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Background 
In September 2019, the Raoul Wallenberg Institute of Human Rights and Humanitarian Law (RWI) 
commissioned an independent evaluation (“the evaluation”) of its 2015-2019 cooperation 
programme in Kenya (“the Programme”) 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 Programme, which was funded by Swedish Development Cooperation (Sida), was designed 
for a five-year period, with funding secured for an initial three years and subsequently extended 
for two years further to an independent mid-term review. The main objective of the Programme 
was 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 

 
The purposes of the evaluation were to inform dialogue between Sida and RWI on a new  
programme provisionally planned for 2020-2024; and to contribute to design by RWI and partners 
of the planned new programme phase. The objectives were to assess the operation of the 
Programme as a whole, in particular as regards achievement of expected results; 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. 

 
The evaluation was carried out between September 2019 and January 2020 (including two field 
visits to Kenya) by a team comprised of Professor Rachel Murray (Team Leader and Director, 
Human Rights Implementation Centre, University of Bristol, UK), Debra Long (Research Fellow, 
Human Rights Implementation Centre) and Professor Hindpal Singh Bhui (HM Inspectorate of 
Prisons and University of Oxford, UK), who together provided the requisite combination of human 
rights, development evaluation and correctional experience. 

 
A preliminary report from the evaluation was submitted to RWI on 29 November 2019, on which 
RWI provided comments, and which provided input to a programme review and planning 
workshop held by RWI and the principal Programme partners in December 2019. A final report 
from the evaluation was submitted to RWI on 7 January 2020 and subsequently shared and 
discussed with Sida and Programme partners. 



  

General Comments on the Evaluation Process, Findings and Recommendation 
In RWI’s opinion, the evaluation was professionally conducted and in generally in accordance with 
the requirements of the evaluation Terms of Reference (ToR). The final report is thorough, 
providing well-evidenced answers to the questions posed in the ToR. The evaluation team was 
able to incorporate a wide range of data from relevant documentation, interviews and site visits 
during a limited timeframe. RWI additionally observes that the evaluation was constructive and 
participatory in nature, including both RWI and key partners in the design, implementation and 
follow-up. 

 
RWI welcomes the main findings of the evaluation, in particular that significant progress had been 
achieved during the period under review in meeting the Programme’s objectives. RWI particularly 
welcomes the findings in relation to the main Programme component, confirming its strong local 
ownership, participatory design and management, and that it was found to have been effective, 
efficient and geared towards sustainability, noting also that the training provided was assessed 
to have created a network of well-motivated and informed officers who can be drivers of 
change in their respective institutions and services. 

 
It is however noted that the report could have been more detailed in relation to the joint 
Assessment and Classification Project (ACP), which was intended as a specific focus of the 
evaluation, and in particular as relating to results achievement in the area of risk assessment. This 
perhaps, however, is a consequence of the limited time available to the team in reviewing a highly 
complex project. In addition, the report does not appear to recognise that unlike the  ACP, the 
bilateral cooperation with the Kenya Probation and Aftercare Service (KPAS) only commenced in 
2018, following the Programme mid-term review. In consideration of the extent to which the 
Programme has succeeded in creating a “critical mass” of rights-responsive officers within the 
correctional services, it is perhaps worth noting that the RWI partnership with the Kenya Prisons 
Service (KPS) is much more longstanding than that with KPAS, dating back to 2012 in its current 
form, and likely to have generated much more in terms of results achievement. As such, a more 
nuanced approach to addressing this issue might have been considered.  A number of minor 
corrections and clarifications regarding the evaluation report findings are also enclosed (Annex 
1). 

 
RWI agrees with most of the recommendations put forward in the report as to how a potential 
future programme may be developed in order to further enhance the programme’s relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability, and accordingly considers these recommendations 
both relevant and useful. As a general observation on the recommendations, however, it is noted 
that the funding available for a future programme will necessarily be limited, and that is therefore 
unlikely that all recommended strategies can be pursued in full. As one example, many kinds of 
training are recommended, all of which RWI agrees to be valid in the pursuit of programme 
objectives, but careful prioritisation will be required in order to ensure that resources are utilised 
in the most effective manner so as to achieve expected results. 

 
In summary, and in terms of validity, reliability and usefulness, RWI assesses the evaluation to in 
general have been of good quality, and to have met its purpose and objectives, while noting that 
due to the scope of the Programme under review and time available, it has not always been 
possible to explore all cooperation areas in full. 



 

Responses to the recommendations from the evaluation are, together with actions to be taken, 
listed in the enclosed table (Annex 2). Comments and responses to the recommendations (in 
summarised form) from the evaluation report are presented in the same order as 
recommendations appear in the report. In all cases, RWI has sought to respond, and, where 
relevant, has also indicated the actions to be taken. While some recommendations fall outside 
RWI’s direct sphere of control, the Institute will then engage as indicated and relevant with 
concerned actors to encourage necessary action to be taken. 

 
A main and overarching recommendation is to continue the Kenya Programme, with certain 
adjustments which form the basis of many of the other recommendations from the evaluation. 
RWI agrees with this main recommendation, noting that continuation of the Programme – or 
rather, a new programme that serves to continue and develop the work of the Programme – will 
also involve acting on the other recommendations. As naturally a new Kenya Programme is not 
entirely within RWI’s control to pursue, due to funding reasons, RWI can in many cases only take 
action in terms of seeking to ensure certain aspects as part of such a new programme. Since a 
new RWI Kenya Programme accordingly is the main reference for follow-up, exact deadlines for 
the completion of actions to be taken depend on when such a programme can be realised, 
although the finalisation of programme design would constitute the main deadline for 
incorporation of most recommendations into RWI’s continued cooperation in Kenya. 

 
 

List of Annexes 
Annex 1 Corrections and Clarifications regarding the final Evaluation Report 
Annex 2 RWI Management Response and Action Plan regarding Recommendations from the 

Evaluation 



ANNEX 1 

Corrections and Clarifications 
 

The following minor observations are made in regard to the final evaluation report: 

 
• The Mandela Rules are referred to in the report as the UN Standard Minimum Rules 

for the Treatment of Detainees and Bangkok Rules as the Rules for the Treatment of 
Women Detainees; irrespective of the terminology otherwise selected for the report, 
the correct titles of these, as used in Programme results framework, are the UN 
Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners and Rules for the Treatment 
of Women Prisoners and Non- custodial Measures for Women Offenders respectively 
(p6 etc). 

• There are four institutions/prisons within the Kamiti command: Kamiti Main Prison, 
Kamiti Medium Prison, Kamiti Youth Correctional Training Centre and Kamae Girls’ 
Borstal. Similarly, Shimo la Tewa command contains a Main Prison, a Medium Prison, 
a Women’s Prison and a male Borstal Institution, while Langata Prison is a Women’s 
Prison. The report frequently does not clarify to which of these institutions it refers, 
although this can be inferred to an extent from the schedule of visits (p12 etc). 

• While the RWI human rights training for prison officers necessarily includes 
explanation of dynamic security and the requirement of international standards to 
provide training in the same, RWI has not been responsible for providing such training 
to KPS officers under the Programme (p13). 

• Instructions to officers trained under the ACP were to conduct assessments with 
prisoners serving sentences of six months and over, not three years. RWI will follow 
up with concerned officers at Langata Women’s Prison to clarify the situation (p15). 

• RWI is not responsible for the identification of KPS Human Rights Officers and Human 
Rights Advisors, this lies with the concerned Officers in Charge of Prisons and 
Probation Offices who nominate candidates after themselves attending training under 
the Programme (p17). 
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RWI Management Response and Action Plan regarding Recommendations from Evaluation of Kenya Programme 2015-2019 
No. Recommendation RWI Management Response Action 
1. Continuation of the Programme RWI agrees with this recommendation, and to build 

on the positive results to date to achieve further 
results while maintaining local ownership and 
working still further towards sustainability. 

Prepare proposal for a new Kenya 
Programme drawing on relevant evaluation 
recommendations as well as in planning and 
consultation with partners for submission to 
Sida 

Recommendations for Component 1 
1.1. To give priority to expanding the number of officers 

who receive human rights training, including senior 
level officers 

RWI agrees with this recommendation, which as the 
evaluation has noted, has been central to the 
existing Programme, and will be further developed 
under the new programme in close consultation with 
partners on selection of officers for the trainings 

Ensure that there remains a focus on human 
rights training under the new programme, 
including for senior officers. 

1.2 To provide further training on the Bangkok Rules, 
Tokyo Rules, Beijing Rules, Havana Rules, and the 
Convention on the Rights of the Child 

RWI agrees with this recommendation, in particular 
on the Rules relating to non-custodial measures. 
However, noting that there are several agencies 
working in the juvenile justice sector, RWI will seek 
to identify gaps that could benefit from our 
interventions in the next programme phase. 

During the planning phase of the 2020-2024 
programme, among other actions, identify 
the specific agencies working within the 
juvenile justice sector and establish as to 
whether and how RWI would add additional 
value. 

1.3 To explore ways of improving and expanding human 
rights training within the prisons training college 

RWI agrees with this recommendation and as noted 
in the evaluation, the final years of the Programme 
made significant strides in working with the PSTC as 
a way of incorporating human rights training within 
existing KPS structures. Further entrenchment of 
human rights training is envisaged in the next phase 
of the programme. 

Work closely with PSTC, including 
potentially through cooperation with the 
International Prisons and Corrections 
Association Training Committee, to review 
the curriculum and target more staff within 
the college for human rights training. 

1.4 To conduct and promote audits to selected places of 
detention 

RWI agrees with this recommendation, which as 
noted in the evaluation has been well received by 
both KPS and KPAS. 

Ensure that human rights audits remain a 
function of the new programme, and explore 
means under the programme to entrench 
audits/inspections within service structures. 
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RWI Management Response and Action Plan regarding Recommendations from Evaluation of Kenya Programme 2015-2019 

No. Recommendation RWI Management Response Action 
1.5 To promote the establishment of human rights 

working groups and committees within institutions 
RWI agrees with this recommendation, with such 
committees/groups having proved an effective 
means to promote human rights compliance during 
the Programme. 

Ensure that the establishment of such 
groups/committees is a feature of the new 
programme, including through interaction 
with the Departmental Human Rights 
Committee. 

1.6 Consider if refresher human rights courses could be 
made available 

RWI agrees with this recommendation, noting that 
this will be particularly important for KPS staff who 
underwent human rights training in earlier phases of 
the cooperation in Kenya. A methodology could be 
developed to complement the already existing 
trainings delivered by HROs within their respective 
stations. Annual conferences are also utilised for 
refreshing purposes 

Organise more regular HRO conferences 
and develop content for refresher training in 
the next programme phase. 

1.7 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 

RWI agrees with this recommendation noting that 
this will benefit both KPS and KPAS HROs and 
HRAs, with initiatives such the prisoner handbook 
having proved successful under the concluding 
Programme 

Continue exploring areas that could benefit 
from developing of such materials mainly 
from findings of human rights audit. 

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

RWI agrees with this recommendation. Several 
discussions between KPS leadership and RWI have 
been held in relation to this, noting that this is an 
internal issue to KPS due to its’ financial 
implications. 

Continue dialogue with KPS on how HROs 
can be further supported in executing their 
role. 

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

RWI notes this recommendation, noting that the 
HRO function is envisioned as a “normal’ duty of a 
KPS officer. At the 2020 Review and Planning 
meeting, it was proposed that this could be an 
option offered to HROs. 

Discuss this issue with the National Human 
Rights Coordinator towards formulation of a 
relevant policy by KPS. 
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RWI Management Response and Action Plan regarding Recommendations from Evaluation of Kenya Programme 2015-2019 

No. Recommendation RWI Management Response Action 
1.10 Explore with HROs whether additional support such 

as a mentorship programme could be useful 
RWI welcomes this recommendation, particularly in 
view of the growing numbers of HROs within KPS 
(and KPAS in the future). The HRO Conferences 
which were held in the concluding programme 
provides a learning platform for HROs to meet 
regularly and share ideas on how to execute their 
role as well and handle challenges. The idea of 
mentorship has already, albeit in an unstructured 
way, been introduced the HROs trained in 2019, 
whereby each is attached to an outstanding alumnus 
for guidance, motivation and advise. The 
recommendation on mentorship could be adopted at 
this level, as a first step and further developed in the 
next programme 

Discuss with KPS how this could be more 
structured and actualised on a more national 
level. 

1.11 Promote increased prisoner inputs into the audit 
process within institutions 

RWI notes this recommendation and recognises the 
importance of hearing from right-holders. While the 
audit process has been evolved to allow for safe 
spaces for this, the research component of the 
programme is designed to directly receive feedback 
from right holders. The audit process is built on the 
premises that it is the duty of the prison 
administration to illustrate compliance of human 
rights standards and therefore together with 
research they complement each other. 

Continue to discuss audit methodologies 
with KPS and KPAS, taking into account 
also findings from the research component. 

1.12 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 

RWI agrees with this recommendation, which has 
been a subject of several discussions with the 
leadership at both KPS and KPAS. Noting that 
establishing accountability systems within the two 
institutions requires goodwill from the agencies, RWI 
will seek to further strengthen DHRC, which is 
charged with overseeing implementation of Human 
rights. 

Support processes to strengthen the DHRC, 
including through implementation of 
recommendations from the Review and 
Planning meeting of incorporating selected 
human rights standards into individual 
performance contracts in 2020 for 2021, and 
work with the KPAS quality assurance 
department to integrate such standards into 
performance contracts by 2024. 



 

 
 
 

ANNEX 2 

 

 
RWI Management Response and Action Plan regarding Recommendations from Evaluation of Kenya Programme 2015-2019 

No. Recommendation RWI Management Response Action 
 
1.13 

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 

RWI notes that the audit tools are under continual 
review, and that the Bangkok Rules are already 
incorporated in full into the audit tools used at 
female institutions, while the Rules for the 
Protections of Juveniles Deprived of their Liberty 
(Havana Rules) are already incorporated into the 
tools used at juvenile institutions. 

No specific action, other than continuing the 
approach taken to date with KPS and KPAS 
and as noted in action 1.2. above. 

1.14 Develop measures aimed at giving a particular focus 
to ensuring that the needs of children are met 

It is not clear whether the statement refers to 
children in conflict with the law or children 
accompanying their mothers in prison. RWI works 
with all four juvenile institutions, one of which is a 
pilot institution, and has worked with the services to 
bring the Borstal Institutions Bill into compliance 
with international Human Rights Standards. 
Similarly, RWI trains staff of the female institutions 
on implementation of the Bangkok Rules concerning 
treatment of children accompanying their mothers to 
prison. 

As above, noting that there are several 
agencies working in the juvenile justice 
sector, RWI will seek to identify areas that 
could benefit from our interventions in the 
next programme phase 

1.15 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 

RWI agrees with this recommendation, noting that 
such a research could be integrated into the 
research component, whilst reviewing existing 
literature on the same. 

RWI and a planned Correctional Research 
Team will consider recommendations for 
research projects, including for a research 
on the impact of pre-trial detention and 
other systemic problems. 

1.16 Facilitate a meeting of ACP officers to discuss and 
assess their needs 

The ACP pilot concluded in 2019; however RWI will 
explore in the next programme modes of continued 
support to officers trained under the pilot. 

Explore in the next programme modes of 
continued support to officers trained under 
the ACP as well as how lessons learned 
under the pilot can be drawn upon to further 
development and promote risk and needs 
based assessment and classification in 
Kenya. 

1.17 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 

See 1.16 See 1.16 
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RWI Management Response and Action Plan regarding Recommendations from Evaluation of Kenya Programme 2015-2019 

No. Recommendation RWI Management Response Action 
1.18 Consider whether a thematic approach could be 

taken to improve procedures for particular categories 
of detainees at risk 

RWI agrees with the importance of focusing on at- 
risk detainees, has provided training in these areas 
under the concluding programme and will continue 
to develop this focus under a new programme. 

Continue offering specialised training in 
relation to vulnerable and marginalised 
groups and explore under the new 
programme means of more closely 
connecting the findings of needs 
assessments with the provision of relevant 
services. 

1.19 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 

See 1.18 See 1.18 

1.20 Continue to find ways to engage with the Ministry of 
Health, as well as health professionals 

RWI agrees with this recommendation, and as noted 
in the evaluation, repeated efforts have been made 
period to engage the Ministry of Health in handling 
offenders with mental health issues. While such 
efforts have not been successful to date, they will be 
continued in the next programme phase. 

Continue efforts under the new programme 
and review strategies for engaging with the 
Ministry of Health and other relevant 
stakeholders. 

1.21 Conduct comparative research into good practice 
that could inform the assessment and classification 
process in Kenya 

RWI agrees with this recommendation. The new 
research component of the programme is expected 
to continue informing human-rights evidence-based 
programming within the programme in the various 
components, and include comparative aspects. 

See 1.15 

1.22 Review Tool A and make changes to ensure it is 
suitable for juveniles and sexual offenders 

RWI does not agree with this recommendation. Tool 
A was not designed to be applicable to, or 
modifiable for, juveniles and sex offenders, who 
might however be the focus for supplementary 
and/or alternative tools. 

See 1.16 

1.23 Provide additional training on using Tools A to C, in 
particular to help the development of appropriate 
sentence plans 

See 1.16 See 1.16 

1.24 Develop a tool to assess the needs of those serving 
life sentences 

See 1.16-1.18 See 1.16-1.18 

1.25 Provide training and develop tools to assist those 
working with substance users 

See 1.16-1.18 See 1.16-1.18 
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RWI Management Response and Action Plan regarding Recommendations from Evaluation of Kenya Programme 2015-2019 

No. Recommendation RWI Management Response Action 
1.26 Review file/case management systems and consider 

ways to streamline the process to ensure better and 
more timely action is taken 

See 1.16 See 1.16 

1.27 Engage in the SOPs review process and suggest 
revisions that are in conformity with the Tokyo Rules 
and other relevant international human rights 
standards 

RWI agrees with this recommendation, which 
KPAS has also identified as a priority in the next 
programme phase. 

Engage with KPAS under the new 
programme on review of SOPs. 

Recommendations for Component Two 
2.1 Continue the comparative analysis to develop 

guidance on the use of NCMs, and consider 
developing social and economic arguments to 
promote their use 

Whilst RWI agrees with this recommendation, 
such analysis was not conducted under the 
concluding 
programme, although can be considered for a 
research focus in the next. 

See 1.15 

2.2 To train magistrates and the prosecutors, and 
consider holding joint trainings 

RWI agrees with this recommendation, which was 
already a feature of the concluding programme. 

Ensure that such trainings, including joint 
trainings, are a feature of the new 
programme. 

2.3 To ensure that meetings of the NCM Secretariat are 
held on a regular basis 

RWI agrees with this recommendation, noting 
however that participation in the meetings is not 
necessarily within its control. 

Consider strategies under the new 
programmes to enhance participation in 
Secretariat meetings, including through 
review of its mandate. 

2.4 Consider whether representatives from the ODPP and 
police service should be invited to sit on the NCM 
Secretariat 

RWI agrees with this recommendation, which was 
already the case in the concluding programme, 
although engagement with these agencies could be 
deepened. 

Continue participation of ODPP and police 
in the Secretariat and consider strategies to 
deepen engagement with them. 

2.5 Consider ways to sensitise the judiciary by 
embedding training on non-custodial measures 
through the judicial training institute; 

RWI agrees with this recommendation, with training 
on NCMs already provided to the judiciary under the 
concluding programme. 

Continue trainings for judiciary under the 
new programme and explore ways to embed 
NCM training in the standard JTI curriculum. 

2.6 Consider working with CSOs who can operate at a 
community level to carry out awareness raising and 
sensitisation programmes 

RWI notes this recommendation, while also noting 
that it does not forward funds under the Kenya 
Programme and so any such engagement would 
need to be on a voluntary basis or separately funded 
for concerned CSOs. 

Explore strategies under the new 
programme to engage relevant CSOs and 
discuss modalities for potential cooperation. 
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