officers from the KPS and KPAS who have received human rights training and this 
is consistent with the objective of creating sustainable capacity within KPS and KPAS to meet 

 
16 RWI Kenya Programme 2015-2019, 10 March 2015 (as updated 26 January 2018), p.ii.  
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relevant international human rights standards, in particular the UN Standard Minimum 
Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners. Similarly, as noted above, the audits have proven to be 
a useful tool to identify issues that need to be addressed within institutions in order to 
comply with the Mandela Rules, as well as other relevant international human rights 
standards. This is also consistent with the main objective.  
 
In addition, it has been noted earlier that implementation of the ACP among the KPS and 
KPAS still requires considerable effort and support, and engagement with stakeholders at all 
levels. Nevertheless the results achieved so far are all consistent with the Programme’s 
objectives and aimed at strengthening compliance with the Mandela Rules. These results 
include greater awareness of the need to carry out assessment and classification of 
detainees; training of ACP officers; and the use of tools in pilot sites aimed at improving 
assessment and classification on detainees. 
 
Lastly it must be noted that it is the view of the evaluation team that the objective of 
creating ‘sustainable capacity within the KPS and KPAS’ has not yet been attained and 
ongoing support to these services from RWI is still required (see below.) 
 
B3: Are the results the Programme has achieved relevant to the needs and situation of the 
intended beneficiaries (i.e. suspects and offenders as clients of the Kenya criminal justice 
system) as well as Programme partners  
The evaluation team concur that the results the RWI Kenya Programme have achieved are 
relevant to the needs and situation of the intended beneficiaries. In relation to detainees as 
clients of the Kenyan criminal justice system the RWI Kenya Programme has been focused 
on sensitising KPS and KPAS staff to ensure that the necessary safeguards are in place and 
respected and that detainees are treated in accordance with international human rights 
standards. As noted earlier, the evaluation team found some evidence of changes in 
practice in some institutions visited in order to comply with the Mandela Rules. Similarly, 
the evaluation team were informed by many KPS and KPAS stakeholders that the training 
they had received had helped them to change their mindset and way in which they 
interacted with and treated detainees, although it is evident that there is much more work 
to be done in order for there to be greater compliance with international human rights 
standards.  
 
In relation to the needs of partners, the Programme has been co-produced with them to 
ensure a participatory approach to programme design. This is aimed at ensuring not only 
local ownership of the process but that the programme is designed to address the needs of 
its Kenyan partners. Consequently the agreed objectives and prioritisation of activities of 
the RWI Kenya Programme reflect the needs of its partners. 
 
However, as noted above, one approach that could be further strengthened to better meet 
the needs of the intended beneficiaries, as well as the Programme partners, is a focus on 
addressing the needs of detainees with mental health issues and those who are substance 
users. Many of the stakeholders we spoke to informed us that addressing the needs of these 
individuals was a challenge and they would like further support to do so. CSO reports have 
noted that many prisons do not have well-functioning psychological support in place and 
that this has an impact not only on the individual concerned but also the wider prison 
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population as well as staff working within the correctional services.17 In relation to mental 
health, the WHO and ICRC have commented on the disproportionately high rate of mental 
disorders in prisons and that “there are many effective treatments for mental disorders, but 
often the limited available resources are wasted in ineffective, expensive interventions and 
services that only reach a small proportion of those in need.”18 They noted, inter alia, as 
possible effective interventions: i) diverting people away from prison and towards the 
mental health system; ii) provide prisoners with access to appropriate mental health 
treatment and care; iii) training for staff; iv) ensuring that the needs of prisoners are 
included in national mental health policies and plans; and v) promoting the adoption of 
mental health legislation that protects human rights.19  
 
Similarly, meeting the needs of and managing substance users within the correctional 
services also requires a review of policy and practice, as well as additional support. For 
example the International Drug Policy Consortium have noted that: 

 “[p]rison authorities have usually focused on preventing drug use in prison through 
stringent security measures and drug-testing programmes, while dedicating little 
attention and resources to the provision of health-care, drug dependence treatment 
and harm reduction programmes. [...] However, the practice has shown a number of 
problems, including the diversion of financial and staff resources away from 
evidence-based treatment and prevention services, a negative effect on the prison 
regime and the risk of prisoners switching to more harmful drugs because these are 
not being tested for or are harder to detect.”20 

 
Of course taking steps to address these challenges will require a multi-stakeholder approach 
and the engagement not only of those working in the correctional services but others within 
the health system, as well as policy and decision-makers.  
 
The ACP under the RWI Kenya Programme is aimed at ensuring that the individual needs of 
a detainee are taken into account, and mental health issues and the needs of substance 
users should be part of that process. We also note that during the Programme period under 
review, RWI have been looking at ways in which to support efforts to meet the needs of 
individuals with mental health issues within the correctional services, including through 
engagement with the Ministry of Health. We would recommend that RWI continue to seek 
ways to partner with the Ministry of Health, and other relevant stakeholders on these 
issues, and to also consider partnerships with professional bodies and local organisations 
with the necessary expertise to provide input into any future Programme design looking at 
these thematic areas. In addition the new research component of the RWI Kenya 

 
17 See https://www.pdokenya.org/prison-support1.html, last accessed 15 December 2019. See also WHO and 
ICRC Mental Health and Prisons Information Sheet, p.1. 
https://www.who.int/mental_health/policy/mh_in_prison.pdf, last accessed 15 December 2019 
18 WHO and ICRC Mental Health and Prisons Information Sheet, p.1. 
https://www.who.int/mental_health/policy/mh_in_prison.pdf, last accessed 15 December 2019 
19 WHO and ICRC Mental Health and Prisons Information Sheet, pp.2-4. 
https://www.who.int/mental_health/policy/mh_in_prison.pdf, last accessed 15 December 2019 
20 Drug and Policy Guide, International Drug Policy Consortium, Edition 3, 2016, p. 101, 
http://fileserver.idpc.net/library/IDPC-guide-3-EN/IDPC-drug-policy-guide_3-edition_Chapter-3.pdf, last 
accessed 15 December 2019. 
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Programme could assist in identifying possible good practice to inform future programme 
design.  
 
Similarly, as noted in A1, the evaluation team were also concerned about the needs of 
children in correctional facilities, both those held with their mothers as well as young 
offenders. For any future Programme design we would recommend that further training is 
provided on international human rights standards relating to children in detention contexts 
and to discuss with the Programme partners measures that can be taken to ensure that any 
decisions taken and practices in place are in the best interests of the child.  
 

iii. Efficiency  
 
C1: Have results been achieved to an extent reasonably proportionate to the amount of 
funding available and used?  
 
This evaluation considers that the Programme has been well managed and the level of 
results achieved has been proportionate to the funding received.  
 
A review of the Programme Documents indicates where possible savings have been made. 
For example, as noted above, in this current Programme efforts have been made to move 
away from relying on international consultants to deliver training towards building local 
capacity to deliver training. Although this is aimed meeting the objective of creating 
sustainable capacity within the KPS and KPAS, it nevertheless also has a resource benefit to 
by reducing costs.   
 
However, it is noted that the mid-term review of the Programme conducted in 2017 
expressed a concern in relation to the overall efficiency when human rights training is being 
provided by three different providers: RWI/KPS; KNCHR and PSTC.21 It is important to ensure 
there is no unnecessary duplication of training. However, in relation to any possible overlap 
with training provided by the PSTC we do not believe that there is any undue duplication 
currently. As noted earlier, many stakeholders informed us that the human rights training 
provided by the PSTC is inadequate. It is noted that RWI are continuing to engage with the 
PSTC and seeking ways to increase and improve the human rights training developed by the 
College. Unfortunately during this evaluation it was not possible to consult with the KNHCR 
therefore the level of overlap with any human rights training delivered by that body cannot 
be assessed.  
 
C2: Could funds available have been used in alternative ways to achieve expected results 
to a greater extent?  
At regular intervals the RWI Kenya Programme has been reviewed to ensure that it remains 
valid and that the approach taken is aligned with achieving results. As noted in previous 
sections, at times alternative strategies have been taken where it was considered that a 
particular approach or activity may not be gaining traction or be appropriate. The evaluation 

 
21 Final Review Report Mid-Term Review of the Raoul Wallenberg Institute’s Kenya Programme 2015-2019, 
2017, p. 10. 
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team did not identify alternative approaches that may have represented better value for 
money or achieved expected results to a greater extent in respect of Component One.  
 
C3: Has the Programme been managed with reasonable regard for efficiency; what 
measures have been taken during planning and implementation to ensure that resources 
are efficiently used to achieve expected results?  
A review of the Programme documents, including reports to the funder, and field visits 
indicate that the Programme has been well managed and efforts have been taken to ensure 
‘good value’ for money. For example, during the period under review the RWI Kenya 
Programme implemented a new strategy whereby  candidates  for  the  position  of  HRO  
were  subject  to  vigorous  assessment  and  testing  at  each  stage  of  their  training,  with  
only  the  successful  candidates  progressing  to  the  next  stage. This not only had the 
result of ensuring that well-motivated, professional and committed officers were selected, 
helping to improve the capacity within the KPS, but the strategy also led to savings on 
participant costs for trainings.  
 
Operational risks and mitigation actions have been well articulated throughout the RWI 
Kenya Programme and it is evident that the RWI Kenya Programme has put in place a robust 
reporting procedure to Sida, ensuring transparency and accountability. As part of the 
management of the Programme, annual work plans with a monitoring component and 
corresponding budget have been submitted to Sida. Not only are these necessary to report 
on planned and actual expenditure, they have also been useful tools to identify and monitor 
progress with the results of the Programme annually in relation to outcomes. 
 

iv. Sustainability  
D1: To what extent is it likely that the results and benefits of the Programme will be 
maintained at an appropriate level for a reasonably long period of time after the end of 
the Programme, notwithstanding the possibility of a new programme phase?  
The RWI Kenya Programme has been designed to build local capacity within the KPS and 
KPAS in order to ensure sustainability of the results of the Programme in the long-term. 
Throughout the duration of the Programme RWI has sought to reduce ‘reliance on 
international experts and increasing sustainability of efforts, including through involving 
high-performing alumni of the previous activities as co-facilitators with RWI experts in 
training courses, taking over the responsibility of training using RWI's unique 
methodologies.’22  This strategy, together with the ongoing consultations with the Prison 
Staff Training College to enhance the human rights training offered to recruits will help to 
create a sustainable critical mass across the Kenyan correctional system working for 
systemic and accountable human rights change in the future. However, notwithstanding the 
results achieved to date, this evaluation considers that further interventions in this respect 
by RWI, as well as other organisations and donors, are required. This is evidenced by 
numerous stakeholders informing of us the value of RWI intervention and requesting this 
support to be continued. 
 
Similarly, in relation to the programme outcome to ensure greater compliance with relevant 
international human rights standards, it is noted that in some of the institutions visited by 

 
22 RWI Kenya Programme Progress Report 2017, p. 6. 
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the evaluation team, Human Rights Working Groups and Committees have been 
established, with the guidance of RWI. This strategy has been designed to embed actions 
and dialogue around the implementation of relevant international human rights standards 
at an institutional level. The Human Rights Working Groups are made up of the HRO and 
senior officers from each of the institution’s sectors/departments. Each month, selected 
sectors of the institution are audited to monitor compliance with international human rights 
standards and the findings of these are discussed in the Human Rights Working Groups. The 
result is to agree action plans and to monitor overtime progress made with meeting the 
agreed targets. To embed these plans within the institution, Committees comprising the 
OICs and other senior officers have been established in some of the institutions. This 
strategy lays the foundations for the internal audit process to be embedded within 
institutions and consequently sustained in the future. However, is evident that this process 
is not yet sustainable and further ongoing RWI and donor support is required.  
 
In previous sections concerns have also been noted of the ongoing challenges being faced 
by the KPAS, and a lack of adequate and effective lines of communication across relevant 
services. Accordingly, further efforts in this respect are required in the future.  
 
Lastly, concerning the ACP, as noted in previous sections, although some progress has been 
made towards achieving the anticipated results, such as an increased use of tools to carry 
out assessment and classification of detainees, further actions and support are required to 
address the challenges of implementation and to realise actual change on the ground.  
 
D2: To what extent have the implementing partners taken demonstrable ownership in the 
initiative and creating systemic changes as a result of the Programme, and in what ways 
have Programme working methodologies contributed to sustainability in this respect? 
As noted in section A1 above the evaluation team found examples in certain institutions 
where measures have been taken to address issues which have been found to be fall short 
of the Mandela Rules, as well as other relevant international human rights standards. This 
indicates that to some extent the KPS have demonstrated ownership over processes as a 
result of interventions and support by the RWI Kenya Programme. 
 
The RWI human rights training activities have created a core group and network of human 
rights trained officers working within the KPS and KPAS. As noted earlier, the evaluation 
team found that these HROs and HRAs were, on the whole, well motivated and keen to 
demonstrate ownership working towards sustainable change in their respective institutions 
and services. Ownership over the process can also be demonstrated by the decision to 
create a WhatsApp group for HROs, which was an idea proposed by one of the HROs.  
 
The appetite for local ownership over the initiative was evident through the evaluation 
team’s consultations with stakeholders. It is suggested that this has been generated by the 
RWI Kenya Programme being co-produced with the key partners, as well as by RWI’s non-
confrontational and practical approach, which is focused on approaching human rights 
implementation from the perspective of officers working within the KPS and KPAS. 

 
 

 



26 
 

b. Component Two: Enhancing Effective Use of Non-Custodial Measures in Kenya 
As noted earlier, the initial focus of Component Two was ‘Strategic Interventions’, but 
subsequent to a mid-term review this Component was updated in 2018 to establish a 
specific focus on non-custodial measures (NCMs) within its multi-stakeholder 
collaborations.23 This evaluation report will not seek to duplicate the mid-term review of 
this Component undertaken in 2017,24 instead it will focus on the updated Component Two 
with its specific focus on non-custodial measures as this has not be the subject of an 
independent review.  
 
The main objective of the Component Two is ‘to contribute to enhanced human rights 
perspectives in efforts for a coordinated, effective and consultative approach in the 
administration of justice and reform of the justice system in Kenya.’25  
 

i. Effectiveness  
 
A1: To what extent has the Programme achieved its expected results at output and 
outcome (intermediate and Programme outcomes) level? 
The non-custodial measures project is at an early stage therefore has had less time to gain 
traction. However the following, interlinked, results were identified during this evaluation: 
 
 Establishment of the Non-custodial Measures Pilot Project Secretariat 

As an initial step in the new non-custodial measures pilot project a multi-stakeholder 
secretariat, ‘the Non-Custodial Measures Secretariat’ (NCM Secretariat), was established 
comprising representatives from the National Council for the Administration of Justice, 
Milimani Law Courts Users Committee, Law Society of Kenya, KPS, KPAS, Kenya Police 
Service and RWI. It is to oversee implementation of the pilot following a multi-stakeholder 
workshop organised in April 2018.26  
 
Terms of reference for the NCM Secretariat have been adopted with the following areas of 
work identified: 
 

a) Conduct a baseline study on the application and effectiveness of NCM Milimani Law 
Courts; 

b) Undertake a comparative legal analysis with other jurisdictions on the application of 
non-custodial measures within the criminal justice system; 

c) Classify offences through legislation and statutory reviews; 
d) Establish and run, as a pilot, an integrated data and information management 

system that allows judicial actors in the criminal justice system to access relevant 
information that will enhance the use of non-custodial measures in Milimani; 

e) Establish partnerships with the County Government of Nairobi as a key stakeholders 
in implementation of non-custodial sentences; 

 
23 See Final Review Report Mid-Term Review of the Raoul Wallenberg Institute’s Kenya Programme 2015-2019, 
2017; and RWI Kenya Programme Annual Progress Report 2018, p. 5. 
24 See Final Review Report Mid-Term Review of the Raoul Wallenberg Institute’s Kenya Programme 2015-2019, 
2017. 
25 RWI Kenya Programme Proposal 2015-2019, Results Framework Annex 1  
26 RWI Annual Progress Report 2018, p.3.  
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f) Sensitise stakeholders, the public, media, offenders and state officers in the criminal 
justice system on non-custodial sentences; 

g) Identify resource gaps and opportunities for the Kenya Probation and Aftercare 
Services in enforcement of non-custodial measures; and 

h) Conduct inter-agency audits across members of the Court User Committee for 
improved service delivery within the criminal justice system.27 

 
Many of these aspects are ongoing areas of activity. However, it is noted that the baseline 
study was conducted to i) assess the uptake of NCM at Milimani Law Courts, and ii) identify 
existing policy and capacity development gaps actors faced within the criminal justice 
system. It is reported that ‘the baseline study allowed RWI in cooperation with concerned 
justice sector actors to gather baseline data relevant for evaluation of the project as well 
designing targeted interventions for 2019’.28 
 
 Sensitisation of relevant stakeholders 

The process of sensitising stakeholders has also begun and trainings have taken place in 
2018 and 2019 for members of the judiciary and prosecutors office.  (See Annex 3 for 
further details.) 
 
A2: Which are the main factors that have affected positive results achievement and which 
have affected non-achievement of results?  
 
Many of the factors outlined in A2 in relation to Component One are also relevant, to a 
greater or lesser extent, to achieving positive results under Component Two. In particular, 
the NCM project has been developed following consultation with a range of justice  sector  
stakeholders  including  the  Judiciary  of  Kenya,  Kenya  Prisons  Service,  Kenya  Probation 
and Aftercare Service, Power of Mercy Advisory Committee and other relevant justice sector 
stakeholders, further to a major project planning workshop during 2018 as well as regular 
ongoing meetings of the Non-Custodial Measures (NCM) Secretariat.29 Thus the 
involvement of key stakeholders in project development is crucial to securing any future 
achievements under this Component.  
 
Almost without exception the stakeholders we engaged with considered that increasing the 
use of non-custodial measures was vital and should be central to addressing many of the 
systemic problems within an overstretched criminal justice system. We were informed that 
the establishment of the NCM Secretariat has been useful. However several people 
mentioned that there had been fewer meetings in 2019 than in 2018. We were also told 
that the comparative analysis being undertaken as part of the initial activities of the NCM 
Secretariat is vital and can be used to develop strategies further for implementation in 
Kenya.  
 
In relation to training provided to magistrates and prosecutors, this was welcomed by many 
stakeholders and seen to be essential in relation to promoting the community corrections 
component of the Kenya Programme. Several stakeholders also informed us it was 

 
27 Terms of Reference for the Non-Custodial Measures Pilot Project Secretariat 
28 RWI Annual Progress Report 2018, p.3. 
29 RWI Annual Progress Report 2018, p. 3. 
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important to ensure that officers whose remit was criminal investigations should also be 
included in the human rights training, and that rather than having separate training for 
prosecutors, magistrates and investigators joint training could be more beneficial. However, 
a few stakeholders we interviewed mentioned that the stipend provided to participants in 
recent events was too low and had the potential to act as a barrier to future engagement. 
 
However, one of the primary challenges to achieving the expected results under this 
Component is the continued unpopularity of NCMs among not only the judiciary but also at 
a community level. This is addressed further in A4 below.  
 
A3: Whether there are any unexpected results, either positive or negative, and the factors 
affecting these  
We are not aware of any unexpected results so far with this Component of the RWI Kenya 
Programme.  
 
A4: Which factors should be in place to positively contribute to future results 
achievement, and which main factors would likely prevent or substantially challenge 
achieving further results?  
 
As noted above, one of the key factors that is expected to contribute to any future results 
achievement is the fact that the NVM project has been co-produced with key stakeholders, 
and the establishment of the NCM Secretariat has the potential to provide the necessary 
multi-stakeholder platform to monitor progress with the agreed objectives.   
 
However, although most stakeholders recognised non-custodial measures as a key issue 
they were considered to be problematic because of a lack of engagement or support from 
magistrates, prosecutors, investigators, as well as the general public. In this respect, the 
recent training for magistrates and prosecutors was welcomed and should be continued. 
We were also informed by one stakeholder that it could be useful to have representatives 
from the ODPP and police sit as members of the NCM Secretariat.  
 
In terms of the development of RWI’s NCM project, a thematic approach could be 
considered so that actions are focused on particular categories of offenders such as 
pregnant women and mothers, young offenders and people with mental health or addiction 
problems (in line with the African Commission on Human and Peoples’ Rights’ 
‘Ouagadougou Declaration and Plan of Action on Accelerating Prisons and Penal Reforms in 
Africa’.) 
 
Furthermore, the problem of the unpopularity of non-custodial measures among the 
general public was raised as an overarching challenge, and one of the reasons for the 
perceived reluctance of the judiciary to hand down non-custodial measures. It was 
suggested that it could be useful to look at how to engage other actors to maximise 
outreach at a community level to demonstrate the importance and benefits of non-custodial 
measures.  
 
Further, a longer-term strategy would involve a process to review and decriminalise petty 
offences, drawing on, inter alia, the African Commission’s Principles on the 
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Decriminalisation of Petty Offences and the Luanda Guidelines. To this end further research 
may be required on good practice in implementing these Principles and identifying current 
offences that could be decriminalised. Linked to legislative and policy reform, we were also 
informed that the Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) for the KPAS were under review 
and that it would be important to embed inter alia the Tokyo Rules in these revisions. We 
were informed that the SOPs were crucial to engaging officers and other stakeholders and 
creating sustainable change in practice.  
 

ii. Relevance  
 
B1: To what extent have the objectives of the Programme remained valid, taking into 
account particularly developments during the evaluation period in relation to both 
specific Programme partners and the broader Kenyan context?  
As noted in previous sections, the focus of this Component has developed and been refined 
following a mid-term review of the Kenya Programme 2015-2017 to give particular attention 
to non-custodial measures. It is widely recognised that the use of non-custodial measures 
can have far-reaching consequences, not only to the offender but also the community.30 It 
can also reduce the financial burden on correctional facilities and the criminal justice system 
as a whole. 
 
In Sentencing Policy Guidelines, developed in response to recognised challenges with 
sentencing, the Chief Justice notes that one of these challenges is the ‘disproportionate and 
unjustified disparities in respect to sentences imposed to offenders who committed same 
offences in more or less similar circumstances and an undue preference of custodial 
sentences, in spite of the existence of numerous non-custodial options, which are more 
suitable in some cases.’31  
 
These Sentencing Policy Guidelines note that “[t]he prisons in Kenya are overcrowded and 
one of the major contributing factors is the overutilisation of custodial sentences. There are 
many cases in which noncustodial sentences would be suitable but the courts opt for 
custodial sentences. Offenders serving sentences of less than three years have in most cases 
been convicted of misdemeanours hence are [sic] suitable candidates for non-custodial 
sentences.”32 Further, the Guidelines also noted that “[t]here are children in conflict with 
the law held in borstal institutions who are best suited for non-custodial measures outlined 
in section 191 of the Children Act.”33  
 
Accordingly, the focus on non-custodial measures is timely and is responsive to these 
Sentencing Policy Guidelines and the wider challenges facing the criminal justice system in 
Kenya.  
 
B2: Are the results the Programme has achieved consistent with its objectives and the 
attainment of these objectives?  

 
30 See Commentary on the United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for Non-custodial Measures (the Tokyo 
Rules), UN doc. ST/CSDHA/22, § 
31 Sentencing Policy Guidelines, Gazette Notice No. 2970, 29th April, 2016, p. 2.  
32 Sentencing Policy Guidelines, §7.6. 
33 Sentencing Policy Guidelines, §20.4. 
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As noted in B1 above, promoting the use of non-custodial measures is consistent with the 
objective to assist coordinated approaches to reform in the administration of justice in 
Kenya. It also is aimed at increasing compliance with relevant international human rights 
standards, which call for non-custodial measures to be used wherever possible.  
 
B3: Are the results the Programme has achieved relevant to the needs and situation of the 
intended beneficiaries (i.e. suspects and offenders as clients of the Kenya criminal justice 
system) as well as Programme partners  
Although at an early stage, the results the Programme have achieved are relevant to the 
needs and situation of the intended beneficiaries. The aim of non-custodial alternatives to 
imprisonment is to enable sanctions to be individualised to the needs of the offender.34 
Accordingly, the results achieved so far with the Component, as modest as they may be, are 
relevant to the needs of the intended beneficiaries. The trainings and sensitisation of 
magistrates and prosecutors is also the start of a process to address the needs of key 
stakeholders and Programme partners. 

 
iii. Efficiency of the RWI Kenya Programme  

 
C1: Have results been achieved to an extent reasonably proportionate to the amount of 
funding available and used?  
Since Component Two provided a specific focus on non-custodial measures, initial measures 
have been taken which can be built on in any future Programme. We consider that the 
results achieved to date have been proportionate to the amount of funding available.  
 
C2: Could funds available have been used in alternative ways to achieve expected results 
to a greater extent?  
At this early stage of the NCM project we do not consider that funds could have been used 
in alternative ways to achieve the expected results.  
 
C3: Has the Programme been managed with reasonable regard for efficiency; what 
measures have been taken during planning and implementation to ensure that resources 
are efficiently used to achieve expected results?  
See response to C3 under Component One above, which is relevant to Component Two of 
the RWI Kenya Programme.   
 

iv. Sustainability  
D1: To what extent is it likely that the results and benefits of the Programme will be 
maintained at an appropriate level for a reasonably long period of time after the end of 
the Programme, notwithstanding the possibility of a new programme phase?  
Sustainable action to increase use of non-custodial measures requires a long-term and 
multi-stakeholder approach. The value of such measures in addressing some of the systemic 
problems facing the Kenyan criminal justice system, such as a lack of resources, large case 
loads, and overcrowding, will take time to result in changes in practice and mindset of 

 
34 Commentary on the United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for Non-custodial Measures (the Tokyo Rules), 
UN doc. ST/CSDHA/22, §3.1. See also  
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stakeholders. Therefore, sustainability of this Component of the RWI Kenya Programme will 
take time.  
 
D2: To what extent have the implementing partners taken demonstrable ownership in the 
initiative and creating systemic changes as a result of the Programme, and in what ways 
have Programme working methodologies contributed to sustainability in this respect? 
It is too early to determine any demonstrable ownership over this component. However we 
consider that efforts have been made to put the foundations in place, in particular through 
the establishment of the NCM Secretariat, upon which ownership could be built.  
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5. Conclusions and Recommendations 
In conclusion the evaluation team found that there has been significant progress during the 
period under review in meeting the Programme’s objectives. Stakeholders consulted during 
this evaluation commended RWI’s longstanding engagement and were keen for the support 
and partnerships to continue. It is evident that the training received by KPS and KPAS 
officers has been well received and has created a network of well motivated and informed 
officers who can be drivers of change in their respective institutions and services. In some 
institutions a number of no/low costs changes have been made to improve the conditions of 
detention and treatment of detainees.  
 
Notwithstanding these achievements, we found that less progress had been made in 
relation to a couple of projects. First, in relation to the ACP, although progress had been 
made to develop tools and increase understanding around the assessment and classification 
of detainees, nevertheless we note that challenges remain for such processes to be 
embedded within the relevant institutions and for there to be a meaningful outcome for 
detainees. Systemic problems such as a lack of resources; large caseloads; and a lack of 
coordination and communication among services, continue to hinder progress. However, it 
is noted that RWI had identified these risks during the development of the Kenya 
Programme 2015-2019 and acknowledged that in light of the scope of reform required it 
cannot be assumed that a fully realised and sustainable classification system will be in place 
by the end of the Programme.  
 
Second, in relation to the non-custodial measures project, it must be acknowledged that this 
is a new project and has had less time to gain traction. Almost without exception the 
stakeholders interviewed considered that increasing the use of non-custodial measures was 
crucial to addressing many of the systemic problems facing Kenya’s criminal justice system. 
Nevertheless, achieving progress in this area was considered to be problematic because of a 
lack of engagement or support from magistrates, prosecutors, investigators, as well as the 
general public.  
 
The main recommendation of this evaluation is that the RWI Kenya Programme should 
continue and that the areas of focus of both Components remain valid. Without exception 
Stakeholders were keen for the cooperation with RWI to continue and for the momentum 
for change to be built upon and further strengthened. The following recommendations are 
made to assist in any future Programme development.  
 
 Recommendations for Component One: 

RWI should continue: 
o to give priority to expanding the number of officers who receive human rights 

training, including senior level officers; 
o to provide further training on the Bangkok Rules, Tokyo Rules, Beijing Rules, 

Havana Rules,  and the Convention on the Rights of the Child; 
o to explore ways of improving and expanding human rights training within the 

prisons training college; 
o to conduct and promote  audits to selected places of detention 
o to promote the establishment of human rights working groups and 

committees within institutions. 
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In addition it is recommended that RWI should: 

o consider if refresher human rights courses could be made available;  
o assist in the development of additional visual aids on human rights and 

management systems (e.g. complaints procedures) such as posters for HROs 
to display in their institutions;  

o inform KPS that basic materials for training such as flipcharts, pens and paper 
should be available in all institutions to support staff training; 

o explore with OICs and HROs whether they could be out of uniform so that 
detainees feel more comfortable about approaching them; 

o explore with HROs whether additional support such as a mentorship 
programme could be useful; 

o promote increased prisoner inputs into the audit process within institutions;  
o raise with KPS measures that should be put in place to ensure senior officers 

are accountable for the implementation of recommendations made through 
the audit process; 

o review the audit tools and ensure that the international standards such as 
those contained in the Bangkok Rules and Beijing Rules, are adequately 
reflected for those institutions holding women, children and juveniles; 

o develop measures aimed at giving a particular focus to ensuring that the 
needs of children are met; 

o undertake research into the social, economic and health impact of systemic 
problems such as excessive pre-trial detention to help inform the 
Programme’s overall strategy and engagement with stakeholders; 

o facilitate a meeting of ACP officers to discuss and assess their needs; 
o review the use of the assessment and classification tools in RWI’s pilot sites, 

ensure that the staff understand and are able to use them fully and, where 
necessary, provide additional or refresher training; 

o consider whether a thematic approach could be taken to improve procedures 
for particular categories of detainees at risk; 

o conduct a review to determine whether an institution’s existing relationship 
with a local hospital could be the basis for a pilot project to strengthen 
support for detainees with mental health issues; 

o continue to find ways to engage with the Ministry of Health, as well as health 
professionals; 

o conduct comparative research into good practice that could inform the 
assessment and classification process in Kenya; 

o review Tool A and make changes to ensure it is suitable for juveniles and 
sexual offenders; 

o provide additional training on using Tools A to C, in particular to help the 
development of appropriate sentence plans; 

o develop a tool to assess the needs of those serving life sentences; 
o provide training and develop tools to assist those working with substance 

users; 
o review file/case management systems and consider ways to streamline the 

process to ensure better and more timely action is taken; and 
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o engage in the SOPs review process and suggest revisions that are in 
conformity with the Tokyo Rules and other relevant international human 
rights standards. 

 
 Recommendations for Component Two: 

RWI should continue:  
o with the comparative analysis to develop guidance on the use of NCMs, and  

consider developing social and economic arguments to promote their use; 
o to train magistrates and the prosecutors, and consider holding joint trainings; 

and 
o to ensure that meetings of the NCM Secretariat are held on a regular basis. 

 
In addition it is recommended that RWI: 

o consider whether representatives from the ODPP and police service should 
be invited to sit on the NCM Secretariat; 

o consider ways to sensitise the judiciary by embedding training on non-
custodial measures through the judicial training institute; and 

o consider working with CSOs who can operate at a community level to carry 
out awareness raising and sensitisation programmes.  

 
 
 
 
 

Evaluation team 
6 January 2020 
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Annex 1 
 

Terms of Reference 
Evaluation of the Raoul Wallenberg Institute’s Kenya Programme 2015-2019 

1. Background 
The Raoul Wallenberg Institute of Human Rights and Humanitarian Law (RWI) is an 
independent academic institution, founded in 1984 at the Law Faculty within Lund 
University in Sweden. The mission of the Institute is to promote universal respect for 
human rights and humanitarian law, by means of research, academic education, 
dissemination of information and institutional development programs. 
 
RWI) began activities in Kenya in 1992, when the University of Nairobi was included in 
RWI’s literature acquisition project. However, it was not until 1999 that RWI began to 
work systematically with human rights capacity development in Kenya and then primarily 
in cooperation with government institutions, including institutions in field of the 
administration of justice. At the core of most activities has been to strengthen 
institutional capacities to work for the further realisation of human rights in Kenya. 
 
On 17 April 2015, the RWI and the Swedish International Development Cooperation 
Agency (Sida) signed a sub-agreement for the period 1 April 2015 to 31 December 2017 
on a cooperation programme entitled “Kenya Programme” (the Programme), following a 
similar successful programme from 2012-2014. The Programme is planned over a five 
year period, and on 12 March 2018 a new sub-agreement was signed accordingly, for the 
extension of the programme to 31st December 2019, further to an independent mid-term 
review of the Programme that was carried out in 2017. 
 
Over the years, cooperation with the Kenya Prisons Service (KPS) has gradually developed 
to become the primary partnership within RWI’s programme activities in Kenya, however 
the current Programme sees the cooperation on human rights in correctional services 
expanded to further allow for partnership with the Kenya Probation and Aftercare Services 
(KPAS) as well as a joint Assessment and Classification Project (ACP) involving both 
correctional services as well as the Swedish Prison and Probation Service (SPPS). The Kenya 
Programme has also recently developed a second, related component focusing on 
strengthening human rights perspectives in the coordination between administration of 
justice actors, through in particular a new multi-stakeholder initiative on the application of 
non-custodial measures. 
 
Through partnerships with, and focusing on the human rights capacity development of, 
Kenyan correctional services and other justice sector stakeholders, the Programme has as 
a main objective to enhance compliance with international human rights standards in the 
management of Kenya’s correctional system, including through supporting more human 
rights responsive and coordinated approaches in the administration of justice in Kenya. In 
turn, this is envisaged to contribute to the increased enjoyment of constitutional rights in 
Kenya and upholding government obligations to respect, protect and fulfill human rights, 
strengthening the long-term possibilities for Kenya to become a just and cohesive society 
with social equity in a secure environment. 
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As per the original Programme document and annual work plan for 2019, the Programme 
provides for an independent evaluation (‘’the evaluation’’) to be carried out in 2019, the 
final year of the current programme, as a strategy to report on how well (or not) the 
Programme has been performing. The results of this evaluation will be used to assess the 
operation of the Programme as a whole, and to provide a basis for decision-making on 
future best alternatives by looking at best practices and lessons learnt. The evaluation will 
involve all partner institutions and results will also be shared with these institutions to 
ensure their participation in the process and that their contributions towards any future 
adjustments are part of any new design. The evaluation will also serve the purpose of 
informing the dialogue between Sida and RWI on a new programme provisionally planned 
for 2020-2024. 
 
2. Purpose and Objectives of the Evaluation 

The purposes of the evaluation are to: 
• Inform dialogue between Sida and RWI on a new programme provisionally 

planned for 2020- 2024. 
• Contribute to design by RWI and partners of the planned new programme phase. 

 
The objectives of the evaluation are to: 

• Assess the operation of the Programme as a whole, in particular as regards 
achievement of expected results. 

• Analyse the reasons underlying results achievement or non-achievement, 
as well as identifying and analysing any unexpected results. 

• Provide recommendations on future programme strategies, with an emphasis on 
sustainability of results achievement and potential new programme directions. 

 
While the expected results of the Programme as whole are in consideration, the evaluation 
should pay particular attention to results achievement in relation to the Assessment and 
Classification Project and the achievement of related expected outcomes in relation to the 
treatment of offenders. 
 
3. Scope and Limitations 
The evaluation is limited to the RWI Kenya Programme 2015-2019 as defined in relevant 
Programme documents, in particular the original Programme proposal and its subsequent 
update in relation to the 2018-2019 Programme extension. Furthermore, considering that 
the evaluation will take place during the third quarter of 2019 it is not possible to assess 
all activities implemented, and their results, after the second quarter of 2019. In order to 
maximise the scope of the evaluation however, activities completed and information 
received during the third quarter may be considered for inclusion, in discussion with RWI 
and consideration of the agreed schedule for the evaluation. The primary time period for 
the evaluation to consider is therefore 1 April 2015 – 30 June 2019, with possibility to also 
consider additional developments occurring the period 1 July – 30 September 2019, The 
evaluation will also take due account of agreed modifications to work plans over the 
course of the Programme, including in response to the developing situation in Kenya, and 
the resultant challenges identified in annual reporting and other relevant Programme 
documentation. 
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4. Organisation, Management and Stakeholders 
RWI is responsible for the evaluation, and as such a principal stakeholder. Also, RWI’s 
justice sector partners in Kenya are principal stakeholders as additional objects of the 
evaluation. RWI and its justice sector partners will cooperate in the performance of all 
phases of the evaluation. Sida and RWI are the primary users of the overall conclusions of 
the evaluation, while RWI, and also its partners, additionally are (potential) implementers 
of possible recommendations. In the performance of the evaluation, the evaluators shall at 
all times remain in close contact and consult with RWI for purposes of relaying the work 
done and receiving feedback and input on the ongoing work. 
 
The evaluation shall contribute to learning on the part of the principal stakeholders 
through on-going discussion regarding the evaluation of the Programme, to which the 
stakeholders are expected to provide important contributions, including in relation to 
tentative findings. Additionally, the results of the evaluation shall benefit the stakeholders 
in terms of information for future effective justice delivery and results achievement as 
well as lessons learned in this respect from Programme implementation during the time 
period of evaluation. 
 
The evaluators shall for the carrying out of the evaluation further specify how quality 
assurance will be handled by them, by drawing on the participation in the evaluation of the 
principal stakeholders and their contributions in this respect. The evaluation must be an 
inclusive process, involving principal stakeholders. 
 
5. Evaluation Criteria and Questions 
The evaluation shall generate information on the extent to which the RWI Kenya 
Programme has been successful in attaining its expected results, the way in which 
available resources have been used to achieve results, and the relevance of the results, 
including to beneficiaries. The evaluation shall moreover consider the likelihood that 
the results will be sustained with the implication that benefits of the Programme will 
continue after the Programme has ended, notwithstanding the possibility of a new 
programme phase. The evaluation should also provide suggestions as to how these 
aspects potentially could be enhanced in the future. 

 
The evaluation shall accordingly address questions related to the effectiveness, 
efficiency, sustainability and relevance of the RWI Programme. In addition, it shall 
endeavour to formulate recommendations in order to enhance the Programme in the 
future, if it is continued as such, or for generally achieving results the Programme seeks 
to promote in the future. 
 
With regard to effectiveness, the evaluation shall address the following questions: 

 

A1: To what extent has the Programme achieved its expected results at 
output and outcome (intermediate and Programme outcomes) level? 

 
A2: Which are the main factors that have affected positive results 
achievement and which have affected non-achievement of results? 
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A3: Whether there are any unexpected results, either positive or negative, and 
the factors affecting these 

 
A4: Which factors should be in place to positively contribute to future results 
achievement, and which main factors would likely prevent or substantially 
challenge achieving further results? 

 
With regard to relevance, the following questions shall be addressed: 

 

B1: To what extent have the objectives of the Programme remained valid, taking 
into account particularly developments during the evaluation period in relation to 
both specific Programme partners and the broader Kenyan context? 

 
B2: Are the results the Programme has achieved consistent with its objectives and 
the attainment of these objectives? 

 
B3: Are the results the Programme has achieved relevant to the needs and 
situation of the intended beneficiaries (i.e. suspects and offenders as clients of 
the Kenya criminal justice system) as well as Programme partners 

 
With regard to efficiency, the evaluation shall address the following questions: 

 

C1: Have results been achieved to an extent reasonably proportionate to the 
amount of funding available and used? 

 
C2: Could funds available have been used in alternative ways to achieve expected 
results to a greater extent? 

 
C2: Has the Programme been managed with reasonable regard for efficiency; 
what measures have been taken during planning and implementation to ensure 
that resources are efficiently used to achieve expected results? 

 
With regard to sustainability, the evaluation shall address the following questions: 
 

D1: To what extent is it likely that the results and benefits of the Programme will be 
maintained at an appropriate level for a reasonably long period of time after the 
end of the Programme, notwithstanding the possibility of a new programme phase? 

 
D2: To what extent have the implementing partners taken demonstrable 
ownership in the initiative and creating systemic changes as a result of the 
Programme, and in what ways have Programme working methodologies 
contributed to sustainability in this respect? 
 

Finally, the evaluators are asked to provide recommendations as to how the Programme 
may be developed in order to enhance its relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and 
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sustainability, and, when possible, suggest potential new areas of cooperation for 
generally achieving results the Programme seeks to promote. 
 
In answering the evaluation questions and in providing recommendations, the evaluators 
are asked to be sensitive to issues of gender, environment and social marginalisation. 

 
6. Conclusions, Recommendation and Lessons Learned 
Well-informed and reliable conclusions shall be provided as a result of the evaluation in 
relation to the evaluation questions. The conclusions shall inform the dialogue between 
Sida and RWI on continued cooperation together with recommendations, in terms of 
lessons learned from Programme results achievement during the time period of 
evaluation, also enabling RWI and its partners to act accordingly on any such 
suggestions/recommendations. This presumes close consultation on behalf of the 
evaluators with RWI and its partners as to the rationale and feasibility of any such 
suggestions made. 
 
7. Approach and Methodology 
The evaluation shall be carried out according to an inclusive and participatory approach. 
Thus, this shall comprise a design that draws on and mobilises the knowledge and 
experiences of the Programme implementing partners, and that is, for the evaluation 
conclusions, based on a shared understanding among the evaluation stakeholders and the 
evaluators as to what generally affects and constitutes effective results achievement 
within the scope of the Programme and the context within which it operates. 
 
The evaluation shall accordingly depart from an overview of the contexts in which the 
RWI Programme operates, the extent of state commitment to human rights, and the 
primary reasons for human rights deficits in the country, especially as relates to the 
administration of justice. Such an overview shall form a background for subsequently 
addressing the objectives of the evaluation and the evaluation questions. 
 
For information and data collection concerning the Programme and its implementation, 
and so as to address the evaluation questions, the evaluators are expected to conduct 
interviews with stakeholders and to review existing Programme documentation 
(including: the Programme document and subsequent updates to it; RWI annual work 
plans and budgets; and other relevant activity documentation; key steering and other 
documents of partners; relevant Sida strategies and policies; and Programme progress 
reports). 
 
For the purpose of stakeholder interviews, the evaluators are expected to conduct field 
visits relevant sites in Kenya, to meet with a selection of representatives from the intended 
beneficiaries, including at locations identified as pilots within the different components of 
the Programme and concerning both institutions and individuals. 
 
Concerned Sida and RWI staff respectively shall be met with at their respective locations, 
to the extent possible. In addressing the evaluation questions, focus should be kept on the 
time period of evaluation. The evaluation must be stakeholder inclusive in order to make 
an informed assessment in relation to the evaluation questions. 
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Such an assessment can only take place if the evaluation recognises and takes into 
account the unique methodologies, experiences and related capacity development 
strategies that the Programme is based on. In addressing the questions regarding results 
of Programme activity, focus should be on general effects as well as the details of 
individual activities, and also take account of intended consequences and other potential 
effects of the Programme. 
 
The established results shall be clearly and thoroughly argued, and contain a critical 
discussion of both arguments for and against believing that such results have taken place. 
Even when results may not yet have been attained, or may be impossible to definitely 
separate from effects of more general trends, the evaluators shall endeavour to discuss 
the likelihood of them occurring as a result of the Programme. The discussion shall also 
take into account and relate the RWI Programme and its activities to the overall 
constitutional and corrections services reform programmes currently ongoing in Kenya. 
 
In describing the results, efficiency, sustainability and relevance of the Programme, 
examples may be used both for illustration and for proof. However, if they choose to use 
such material, the evaluators shall also present a view on how representative such 
examples are of the Programme in general. On the basis of the above-mentioned, the 
evaluators are expected to elaborate on the proposed methodology in their offer and/or 
inception report. The evaluation shall, in all relevant parts, conform to OECD/DAC’s quality 
standards. 
 
8. Time Schedule and Evaluation Process 
The evaluation process comprises the following steps (indicative time in parenthesis): 
 

Step 1: Initial review of available Programme documentation (one week, including 
writing of inception report) 
Step 2: Inception report to RWI including a specified 
timeframe and work plan  
Step 3: Data collection process, including field visit (three 
weeks) 
Step 4: Data processing and analysis (three weeks, including 
writing of draft report) Step 5: Submission and discussion of draft 
report to RWI 
Step 6: Subsequent to comments from RWI and its partners, submission of final 
report (one week) 

 
The estimated total working time of the assignment is approximately seven weeks. Ideally, 
the evaluation should commence not later than 2019-08-05 and be finalised not later than 
2019-09-27. 
 
9. Reporting and Communication 
The evaluators are expected to deliver an inception report. The inception period shall 
include an initial review of available Programme documentation as well as a dialogue 
between RWI and the evaluators regarding the approach and methodology to be used, in 
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accordance with these Terms of Reference. In the inception report, the evaluators shall list 
the risks that may be faced during the review process and the assumptions which may 
have an impact on the evaluation process, and propose alternatives for facing those risks. 
The inception report shall be submitted to RWI for comment/approval. 
 
Within one week of completion of the field visit, the evaluators will provide a concise 
Preliminary Summary of Principle Findings, i.e. (back-to office report) in the English 
language, focusing on main preliminary observations, identified issues and 
recommendations. 
 
Following data collection, processing and analysis, a draft evaluation report shall be 
prepared and submitted to RWI. The aim is to make it possible for RWI and its partners to 
comment on any factual errors and misunderstandings, and for them to assess if the draft 
has reached an acceptable standard in relation to the Terms of Reference and accurately 
addresses the evaluation questions. Comments shall be submitted to the evaluators within 
ten days, whereupon the final report shall be submitted to RWI within one week. 

 
During the course of the performance of the evaluation, the evaluators shall at all times 
remain in close contact and consult with RWI for purposes of relaying the work done and 
receiving feedback and input on the ongoing work. The evaluators shall at all times 
quickly respond and relate to comments made by stakeholders regarding the process and 
findings of the evaluation. For reporting purposes, close consultation with RWI and its 
partners as to the rationale and feasibility of any such suggestions made is required. 
 
The evaluators shall, in relevant parts, adhere to the terminology of the OECD/DAC 
Glossary on Evaluation and Results-Based Management, unless otherwise agreed with RWI. 
 
The evaluators shall at all times fully respect and adhere to the mandate of RWI regarding 
monitoring and reporting on aspects of human rights compliance. Particularly as relates 
to the cooperation with the Kenya Prisons Service and Kenya Probation and Aftercare 
Service, the methodologies employed are strictly internal to the partnership between the 
services and RWI, which is an absolute requirement for this kind of programming work. 
 
Therefore, the evaluators shall ensure that any data collected in relation to human rights 
compliance remains strictly confidential both during and after the evaluation process, with 
inclusion of such data in the final report subject to approval by RWI and relevant partners. 
The methodology used must be described and explained in the final report. 
 
The scope and limitations of the evaluation indicated in section 3 shall be made explicit 
and shall be clearly reflected in the report. 
 
English should be the language of all written communication including, e-mails, 
drafts and final versions of the evaluation report. 
 
Expected deliverables in English language accordingly include: 

• Inception Report 
• Back to Office Report 
• Draft Evaluation Report 
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• Final Evaluation Report (maximum 30 pages, excluding annexes) 
 

Annexes, at minimum, should include: 
• Terms of Reference; 
• Data gathering instruments (observation guides, interview questionnaires, etc.); 
• Details of documentation reviewed and other data gathered; 
• Names and contact information of stakeholders met/interviewed (to the 

extent it does not violate considerations of confidentiality). 
 

10. Qualifications required for the evaluation assignment 
The evaluation team shall be composed of 2-4 persons. Between them, they shall 
possess the following competences: 
 

• Relevant university degree; 
• Strong knowledge of human rights in the administration of 

justice, including applicable international human rights standards; 
• Specific knowledge and experience, including practitioner experience, 

relating to correctional services; 
• Thorough knowledge of, and demonstrated experience with, risk and 

needs-based assessment and classification of offenders; 
• Thorough knowledge about the political and social context of Kenya 

in general, including knowledge of the human rights and criminal 
justice situation in particular; 

• Thorough knowledge of and capacity to analyse an institutional and 
political context such as that in which the RWI programme operates; 

• Strong knowledge of evaluation methods and techniques; 
• Experience in performing reviews/evaluations in contexts similar to that in 

Kenya; 
• Experience of reviews/evaluations in the area of administration of justice and 

human rights; 
• Cultural sensitivity and strong communication and interpersonal skills; and 
• Excellent command of written and spoken English. 

 
The team will also demonstrate appropriate gender balance. One person shall be 
designated to be the team leader, and shall be responsible for all stakeholder contacts. 
 
The evaluators shall exercise reasonable skill, care and diligence in the performance of 
services and shall carry out responsibilities in accordance with recognised professional 
standards. 
 
The evaluators must be fully independent of the reviewed activities and have no stake in 
the outcome of the evaluation. Further eligibility criteria shall be detailed in the call for 
proposals to conduct the evaluation. 
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Annex 2 
 

Schedule of Interviews and Field Visits 
 

First Field Visit: 22-25 October 2019 
 

 Interviews and field visits 
Day one: 22 October • RWI staff 

• Deputy Commissioner General of Prisons 
• Denis Mungo, Human Rights Coordinator 
• Field visit to Nairobi West Prison:  

o Tour of a prisoner block  
o Meetings with:  

 Deputy OIC  
 HRO 
  4 recently HR trained officers and the HRO 
 Group of 6 ACP trained prison officers;  
 Group of 20 prisoners 

Day two: 23 October • Visit to Langata Women’s Maximum Security Prison:  
o Tour of institution 
o Meetings with: 

 OIC  
 Deputy OIC  
 HRO 
 Group of 5 HR trained officers and HRO 
 Group of 12 prisoners 

• Visit to Makadara Probation Office: 
o Group interview with 5 probation officers  

Day three: 24 October • Visit to Shimo La Tewa Women’s Prison in Mombasa 
o Tour of institution  
o Meetings with: 

o Two superintendents (in the absence of the OIC 
and deputy OIC) 

o HRO 
o Group of 5 prisoners. 

Day four: 25 October • Visit to Nairobi Remand and Allocation Prison  
o Meetings with: 

 Officer in charge 
 Deputy officer in charge 
 HRO 
 Two ACP staff  
 7 prisoners  

• Visit to Kamiti Maximum Security Prison: 
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o Tour of institution 
o Meetings with: 

 Officer in charge 
 HRO 
 Senior officer  
 5 prisoners 

 
 

Second Field Visit: 18-22 November 2019 
 Interviews and field visits 
Day one: 18 November • RWI staff  

 
 

Day two: 19 November 
 

• Peter Macharia, NCM Secretariat Member 
• Field Visit to Makadara Probation Hostel 

o Meetings with:  
 Paul Kimani King’e, Manager  
 Ezra Odonodi, Probation Officer 

o Tour of institution 
Day three: 20 November  
 

• Clarence Jumba, Chair of the NCM Secretariat 
• Jemima Aluda, ODPP 
• Field Visit to Kamiti prison – Kamae Girls Borstal Institution 

and the Youth Correctional and Training Centre (YCTC)  
o Meetings with:  

 HROs 
 Deputy OIC of Kamae Girls Borstal 
 OIC of the YCTC 

o Tour of institutions 
Day four: 21 November  
 

• Philip Maweu, member of the NCM Secretariat 
• Field Visit: Machakos Women Prison  

o Meetings with: 
 Deputy OIC 
 HRO 
 2 officers 
 Informal discussions with prisoners 

o Tour of institution 
Day five: 22 November  
 

• Helena Vikström, Swedish Embassy 
• Josh Ounsted, RWI  
• George Njane, Probation and Aftercare Service   
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Annex 3 
List of Results achieved at output level for RWI Kenya Programme 2015-2019 

 
Results achieved at output level as reported in the RWI Annual Progress Report for 1 
January 2015 to 31 December 2015 
 
Component One: 

• 21 senior officers (four women), including Directors of KPS and Regional 
Commanders, enhanced their knowledge, understanding and support regarding the 
Programme and practical implementation of international standards through 
attending a Senior Management Human Rights Seminar.  

• 20 Officers in Charge of prisons (five women) enhanced their knowledge, 
understanding and support regarding the practical implementation of international 
standards through attending Human Rights and Leadership Training.  

• 18 Officers (seven women) from Prisons HQ, Regional Commands, Officers in Charge 
and Human Rights Officers involved in the Programme during the course of the year 
further enhanced their knowledge, understanding and support regarding the 
Programme through attending an Annual Review and Planning Workshop. 

• 26 Human Rights Officers (10 women) representing different stations enhanced their 
skills to assess fulfilment of human rights standards in prisons through attending 
human rights audit training and developing action plans.  

• 20 new Human Rights Officers (eight women), most of them alumni of human rights 
audit training, enhanced their training skills through attending a Training of Trainers 
course, while six experienced Human Rights Officers (three women) further 
enhanced their training skills through co-facilitating preparatory and Training of 
Trainers sessions with mentoring from RWI experts.  

• A Field Training Manual was developed, through the involvement of six Human 
Rights Officers (two women), experienced and trained through the KPS-RWI 
cooperation, which subsequently also was tested and further refined during the 
Training of Trainers, and subsequently used by numerous HROs to conduct training 
independently.  

• 12 representatives of the KPS Departmental Human Rights Committee (five women) 
had the opportunity, through participation in a mentored study visit to Sweden, to 
exchange information, experiences and good practices with Swedish counterparts at 
a range of correctional facilities and other relevant institutions. 

• Similarly, such increased opportunities to exchange relevant human rights 
information, experiences and good practices at the international level benefitted 
two KPS officers participating in the 13th UN Congress on Crime and Criminal Justice, 
and one female officer who participated in the RWI Intensive Human Rights Training 
Programme in Sweden, exchanging information and experiences with other RWI 
programme partners from around the world. 

• 12 KPS staff (three women) involved in reviewing the Prison Law increased their 
awareness and understanding of relevant international human rights standards 
through attending a Legal Review and Advocacy Training. 

• A new draft Prison Law was produced, revised for compliance with the Mandela 
Rules and other international human rights standards, including those specific to the 
needs of women and other vulnerable groups.  
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• 36 KPAS and KPS officers (eight women) enhanced their knowledge, skills and 
understanding of assessment, classification and sentence/release planning through 
attendance in Assessment and Classification Project workshops. 

• Cooperation was enhanced between KPS and KPAS through attendance in 
Assessment and Classification Project workshops and other relevant meetings. 

• Context sensitive input to draft assessment and planning tools was provided, with 
drafts of the tools available by the end of the year.  

 
Results achieved at output level as reported in the RWI Annual Progress Report for 1 
January 2016 to 31 December 2016 
 
Component one: 

• 20 Officers  in  Charge  of prisons  (4  women)  enhanced their  knowledge,  
understanding  and support  regarding  the  practical  implementation of  
international  standards 

• 17 Officers  (5  women)  from  Prisons  HQ,  Regional  Commands,  Officers  in Charge  
and Human Rights  Officers  who were  involved in the  Programme  during  the  
course  of  the  year further  enhanced their  knowledge,  understanding  and 
support  regarding  the  Programme through attending  the  Annual  Review  and 
Planning  Workshop 

• 40 Human Rights  Officers  (14  women)  enhanced their  skills  to assess  fulfilment  
of  human rights  standards  in prisons,  through attending  a  Basic  Training  for  
Human Rights  Officers 

• 20 KPS officers  (all  women)  enhanced their  knowledge,  understanding  and 
support  regarding the  practical  implementation of  international  standards  for  
female  prisoners,  through attending  Bangkok  Rules  Training 

• 19 Human Rights  Officers  (6  women)  and  5  Officers  in  Charge  of  prisons  (2  
women)  further enhanced their  skills  to assess  fulfilment  of  human rights  
standards  in prisons  through participating  in Human  Rights  Audits. •  20 new  
Human  Rights  Officers  (5  women)  representing  different  stations  enhanced their 
training  skills  through attending  Training  of  Trainers 

• 2 experienced Human Rights  Officers  (1  female)  further  enhanced  their  training  
skills through co-facilitating  the  Basic  Training  in  the  SMR 

• 3 experienced Human Rights  Officers  (1  woman)  further  enhanced their  training  
skills through co-facilitating  the  Training  of  Trainers  Course 

• 2 KPS Officers  in  Charge  (1  woman)  further  enhanced their  training  skills  
through co facilitating  the  Human Rights  and  Leadership Training 

• 1 KPS Officer (female)  enhanced her  training  skills  through co-facilitating   in  the  
Bangkok Rules  Training  

• 4 KPS and KPAS  officers  (2  women)  further  enhanced their  training  skills  through 
co facilitating  the  ACP  Managers  Sensitization  Workshop 

• 4 KPAS and KPAS  officers  (2  women)  further  enhanced their  training  skills  
through co facilitating  the  Training  on Risks,  Needs  and Sentence  Planning 

• The KPS-RWI  Field Training  Manual  for  HROs  was  further  updated in advance  of  
the Training  of Trainers  session to improve  its  quality  and contextual  sensitivity,  
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further  to feedback  received  from  experienced  HROs  using  the  manual  in  the  
field 

• The Assessment  and Classification Project  Tools  Training  Manual  was  further  
improved and customised for  Kenya  through feedback  received from  the  ACP  
Internal  Appraisal  Report and through ACP  Officers  trained under  the  joint  
project  

• 23 Officers  in Charge  of  Pilot/Model  Prisons  and DHRC  members  (9  women)  had 
the opportunity  to exchange  information,  experiences  and good practices  at  the  
national  level, through participation in a  Model/Pilot  Stations  Meeting 

• 1 KPAS Officer (female) had the opportunity to exchange information, experiences 
and good practices at the international level, through participation in the Annual 
Conference of the International Corrections and Prisons Association (ICPA) 

• 13 KPS staff (6 women) increased their awareness and understanding of relevant 
international human rights standards through participation in a correctional policy 
and regulations workshop 

• 14 KPS officers, KPAS officers and representatives of the State Department of 
Corrections (7 women) enhanced their understanding of relevant international 
human rights standards through participation in a meeting on Prisoner Employment 
Policy 

• 20 KPAS and KPS officers (9 women) enhanced their knowledge, skills and 
understanding of assessment, classification and sentence/release planning, as well 
as their mutual cooperation, through attending an Assessment and Classification 
Project (ACP) Tool Training 

• The majority of the aforementioned "ACP Officers" further enhanced relevant 
knowledge, skills, understanding and cooperation through participating in three Case 
Conferences / Refresher Trainings 

• Cooperation was further enhanced between KPS and KPAS officers through nine 
meetings of the Technical Committee on the ACP, eight of which were organised and 
hosted by RWI 

• 21 KPAS and KPS managers (8 women) as well as one magistrate enhanced their 
knowledge, skills and understanding of assessment, classification and 
sentence/release planning, as well as their mutual cooperation, through attending 
the ACP Station Managers Sensitization Workshop 

• The ACP Assessment and Planning Tools were further improved and customised for 
the Kenyan context through feedback received from the ACP Internal Appraisal 
Report and through ACP Officers trained under the joint project.  

 
All expected outputs under Component 1 were achieved, although Officers at PSTC were not 
targeted for Training of Trainers during 2017.  Expected outputs were not elaborated for 
Component 2, with planned activities postponed due to the national elections.  
 
Results achieved at output level as reported in the RWI Annual Progress Report for  
1 January to 31 December 2017  
 
Component One: 
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• 40 Officers in Charge of prisons (11 female) enhanced their knowledge, 
understanding and support regarding the practical implementation of international 
standards through attending Human Rights and Leadership Training 

• 20 Officers in Charge of prisons and other senior prisons managers (all female) 
enhanced their knowledge, understanding and support regarding the practical 
implementation of international standards for female prisoners through attending 
Bangkok Rules Training 

• 29 Officers (9 female) from Prisons HQ, Regional Commands, Officers in Charge and 
HROs involved in the Programme during the course of the year further enhanced 
their knowledge, understanding and support regarding the Programme through 
participation in a Programme Review and Model Prisons Workshop.  

• 6 Officers (1 female) from Prisons HQ, as well as a Regional Commander, Officers in 
Charge and two HROs involved in the Programme additionally increased 
commitment and understanding through attendance at a preparatory meeting for 
Departmental Human Rights Committee representatives at which draft programme 
plans and national directive areas were developed. 

• 21 Human Rights Officers (8 female) representing different stations enhanced their 
skills to assess fulfilment of human rights standards in prisons, through attending a 
Basic Training in the content, meaning and auditing of the UN Standard Minimum 
Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners (SMR / Mandela Rules)  

• 17 Human Rights Officers (6 female) representing different stations further 
enhanced their skills to assess fulfilment of human rights standards in prisons, both 
minimum and for vulnerable and marginalised groups including women and children, 
through attending training in human rights auditing  

• 16 new Human Rights Officers (6 female) representing different stations enhanced 
their training skills through attending Training of Trainers.  

• 2 experienced Human Rights Officers (0 female) further enhanced their training skills 
through co-facilitating the Basic Training in the SMR / Mandela Rules. 

• 4 experienced Human Rights Officers (2 female) further enhanced their training skills 
through co-facilitating the Training of Trainers sessions with mentoring from RWI 
experts.  

• 10 experienced Human Rights Officers (3 women) had the opportunity to exchange 
information, experiences and good practices at the national level, through 
participation in a local exchange programme for HROs to KPS-RWI pilot stations to 
review compliance with standards, deliver training and participate in action planning 

• 26 experienced Human Rights Officers (7 female) had the opportunity to exchange 
information, experiences and good practices at the national level, through 
participation in a Human Rights Officer conference. 

• 10 managers of DRHC Model Prisons (2 female) had the opportunity to exchange 
information, experiences and good practices at the national level, through 
participation in a Programme Review and Model Prisons Workshop.  

• 2 KPS officers and one KPAS Officer (1 female) had the opportunity to exchange 
information, experiences and good practices at the international national level, 
through participation in the Annual Conference of the International Corrections and 
Prisons Association (ICPA), which included making a presentation at the Congress on 
the cooperation between Kenyan correctional services and RWI on human rights, as 
assessed by RWI through observation at the event and by participants in reporting to 
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RWI. Having been presented at the Conference with the ICPA Correctional Excellence 
Award for Management and Staff Training, RWI also subsequently worked with KPS 
to develop a paper for submission to the ICPA Journal, and which is expected to be 
published following peer review in 2017.  

• 9 KPS and KPAS staff, as well as 5 other members of the multi-stakeholder 
committee to review correctional legislation (3 female), increased their awareness 
and understanding of relevant international human rights standards through 
attending a workshop to review correctional law and policy, in particular the draft 
Borstal Institutions Act.  

• Areas and plans for new policy to increase compliance with international standards 
were additionally developed at the Programme Review and Model Prisons Workshop 
as well as the preparatory meeting for representatives of the Departmental Human 
Rights Committee.  

• 21 KPAS and KPS officers (11 female) enhanced their knowledge, skills and 
understanding of assessment, classification and sentence/release planning, as well 
as their mutual cooperation, through attending an Assessment and Classification 
Project (ACP) Tool Training.  

• The majority of the aforementioned "ACP Officers" further enhanced relevant 
knowledge, skills, understanding and cooperation through participating in two Case 
Conferences / Refresher Trainings organised by RWI.  

• Cooperation was further enhanced between KPS and KPAS officers through seven 
meetings of the Technical Committee on the ACP, three of which were organised and 
hosted by RWI.  

• 19 KPAS officers (11 female) enhanced their knowledge, skills and understanding of 
assessment and sentence planning for vulnerable groups, through attending a 
workshop on Human Rights Approaches to Special Needs Offenders.  

• Context sensitive draft assessment and planning tools were finalised in advance of 
the Assessment and Classification Project Tool Training, used as training materials 
and then employed from April 2016 onwards in the ACP stations. Feedback on the 
tools and associated materials was received during and after the training, including 
through the Case Conferences, with updates and improvements prepared in advance 
of the next training scheduled for early 2017.  

 
All expected outputs under Component 1 were achieved, although Officers at PSTC and 
from KPAS were not targeted for Training of Trainers during 2016 
 
Component Two: 

• 11 members of the Power of Mercy Advisory Committee (POMAC) Secretariat (six 
female) were introduced to the ACP; discussed and assessed contributions and 
agreed on future partnership strategies through participation in a Seminar on 
Support to POMAC. The Seminar further provided the opportunity to enhance 
participants' knowledge and understanding of assessment, classification and release 
planning, in line with relevant expected outputs under Component 1 of the 
Programme, and as assessed by both RWI organisers and experts, feedback from 
participants during the Seminar and further evidenced by the agreed on strategies 
for future partnership. 
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All expected outputs under the single Strategic Intervention under Component 2 were 
achieved. 
 
Results achieved at output level as reported in the RWI Annual Progress Report for  
1 January to 31 December 2018 
Component One: 

• 41 Officers in Charge of prisons (11 women) enhanced their knowledge, 
understanding and support regarding the practical implementation of international 
standards through attending Human Rights and Leadership Training, as assessed by 
both RWI organisers and KPS facilitators in activity reporting and by participants in 
daily feedback sessions during the training and evaluation forms completed, and 
further evidenced by the production of high-quality individual action plans by 
participants 

• 15 KPAS Senior Officers and Station managers (7 women) enhanced their knowledge, 
understanding and support regarding the practical implementation of international 
standards, particularly the Tokyo Rules, through Human Rights and Leadership 
Training and development of action plans to enhance compliance to at their station 
level 

• 21 Officers (10 women) from Prisons HQ, Regional Commands, Officers in Charge 
and Human Rights Officers who were involved in the Programme during the course 
of the year further enhanced their knowledge, understanding and support regarding 
the Programme through participation in the Annual Review and Planning Workshop, 
as assessed by both RWI organisers, as well as through the critical input from the 
participants in regards to the programme planning and accountability for 2019 

• 23 KPS, KPAS and SPPS members of the steering committee had an opportunity to 
exchange information, experiences and learn good practices from an international 
level as well as provide policy direction and monitor progress of the programme by 
attending the Steering committee meeting and study visit to Swedish Prisons and 
Probation Service organised by RWI. The meeting also culminated in signing of a 
memorandum of understanding between the Institute and the state department for 
corrections 

• 24 Human Rights Officers (11 women) enhanced their skills to assess fulfilment of 
human rights standards in prisons, through attending a Basic Training in the content, 
meaning and auditing of the UN Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of 
Prisoners (SMR), as assessed by RWI organisers in activity reporting 

• 32 Human Rights Officers candidates (14 women) and 2 Officers in Charge of prisons 
(2 women) further enhanced their skills to assess fulfilment of human rights 
standards in prisons, both minimum and for women, children and other vulnerable 
and marginalised groups, through attending training in human rights auditing, as 
assessed by both RWI organisers and experts in activity reporting and as further 
evidenced by participants’ production of four high quality human rights audit 
reports.  The enhanced skills were further seen through Human Rights Officers 
conducting internal assessments of their own institutions following the training 

• 11 KPAS officers (5 women) at station and HQ level enhanced their skills to assess 
compliance with the Tokyo Rules and other relevant international human rights 
standards for community corrections through human rights audit trainings 
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conducted within the different Sub-county probation offices. The human rights audit 
training also equipped the officers with the skills to develop related action plans.   

• 301 Prisons Staff Training College (PSTC) instructors (101 women) enhanced their 
skills to assess fulfilment of human rights standards in prisons, through attending a 
Basic Training in the content, meaning and auditing of the UN Standard Minimum 
Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners (SMR), as assessed by RWI organisers in activity 
reporting 

• 27 new Human Rights Officers and PSTC instructors (5 women) enhanced their 
training skills through attending Training of Trainers, as assessed by both RWI 
organisers and experts in activity reporting and as further evidenced by the quality of 
trainings delivered 

• 2 experienced Human Rights Officers (both male) further enhanced their training 
skills through co-facilitating the Basic Training in the SMR, as assessed by RWI 
organisers during the implementation of sessions 

• 3 experienced Human Rights Officers (1 woman) further enhanced their training 
skills through co-facilitating the Training of Trainers sessions with mentoring from 
RWI experts, and as assessed by both RWI organisers and experts during the 
implementation of sessions 

• 2 KPS Senior KPS officers (Regional commander (RC), deputy RC and deputy 
commandant) (1 woman) further enhanced their training skills through co-facilitating 
the Human Rights and Leadership Training sessions with mentoring from RWI 
experts, and as assessed by both RWI organisers and experts during the 
implementation of the sessions 

• 2 KPS and KPAS officers (both male) further enhanced their training skills through co-
facilitating the Training on Risks, Needs and Sentence Planning  

• Numerous HROs delivered 89 one-week independent training reaching more than 
2,278 KPS staff during the course of the year using the KPS-RWI Field Training 
Manual, as verified by continuous feedback, particularly through social media 

• 18 Human Rights Officers (8 women) enhanced their training skills through co-
facilitating a Basic Training at PSTC in the content, meaning and auditing of the UN 
Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners (SMR), as assessed by RWI 
organisers in activity reporting 

• The KPS-RWI Field Training Manual for HROs was further updated in advance of the 
Training of Trainers session to improve its quality and contextual sensitivity, further 
to feedback received from experienced HROs using the manual in the field 

• 19 Officers in Charge of Pilot/Model Prisons and Departmental Human Rights 
Committee (DHRC) members (5 women) had the opportunity to exchange 
information, experiences and good practices at the national level, through 
participation in a Model/Pilot Stations Meeting, as assessed by both RWI organisers, 
as well as through the high quality of national human rights directive plans 
developed and follow up initiatives. 

• 3 KPS and KPAS Officers (all men) had the opportunity to exchange information, 
experiences and good practices at the international level, through participation in 
the Annual Conference of the International Corrections and Prisons Association 
(ICPA), as assessed through observation at the event and feedback received by RWI  

• 39 KPS Human Rights Officers (12 women) had the opportunity to exchange 
information, experiences and good practices at the national level, through 



52 
 

participation in the Annual Human Rights Officers Conference, as assessed through 
observation at the event and feedback received by RWI 

• 12 KPS Officers in Charge of Women institutions (all women) had the opportunity to 
exchange information, experiences and good practices at the national level, by 
attending a Study visit to Shimo La Tewa Women Prison 

• 12 KPS and KPAS officers (4 Women) had the opportunity to exchange information, 
experiences and good practices at the regional level through an exchange visit to the 
Namibian Correctional Service as assessed through feedback received by RWI and 
observation during the visit 

• 8 KPS staff (3 women) increased their awareness and understanding of relevant 
international human rights standards through participation in a correctional policy 
and regulations workshop, as assessed by RWI organisers and experts as well as 
indicated through the development of relevant policies and directives at the activity 

• 20 KPAS and KPS officers (11 women) enhanced their knowledge, skills and 
understanding of assessment, classification and sentence/release planning, as well 
as their mutual cooperation, through attending an Assessment and Classification 
Project (ACP) Tool Training, as assessed by participants, experts and organisers, and 
indicated by the good quality of the assessments, reports and plans developed 
during the course of the training 

• 80 KPS and KPAS "ACP Officers" (39 women) further enhanced relevant knowledge, 
skills, understanding and cooperation through participating in three Case 
Conferences / Refresher Trainings organised by RWI, as assessed by both RWI 
organisers and experts in by participants in feedback during and after the meetings  

• Cooperation was further enhanced between KPS and KPAS officers through six 
meetings of the Technical Committee on the ACP, all of which were organised and 
hosted by RWI 

• 40 KPS and KPAS officers (20 women) enhanced their knowledge, skills and 
understanding of assessment in relation to special needs offenders through 
attending a specialised training on mental health, as assessed by participants, 
experts and organisers, and indicated by the good quality of the assessments, 
reports and plans developed during the course of the training 

• The  ACP  Assessment  and  Planning manual  was further improved through  
feedback  received  through  ACP  Officers  trained  under  the joint project  

 
Component Two: 

• 23 representatives of the judiciary and other justice-sector stakeholders (11 women) 
enhanced their knowledge of international standards for community corrections 
through attending and participating in one-week workshop on non-custodial 
measures. This was assessed from the feedback received from the participants as 
well as the involvement of the participants in developing the pilot project 
implementation plan for the NCM project at Milimani Law Court. 

• 22 judicial staff and court assistants (11 women) enhanced their knowledge of 
international standards for community corrections in a sensitization workshop on 
international, regional and national laws on non-custodial measures. This was 
assessed through a consultative evaluation of the workshop against the expectations 
of the participants and objectives of the training discussed during the training and 
feedback from the participants 
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• 10 representatives of justice sector stakeholders (3 women) increased cooperation 
among their respective agencies in the application of international standards for 
community corrections through their membership in the NCM Secretariat 
established to oversee implementation of the implementation plan developed 
during a one-week workshop on NCM. This was further evidenced through the 
regular and consistent attendance of members, active participation in developing 
the Terms of Reference for the baseline survey and reporting to the larger Court 
User Committee at Milimani Law Court. 
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