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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
Growing urban poverty is one of the most challenging problems facing the developing countries in the 
21st century.  Proper low-income housing remains a scarcity forcing most of the urban poor to live on 
illegally occupied lands without sufficient basic services such as water, roads or sewage systems.  The 
UN Habitat estimates that almost 1 billion people, or one-sixth of the global population currently live in 
the slums.  According to UN-Habitat, one of the “accepted” best practices in addressing the challenge of 
the slums is now “participatory slum improvement”.  However, despite such high-level recognition, the 
practice is still fairly uncommon and mostly limited to small-scale or “demonstration” projects.  More 
knowledge of participatory slum improvement/upgrading, its processes, accomplishments, challenges and 
lessons for larger scale efforts is essential in moving towards solutions to the growth of slums.   
 
This report documents and critically assesses the community-led participatory approach to slum 
upgrading taken by Pamoja Trust, a non-governmental organization founded in Kenya to promote access 
to land, shelter and services for urban poor communities.  Pamoja Trust believes that their approach will 
address the key obstacles that had attempts of upgrading informal settlements in the past.  In their view, 
the most important gap in other approaches of upgrading in Nairobi so far has been the absence of the 
voice of the people in decision-making. 
 
This report has two major objectives:  1) assist Pamoja Trust in developing its institutional memory by 
documenting their methodology, and 2) conduct an independent impact assessment of Pamoja Trust’s 
work in Huruma informal settlement in Nairobi where this slum upgrading process is most advanced.  
 
 
� Chapter 1: Introduction  

 
This chapter introduces why a comprehensive study of the community-driven approach taken by Pamoja 
Trust to slum-upgrading is so important.  It locates the project in the wider context of an increasing 
urgency to address growing urban poverty.  It provides an overview of Pamoja Trust’s alternative 
approach by highlighting the major gaps that past slum-upgrading attempts have failed to address.  In 
particular the chapter concentrates on the issues of equity, empowerment and sustainability.  It also 
describes the objectives of this report and the methodology used to achieve these goals.  
 
� Chapter 2: Overview of Approaches to Slum Upgrading and the Creation of 

Pamoja Trust and Muungano wa Wanavijiji 
  
This chapter first illustrates the historical background of slums and slum-upgrading interventions in 
Kenya, and then describes some of the factors leading to the creation of Pamoja Trust, and its 
relationships with slum-dwellers movements such as Muungano wa Wanavijiji and Slum/Shack Dwellers 
International.  This section sets the context in which Pamoja Trust’s current upgrading approach is taking 
place by describing the complexities and difficulties that slum-upgrading interventions in Nairobi have 
faced in the past.  The creation of Pamoja Trust and its linkages to the global slum-dwellers movement 
are important in understanding how Pamoja Trust’s philosophy and methodology were formed in order to 
address equity, empowerment and participation issues. 



III

�  Chapter 3:  The Process 
 
Chapter 3 documents the theoretical framework of Pamoja Trust’s upgrading process.  Pamoja Trust 
employs several key principles throughout the process in order to support community initiatives around 
upgrading.  These principles include an emphasis on the process itself as a means to community 
empowerment, and the facilitation of participatory upgrading through three main channels: 1) community 
mobilization by Muungano, 2) community leadership and 3) consensus building among different 
stakeholders.  It also employs and promotes learning through international exchanges.  Subsequently, it 
discusses the rationales and the methodology of each upgrading activity in a chronological order from 
savings schemes, enumeration, negotiation for secure tenure, house modeling to housing construction.  
 
� Chapter 4: Case Study Huruma: Finding and Analysis 

 
In this chapter, we critically assess the impact of Pamoja Trust’s approach to upgrading in two of the 
participating Huruma villages, Kambimoto and Gitathuru.  It first provides the rationale behind selection 
of Huruma, especially Kambimoto and Gitathuru, followed by a brief description of Huruma and its 
upgrading history.  Our findings in Kambimoto and Gitathuru villages are presented by identifying 
achievements, challenges and lessons learned for each upgrading activities.  Our main findings include 
successes in improving perception of tenure security, community’s self-financing of upgraded houses 
through the savings scheme, enhanced community transparency and cohesion through enumeration, 
technical capacity building through designing exercises and construction training, and community 
consensus in selection of housing beneficiaries.  The analysis is based on the findings of our field study 
including a household survey, focus groups and individual interviews. 
 
� Chapter 5: Conclusion and Recommendations  

 
The final chapter examines Pamoja Trust’s main achievements and challenges of its upgrading process as 
a whole, and makes recommendation about the possible ways for Pamoja Trust to address such 
challenges.  It then concludes by addressing wider lessons learned for other organizations’ effective 
utilization of this community-led approach to slum-upgrading.   
 
The overarching achievements are enhanced tenure security, strong community participation and 
interest, and improved negotiation power and empowerment.  However, given the complex nature of 
slum-upgrading projects, Pamoja Trust also faces challenges.  Issues of exclusion, affordability, and lack 
of critical skills are concerns for long-term sustainability of the process.  Although some of these 
challenges are linked to the problems of wider land politics and deep poverty issues, we recommend that 
Pamoja Trust finds possible ways to strengthen community capacity through training programs and 
standardization of its approach, improve community inclusion by reducing participation costs and 
improving information dissemination.   
 
Finally, we argue that some significant components of Pamoja Trust’s approach, such as emphasis on an 
incremental process, social capacity building through savings schemes, and enumerations should be 
adapted for larger-scale efforts.  The Kenyan government’s reliance on Pamoja Trust for training on 
enumerations might be expanded to involve other aspects of participatory slum-upgrading initiatives.  
Upgrading through well-organized mobilization at local level and through links with slum-dwellers 
international at global level clearly generates increased negotiating power for tenants vis-à-vis structure-
owners and the community members vis-à-vis government.  This in turn creates new, promising avenues 
for turning the world’s sprawling slums into decent “homes in the city”.   
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Chapter One 
Introduction 

 
 
Addressing urban poverty has become one of the most important challenges of the 21st century.  The 
populations of the cities are exploding across the globe and in particular throughout the developing world 
as massive numbers of migrants move from rural areas in search of employment and a better life.  
Because low-income housing remains scarce and often inaccessible, informal settlements have sprung up, 
often on illegally occupied land, with few basic services such as water, roads or sewage systems available 
to their residents.  UN-Habitat estimates that almost 1 billion people, or one-sixth of the entire global 
population now live in slums.  By 2020, it is estimated that the world will be primarily urban.  Thus, how 
we deal with the challenges of urban poverty now is a critical determinant of how generations of global 
citizens will live in the future.1 
 
Nairobi’s slum challenges exemplify the challenges posed by rapid urbanization.  The government and 
other civil society organizations have searched for decades for ways to assuage the problem of rapid slum 
growth.  These vary from arbitrary evictions and demolitions to charity work and hand-outs.  Few projects 
have had long-term success and it is estimated that there are over one million slum-dwellers living in the 
city’s many shantytowns.  Access to affordable, habitable housing, let alone basic rights such as security 
of tenure remains an impossible dream for these slum dwellers.2 
 
According to UN-Habitat, one of the “accepted” best practices in addressing the challenge of the slums is 
“participatory slum improvement.”3  Indeed, the Millennium Development Task Force on Improving the 
Lives of Slum Dwellers acknowledges the urban poor as “active agents of development” and highlights 
the important strides made by community driven processes, devoting an entire chapter to the approach.  
The task force recognizes that “the foundation of almost any solution to the problems of the urban poor 
lies in their potential to organize themselves, to make effective decisions, and to negotiate and collaborate 
with local government and other partners.”4 
 
                                                 
1 UN-HABITAT (2003), pp. 11 
2 G. Alder (1995), pp. 85. 
3 UN-HABITAT (2003), pp. 132 
4 UN Millennium Project (2005), pp. 28 
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However, despite such high-level recognition, “participatory slum improvement’ is still fairly uncommon, 
mostly limited to small-scale or “demonstration” projects.  This suggests that governments and other 
stakeholders in the process still do not have faith that an approach driven by communities can succeed.  
As the UN-Habitat report suggests, “it remains to be seen whether [these projects] can be replicable on a 
wider-scale.”5 More knowledge of this approach, its processes, accomplishments, challenges and lessons 
learned is needed for “participatory slum improvement”, political commitment, and the support of donors. 
 
This report will attempt to document and evaluate a participatory or “bottom-up” approach to slum 
upgrading taken by Pamoja Trust, a non-governmental organization founded in Nairobi in 2000 to support 
the efforts of a growing slum-dwellers movement in Kenya.  This approach goes a step further than many 
participatory processes.  Pamoja Trust aims to “facilitate community-led solutions” at every step of 
upgrading, from the initial stages of mobilizing to the financing, designing and constructing of the new 
houses. 6  It is a comprehensive approach that deserves further study and understanding.  If successful 
such a practice should become a greater part of international dialogue and policy-making. 
 
 
1.1 Why Pamoja Trust 
 
Founded on the notion that community participation will foster ownership of the process of slum 
improvement and therefore a long-term commitment to its success, Pamoja Trust believes that the process 
they facilitate will have a higher likelihood of tackling some of the persistent challenges that other top-
down approaches have failed to address. From the beginning to the end, their approach involves the 
participation of community members who take the lead in mobilizing and lobbying the government for 
land tenure and service provision, planning the settlement and conceptualizing the upgrading process 
themselves, and finally financing and constructing the houses with the help of savings and loan schemes 
set up and run by community members.  In advocating a participatory approach, Pamoja Trust hopes that 
many of the issues that have plagued other attempts to upgrade informal settlements will be resolved.  The 
most important of all these issues is the absence of the voice of the people in decision-making.  The 
other important issues include the following: 
 

1. Equity:  A more equitable distribution of resources is the ultimate goal of a successful 
upgrading process.  Urban poor slum-dwellers are historically bereft of legal rights to land and 
access to basic services such as water and sewage often having to pay double or triple the 
amount that the other city-dwellers pay for such necessities.  Within slum communities, the 
distribution of services and housing stock is just as inequitable, with the poorest continuously 
losing out to the wealthier “structure-owners” and living in greater fear of eviction as tenants.  
Pamoja Trust stresses the inclusion of both structure-owners and tenants in the upgrade, an 
oversight in many previous initiatives.   

 
2. Empowerment:  Most initiatives have been “top-down” approaches, where everything from 

settlement planning and financing the upgrade to negotiating with stakeholders for services or 
security, are done by outsiders.  Slum-dwellers continue to look upon such initiatives as charity, 
and these programs entrench, not change, the typically adverse relationships with government 
officials, area chiefs and other persons or institutions of power.  Pamoja Trust seeks to enable 
communities to advocate for change themselves, an act which improves relationships between 
all stakeholders in the process and which empowers residents to hold the government 
accountable for its promises to improve their communities.  One of the most important 

                                                 
5 UN Millennium Project (2005), pp. 28 
6 Pamoja Trust publicity pamphlet  
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outcomes of empowerment is to foster partnerships between communities and government as a 
viable way forward. 

 
3. Sustainability:  Many slum upgrading initiatives do not end up sustainable for a number of 

reasons.  New housing is often out of the reach of the poor and is “captured” by higher-income 
or politically connected people.  This again pushes out the poorest of the poor and creates new 
slums.  In addition, the differing stakeholder interests groups such as structure owners and 
tenants can cause tension in the upgrading process.  By advocating the idea that “both tenants 
and structure owners have rights”, Pamoja Trust aims to facilitate consensus among diverging 
stakeholders in the belief that if all residents are invested, as a community in the upgrade 
process from the start (including ownership of settlement and housing design and construction 
etc.) future possibilities for communities cannot be envisioned. 

 
In sum, documentation of Pamoja Trust’s approach, plus an evaluation of how it translates in reality is 
valuable to a wider development community that is becoming increasingly interested in the potential of a 
“community-driven” approach. 
 
 
1.2  Background of the project and this report 
 
In November 2004, a team of SIPA students were invited by Pamoja Trust to assist them in creating an 
institutional memory of the processes that are involved in their alternative approaches to slum upgrading.  
In addition, it was decided that an evaluation would be conducted of their “flagship” project in the 
informal settlement of Huruma as this could provide helpful insights to their work while highlighting the 
lessons learned over the course of the process. 
 
It is important to note that this study was not funded by Pamoja Trust.  This was an entirely independent 
assessment of the Huruma upgrading process conducted by the SIPA team.  While Pamoja staff members 
did contribute many hours of their time to extensive interviews in order to comprehensively communicate 
the processes they undertook over the course of the upgrade, all work in the community was conducted 
independently.  Translation and facilitation of the focus groups were provided by independent slum 
activists.  These activists contributed a great deal of local knowledge and provided valuable insight to the 
project and the context of working in Nairobi slums.  This report is a culmination of these independent 
investigations and we tried to be as objective as possible. 
 
Objectives of the report:  The report has twin objectives: 
 

1) To document the process of slum upgrading in Huruma village  
 
2) To critically assess Pamoja Trust’s approach to slum upgrading as it occurred in one of 

the informal settlements in which Pamoja Trust works (Case Study: Huruma Settlement). 
 

1) Process Documentation 
 

Firstly, the report will attempt to provide an overview of the theory behind the evolving process of 
seeking and facilitating community-led solutions.  Since Pamoja Trust is a very young organization and is 
rapidly evolving, we hope this documentation will assist them to initiate the process of creating 
institutional memory.7 

                                                 
7 This was one of the recommendations contained in a previous evaluation report: see Homeless International (2004) 
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2) Case Study: Huruma Settlement 
 

Secondly, this report will attempt to critically understand the impact of the process on one slum 
community in order to provide recommendations for improvement in both this and future projects.  It is 
our belief that documentation of the process would not be complete without an attempt to critically assess 
the strengths and weaknesses of the approach both to improve the current upgrade in Huruma, but also for 
future “replication” or “scaling up” of the initiative. 
 
Because much of the literature on urban poor federation-building and community led upgrading processes 
are actually written by insiders (i.e. activists, supporting NGO staff etc), we hope this will contribute an 
alternate view to a growing body of knowledge on the slum upgrading work, regularization of land rights 
and community mobilization in urban poor areas.  Finally, by providing critical documentation and 
promoting an exchange of ideas, we hope that the valuable lessons generated from this work will be 
transmitted to the wider development and urban planning communities in Nairobi and beyond. 
 
 
1.3 Methodology 
 
Pamoja Trust currently works in many slum communities throughout Nairobi and many of the other urban 
areas in Kenya.  Their process is tailored to accommodate the unique characteristics of each community 
and differs based on the time the process commenced and the pace of the process.  Thus, at the moment, 
each process is at different stages.  In fact, to date, most of their work has concentrated mobilizing around 
saving schemes and on a community self-census called enumerations.   
 
The upgrading process in Huruma was chosen as the site for this project since it was the first such process 
to evolve into a full fledged upgrading initiative and has often been considered a model.  Within Huruma, 
there are 5 villages participating in the initiative but only one has reached the stage of construction.  It is 
in this village, Kambimoto, where we conducted our impact assessment.  One of our preliminary 
questions was to understand why this village was considered a “showcase” and to critically assess the 
impact of the upgrade thus far.  Gitathuru, the only other village to begin construction (of a community 
toilet project) was chosen as a basis for comparison. 
 
The methodology we used to document the process and conduct impact assessment include the 
following8:   
 

1. Literature review 
2. Household surveys 
3. Focus group discussion (FGDs) 
4. Individual interviews 

 
 

                                                 
8 See Chapter 4 (Findings and Analysis) for more detail on methodology 
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CHAPTER Two 
Overview of Approaches to Slum Upgrading and the Creation of  

Muungano wa Wanavijiji and Pamoja Trust 
 
 
Introduction 
 
In order to place Pamoja Trust’s work and approach in both the local and global contexts, it is important 
to examine the history of informal settlements, as well as upgrading interventions in Nairobi.  The 
creation of Pamoja Trust, and its linkages to the urban slum-dwellers’ federation, Muungano wa 
Wanavijiji, are also important components in understanding how a global slum-dwellers movement has 
contributed to the philosophy and methodology behind their work.  Part 1 of this chapter provides a 
historical background of informal settlements and interventions aimed at them, while Part 2 describes 
some of the factors leading to the creation of the Pamoja Trust and its ties to the Slum/Shack Dwellers 
International (SDI) and Muungano wa Wanavijiji. 
 
 
2.1 Nairobi in context 
 

2.1.1 History of Nairobi’s spatial development 
 
Nairobi, like many capital cities in developing countries, was created as a direct result of colonization.  It 
was designated as a town in 1899 at which time it had a population of 10,000 and consisted of 18 square 
kilometers of land.9  In 1905 the British East African protectorate moved the headquarters of the Kenya 
Uganda Railway (KUR) from Mombasa to Nairobi, thereby establishing it as a primary city in East 
Africa. 10 
 
Major plans designed and implemented by the British colonists for Nairobi systematically zoned the city 
into racial areas for Europeans, immigrant Indian laborers and native Africans.  According to Syagga et 
al., the colonial practice of race-based residential planning or segregation created an extremely unequal 

                                                 
9 Yahya, S. S. (2002) 
10 Mitullah, Winnie (2003), pp. 195-228 
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land distribution pattern that persists to this day.11  Colonial segregation had divided the city into four 
distinct sectors: the Asian sector, the African sector, the European sector and the commercial sectors.  The 
European sector was allocated large amounts of land and had the lowest density of people per hectare 
while the African areas had the least land amount of land and highest density of people per hectare. 12 
  
Nairobi’s spatial development has largely followed the segregation patterns established by the British. 
The disparity in density and land allocations continues to this day in the form of implicit socio-economic 
segregation.  High-income households account for less than 10%of Nairobi’s households but occupy 64% 
of all residential land, while low-income households constitute 55 % of the population while occupying 
only 6% of the residential land in the city. 13  
 
The socio-economic segregation of Nairobi was accompanied by a tremendous growth in population.  
Population growth, along with factors such as poverty, unemployment and underemployment, spatial 
segregation and resettlement, and the inadequate provision of housing has led to a proliferation of slums 
in the city.  As a result, more than half of the population of Nairobi currently lives in informal settlements.  
 
 

2.1.2 Land policy in Kenya and how it affected informal settlements 
 
The situation of slum dwellers in Nairobi is exacerbated by the complexities of land distribution and 
regulation in Kenya.  Due to colonial legacy, the current land tenure system in Kenya exists as an often 
ambiguous combination of English property laws and African customary laws.14  During colonization, the 
appropriation by the British Crown of land that was deemed “utilized of under-utilized” placed large 
swathes of land under British government control, often displacing indigenous Africans.  When Kenya 
gained its independence in 1963, it inherited the Crown lands as part of the transfer of power, thereby 
making the government one of the largest land owners in country. 
 
Unfortunately, the government’s ownership of land has been used as a political tool.  Leaders and 
politicians began to allocate public land to private owners in order to gain political patronage, as well as 
appropriated public land for their own use.15 This practice, commonly known as ‘land-grabbing’ was at its 
height in the 1990s when public land became “the primary commodity handed out by the ruling party in 
exchange for political loyalty.”16  Many of the illegal allocations of land occurred during the long, 
uninterrupted leadership of President Moi and his Kenya African National Union (KANU) party.  The 
administration of President Kibaki and its Rainbow Coalition, while elected in 2002 on a platform that 
included assurances of addressing the land issue, has also been recently accused of land-grabbing.17 
 
Informal settlements have often been the target of land grabbing resulting in the displacement of many 
low-income groups in the city.  Furthermore the illegal allocation of land has led to the creation of 
‘absentee’ slum-lords or structure owners in many informal settlements.  Structure owners often collect 
rent from a large number of shacks in slums and have close relations with influential political figures 
which reinforce their power.18  As a result, most households living in informal settlements are tenants of 
absentee structure owners, with the latter commonly opposed to slum upgrading projects because of the 

                                                 
11  Syagga et al. (2001)   
12  Ibid.  
13  Ibid 
14 Yahya (2002). 
15 Klopp (2001) 
16 Syagga et al. (2001), pp. 75 
17 M. Itula (2005) 
18 Mitullah (2003) pp.11 

Kate Lines
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fear that their income source might be jeopardized.19  In addition, many tenants in the slums are subject to 
large scale evictions and demolitions, a practice that was common in the 1990s and was a catalytic factor 
in the creation of Muungano wa Wanivijiji and Pamoja Trust, which will be discussed in Part 2 of this 
chapter. 
 
 

2.1.3 Slum interventions in Kenya 
 
Over the last five decades in Kenya, there have been several attempts to deal with the large numbers of 
slums in Nairobi ranging from demolition and eviction, sites and services schemes to upgrading projects. 
Upgrading, or slum improvement as it is also called, can mean many things, but at its simplest, it implies 
the provision of a package of basic services which might include access to clean water supply, adequate 
sewage disposal, legal title to the land occupied by slums and the building of permanent homes.20   
 
Experts and residents have pointed out that large scale upgrading efforts carried out by government or 
international NGOs have failed to address the complicated relationship between the structure owners and 
tenant in the planning and designing phase of upgrading.21  Furthermore, residents and experts alike allege 
that professionally led slum-interventions often overlook the needs, capabilities and desires of the target 
population and devise solutions without their input.22   In some projects, target population has been 
relocated or displaced, while in others they sold their serviced plots or upgraded homes to higher income 
households because they could not afford the payments. 
 
In order to better conceptualize the paradigm shift that occurred through Pamoja Trust’s work in Kenya, 
what follows is a brief history of major slum interventions in post-colonial Kenya which can be roughly 
categorized into the following four phases:  1) slum clearance and the provision of public housing, 2) sites 
and services schemes, 3) tenure security and physical upgrading, and 4) the enabling approach.  Most of 
the major projects carried out within these phases took place in Nairobi. 
 
1) Slum clearance and provision of public housing (1960s and early 1970s) 
 
Following independence in 1963, the government of Kenya realized that housing was in short supply and 
began taking an active role in the provision of subsidized public housing.  The government had ambitious 
plans to ensure that every family in Kenya lived in an acceptable urban housing unit.  Such an unit was 
envisioned to have two rooms, a separate kitchen and a toilet, accommodating a maximum of five 
occupants.  Housing structures that did not meet these standards were to be demolished.  As a result of 
this policy, many slum dwellers were displaced and the number of informal settlements in the city 
continued to grow.  Even at its zenith, the ambitious housing provision program provided only a fraction 
of the housing units needed while simultaneously displacing thousands.  Furthermore, the housing that 
was built favored the middle and upper income groups overlooking the lowest income groups where the 
demand was greatest. 23  

                                                 
19 UN-HABITAT (2003) 
20 “What is Upgrading” available at http://web.mit.edu/urbanupgrading/upgrading/whatis/ 
21 K. M. Otiso, (2001), pp. 221-229   
22 Otiso (2001), Weru (2004) and Syagga et al (2002) 
23 UN-HABITAT (2001) 
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2) Sites and services schemes (1970s) 
 
Shortfalls in the provision of housing units in the 1960s led the government of Kenya to pursue alternate 
means in the following decades.  These projects were designed to meet the basic needs of the target 
populations while aiming for cost recovery in order to promote sustainability.24  The largest project 
undertaken in this phase of slum intervention policy was the Dandora Community Development Project.  
 
The Dandora project, which aimed to create 6,000 serviced plots to benefit low-income households in 
Nairobi, was hailed as a success story in World Bank documents particularly for its cost recovery 
achievements.  However, further research revealed that firstly, the project did not meet its cost-recovery 
standards, secondly, it was abandoned by several beneficiaries and thirdly, was planned by the Housing 
Development Department without any input from potential beneficiaries.25 
 
3) Tenure security and physical upgrading (1980s) 
 
The next phase of the slum interventions in Kenya and Nairobi was based on a retrospective analysis of 
earlier interventions.  Studies began to reveal that sites and services schemes were not reaching the target 
populations and that many housing units meant for low-income beneficiaries were being bought out by 
higher income persons. While the successes of this approach (which involved a focus on tenure security 
and planned upgrading) included the involvement and usage of an existing governance structure, 
community participation at the earliest stage of planning was lacking, much like the criticism mounted 
against earlier projects.26   
 
4) Enabling approach (1990s) 
 
In the late 1980s and through the 1990s, international agencies spearheaded by the World Bank 
encouraged an ‘enabling’ approach for housing delivery.  Rather than assuming the role of the primary 
provider of housing, governments were encouraged to create incentives and policies that fostered and 
facilitated improvements in housing through the private and NGO sectors.  Two big projects that were 
conceived and implemented in this policy phase were the Mathare 4A Development in Nairobi and the 
Tanzania-Bondeni Community Lands Trust project in Voi. 27  
 
The case of Mathare 4A is most relevant to the topic of this Report.  The objective of the Mathare 4A 
project initiated in the early 1990s was to improve the living conditions of 22,000 persons living in an 
informal settlement in north-east Nairobi through structure upgrading, infrastructure provision and self-
supportive means of providing services and facilities.  Otiso stated that the Mathare 4A project is 
relatively successful because it has avoided many pitfalls of earlier projects by creating zero displacement 
and dealing decisively with structure owners. 28  Detractors on the other hand allege that while living 
conditions have significantly improved in the settlement, oversight of the structure-owner - tenant issue 
was proven to be a major stumbling block.  In 1999, construction was halted when structure owners went 
to court to claim their rights.29  Mathare 4A also became the center of violent protests as a result of 
misunderstanding and political incitation.30 
 

                                                 
24 UN-HABITAT (2001) 
25 Syagga et al. (2002) and Otiso (2001) 
26 Syagga et. al.(2001) 
27 UN-HABITAT(2001) 
28 Otiso (2001) 
29 Syagga et al.(2001) 
30 Forthcoming “Nairobi’s Informal Settlements”, the World Bank/ Norwegian Trust Fund,  p2. 
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As the above brief history demonstrates, slum interventions in Nairobi have been problematic in the past. 
While they had some success in providing infrastructure to the urban poor, oversight of the complex 
situation surrounding structure owners and tenants, as well as the basic needs of the target population has 
limited their success.  Part 2 of this chapter will discuss the factors that lead to the creation of Pamoja 
Trust and Muungano wa Wanavijiji and how their approach to slum upgrading has attempted to address 
equity, empowerment and participation issues.  
 
 
2.2 The growth of Muungano wa Wanavijiji and the creation of Pamoja Trust 
 
 

2.2.1 The creation of Muungano wa Wanavijiji 
 
As mentioned in the first part of this chapter, the 1990s were a particularly volatile time for slum dwellers 
in Nairobi.  Slum demolitions, evictions and land-grabbing were common and violence in slums became 
endemic.  During this period, a loose coalition of slum dwellers affected by evictions, demolitions and 
land grabbing called Muungano wa Wanavijiji began to emerge, primarily to oppose these actions.  
Muungano wa Wanavijiji was envisioned as an organization that would give the urban poor a platform to 
organize themselves against evictions, as well as advocate for land rights and city services.  
 
The involved villages created their own local Muungano wa Wanavijiji groups which then networked 
with each other around Nairobi.  The coalition of these groups formed the umbrella organization 
Muungano wa Wanavijiji.  From its inception, Muungano wa Wanavijiji was supported by NGOs active 
in land rights issues in Nairobi such as The Mazingira Institute, Kituo Cha Sheria, MISEREOR (the 
Catholic Bishops’ Organization for Development Cooperation), Nairobi-based Maryknoll priests, Oxfam 
and Kenya Human Rights Commission.  These organizations had also been instrumental in creating an 
umbrella group called the Land Caucus in 1995 in order to discuss and create responses to evictions and 
land-grabbing in Nairobi.31  
 
 

2.2.2 Slum/Shack Dwellers International and the impetus for a support NGO 
 
The emergence of Muungano wa Wanavijiji and its support for by NGOs bore resemblance to other 
established collaborative efforts in countries such as India and South Africa.  In these countries in the 
1980s, federations of the urban poor supported by NGOs had formed creative alliances to develop new 
community-driven precedents for poverty reduction.  Members of the alliances in other countries had also 
initiated the practice of ‘horizontal exchanges’ by visiting one another in order to share experiences, 
lessons and challenges.  In 1996, representatives of six Asian countries, four African countries and one 
Latin American country met in South Africa and agreed to create an international network called 
Slum/Shack Dwellers International (SDI).32 
 
SDI, with support from donors such as the UK- based Homeless International began to sponsor exchanges 
from countries with fledgling movements to those with more established alliances.  In 1998 and 1999, 
SDI invited representatives of Muungano wa Wanavijiji and staff members of NGOs active in land rights 
issues in Kenya to South Africa and India to learn from their work.  Based on what was learned from 
these early exchanges, Muungano wa Wanavijiji began daily savings schemes and organized exchanges 
with residents of other informal settlements within Nairobi.33  
                                                 
31 Interview with Lawrence Apiyo and Salma Sheba, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, January 10-11th, 2005.   
32 S Patel, et al. (2001),  pp. 45-59 
33 Interview with Lawrence Apiyo and Jack Makau, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, January 10-11th, 2005   
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2.2.3 The creation of Pamoja Trust 
 
As Muungano wa Wanavijiji groups began to emerge in several slums in Nairobi, the participating NGOs 
began to recognize the need for a specific organization to support the network’s growth.  This was the 
model followed by alliances that were part of the SDI network.  It was hoped that the organization, while 
building the capacity of the Muungano wa Wanavijiji networks, would deal with land issues on a policy 
level and be involved in upgrading, provision of services and secure tenure.  Pamoja Trust was born out 
of a series of workshops and dialogues addressing the need for a support NGO.  Pamoja Trust, which 
means working together or collaboration, was formed in 2000.  Most of its original staff belongs to 
organizations that had been active in the Land Caucus and the Muungano wa Wanavijiji movement, such 
as Kituo Cha Sheria, Church of Christ and Kenya Human Rights Commission.34  The mission of the 
organization was to “promote the development of organizational structures of urban poor communities to 
access land, shelter and services for better livelihoods.” 35  
 
In the five years since its creation, Pamoja Trust has grown rapidly.  It now has 12 staff members and 
carried out several projects involving land rights and housing for the urban poor in Kenya.  Many of 
Pamoja Trust’s current staff was active in the formation of Muungano wa Wanavijiji and the Land 
Caucus.  Pamoja Trust has been funded by donors such as Ford Foundation, Homeless International and 
WaterAid UK, and worked in collaboration with Intermediate Technology Development Group, UN-
HABITAT, the World Bank and the Government of Kenya.  Jane Weru, the executive director of Pamoja 
Trust serves on the United Nations Millennium Task Force on improving the lives of Slum Dwellers.  In 
2004 Pamoja Trust launched the Akiba Mashinani Trust (AMT), an entity that gives business loans and 
community project loans to savings schemes for onward lending to their members. 
 
 

2.2.4 The Pamoja Trust/Muungano wa Wanavijiji relationship 
 
Pamoja Trust, a product of both of global and local social movements, is involved in communities in 
Kenya in a fundamentally different way compared to other slum upgrading projects.  Pamoja Trust uses 
local Muungano wa Wanavijiji groups as the entry point to working within a community with the aim of 
building local capacity.  It provides technical training and community mobilization in order to enable the 
residents to drive the upgrading process. 
 
Furthermore, Pamoja Trust has been instrumental in providing technical assistance to various Muungano 
wa Wanavijiji groups by introducing the concept of savings schemes and the methods by which to 
manage them.  While Muungano wa Wanavijiji started as a forum for slum dwellers to unite against 
evictions and demolitions, the act of daily group savings is the formalized activity that local Muungano 
wa Wanavijiji groups engage in.  This is in large part due to Pamoja Trust’s philosophy that the urban 
poor can and should be involved in financing some portion of upgrading their communities.  However, 
even those people that are not part of the saving schemes often identify with Muungano wa Wanavijiji’s 
vision of giving slum dwellers rights and recognition.  
 
While each Muungano wa Wanavijiji group has a five or six leaders, there is no established leadership or 
formal organizational structure governing the hundreds of groups in Kenya.  However, Pamoja Trust has 
helped organize the individual Muungano wa Wanavijiji groups within each village into larger 
federations.  For example, the Muungano wa Wanavijiji groups of the five villages in Huruma have 
formed a joint group called Kameregima which addresses the issues facing the five villages.  This group 
                                                 
34 Jane Weru, the current and founding Executive Director of Pamoja was formerly a staff member at Kituo cha 
Sheria and participated in the exchanges to South Africa and India. 
35 Pamoja Trust (2003), pp. 3. 
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is linked to slum dwellers in the eastern portion of Nairobi.  According to staff of Pamoja Trust, the 
savings schemes that Pamoja helped start in Nairobi have now spread all over Kenya.  At the last count 
there were 168 savings schemes active in the country. 36 Additionally, it is estimated that the Muungano 
wa Wanavijiji network has 25,000 active members.  Pamoja Trust is also fostering the creation of district, 
city and state-level networks of Muungano wa Wanavijiji sponsored savings schemes in order to create a 
leadership structure that represents residents of various informal settlements in Kenya. 

                                                 
36 Interview with Salma Sheba, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi January 11th, 2005. 
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Chapter Three 
The Process 

 
 

3.1 Introduction  
 
The goal of this chapter is to document the processes that form the foundation of Pamoja Trust’s approach 
to slum upgrading.  Slum/Shack Dwellers International, the network of which Pamoja Trust is a member, 
describes the approach as one in which “NGOs [are] in the ‘backseat’. However, their skills and opinions 
continue to inform the process.”37 In essence, then, Pamoja Trust’s role primarily involves strengthening 
and supporting the capacity of the local chapters of the urban poor federation, Muungano wa Wanavijiji 
in their effort to access land, shelter and services.  In order to do so, Pamoja Trust employs several 
different activities to mobilize the “critical mass” needed to access land, to build consensus on how the 
upgrade should take place and finally to finance, design and construct the new houses themselves. 38These 
“rituals” will be described in detail below.39  However, it is important to bear in mind the following 
points:   
 

1) The process is equally if not more important than the outcome of the activities 
 
In documenting each “ritual” separately, we hope to facilitate an easier understanding of the process.  Yet, 
by doing so, we are also taking each activity out of the broader context of the process as a whole which 
risks portraying each activity as an end in itself.  The larger objective is, as emphasized by Pamoja Trust, 
the process itself.  Engaging in the process over time, and securing ongoing successes and victories, 
however small, is what builds confidence among the community in their ability to improve their lives and 
their settlements.  It also fosters ownership of the process, a key element that is often missing in top-down 
approaches.  In turn, these “victories” strengthen the movement as a whole, of which the upgrade is 
essentially one part.  In other words, it is the incremental nature of the achievements that builds trust in 
the process, and is integral to promoting a community’s participation and empowerment.   

                                                 
37S. Patel et al, (2001) p48 
38Weru (2004) 
39 The term “rituals” is used by Slum/Shack Dwellers International to describe the activities that form the basis for 
upgrading strategies used by their member urban poor federations.  
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2) Certain steps follow a chronological order 
 

In addition to the fact that these “rituals” are inter-linking and mutually supportive, there is some element 
of chronological order to their set-up.  Some of the activities require certain factors to be established 
beforehand.  Usually, savings schemes are created first to provide a forum to attract new members, 
mobilize and build consensus, as well as a means to mobilize resources for the new houses.  
Enumerations are conducted to figure out the numbers and character of residents in a given settlement. 
This in turn provides accurate information with which Muungano wa Wanavijiji can advocate for land 
allocation and the provision of services with the local authorities.  The designing process or “dreaming” 
ritual is a participatory settlement planning exercise that allows a community to begin forming a vision of 
how they want their settlement to look like in the future.  Once a community has satisfied certain criteria 
for housing, both in terms of what the municipality expects of them, as well as their own beneficiary 
selection process, construction of the new housing can begin.  Pamoja Trust maintains that the process 
will not stop once a community has been upgraded, i.e. when all the new houses are constructed: the 
movement will continue to hold the state accountable and push for the needs of the urban poor.  However, 
to date, none of the settlements in which Pamoja Trust is currently engaged have gone beyond the 
construction stage. 
 
 

Upgrading process 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

3) Three key channels are necessary to facilitate the process:  Muungano wa Wanavijiji, 
leadership and consensus-building 

 
Most critically, Pamoja Trust cannot engage in a community without drawing on three key channels 
throughout the entire process.  Firstly, their entry point is the community-based organization, Muungano 
wa Wanavijiji; all community mobilization occurs through its local chapters.  Indeed, it is at the invitation 
of Muungano wa Wanavijiji that Pamoja Trust begins to support a community’s upgrading process.  The 
idea is that Muungano wa Wanavijiji members drive the process to its next stage, according to their needs 
and assessments of the situation, not that of Pamoja Trust or other external actors.  A central tenet of the 
approach is that “the analysis of problems and emerging solutions reflect the needs and aspirations of the 
urban poor.”40  How far a community is willing or desires to go in a process is also up to them.  
 
Secondly, one of the ongoing objectives of the process is to develop leadership capacity in the 
community-based chapters so that they act not only as visionaries within their own communities to 
mobilize support for the movement, but also lead the negotiations with the municipalities and other state 
agencies to obtain land entitlements and basic services.  Good leadership is an essential part of the 
process; success can often depend on the charisma and commitment of such leadership.41   
 
                                                 
40 Patel. et al. (2001), pp.48 
41 Interview with Jane Weru, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, March 23, 2005 
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The third aspect of the process is consensus-building.  The community works on building consensus 
throughout the process, from designing a model house to deciding on how land should be allocated, and 
determining what kind of model is more suitable as a tenure arrangement (e.g., community land trust or a 
housing cooperative etc).  Consensus must be built among the different stakeholders within a community 
such as tenants, structure owners and absentee landlords, a particularly important process because of their 
conflicting priorities.  Structure owners generally wish to acquire legal title of the land on which their 
structures are built while tenants are more concerned with establishing the right to live on the land and the 
possibility of constructing or owning a structure or house in the future.42  Some of landlord-tenant and 
tenant-tenant relationships have been ethnicized through manipulation by political elites.43  To add to the 
competing interests of each stakeholder, allocating scarce resources in a densely populated space is a 
highly contentious process.  Prior upgrading or relocation schemes in the slums of Nairobi have often 
compensated only absentee structure owners with tenured land or permanent homes.  This has reinforced 
the exploitative structure owner – tenant relationship that is common in Kenya.  As Pamoja Trust’s 
director Jane Weru said, Pamoja Trust stresses that it will only support Muungano wa Wanavijiji if it is 
willing to accept that tenants also have rights.44 
 
At first, Pamoja Trust plays a role in promoting consensus building, a process that is often arduous, and 
one that, in order for it to be as successful as possible, can take many months and hours of meetings.  
Some may perceive this as “delaying” the process (if, for example, it were held to task by a time-bound 
donor schedule).  Overtime, as the process becomes “institutionalized,” community consensus-building 
should happen on its own, as a form of community governance. 
 

4) “Rituals” are based on global learning and exchanges 
 

Finally, while these activities evolve locally, and have adapted to the unique situations and challenges that 
exist in the Kenyan context of informal settlements, the origin of many of these “rituals” is actually in the 
precedents set by similar community driven upgrades that have taken place elsewhere.45  A significant 
proportion of the methodologies employed by Pamoja Trust are in fact the strategies learned through the 
shared experiences of the members of SDI.  After several visits and discussions with SDI staff, they 
suggested that some of these methodologies should be tried out in Kenya, especially strengthening 
Muungano wa Wanavijiji around savings schemes and developing partnerships between Muungano wa 
Wanavijiji and the state. 46 
 
The idea of horizontal exchanges are based on the principle that the urban poor have the knowledge to 
find the most appropriate solutions for themselves, but simply lack the tools, resources and finances.  
According to the Society for the Promotion of Area Resource Centers (SPARC), a founding member of 
SDI, community exchanges ensure effective participation, and a process of learning through experience 
from and within the communities of the poor themselves.47 
 
Since 1996, grassroots federations have learned from each other through a series of organized exchanges 
in which communities shared what they learned in order to develop common principles and strategies.  
Much of this work was based on what has been called “precedent-setting activities” or model 
accomplishments that have inspired solutions or alternative ways of doing things that have been known to 

                                                 
42 Weru (2004), pp.48 
43 See for example, “Kibera: Quest for Dignity” (2001) 
44 Interview with Jane Weru, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, March 24, 2005 
45 Patel S. et al.(2001) 
46 Weru (2004), pp. 49.  Weru also discusses how several of these suggestions were contentious among some urban 
poor community activists who were hesitant to envision a partnership with the state. 
47 http://www.sparcindia.org/ 
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suit a community’s upgrading needs.48  Therefore, rituals such as creating a culture of daily savings to 
strengthen the community organization, enumerations, building capacities to dialogue with government 
officials and even the house designs all had their roots in the knowledge created by these shared member 
experiences.    
 
Pamoja Trust, in conjunction with SDI, has also encouraged and funds peer exchanges, so that 
communities can share their ideas, successes and challenges with one another.  As of 2003, there were a 
total of 424 local exchange visits and 19 international exchange visits.49   
 
 
3.2 Savings schemes and loan funds 
 

3.2.1  Introduction/Rationale 
 
Savings schemes serve various functions.  Their main function is as a community mobilization tool.  As 
Jane Weru writes, “Savings schemes formed by urban poor groups have long provided the “glue”, or the 
foundation, for the federations.”50  Another important function of the savings schemes is to give slum 
dwellers a safe avenue for obtaining small loans in order to avoid loan sharks who can trap borrowers in a 
cycle of debt through high interest rates.  Savings schemes also bring people together, building stronger 
ties within a community.  Furthermore, in the absence of a representative local government, the weekly 
saving meetings serve as a time when local concerns and issues are aired, discussed and resolved. 
 

3.2.2 Pamoja Trust’s role 
 
Pamoja Trust helps slum villages to begin community-run daily savings and credit programs through the 
aid of Muungano wa Wanavijiji.  Pamoja Trust is a catalyst for community action, mobilizing the 
community, facilitating exchange visits between savings schemes and acting as a source of information 
and strategy advice.   
 
In addition, Pamoja Trust has helped create mechanisms for loans.  Pamoja Trust assists in obtaining 
donor funds and provides technical support for managing loan repayments, in the form of developing 
loaning systems and internal auditing.  As of 2003, six schemes lent money to their constituency, two of 
which had received funds from Pamoja Trust.   
 
The saving schemes that Pamoja Trust helped start in Nairobi have now spread all over Kenya.  Pamoja 
Trust has directly helped 29 slums start daily savings and credit schemes with membership varying 
between 40 to 500 members.51   
 
In order help make the process more inclusive, Pamoja Trust views savings as a catalyst for further 
interactions within communities, in which a community’s bond around savings and credit can help create 
a forum for issues of common concern.  Pamoja Trust has led “revival campaigns” and exchange visits to 
engage savers in the importance of daily savings.52   
 

 

                                                 
48 Weru (2004), pp. 51 
49 Pamoja Trust (2003) 
50 Weru(2004) 
51 Kimanga (2001) 
52 Homeless International 
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3.2.3  Structure 
 
� Muungano wa Wanavijiji 

 
Across Kenya, there are 168 active Muungano wa Wanavijiji saving schemes.  Each of the saving 
schemes interacts within networks of leadership.  There are 13 current networks: Langatta, Huruma, Athi 
River, Dagoretti, Westlands, Kitare, Nakuru, Madera, Timau, Ndiya, Mombasa, Kisumu, Kithare.  The 
networks have grouped together by region, to form regional Muungano wa Wanavijiji networks: South, 
East, Kitare and Nakuru.    
 
These networks are in the process of forming and solidifying the Kenya Federation.  The Kenya 
Federation started in Nairobi but now works in other towns as well.  The Kenya Federation is made up of 
groups of savers with one or two Pamoja Trust staff joining the Federation for meetings and visits.  There 
are 350-400 savings schemes right now, comprising a membership of 20-25,000 people.53 
 
Savings scheme leaders in each community govern their community’s Muungano wa Wanavijiji 
activities, including savings schemes.  The governance is completely separate from the village elders that 
govern each settlement though there is some overlap between the leadership.  The regional executive 
committee comprises of 11 members, including the Chair, Secretary, Treasurer and Committee Heads.  
Muungano wa Wanavijiji members set-up and manage specific teams for each village.   
 

5) Akiba Mashinani Trust (AMT) 
 
In 2003, Pamoja Trust established AMT to “provide capital for house construction, purchase of land, 
infrastructure development, business development as well as investment opportunities for community 
savings.”54  A board of 7 Muungano wa Wanavijiji members, 2 Pamoja Trust staff and an external finance 
expert govern the board.   AMT began under the auspices of Pamoja Trust’s guidance but will eventually 
separate and become an independent funding source for the Kenya Federation of Muungano wa 
Wanavijiji community groups.    
 
 
3.3 Enumerations 
 

3.3.1 Introduction/Rationale 
 
An enumeration is a community self- census conducted on a smaller scale that is specifically designed to 
gather information in informal settlements.  According to Jane Weru, “Enumerations provide the means 
by which data are gathered to allow for local planning but also the process by which consensus is built 
and the inclusion of all residents negotiated.”  It is a tool for the residents to understand their own 
communities and use that it as a mobilizing mechanism.  The community members carry out these 
enumerations and as well as the subsequent verifications to ensure accuracy.   
 
 

                                                 
53 Interview with Peter Chege, community leader of Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 25, 2005 
54 Pamoja Trust (2003) 
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3.3.2 Importance of enumerations  
 
There are numerous long-term residents in the slums of Nairobi whose sub-standard homes are “owned” 
by absentee landlords with significant property ownership and political clout.  As mentioned earlier, prior 
to introduction of the culture of community driven upgrading schemes, the Nairobi City Council (NCC) 
often compensated the absentee structure owners with tenured land or permanent homes, thus reinforcing 
the exploitative structure owner – tenant relationship that is common in Kenya.  Pamoja Trust sought a 
process in which tenants and structure owners could negotiate and arrive at an agreement on improving 
the structures and living conditions in the villages.  Its involvement in a slum community typically begins 
when the residents are threatened with evictions or demolitions by the structure owners or the government 
and are seeking external help.  Pamoja Trust assists the community to organize and resist demolitions, a 
process that often leads to a communal desire for improving infrastructure and upgrading.  However, in 
most cases, the communities and the residents are very disconnected and isolated from each other and the 
sense of community is mostly absent.  Typically people have no information on the number of people 
living in the settlements, the essential demographic information such as the number of tenants and 
owners, etc.  This information is critical for assessing and addressing the needs and priorities of the 
communities.  It is also essential to garner support and strengthen collaborative efforts with external 
actors and stakeholders.  The enumeration technique was born out of this special need of the informal 
settlements and has since become instrumental in slum upgrading process. 
 

3.3.3 The enumeration process 
 
Each enumeration is carried out slightly differently because it is meant to respond to the needs of the 
particular community.  The process of enumeration begins with a series of meetings.  Pamoja Trust is able 
to get a good turn out for these initial meetings because of its connections to the Muungano wa Wanavijiji 
networks.  This is extremely important to the organizing work of Pamoja Trust.  Their involvement with 
Muungano wa Wanavijiji means that they are able to get information to most people in a slum at short 
notice, something that other NGOs and the government often have problems with. 
 
At these community meetings Pamoja Trust describes the process of enumeration and its goals.  Pamoja 
Trust then works with the community to generate a list of questions that would be most useful to them.  
Once this is done, a draft enumeration form is created by Pamoja Trust which is reviewed and approved 
by the community.  The topics covered in the survey form administered to every household in a particular 
community are normally structured into the following aspects: 
 

1) Land 
2) Physical Planning, Shelter and Infrastructure 
3) Income  
4) Environment, Health and Sanitation 
5) Education 
 

After the creation of the survey form, Pamoja Trust requests each village in the enumeration area to 
nominate people to carry out the enumerations.  Once chosen by their peers these people are trained in a 
training session on how to carry out an enumeration.  The training is often run by someone in another 
slum community who has gone through an enumeration already. 
 
Enumeration data is normally collected in clusters of 50 households.  Enumeration teams are formed with 
each team comprising a surveyor, a measurer and photographer.  There is also a separate team in charge 
of giving each household in the community a unique house number. 
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The enumerations start with the numbering team putting a number on each structure in the community.  
These numbers are then placed on each survey form and used to tie in a physical structure to the 
household information collected.  The rest of the enumeration team then goes around and conducts the 
household survey.  After the survey is done, the measurer records the dimensions of the structure and the 
GPS position of the home.  The photographer then takes a picture of the residents/businesses along with 
the house number.  Pamoja Trust staff is always present during an initial enumeration to answer 
questions, handle conflicts and enure that the process is running smoothly.  Enumerations are often 
contentious because there are people, particularly structure owners that are often opposed to this process.  
 
After the information is collected, it is entered into a database along with the photos.  The basic 
information for each household is then posted in a public place in the community for public verification. 
This process is important because it helps weed out people who are try to be enumerated too many times 
or conceal true information.  After the data is amended by the verification process, it is handed over to the 
community for their use in advocacy, voter registration and community needs assessment.  
 
This process of enumeration while seemingly simple is very important to the community, as well as the 
local communities.  As mentioned earlier, before enumerations are carried out, slum communities have no 
idea who lives in their village.  The contacts they make as a result of enumerations makes future 
upgrading efforts such as community construction much simpler.  As stated by Jane Weru, the Director of 
Pamoja Trust, “Enumerations provide the means by which data are gathered to allow for local planning 
but also the process by which consensus is built and the inclusion of all residents negotiated.”  The 
Nairobi City Council does not have the resources to conduct such a survey by itself and its relationship 
with slum dwellers has often been adversarial.  The household information they receive as a result of the 
enumerations, even with some inaccuracies, is highly useful for planning infrastructure and social 
services to the communities. 
 
 
3.4 Negotiating for secure tenure 
 

3.4.1 Introduction 
 
Creating a space for communities to be able to negotiate for legalized land tenure and the provision of 
infrastructural needs with state agencies and other service providers forms the backbone of the process.  
To some this may sound counter-intuitive since initially, Pamoja Trust was formed to provide legal aid to 
slum-dwellers in the face of the threat of evictions.  However, because of the decrease in the number of 
these forced displacements, and the emerging opportunities for slum upgrading due to the government 
and UN Habitat’s Kenya Slum Upgrading Programme (KENSUP) initiative, Pamoja Trust’s work 
evolved beyond litigation.  KENSUP was created with the objective of systematically upgrading slums in 
urban areas and it aspires to build 150,000 new housing units in urban areas in Kenya.  The fact that 
Pamoja Trust’s work has evolved to the stage of creating a space for negotiation between the government 
officials and poor communities is in itself a landmark achievement.  Dialogue between these two groups 
was virtually unheard of in Kenya until now. 
 

3.4.2 The Process  
 
Pamoja Trust’s work in this “ritual” revolves around several different processes.  Firstly it seeks to raise 
awareness among informal settlements of their housing and land rights, to build consensus around issues 
of land and structure entitlements, and to mobilize the community to advocate for these rights through 
their “critical mass”.  Without the sheer force of their numbers, it is unlikely the government will ever 
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listen.  Finally, Pamoja Trust attempts to strengthen capacity within the community to address these 
issues before negotiating with the government for land and infrastructure.55    
 
Activities such as enumerations, savings groups and community organizing under the umbrella federation 
Muungano wa Wanaviiji, all act to empower informal settlements with the collective means and accurate 
information with which to negotiate legitimately and credibly with the government.  These are capacity 
building activities.  But Pamoja Trust plays another critical role in this process.  It assists Muungano wa 
Wanavijiji leadership to build connections with municipal officials by opening doors that might have 
otherwise remained closed to inhabitants of slum communities.   
 
Part of this process requires that city planners, council officials and other state bureaucrats be sensitized 
not necessarily to the needs of the urban poor (since their voice will speak of these needs), but to the fact 
that the state ought to allow all stakeholders into the arena, even those who have been historically 
marginalized and stereotyped as incapable or problematic.  More importantly, Pamoja Trust capitalized 
on several visionary individuals within the government who were sympathetic to the urban poor 
movement.  Opportune moments also had to be seized to initiate such a partnership.   
 
In addition to providing unprecedented access to decision-makers, facilitating these connections builds 
trust and confidence among the community members.  This remains one of the biggest roles for an 
enabling organization such as the Pamoja Trust.  Since an emphasis of the approach relies on holding 
municipalities accountable for improving their performances, attitude and capacity towards residents of 
informal settlements and establishing sustainable partnerships are key objectives of this process.  Thus 
while the rationale behind the approach is that slum dwellers can negotiate for land tenure, and design, 
finance and build the houses themselves, this does not mean that the government can wash its hands off of 
its responsibilities.  In fact, it means that communities can hold government accountable for their part of 
the bargain.56 
 
Finally, negotiating for secure tenure, or the regularization of land allocation relies on small but regular 
achievements not only to move the process along towards it goal, but to maintain confidence in a process 
that can often be discouraging and difficult.  “Precedent-setting” in increments therefore forms the second 
part of this “ritual”.  This means that at regular intervals, Pamoja Trust attempts to ensure that 
negotiations produce visible results that can then, theoretically, be translated into customary norms and 
standards of government practice towards informal settlements in general.  Some examples of these 
milestones in Nairobi have been the negotiation of a “Special Planning Area” which designates that on the 
land in one of the settlements (Huruma), residents may now build according to adjusted building codes to 
allow for more affordable construction.  Another is the decision to change the land usage of that area from 
market place to residential, a “victory” that essentially assures inhabitants that not only can they construct 
houses, but that they will not be evicted in favor of city plans for commercial uses.    
 
 
3.5 House modeling and settlement planning 
 

3.5.1 Introduction/Rationale 
 

As part of the physical upgrading process, Pamoja Trust conducts a participatory house-modeling exercise 
during which community residents work to create the most appropriate building design for their 
individual villages given their space constraints and the needs of their community.  This is important 
because each village has relatively little land in which to fit a large number of household units, requiring 
                                                 
55 Jane Weru (2004), pp 47. 
56 Interview with Jack Makau, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, March 14,2005 



SIPA team report on Pamoja Trust 

20

that land be shared and each allocated plot be used most efficiently to meet the present and future needs 
of the residents.  It also helps residents come up with a design that will be appropriate to their financial 
resources.  According to Pamoja Trust, “the key issue addressed by the modeling was not [just] the 
provision of shelter per se, but the distribution of land and services.” 57 
 
Each village within a particular informal settlement has unique situations. There are some which are 
predominantly occupied by resident structure owners and others that are almost all tenants renting from 
absentee structure owners.  Also, houses are used for different purposes in each village.  Therefore, the 
house modeling exercise is meant to create tailored solutions for each village to adequately parcel out its 
land resources.  Pamoja Trust runs the house-modeling exercise in collaboration with technical assistance 
providers such as TECTA consultants, ITDG and SDI. 
 

3.5.2 The precedents  
 

The house-modeling exercise is carried out after enumeration of the particular community is completed 
and settlement mapping has been done.  It is also crucial from the point of view of Pamoja Trust that 
house-modeling is preceded by the creation of stable savings groups.  These activities build on an 
environment of consensus and mutual cooperation that will aid the future physical upgrading process.  
 
Since this process has only been completed in one community (Huruma), some of the details will be 
based specifically on the processes that developed there.  Prior to commencing the House-modeling 
exercise in Huruma, Pamoja Trust had worked with residents and the NCC to pass a resolution which 
protected Huruma from other planning activities, therefore securing the land for the current residents.  
Pamoja Trust had also worked with each village to form specialized community upgrading teams to work 
specifically on issues of land, physical infrastructure, income generation, health, sanitation and education. 
58  In the case of Huruma it had been decided that tenants who had lived in the community for more than 
three years would be entitled to a home and structure owners with multiple structures would not be 
entitled to same number of permanent homes as the structures they owned in a village.  A few weeks 
before the actual house-modeling takes place, Pamoja Trust also asks residents to begin thinking of the 
kind of house they would like to live in. 
 

3.5.3 The Process 
 
As in the case of enumerations, Pamoja Trust calls a series of meetings to discuss the house design.  
These are facilitated by architects, surveyors and engineers from PT’s technical partners ITDG and SDI.  
In the pilot case of Huruma, the communities were unable to come up with a design because of limited 
time and inexperience.  It was therefore decided that the Indian model house would be building using 
wood and cloth to demonstrate its features. Based on slightly adjusted features that were appropriate to 
the Kenyan context, the Ghetto (a settlement within Huruma) village model house was then built using 
this technique.  This process was very useful for residents to understand the physical dimensions of their 
future homes and how they would fit their needs.  The Ghetto model illustrated the slightly different 
needs and wishes in contrast to the residents of a slum in India.  For example, in contrast to the Indian 
model, the Ghetto model has a toilet and bathroom because residents were against the idea of a shared 
facility primarily due to security concerns.  The Ghetto model also displayed a full upper floor as opposed 
to a half upper floor in the Indian model. 
 

                                                 
57 Report on House Modeling in Huruma Informal Settlement, p. 2. 
58 Report on House Modeling in Huruma Informal Settlement, p. 2. 
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3.6 Housing construction 
 

3.6.1 Introduction/Rationale 
 
Like house modeling, Pamoja Trust also works on the construction process with a participatory approach, 
believing that “slum dwellers are able to, and ought to participate and contribute meaningfully in building 
adequate homes for themselves”.59  Pamoja Trust believes that this does not reduce the responsibility of 
the state, the private sector and civil society in providing housing: “All it says is that the more 
conventional market driven or pure state housing development approaches are unable, by themselves, to 
respond to housing needs sufficiently.” 60   Therefore, if urban poor communities can be enabled 
effectively, they can fill the large gaps that exist in constructing low cost housing. 
 
Based on the above precept, Pamoja Trust’s work in construction is focused on assisting slum 
communities to build their own housing.  The challenge and indeed the objective of Pamoja Trust’s work 
are to change the attitude and policy on how low cost housing is procured.  This can only be achieved on 
the basis of the reality of the slums, and real houses have to be built as evidence of such possibility. 

 

3.6.2 Process 
 
Once the settlement plan has been created, Pamoja Trust can begin initiating the process of construction.   
This process can only begin when a village is financially ready to take loans to commence the process. 
Financing the construction of homes, discussed in another section of this report, is contingent on the 
beneficiaries meeting the saving schemes and external loan criterion.  
 
Prior to the commencement of construction, Pamoja Trust coordinates a widespread training in the village 
to teach the community members various construction skills.  This is important because costs of 
construction are greatly brought down by the partial provision of labor for construction from within the 
community. 
 
Each of the villages involved in the prior programs nominate residents to participate in the training.  All 
efforts are made to allow for both male and female participation.  The participants are divided into three 
trade areas namely masonry, carpentry and joinery metal work.  They are divided so that each village has 
at least three trained persons in each of the trades.  Pamoja Trust envisages that these trained individuals 
will then take the lead during house construction. 61 
 
The objectives of these trainings are as follows: 
 

1) To improve/introduce to the community necessary skills in the construction of housing  
2) To develop the necessary ethical values in the building industry for daily work productivity 
3) To understand and gain first-hand experience in small–business management 

4) To develop trainees’ marketable skills to access jobs in the construction industry62  

                                                 
59 Pamoja Trust Annual Report (2004)  
60 Pamoja Trust Annual Report (2004) 
61 Report on Huruma Community Training in Building Technology and Production of Building Elements (2003), p2. 
62 Ibid, p3. 
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3.7 Conclusion 
 
This chapter has explained the rationale behind the various processes that Pamoja Trust has learned from 
its partners in SDI and employs in the slum-upgrading process.  These processes have been tried and 
tested by SDI partners in countries such as India and South Africa but are relatively new in Kenya.  
Huruma, an informal settlement in the north-eastern part of Nairobi, is the first village in which Pamoja 
Trust introduced this unique approach to slum-upgrading.  Huruma therefore serves as the case study for 
this report and will be discussed in the following chapter.  
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Chapter 4 
The Huruma Case Study:  Findings and Analysis 

 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
In this chapter we examine Pamoja Trust’s participatory slum upgrading approach in Huruma settlement.  
First, we will discuss the rationale behind selecting Huruma as a case study.  After a brief discussion of 
the history of the settlement, we will then examine each of the processes involving securing land tenure, 
saving schemes, enumerations, house modeling, settlement planning and construction in Huruma.  The 
goal is to critically assess the achievements and challenges and understand the lessons from the 
experience for each of these components of the upgrading process.  
 
Rationale for selecting Huruma 
 
Huruma is the laboratory for all of Pamoja Trust’s work.  It became evident that the process would take 
root faster in Huruma because of the pre-existing visionary leadership in the community, as well as its 
commitment towards the process63.  It was in Huruma where Pamoja Trust assisted the community in 
negotiating the “Special Planning Area”, an understanding where the government agreed to allow 
residents to build on the land using more affordable materials and smaller structures than the NCC 
building codes normally permitted.  In addition, the government agreed to give the land to the community 
and to provide public services in exchange for the community’s investments in upgrading the structures 
within the slums.   
 
Huruma as a larger community has made many strides in land regularization and is the settlement in 
which many precedents are being set.  Many conditions allowed for this to occur.  Firstly, compared to 
other informal settlements in Nairobi, Huruma had less intense racial tension.  Relationship between 
tenants and structure owners was also less contentious and the local politics was more agreeable towards 
the upgrading process.  Secondly, it is also smaller than most other settlements in Nairobi, which makes it 
a more manageable project.  Finally, Huruma is located next to a major road, making it more accessible 

                                                 
63 Interview with Scholastica Kiragu, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, March 22 and 23, 2005 
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and visible.  The success of a slum-upgrading project in Huruma thus offered more visibility and greater 
potential for replication of the process elsewhere.  Thus, Huruma was a promising settlement for a “show 
case” project.64   
 
Although Huruma offered attributes that facilitated its selection as the test case for Pamoja Trust’s slum 
upgrading approach, it nonetheless had important features that were common in many informal 
settlements.  We examine Huruma here because it will enable us to highlight both the remarkable 
potential of such an approach, as well as its shortcomings and challenges for future replications.   
 
Within Huruma, we selected to study the villages of Kambimoto and Gitathuru.  The limited timeframe 
with which we had to conduct our study meant that we had to narrow the scope of our study and focus on 
two out of the five participating.  We selected Kambimoto because this was Pamoja Trust’s flagship 
project.  Although it was the last village to implement the savings schemes, it was the first and only 
village in Huruma to undergo housing upgrading.  Construction in Kambimoto began in July 2003 and as 
of May 2005, the residents of 34 completed houses had moved in.  
 
Gitathuru was selected because it was further behind in the process and had qualities that were different 
from Kambimoto.  It broadened our sample size making it more representative of the Huruma village.  
While Gitathuru had embarked on the construction of a community toilet it was lagging behind in 
fulfilling the criteria for housing upgrade.  In addition, Gitathuru had a larger number of tenants in 
proportion to structure owners and fewer savers.  Unlike Kambimoto which was located close to the main 
road, Githathuru was tucked away towards the back of the settlement, far from the main roads, giving it a 
more reclusive character.  We were interested in exploring how the process translated into two 
neighboring yet distinct communities within Huruma.  
 
 
4.2 Overview of Huruma conditions and context 
 
Huruma occupies about 4.117 acres of public land in the Starehe section of eastern Nairobi.65 According 
to the Chairman of Huruma Ngei IIB Estate, the British government first allocated the plots in the area 
to Goan and Asian veterans as a reward for their participation in World War II.  Following independence 
in 1963 when many of these beneficiaries left for Britain and Canada, these veterans sold their land to the 
Kenyan government.  The government put Nairobi City Council in charge of the land in Huruma who 
overtime leased and allotted them to various parties.  Post independence, the Kambas and Luos, working 
as laborers in the mining and quarry sectors dominated the area.  They received allotment papers from the 
government in the early 1980s when the Kenyan government was negotiating a deal to develop the area 
with the European Economic Commission.  The Kambas and Luos were skeptical about this negotiation 
fearing that it would take too long to implement and they would lose their allotment in the process.  Thus 
most of them sold their allotment papers to the Kikuyus66  There were a number of projects that were 
designed for Huruma but none of them were successfully implemented.  In the mean time due to rapid 
urbanization, the population of Nairobi continued to grow, which led to the mushrooming of illegal 
structures throughout Huruma as well.    

 
The Huruma ward currently consists of 6 informal settlements: Kambimoto, Redeemed, Ghetto, Mahiira, 
Gitathuru and Madoya.  Usually residents were allocated plots by government officers, chiefs or village 
                                                 
64 Interview with James Maine, Nairobi City Council, Nairobi, March 24, 2005 
65 NISCC. (2001).  “Huruma Informal Settlements: Planning Survey Report.”  Compiled by representatives of the 
Huruma informal settlements, the Nairobi City Council, the Nairobi Informal Settlements Coordination Committee 
and Pamoja Trust on behalf and with the agreement of the residents of Huruma, Nairobi. 
66 Interview with Ali Kibui, Chairman of Huruma Estate, Nairobi, March 21,2005. 
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elders in the form of temporary occupation licenses following forced evictions from other informal 
settlements and destruction of previous homes by fire and demolition.  Kambimoto, Mahiira and 
Redeemed derived their names from the multiple fires that swept across their villages throughout their 
histories.   

 
Huruma’s demographics are similar to that of other informal settlements, characterized by a lack of tenure 
security, high population density, inadequate infrastructure and poor public services.  Huruma supports 
around 7000 people (2300 households) with a population density of over 600 houses per acre.  Although 
the villages contain migrant populations, 67% of the population has lived in Huruma for over 15 years.67  
A typical household in Huruma lives in a 10’ x 12’ shack built with corrugated iron sheets, mud and 
wattle walls and mud floors.  Most households have one room which is part of a larger structure of 
multiple families.  There is one toilet for every 500 Huruma residents.  The largest profession in Huruma 
is business (40%) although Huruma’s most well-known industry is its goat slaughtering sector.  About 
43% of the children in Huruma are enrolled in school with drop out rate ranging between 5%-20%.  
Currently there are 3 public health facilities that include one private clinic. 68 
 
 
4.3 Introduction to the process in Huruma 
 
In the beginning, Pamoja was just a facilitator of discussions in Huruma.  They worked with Muungano 
chapters in five villages: Mahiira, Redeemed, Kambimoto, Gitathuru and Ghetto (the sixth village, 
Madoya, did not wish to participate).  The community wanted to know what their rights to land were, how 
the boundaries were drawn, and what the number of residents really was.  After the need for a formal 
enumeration was established, Pamoja began to support the process with resources, trainings and in 
forging connections between the community and the municipality.69  There were three main questions that 
Pamoja Trust addressed with the community in Huruma: 
 

1) What are the criteria that must be fulfilled in order for a community to achieve security of tenure 
when the land they currently live on is “illegally occupied” public land? 

 
2) How can Muungano regularize land tenure in a way that is inclusive of both tenants and structure 

owners? 
 

3) What are the steps that must be taken with the various stakeholders in order to ensure that they buy 
into the process? 

 
For the first three years of the process, the five villages acted together to form the “critical mass” 
necessary to negotiate with the government.  As part of the Huruma-wide strategy, Kamarengima was 
formed.  However, around the time when cloth modeling and the Memorandum of Understanding was 
signed (2003), some of the group members split off due to rising tensions between structure owners and 
tenants and misgivings over plot allocations.  Kambimoto and Gitathuru were the only two villages that 
remained in the process, although it is still open whether or not the other three will want to rejoin at a later 
date.  The following table is a summary of important events in chronological order. 

                                                 
67 NISCC. (2001).  “Huruma Informal Settlements: Planning Survey Report.”  Compiled by representatives of the 
Huruma informal settlements, the Nairobi City Council, the Nairobi Informal Settlements Coordination Committee 
and Pamoja Trust on behalf and with the agreement of the residents of Huruma, Nairobi. 
68 NISCC. (2001).  “Huruma Informal Settlements: Planning Survey Report.”  Compiled by representatives of the 
Huruma informal settlements, the Nairobi City Council, the Nairobi Informal Settlements Coordination Committee 
and Pamoja Trust on behalf and with the agreement of the residents of Huruma, Nairobi  
69 Interview with Scholastica Kiragu, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi,  March 23, 2005. 
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Table 4.1: MILESTONES IN THE PROCESS (2000 – 2005)70 
 

1) 2000 
-  Formation of savings scheme with 5 initial villages in Huruma 

 
2) 2001 
-  Growth of savings scheme to 46 members.  Opening of bank account. 
-  Enumeration (all 5 villages) 
-  Verification process 
-  Presentation of enumeration to City Council 
-  Consensus building activities with all stakeholders (this also included non-Muungano 
members) 
-  Upgrading negotiations begin (ongoing process) 
-  Exchanges (local and international) begin 
-  Community house modeling/dreaming process begins (this goes on until 2003) 

 
3) 2002 
-  Designation of land into a special planning area 
-  Urban settlement planning (Dreaming and drawing community plans) 
-  Construction of cloth house 
-  Construction of sample house in Ghetto 

 
4) 2003 
-  Artisan training begins (masonry, carpentry and ironmongery)  
-  Finalization and approval of settlement plans 
-  Development of settlement loaning constitution and system 
-  Kambimoto is first village to satisfy housing criteria  
-  Data verification and identification of beneficiaries of first housing units (ie second 
enumeration verification process). 
-  Kambimoto designated as the first village to begin construction 
-  Memorandum of Understanding is signed 
-  Demolition of first structures in Kambimoto to create a construction site 
-  Accommodation of affected residents 
-  Development of system of community labor to construct houses 
-  Development of collective material procurement for construction 
-  Construction of first 34 houses begins (ends in Feb 2005 – after taking 19 months) 
-  Akiba Mashinani Trust, the loan fund, is launched 

 
5) 2004 
-  Construction of houses is an ongoing process 
-  Kambimoto becomes the focal site within Huruma 
-  Gitathuru community toilet begins construction 
 
6) 2005 
-  34 houses finalized and residents begin to move in. 

 
 
 

                                                 
70 This table is based on interviews with Pamoja staff members as well as Pamoja Trust Annual Reports (2003, 2004) 
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4.4  Methodology: 
 
The SIPA team used the following tools to conduct this research:   
 

1. Literature review 
 
The review included books and articles from well known journals on urban development, reports by 
UN-Habitat and other organizations committed to addressing slum upgrading issues in developing 
countries.  We also used reports and documentation by and about Pamoja Trust. 

 
2. Household surveys  
 
We conducted an extensive quantitative survey in Kambimoto and Gitathuru.  The survey served as 
an entry point for the SIPA team into the communities and allowed direct exposure to the on-the-
ground realities in these two villages.  The survey was divided into four sections:  the first section 
was designed to collect demographic information.  The subsequent sections looked into the impact of 
various stages of the upgrading process on empowerment, tenure security, resource mobilization 
efforts and community’s relationship with Pamoja Trust.  It also aimed to assess the opinions and 
perceptions of different groups of people within the communities, (such as savers and non-savers) on 
these issues.  It was conducted over 10 days with assistance from local translators who accompanied 
the SIPA team. 

 
3. Focus group discussions 
 
Focus group discussions (FGDs) consisted of groups of tenants, structure-owners, savers and non-
savers, as well as one group of some of the first beneficiaries of the upgraded houses in Kambimoto.  
Each focus group was conducted separately with help of a facilitator and a note-taker who spoke the 
local dialect.  The goal of the focus group was to get pulse of the community’s opinions, attitudes 
and sentiment on the overarching issues of the slum upgrading process, as well as to capture 
observations and sentiments that might have been left out by the survey. 
 
4. Individual Interviews 
 
Interviews were conducted with key Pamoja Trust staff, community members, government officials, 
non-governmental organizations working in Nairobi slums, UN agency staff and academics.  The 
interviews covered current and historical issues in slum upgrading in Nairobi and Huruma village. 
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4.5 Securing tenure: Land and structure ownership  
 

4.5.1 Achievements 
 

Significant strides have been made to increase security of tenure among residents of Huruma.  All five 
villages of Huruma benefited from the Council Minute that designated the settlement as a “Special 
Planning Area”, and the each sent representatives to sign the MoU in July 2003.  Since that point 
however, the villages have had diverging experiences.  Kambimoto is the only one to begin construction, 
according to the new building codes laid out in the Council Minute.   
 
As a result, differing perceptions on tenure security can be seen in the two villages in which surveys and 
interviews were conducted.  In Kambimoto, the demolition of the old structures and the visible results of 
the new have served to increase trust in the process and, moreover, increase perceptions of security 
among residents.  In Gitathuru however, few of those residents who participated in the focus groups 
seemed to be aware of such gains, and insecurity remained, both in terms of a general threat of “eviction,” 
“fires,” and in tenant/structure owner relations.  In many ways, this is to be expected since visibility of the 
results is essential to demonstrate a promise kept.  However, the community still does not own the land as 
land is under government title.  There is a feeling in Kambimoto that this will change and it is only a 
matter of time.  Right now, the community is about to begin discussions on the type of titling they should 
work towards.  Since the NCC has stipulated that the land be communally owned, there are two options 
being pursued: community land trusts and cooperative housing.  In Gitathuru, there is little knowledge of 
such a process, despite the participation of some members in the initial negotiations.  Following are the 
important achievements in the two villages: 
 
1. Increased security 
 
“We have evolved from the phase of fear” (Focus group of 34 beneficiaries).  One of the most significant 
findings of the survey was that most residents perceived their security to have improved.  As suggested by 
the graphs below, 73% percent of the people surveyed in Kambimoto and 67% in Gitathuru answered that 
they feel more secure as a result of the upgrading process.   
 
Figure 4.1 
 

Perception of Tenure Security in Kambimoto
No Change, 

16%

More Secure, 
73%

Somewhat 
More Secure, 

10%

Less Secure, 
1%
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Figure 4.2 
 

Perception of Tenure Security in Gitathuru

No Change, 
19%

Somewhat 
More 

Secure, 11%More 
Secure, 67%

Less Secure, 
3%

 
 
While this was reported in both surveys, this was a particularly strong sentiment expressed in discussions 
with residents in Kambimoto.  This includes many factors such as feeling less threatened by arbitrary 
evictions or demolitions carried out by the city council and less threatened by powerful area chiefs who 
have historically exploited slum dwellers in Nairobi. 
 
According to a structure owner, “we feel secure because before we could not rebuild our structure without 
reporting to the area chief who would demand cash.  Today, we can do what we want in our area without 
even informing the chief.”71  Residents also stated that “before the birth of Muungano wa Wanavijiji, this 
area had been grabbed by one of the city councilors who passed away before the construction. Muungano 
wa Wanavijiji has brought security to us all.”  Structure owners in Gitathuru similarly claimed that their 
negotiation power had improved because they “now negotiate as a group and the group has collective 
power.”72   
 
2. Impact on increments 
 
The process of land regularization is proceeding incrementally with regular and visible achievements.  
Homeless International has stated in its report that this is one of Pamoja Trust’s greatest achievements. 73  
Milestones or victories such as land allocation changes, and the MoU in Huruma have been “won” over a 
significant period of time that can then, in and of themselves, act as opportunities and motivate residents 
to push for further successes.  As a result of this progress, however slow, more people trust in the 
upgrade, in particular the savers, feel that their ability to negotiate with the government has increased, and 
that overall, they feel more secure (figure 4.3).  This is certainly more evident in Kambimoto where 
housing construction represents a visible form of security for both structure owners and tenants.  The 
following table shows the incremental process involved in achieving land tenure security: 

                                                 
71 Focus group with structure owners, Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 22,2005 
72 Focus group with structure owners, Gitathuru, Nairobi, March 20, 2005 
73 Homeless International, 2004, p 17. 
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Table 4.2: THE INCREMENTAL PROCESS OF LAND TENURE SECURITY (2001– 2005)74 
 
1) In May 2001, Huruma Ward Coucillor gives his verbal recognition that Huruma residents occupy the land.  This 

follows the first enumeration in May 2001. 
 
2) The Special Planning Area formalizes this recognition at the end of 2001, becoming the first agreement of its nature 

in Nairobi.  It is also the agreement in which the NCC agreed that Huruma residents are working towards owning the 
land as a community.  This was a specific request of the NCC that required considerable consensus building among the 
residents of each of the five participating villages in Huruma. 

 
3) In 2002, the community negotiates for a change of land usage.  Until this point, land in Huruma had been earmarked 

by the NCC for marketplaces and parking lots.  Now it was officially designated as residential.  This agreement is noted 
in council minutes. 

 
4) A Memorandum of Understanding is signed on July 30, 2003.  This confirmed the roles and responsibilities of each 

of the stakeholders participating in the Huruma upgrading process, including the NCC, NGOs such as Pamoja Trust, 
ITDG and COOPI, as well as the community itself.  This agreement had several important impacts: 
a) It was signed in a public space (a field in Huruma) and was attended by many community residents, as well as the 
Mayor who lent the process legitimacy and credibility. 
b) It gave the NCC the responsibility of providing land for community members who were to be displaced by the 
process 
c) It put in writing pledges to improve or provide infrastructure such as roads, water, sewage, drainage, and electricity 
and delineated obligations to particular stakeholders 
d) It finalized the numbers for Kambimoto, (now officially the first village to begin construction) to 270 households. 
e) It included terms of how conflicts would be mitigated in the future. 
 

5) The first structure is demolished in Kambimoto.  This is a key achievement for it demonstrated the trust of the 
residents in the process, and that despite temporarily losing their home, this was not a displacement and that their 
savings and investments would be secure.75 

 
6) The Mayor lays the first stone for the new houses.  This happened in concurrence with the signing of the MoU and 

similarly lent the process legitimacy and further recognition.   
 
 
3. Inclusion 
 
A significant achievement in the process has been the inclusion of both structure owners and tenants in 
the list of beneficiaries in the Kambimoto upgrade.  This points to the fact that there is a growing 
acceptance among the residents of this village that tenants have rights too, and that structure owners do 
have a place in a community upgrade as well.  This was a long, difficult process of creating a collective 
dream for Huruma as a whole and each individual village as well.  Kambimoto proved to be most 
successful in this respect. 
 
The support of the structure owners in Kambimoto, especially in the initial stages of the process was 
significant.  All other villages have been stalled, as of 2003, because of a lack of support of the structure 
owners.  In Kambimoto however, structure owners proved to be visionary leaders themselves, 
understanding that acquiring tenure from the government needed all residents on board, and that despite 
their ownership of structures, they were as insecure as the tenants (and in fact had more to lose).  At first, 
structure owners in this village were reluctant to release their hold on the structures.  Of the 84 structure 
owners only 10 originally agreed with the upgrade.  By 2005, 60 out of that 84 are Muungano members.76 

                                                 
74 This table is based on interviews with Pamoja staff members as well as Pamoja Trust Annual Reports (2003, 2004) 
75 Interview with Joseph Kimani, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, March 21,2005 
76 Interview with Peter Chege, community leader of Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 25, 2005 
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Due to their presence, the criteria for housing construction, as stipulated by the NCC in the MoU, was 
realized.  
 
4. Empowerment 
 
Our survey suggests that negotiation power with the NCC has improved significantly among the residents 
(figures 4.3, 4.4).  According to James Maina, the assistant director of the NCC, the most remarkable 
accomplishment of the whole process is the fact that any community resident can now “walk directly into 
my office to discuss their concerns.”77  Among community residents themselves this feeling is just as 
strong.  This is particularly strong in Kambimoto, where residents stated that lobbying is bearing fruit: 
“There is a positive feeling among many of the Kambimoto residents who belong to Muungano wa 
Wanavijiji, a feeling that they have a voice and that the international and national media are listening to 
them, along with the Municipality.  And, the Ministry of Land and Housing has promised to give us legal 
documents to own this land.”78 According to our survey, over 70 % of Kambimoto’s savers felt their 
negotiation power with city council officials has increased.   
 
Figure 4.3 
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77 Interview with James Maine, Nairobi City Council, Nairobi, March 24, 2005 
78 Focus group with the first 34 houseowners, Kambimoto, NairobiMarch 19, 2005 
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Figure 4.4 
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Tenants, who used to be at the bottom of the totem pole when it came to a bargaining position, are also 
becoming empowered by the process and gaining confidence.  This is remarkable given that in just 2001, 
tenants were considered “voiceless” or to have “tenant apathy” having lived an “exploited life” for years 
in Nairobi, according to the Council Minutes taken in a meeting held in 2001. 79  In other words, 
confidence came with increased respect.  “Muungano has enlightened us making our relations better, 
because when you find that your fellow neighbor has a problem, you take it up as your own problem.  
Eventually this builds bridges between landlord and tenants, and brings equality to us all.”80 

 
4.5.2 Challenges 

 
1. Exclusion 

 
Despite claims that anyone can be a part of Muungano wa Wanavijiji81, and therefore can have access to 
the benefits of the upgrade (both in terms of land tenure and new housing), perhaps the biggest challenge 
to the process involves those who either refused to get involved in the savings scheme or are prevented 
from being involved (see section on savings).  This can potentially impact people’s perception of security 
since those who have been excluded may not feel as security and thus, may be less inclined to have faith 
in the process.  Savings scheme membership is currently the primary method of participation.  As the 
graphs below suggest (figures 4.5, 4.6), perception of security is lowest among the non-savers in both 
villages.  This has several repercussions.  Firstly, those who are excluded from the savings groups on 
account of high fees are most likely the poorest of the population.  Some structure owners who have 
chosen not to be part of the process because they fear being relegated to just one house (instead of 
multiple structures that they currently own), or being displaced entirely.  Some have approached the NCC 
on their own to request individual titling to secure their place.82  Structure owners in Gitathuru remarked 
that they feel more uneasy about displacement now that they have seen what has happened in 
Kambimoto.83  Gitathuru has a further problem because the Muungano wa Wanavijiji organizing process 

                                                 
79 Mary Muthoko , Council meeting minutes with NISCC, May 2001 
80 Focus group with tenants, Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 19, 2005 
81 This was repeatedly said during talks with the community, and was re-iterated in interviews with Scholastica 
Kiragu, Nairobi, March 23, 2005 and Jane Weru, Nairobi, March 24, 2005 
82 Interview with James Maine, Nairobi City Council, Nairobi , March 24, 2005 
83 Based on conversations during survey with several structure owners, names withheld 
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has lapsed due to a long wait period.  Several community members complained that “Muungano wa 
Wanavijiji no longer exists,” and that the new houses “will go to a small network of friends.”84  A 
historical distrust of savings groups in Kenya may feed into this fear and should be explored further.   
 
 
Figure 4.5 
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Figure 4.6 
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Secondly, the exclusivity of the savings groups reflects the ability of the leadership of local Muungano wa 
Wanavijiji chapters to be selective about who they want to live in their upgraded village.  According to 
Winnie Mittulah, withholding information is a notorious way to exert authoritative power and ensure only 
certain members gain access to the benefits.85  The presence of “information gatekeepers” can prevent 
residents from participating at anytime in the process, including enumerations, negotiating with the 
government and, at a basic level, from regular Muungano wa Wanavijiji meetings.  This not only 
excludes those who wish to benefit from the process but is antithetical to the idea of the “critical mass” 
needed to negotiate successfully with the government.  The question remains as to how much Pamoja 
Trust staff can, or indeed should, intervene to influence this process. 
 

                                                 
84 Based on conversations during survey with several community members, both structure owners and tenants, 
names withheld 
85 Interview, Winnie Mitullah, University of Nairobi, Nairobi, March 24, 2005 
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There are also fears that the process will only benefit one “ethnic” group.  This is particularly prevalent in 
Gitathuru where residents, in more than one account, spoke of the savings group as being exclusively for 
the Kikuyus.  One woman claimed that non-Kikuyu tenants may be forced to move out, perceiving the 
process as “a Kikuyu project to uproot them.”86 
 
2. A lapse in the process can be destructive to overall goals 
 
Gitathuru, despite being part of the original negotiations for land rights as well as a signatory of the MoU, 
is yet to see any visible benefits of the process.  The community toilet was constructed for the purposes of 
generating tangible results and retaining confidence of people in the process.  However, this may not have 
had the intended affect.  Tenants participating in a focus group complained they still feared eviction.87  In 
fact, 6 out of 8 of these participants had no idea that such a process to negotiate for tenure with the 
government even existed.   
 
One problem here is that the transitory nature of residents in this village means that the “owners” of the 
process are becoming a smaller, tightly knit group of villagers who were present at the original 
enumeration five years ago and are part of the savings group.  If one of the criteria for housing upgrade 
remains having been enumerated, much of the village will be excluded.   
 
3. Lack of services 
 
While the upgrading project is showing tangible results, at least in Kambimoto, demonstrating that 
community members are living up to their part of the bargain, infrastructure and services promised during 
the signing of the MoU are yet to materialize.  There appears to be distrust in government promises, 
despite an increased ability to approach NCC.88  In addition to a delay in promised services, residents 
expressed that they feel they could not approach the council on “sensitive” matters like housing the 
displaced.89 

 
4. Information dissemination 
 
To better enable as many residents as possible to be apart of this process and be aware of their rights to 
benefit from it (especially in terms of tenure security vis-à-vis the government), there must be a way to 
ensure that information does not get stuck with the “gatekeepers.”  Transparency and legitimacy go hand 
in hand and perhaps more work needs to be done to ensure a democratic process, particularly.  This is 
particularly relevant to the remote location of Gitathuru where conversations revealed a lack of awareness 
of the process of land regularization, community tenure systems and even ongoing discussions with the 
government.  One Pamoja staff member acknowledged that meetings during the original period of 
negotiation for secure tenure with the government were held in areas that were more accessible.  As a 
result, Gitathuru residents lost out.    
 

                                                 
86 Interview with Gitathuru resident, name withheld, Nairobi, March, 2005 
87 Focus group with tenants, Gitathuru, Nairobi, March 19, 2005 
88 Focus group with 34 beneficiaries, Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 19, 2005 
89 Focus group with tenants, Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 19, 2005 
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5. Replicability  
 
The designation of Huruma settlement as a Special Planning Area is a small but significant achievement 
in the history of Nairobi’s informal settlements and urban land rights.  However, so far it is unclear 
whether the actions in Huruma represent a shift in policy of the NCC or whether such “victories” are a 
product of a single local negotiated settlement.  Unless actions such as these are accompanied by a more 
comprehensive and sustainable process involving more settlements, this victory will be an isolated one. 
According to Odindo Opiata of Kituo Cha Sheria, “a blueprint for this process needs to be created.”90 
 
 
4.6 Saving and credit schemes (Muungano wa Wanavijiji) 
 
The findings in this section are divided by the two villages surveyed since the issues faced by each are 
different in important ways. 
 

4.6.1 Achievements (Kambimoto) 
 
1. Self-financing of housing  
 
Kambimoto savings scheme has set aside a total of Kshs 512,000 (34 houses times 16,000) for 
Kambimoto’s repayment to Pamoja Trust.  Twenty percent of the housing funds thus far have been 
supplied by the community—a great achievement in self-financing. 
 
2. Large membership and image 
 
Participation rate in the savings scheme in Kambimoto is quite high.  The survey of random 
households found 52% of villagers are participating in the Kambimoto saving scheme.  Muungano wa 
Wanavijiji records show 225 people have paid initial registration fees.  Out of those members, 
around a quarter attend meetings with another quarter active members who save but do not 
attend meetings regularly. 91  Out of the Muungano wa Wanavijiji members surveyed, 97% were 
satisfied. 
  
Muungano wa Wanavijiji’s savings and housing scheme is a powerful allure and well perceived by a large 
part of the community.  Even the structure owners who were at first against the project are 
increasingly joining the process as the community has built consensus.  Sixty out of 74 structure 
owners in Kambimoto are now part of the saving scheme.92  Most non-member tenants surveyed 
hope to be part of Muungano wa Wanavijiji and move together with the community towards better 
housing.  However many expressed concerns over the lack of information and funding.  Of those non-
Mungano wa Wanavijiji members surveyed, 83% hoped to be a part of Kambimoto’s saving scheme and 
11% would if some things in the savings scheme changed, such as the elite nature and poor information 
dissemination.   
 

                                                 
90 Interview with Odindo Opiata, Kituo Cha Sheria, Nairobi, Jan 2005 
91 Interview with Peter Chege, community leader of Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 2005 
92 Ibid. 
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3. Substantial daily savings rate 
 
Out of the savings members, 150 households save at least once a week.93  Out of those saving members 
surveyed 65% saved daily with about 33% saving once to three times per week.  The remaining 2% 
stressed their need to save randomly as their employment was temporary and scattered.  Most people save 
10-40Kshs, dependent upon income, with daily savings averaging out to a little over Kshs 11 daily.  
Pamoja Trust led a revival campaign to re-instate the importance of daily savings. Figure 4.7 below 
divides the savings of different groups in Kambimoto.  Note that tenants and low income earners on 
average were able to save less on a daily basis94: 
 
 
Figure 4.795 
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4. Common housing concerns 
 
The majority of saving scheme members surveyed noted that the opportunity for an upgraded house was 
their main reason for joining Muungano wa Wanavijiji’s saving scheme.  The second reason, (29%) for 
joining savings scheme was to gain community voice in government.  Access to loans and opportunity to 
save held minor importance for those who were surveyed.  As shown by graph 4.8 below, those savings 
members surveyed had much more interest in access to credit, specifically for housing, as well as 
empowerment to gain a voice in Nairobi’s governance. 
 

                                                 
93 Ibid. 
94 High-income earners are defined as those households who earn more per day than the mean of those surveyed 
(117.8) while low-income earners fall below the mean. 
95 High-income earners are defined as those households who earn more per day than the mean of those surveyed 
(117.8) while low-income earners fall below the mean. 
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Figure 4.8   
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5. Community exchanges 
 
The communities have started organizing their own exchange visits, deepening and sharing community-
based knowledge.  Exchanges have benefited the savings scheme.  For instance, exchanges quieted the 
fears of slum dwellers, including worries that someone would run off with money, and demonstrated 
advantages of savings in coping with crisis.96  In addition, people have begun seeking advice from fellow 
savings members.  Out of those surveyed, 39% began seeking non-financial advice and 52% began 
seeking financial advice from fellow savers.  
 
 

4.6.2 Challenges (Kambimoto) 
 
1. Nonsavers 
 
Unabated exclusion of nonsavers could lead to conflict within the community and an ending of the 
upgrading program.  Over 30% of nonsavers surveyed said the reason they were not a member of savings 
was lack of money.  The survey data analysis suggests that those with higher incomes, are able to save at 
a higher rate (Annex 6.1).  A nonsubsidized saving scheme based upgrading program hence faces the 
challenge of leaving out the poorest of the poor. Another common reason for not joining the saving 
scheme was new members to the community.  
 
Negative comments concerning the saving scheme included lack of information, intimidation and 
disagreement with the idea of a savings scheme.  A third of the structure owners said that they disagreed 
with the idea of a saving scheme; however, 50% of those surveyed said they lacked the money required to 
participate in the program.  Figure 4.9 below shows the distribution of reasons for non-participation in 
Kambimoto’s saving scheme. 

 

                                                 
96 Weru (2004) 
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Figure 4.9: 
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2. Finances  
 
Kambimoto had various accountability issues, including: receipts, payment, account and confusion 
between savings and housing finances.  Both Pamoja Trust and the community brought up their 
problems dealing with bookkeeping.  In 2003, the savings scheme had Ksh. 441,569 in its account.  
By the beginning of 2004, Ksh. 331,569 remained, accounting for Ksh.110, 180 in non-housing loans and 
office expenses.  The money was not enough for the construction of all 34 houses because originally the 
plan was to build for 19 beneficiaries.  However, Pamoja Trust had funds available for housing and 
Kambimoto wanted to go ahead with the project, there was a “rush” to begin the construction process.97  
Pamoja Trust financed Kambimoto’s housing scheme ahead of the other villages in Huruma.  As the 
project was rushed forward early, neither individual savers nor the community savings scheme had 
enough money for down payment.  As such, the savings scheme put forth some money and Pamoja Trust 
contributed the remaining funds.   
 
Due to a lack of accounting experience, Kambimoto’s balance sheet became complicated and it was very 
difficult to distinguish among various funds.  Proper accounts for the money were not kept, especially 
keeping proper receipts and files, which can be lead to allegation of corruption with the funds.  Pamoja 
Trust and the community learned from this first phase of the upgrading by separating accounts into three 
funds: Housing, Savings and Loans.  In the future these accounts will function separately under 
Kambimoto’s housing committee and its savings and loan committee.  In the meantime money is on hold 
until an outside auditor finishes their audit of Kambimoto’s finances.   
 
Pamoja Trust set up AMT to act as the financial body for slum improvement across Nairobi.  In 2003, 
AMT gave Kambimoto Ksh. 200,000 to manage in their account.  Pamoja Trust replenished money in 
Kambimoto’s account every Ksh. 100,000 through an exchange of receipts.  As of end of 2004, Pamoja 
Trust kept a total of Ksh. 670,000 in Kambimoto’s bank account and replenish the account every Ksh. 
400,000 in receipts.  So far, AMT has set aside Ksh.130, 000 for each of the 34 houses, which accounts 
for 80% of the total housing cost.  The agreed breakdown of cost between Pamoja Trust and the 

                                                 
97 Interview with Kimani, Pamoja Trust, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, March 21, 2005 
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community is that 80% of housing cost will be loaned to the community with 10% loaned by the 
community savings scheme and 10% as an upfront down payment by the individual saver.  
The individual savers have placed their money within the saving scheme and the saving scheme has also 
put forth its 10% for a total of 20% of their initial housing costs, or Ksh. 510,000.  This money, however, 
has not been paid to AMT as Pamoja Trust is awaiting the results of an independent auditor before 
proceeding any further.   
 
Repayments have not yet been finalized as there is a discrepancy between what the community is willing 
to pay and what Pamoja Trust would like the repayment amount to be.  In general, confusion exists on the 
repayment amount for the remaining 80% of housing costs.  Most members want to pay similar amount as 
the rental cost, which is approximately Ksh. 800 on average.  However, savings members have suggested 
that the repayment rate proposed by Pamoja Trust is over double the amount.    
 
 

4.6.3 Achievements (Gitathuru) 
 
Upgrading process   
 
The construction of a community center with public toilet has been completed.  Currently the residents 
are awaiting electricity and water connections.  Gitathuru has also started the process of housing upgrade 
and selected some beneficiaries although it has not progressed much since.   
 
 

4.6.4 Challenges (Gitathuru) 
 
1. Undeveloped network 
 
Githathuru’s process is currently at a challenging state.  Even though savings scheme started here earlier 
than Kambimoto, many respondents of the survey lacked information about it.  The scheme did not 
appear to be very active as some of the participating members stated that they have not seen or heard from 
the collector in some time.  They also voiced concerns about the money they have saved so far since no 
information is given about the status of their accounts with the savings scheme.  Most people surveyed 
did not know about Munganno wa Wanavijiji (49%) or the Pamoja Trust (60%).  
 
2. Transparency issues 
 
In Gitathuru, although people are interested in savings and the construction of upgraded housing, saving 
scheme appears to a nebulous and confusing process to most residents, even to the participants.  Some of 
the residents who were interviewed even made allegations that Muungano wa Wanavijijio nly exists in 
Kambimoto and not Gitathuru.  These community members pointed out that meetings have not taken 
place in the past year, and all savings money has disappeared.  There is an urgent need to address these 
transparency issues as these allegations were made repeatedly in various parts of the community.  
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4.6.5 Challenges (general) 
 
1. Exclusion 
 
The savings scheme, although promoted by Pamoja Trust as a community-wide process, it has become 
exclusive in nature discouraging both the poorest of the poor and new members.  First, Muungano wa 
Wanavijiji is inherently exclusive as the poorest and most vulnerable members of the informal settlements 
are unable to save and hence are unable to receive emergency loans and upgraded housing.  Second, the 
registration fee which was initially Ksh.50 has continued to rise and is now at Ksh.310 comprising 
Ksh.300 for registration and Ksh.10 for a savings passbook.  All fees go to group activities like a 
community hall and renovating the Muungano wa Wanavijiji room but some are unsure how exactly the 
expenses accrue.  Muungano wa Wanavijiji leaders also discussed that the rate would rise further in the 
upcoming years in order to cover the cost of participation and hard work to gain the current benefits of 
Muungano wa Wanavijiji members. 98   Third, to be involved in Muungano wa Wanavijiji and be a 
beneficiary, one must be enumerated.  Although this rule was set up to prioritize long-term residents and 
encourage activism, some people have not been enumerated and others are not allowed to as they are new 
residents of the community.  This leaves out many people who could benefit from other Muungano 
Wanavijiji services. 
 
2. Information dissemination 
 
The biggest challenges facing the savings scheme in both communities are information dissemination and 
transparency.  Recruitment of nonsavers is almost nonexistent.  In Kambimoto, many tenants are 
unaware of savings scheme and unclear about how to be part of Muungano wa Wanavijiji and 
the housing upgrading.  This may be due to the fact that Muungano wa Wanavijiji leaders have 
not been actively recruiting new members since the scheme originated.   
 
Similarly, while many Muungano wa Wanavijiji leaders believe everyone already knows about its 
objectives99, many interviewees and focus group members claimed they lacked information.  Many 
nonsavers say that they do not know Muungano wa Wanavijiji but have heard about it from other 
sources.100  Many nonsavers thought that information was not well transmitted to community members 
because of negative attitude among some of the community members especially Muungano wa Wanavijji 
members.101   

 
3. Lack of Institutional Capacity 
 
Kambimoto savings members lack certain skills, such as bookkeeping which are needed for the 
organization to function well.  For instance, during the first upgrading, mixing project account with 
savings account was a problem.  There was confusion on how to separate money between accounts 
because many in the community did not understand bookkeeping and receipts.  Before AMT was set up, 
Pamoja Trust put in its own money at various stages and community used its own savings money.  But 
the community didn’t know which receipts were paid and which were not.  Also some claimed that the 
accountant at Pamoja Trust was not giving the community the full details of the receipts, payments and 
account.  The community eventually went to Pamoja Trust for help who employed an outside auditor to 
clean up their account.  A new account was set up to keep accounts separate but still concern was raised 
about missing money with some alluding to possible corruption.  Furthermore, the community appointed 
                                                 
98 Interview with Peter Chege, community leader of Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 25, 2005 
99 Interviews of tenants in Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 2005 
100 Interviews with nonsavers in Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 2005 
101 Focus group with tenants in Kambimoto, March 19, 2005 
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a community audit team to ensure that finances are handled properly in the future and instituted a practice 
of making bank deposit receipts public. 
 
Community members have informed Pamoja Trust that they need training on how to manage finances, as 
well as leadership skills but have received no training thus far.  Saving scheme members are hence 
worried that similar problems will recur in the next phase of upgrading. 
 

4.6.6 Lessons Learned  
 

Accounting and Auditing 
 
The implementation of proper accounting procedures through initial training could alleviate the problems 
first faced in Kambimoto’s housing financing. 
 
 
4.7 Enumerations 

 
The enumeration process, while seemingly simple, was very important for the Huruma communities.  The 
contacts they made as a result of enumerations expedited the upgrading efforts in Kambimoto and 
Gitathuru.  The NCC did not have the resources to conduct such a micro level survey and its relationship 
with slum dwellers had been adversarial.  Thus the household information they received as a result of the 
enumerations, even with some inaccuracies, was highly useful for planning infrastructure and social 
services for the communities. 
 
Pamoja Trust describes their enumeration exercises as an integral part of their process of community 
organization.  Enumerations were instrumental in Pamoja Trust’s efforts to use community-generated 
information as an empowerment tool.  The experience of the enumeration process was unique for each 
village.  Resident’s reactions ranged from curiosity to suspicion and sometimes even resistance.  The 
general consensus is that it was the appropriate step towards the upgrading process.  The major findings 
of the enumeration process were as follows: 
 

1) Mixed house functions were the most prominent feature of the Huruma settlements.  The houses 
located on the main roads tended to have important commercial functions.  They also served as 
social facilities and reference points (landmarks).  Residents living in clusters around the open 
space not only shared physical infrastructure but also economic interests.  Clusters were 
characterized by the predominant vocations of the residents living there.  For example, there was 
a brewery neighborhood, a slaughter neighborhood, etc.  Thus it was clear that addressing and 
accommodating multiple uses of resident structures in the new design would be critical. 
 

2) The enumeration paved the way for resolving the conflict between structure owner and tenants in 
Gitathuru and Kambimoto, which was a major roadblock.  The result of the enumeration forced 
the residents to face the inescapable fact that not only were there more tenants than structure 
owners living in a symbiotic relationship but they also shared the same standard of living, faced 
very similar challenges in their daily lives and experienced similar fate of insecure tenancy 
without land titles.  This poignant revelation helped the two contentious groups look beyond their 
differences and reach an agreement on upgrading and selecting beneficiaries. 
 

3) The verification process found discrepancy in the numbers of residents in the villages.  The total 
number decreased during the verification process. 
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4) Gitathuru had more transient population than Kambimoto, making it more difficult to organize 
and mobilize people there. 

 
4.7.1 Achievements 

 
1. Information 
 
The enumeration was the first organized attempt by the community members to understand and get to 
know their communities.  As a result they were able to identify the tenants and the structure owners, get a 
total number of residents living in the communities as well as develop a better understanding of their lives 
and needs.  These were vital statistics that allowed the community members to approach the NCC more 
strategically on the issues of community land titling and housing upgrades.  It also expedited the 
subsequent processes, namely design and modeling and construction of the upgraded houses and 
community toilets.   
 
2. Community cohesion 
 
The enumeration process helped solidify a sense of community that was initiated by the Muungano wa 
Wanavijiji movement.  It provided the opportunity for communal exchanges and allowed people to get to 
know each other better.  In Gitathuru, 62% of the survey respondents claimed they were enumerated, 65% 
of which were tenants.  In Kambimoto, 77% of the respondents were enumerated, of which 69% were 
tenants.  In Gitathuru, among the enumerated respondents, 69% were Muungaano wa Wanavijiji members 
and 62% belonged to the community savings scheme, indicating the higher likelihood of community 
involvement by enumerated households.  As indicated in the graph 4.10 below, 88% of the enumerated 
Gitathuru residents claimed to know their neighbors better as a result of the enumeration.   
 
Figure 4.10 
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When broken down by tenancy status both enumerated tenants and structure owners report 
improved relationship with their neighbors (graph 4.11). 
 
Figure 4.11 
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In Kambimoto, among the enumerated respondents, 74% of were Muungaano members and 67% 
belonged to the community savings scheme, indicating the higher likelihood of community involvement 
of enumerated households.  As indicated by the graph 4.13 below, 95% of the enumerated Kambimoto 
residents perceived to know their neighbors better as a result of the enumeration.  When broken down by 
tenancy status both enumerated tenants and structure owners report improved relationship with their 
neighbors (graph 4.14).  Additionally, the enumeration process helped create a sense of ownership and 
responsibility among people and encouraged them to get involved in the upgrading process.  
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Figure 4.14 
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3. Capacity building 
 
Each community designed their own enumeration process to fit their needs.  The residents learned about 
participatory processes, investigative methods for information gathering, mapping, and systematic ways 
of data collection. 
 
 

4.7.2 Challenges 
 

1 Trust and Legitimacy 
 
According to Dr. Abonyo, building trust during the enumeration process was a significant challenge. He 
reported that it took almost 6 months for the community to open up to the idea of revealing information, 
especially personal information to a group of surveyors.  Even if they were acquainted, people were 
unwilling to share information as they feared that it would be revealed to their neighbors.  It was 
especially difficult to photograph people.  Some people were even hesitant to give names.  This was partly 
a result of fear and intimidation provoked by local leaders and structure owners who were opposed to the 
enumeration in particular and the Muungano wa Wanaviji movement in general.  The process gained 
legitimacy overtime as people were better informed and witnessed the process advance. 
 
2. Corruption and lack of transparency 
 
Community members were not always truthful regarding critical information such as income, source of 
income, number of family members and the duration of their residency.  This was especially true of 
residents involved in illegal activities.  Furthermore, focus group participants in both Gitathuru and 
Kambimoto reported incidents of cheating and lying.  In order to increase the chances of gaining multiple 
upgraded structures, a tendency existed to lie and claim several structures as well as a longer duration of 
time living in a particular settlement.  Residents made accusations that during the 2002 enumeration the 
leaders enlisted their friends and families even if they did not live in the village.  There were anecdotes of 
bribery and reports of non-residents paying Ksh.200 just to get on the enumeration list.  The possibility of 
deception was facilitated by the oversight that the Muungano wa Wanavijiji leaders had which created the 
opportunity to abuse their powers.  This required the enumerators to return to each enumerated residence 
multiple times to verify information.   
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3. Exclusion 
 
The feeling of exclusion was particular to Gitathuru. During focus group discussions, residents of 
Gitathuru explained that many people were not informed or aware of the enumeration process.  When 
surveyors arrived at their door and informed them, many felt excluded.  The residents of Gitathuru were 
particularly aggrieved that the results of the enumeration process was not widely disseminated.  
Additionally, they were disappointed with the lack of concrete follow-up to the enumeration process and 
questioned the rationale behind it.  Thus, in Gitathuru the process evoked a sense of exclusion and was 
perceived as being owned by select leadership of the community.   
 
Lack of information also evoked confusion and questions among residents who were not well informed.  
For example, during the survey, residents expressed concerns about the beneficiary status of their children 
and relatives who had moved out since the enumeration.  Some raised questions about the enumeration 
process that revealed that ethnic minorities feel insecure, threatened and compelled to leave the 
community.  It was not uncommon to perceive the upgrading process as a Kikuyu led plan by the 
minority Luos and Luhyas102.   
 
 

4.7.3 Lessons Learned 
 
The following suggestions might be considered for future enumerations: 
 

1) The process should be announced well ahead of time and it should be widely publicized 
2) The enumeration team should include people outside the leadership.  The enumerators need to be 

insulated from coercive powers.  Adequate measures should be taken to ensure that the leaders do 
not abuse their authorities to serve a personal agenda 

3) More visual documentation including detailed photographs of the structures can be useful, 
especially for verification and future identifications 

4) There should be multiple and regular verifications.  Some residents suggested monthly 
enumerations given the frequency and volume of people’s movement.   

5) There should be regular follow up with the residents. 
6) Since new structures are built and demolished frequently, a better method of numbering has to be 

developed in order to ensure the order and efficacy of numbering.  For example, the materials 
from demolished structures are often used to build new structures elsewhere.  As a result, the 
doors or the walls bearing the house numbers get placed in a new area, consequently disrupting 
the order of house numbers in the new area.  

7) Enumeration should be done for a longer period of time to ascertain the true figures of tenants 
and structure owners and allow for flow of information to ensure inclusiveness. 

 
 
4.8 Design: House modeling and settlement planning 
 
Pamoja Trust’s initial objective was to conduct Huruma-wide participatory design and modeling 
exercises.  However, over the course, participation levels came to vary among different villages.  For 
instance, Kambimoto village went through the most complete dreaming and modeling process.  On the 
other hand, Gitathuru experienced the design and modeling process of community toilets, which was less 
participatory.103 

 
                                                 
102 Interview with residents in Gitahturu, Nairobi, March, 2005   
103 Interview with Scholastica, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, March 22 & 23, 2005 
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4.81 Achievements 
 

1. Physical improvement 
 
Kambimoto residents generally felt that the new house design has improved their physical living 
environment.  Beneficiaries were happy about their houses that have enough space, better facilities and 
more privacy.104  Non-beneficiaries also thought that the new planning helped the village become more 
organized and more open with a path that leads to the village’s interior area.105 
 
2. Active and high level of community participation 
 
Relatively large number of the community members actively participated in design and modeling process.  
Dr. Abonyo, the chief architect, felt that the community members’ attendance was very good.  As can be 
seen from graph 4.15, 51% of the Kambimoto residents participated in the design and modeling of 
upgraded houses, and 41% of the Gitathuru residents participated in the design and modeling of 
community toilets.106  Dr. Abonyo also thought participants were very expressive and had different ideas.  
The architects’ new designs always faced some opposition from the community members.107  In our 
survey, over 75% of the participants in both Kambimoto and Gitathuru provided many or some ideas.  
Only one person in Kambimoto and two people in Gitathuru who provided his/ her ideas said those ideas 
were not accepted.  
 
Figure 4.15 
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3. Building community’s technical capacity 
 
Pamoja Trust and other NGOs played an important role in fostering the communities’ capacity to demand 
from the Nairobi City Council (NCC) its basic needs.  The NCC used to impose top-down policies on the 
communities, but the communities now use professional tactics and their negotiation power to influence 
the NCC.  The communities developed its professionalism through various trainings.  For instance, 
                                                 
104 Focus group with 34 upgraded house beneficiaries in Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 19, 2005 
105 Focus group with structure owners in Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 22, 2005; focus group with savers in  
Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 20, 2005 
106 Survey  
107 Interview with Dr. E. O. Abonyo, University of Nairobi, TECTA Consultants, Nairobi, March 24, 2005  
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dreaming exercises trained them to reach community’s consensus by examining rationales of individuals’ 
different ideas, and by realizing financial and spatial constraints.  The full-size cloth modeling enabled 
larger numbers of people to easily audit new design proposals by visiting the full-size house models and 
saved a lot of time.108  
 
4. Communities’ social capacity building 
 
These exercises helped the community members to build good relationship among themselves.  Our 
survey found that 89% of the Kambimoto participants and 92% of the Gitathuru participants felt the 
design and modeling process made it easier to interact with neighbors.  The full-size cloth modeling was 
also effective for attracting non-Muungano members’ interests and gaining their support for the upgrading 
project.109  Some savers in Kambimoto village felt that upgrading has created a good relationship between 
the members and even non members of Muungano.110    
 
5. Development of social networks 
 
Lastly, a social network among different Huruma villages has also developed. Kambimoto’s achievements 
and experiences can be shared between different villages primarily based on the Muungano network.  Any 
Huruma villagers can visit Kambimoto to see upgraded houses and ask upgrading project participants 
about their experiences.  Future upgrading projects are expected to move faster by relying more on 
community exchanges with less technical assistance from the architect team.111  
 

4.8.2 Challenges  
 
1. Resource constraints and allocation 
 
The most fundamental challenge for the communities’ dreaming exercises was to reach a consensus on 
how to divide the land among future beneficiaries, including both current structure owners and tenants.112  
There was a gap between the community’s ideas of their ideal houses and the architects’ design which 
took financial and physical constraints into consideration.  For instance, the community members initially 
complained that the house size was too small.  It took a long time for the people to accept such constraints.  
Enumeration verification helped the communities to understand the need to fit house sizes to plots.113 
 
2. Securing communities’ ownership of design 
 
There was a significant difference between what the community desired and what was physically possible 
to attain in terms of space and design.  Thus the community, who had the ownership, differed from the 
architects in terms of design.  Therefore retaining community ownership of design became a major 
challenge.  For example, the residents wanted the staircase outside the houses, presumably for the 
possibility of rentals.  However, the architects and the Pamoja Trust wanted it to be inside because of the 
space constraints.  Thus, some community members were not happy with the staircase being built 
inside.114  Pamoja Trust itself also lacks technical expertise.  It was pointed out that Pamoja Trust did not 
consult enough with the experts to use cheaper materials like in the Indian upgraded housing models 

                                                 
108 Interview with Dr. E. O. Abonyo, University of Nairobi, TECTA Consultants, Nairobi, March 24, 2005 
109 Ibid 
110 Focus group with savers in Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 20, 2005 
111 Interview with Dr. E. O. Abonyo, University of Nairobi, TECTA Consultants, Nairobi, March 24, 2005  
112 Interview with Scholastica, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, March 22 & 23, 2005 
113 Interview with Kimani, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, March 21,2005 
114 Interview with Jane Weru, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, March 24, 2005 
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instead of expensive concrete slabs.115 
 
3. Exclusion by leadership 
 
The communities faced leadership issues.  First, the communities often were passive in front of the NGOs 
and Councilor because they still had a perception of being helped, not of helping themselves.  Secondly, 
Muungano came to have a predominant voice in the community and tended not network with other 
existing social organizations.  Although the design and modeling exercises were open to all community 
members, there was a strong tendency of low participation by non-saving members.  As suggested by the 
graphs below, over 80% of savers in both villages (Kambimoto: 82%, Gitathuru 88%) participated in 
design and modeling process, but only about 10 % of non-savers participated  The community leadership 
did not overtly promote new leadership.  The same people participated in the meetings and information 
was not widely shared.116  
  
 
Figure 4.16 
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Figure 4.17 
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115 Interview with Serah Gitau, UN-Habitat, Nairobi, March 23, 2005 
116 Ibid 
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4. High opportunity costs 
 
The opportunity costs of participating in the designing and modeling meetings are high for the poor.  The 
main reason why the same people participated in the meetings is because others had to go to work or 
could not leave their business.117  Thus, Pamoja Trust’s aim itself of making the design and modeling 
process participatory still poses problems for the poorest in terms of participation. 
 

4.8.3 Lessons Learned  
 
1. Physical improvements 
 
There are some physical improvements that can be made in the future house design.  For instance, 
architects introduced natural light from windows to the Kambimoto’s upgraded houses.  However, people 
who have moved in simply blocked their windows with cloths.  Currently, a concern over privacy is 
greater than the appreciation of sunlight.  Allowing for a healthy environment while accommodating 
people’s need for privacy is a challenge that needs to be dealt with.118  
 
2. Distinct community characteristics 
 
The Kambimoto model is not always replicable in other villages since each village is unique.  First, 
different villages have different house functions.  Kambimoto houses were designed to accommodate 
residential living and commerce functions.  However, other villages have brewery or animal husbandry as 
well that needs to be considered while making the house design.119  Second, geographical location also 
affected the participation level.  It was easy for any Huruma villager to visit Kambimoto and see the cloth 
model because it is near the main road.  On the other hand, Gitathuru was left behind the process since it 
was hard for the people to access Gitathuru.  Third, socio-economic dynamics vary among villages.  
Kambimoto has a strong leadership and community cohesiveness, whereas for Gitathuru it was one of its 
weakest attributes.120  Finally some villages have more tension between the structure owners and tenants 
than others.  Such dynamics will affect the effectiveness of the design and modeling process. 
 
3. Technical training 
 
Extensive training is necessary for enhancing communities’ ownership of the design.  The future objective 
is to enable the community members to build houses by themselves by encouraging them to participate in 
the whole process of design and construction.  It is also important that the design of the houses equally 
represent different stakeholders.  For instance, some Gitathuru’s tenants expressed their concern that the 
future upgraded house design should not discriminate between structure owners and tenants.121  
 
 

                                                 
117 Interview with Winnie Mitullah, Nairobi, March 24, 2005; Interview with Dr. E. O. Abonyo, University of 
Nairobi, TECTA Consultants, Nairobi, March 24, 2005 
118 Interview with Dr. E. O. Abonyo, University of Nairobi, TECTA Consultants, Nairobi, March 24, 2005 
119 Ibid 
120 Interview with Kimani, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, March 21,2005; Interview with Jane Weru, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, 
March 24,2005 
121 Focus group with tenants in Gitathuru, Nairobi, March 19,2005 



SIPA team report on Pamoja Trust 

50

4.9 Upgrade Process I:  Choosing the beneficiaries and financing the housing 
 
This section’s findings refer to the process in Kambimoto only, as this is the only village to have reached 
this stage. 
 

4.9.1 Achievements  
 
1. Beneficiary selection 
 
Out of those surveyed in Kambimoto, close to 74% were completely satisfied with the way the 
beneficiaries were chosen for the upgraded houses, with under 15% not satisfied and 11% somewhat 
satisfied.122  The beneficiary criteria were chosen by the community.  Kambimoto Muungano members 
decided on the following selection criteria for beneficiaries:   
 

1) Resident of Kambimoto for 5 years and above, as well as part of the enumeration. 
2) Active saver, measured by frequency of savings 
3) Attend meetings and activities 
4) Deposit of Ksh.7500 
5) Absentee structure owners get priority, followed by the enumerated tenants living there  
6) Must be a saver, regardless if tenant or structure owner 

 
Comparing the surveyed housing beneficiaries to savers and all of Kambimoto, we can see that the 
beneficiaries on average have higher incomes, save more often, participate more regularly in meetings 
and have lived in Kambimoto for a longer period (figure 4.17).  This validates that the community’s 
method of selecting beneficiaries has followed their original criteria outlined above.   
 
 
Figure 4.17 
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122 Survey Kambimoto, 2005: Note, used sample of 61 as 15 people replied not applicable. 
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2. Structure owner support 
 
The project managed to gain the support from the majority of structure owners in Kambimoto.  Structure 
owners originally didn’t agree to release their control of structures.  Intense negotiations took place 
between various community members and key stakeholders.  Structure owners, through these 
negotiations, came to realize that their structures are only temporary; they shared similar living conditions 
as their tenants and were also under risk of eviction.  The NCC would not compensate if their structures 
are demolished, however, they have managed to negotiate with the tenants.  There are 84 structure owners 
in Kambimoto and initially only 10 agreed with Muungano wa Wanavijiji.  Now 60 structure-owners are 
part of Muungano wa Wanavijiji.123  In an interview, one structure owner in Kambimoto stated, “We, 
structure owners thought and decided that the land does not belong to us and I never used any money to 
buy the land and due to this, we found it is necessary to come together as one family of slum dwellers.”  
 

4.9.2 Challenges 
 
1. Affordability 
 
Muungano wa Wanavijiji members choose beneficiaries.  The selection of beneficiaries faces the same 
issues as the savings scheme, such as exclusion due to the high registration fee and lack of ability to save.  
The community selection process is tied to savings scheme and excludes the community’s poorest 
members.  This results in the continued vulnerability of the poor, which includes the numerous 
unemployed single mothers living in Kambimoto.  Unfortunately, this is an inherent challenge to savings 
based upgrading schemes.  Those who cannot afford to save will always be left out of the process.  
 
Affordability seems to be a macro-issue as well.  Community members and Pamoja Trust differ on time 
and repayment amounts to repay the 80% AMT housing loans.  Muungano wa Wanavijiji members in 
both focus groups and interviews noted that the suggested loan repayment schedule of AMT is 
unaffordable.  This may lead to lack of loan repayment or escalate into conflict as with previous 
upgrading programs in Dagoretti and Mathare 4A.124 
 
2. Hidden costs 
 
Besides the costs of savings, there are other hidden costs that lead to exclusivity of new beneficiaries.  
First, there is the Ksh.7500 down payment that is required before the house is built.  Although the first 24 
beneficiaries were able to start building their houses without making a down payment other beneficiaries 
will be required to pay the Ksh.7500.  Unfortunately this eliminates people who might be able to pay off 
the Ksh.7500 in installments once moved in the upgraded housing.  In addition, the community has 
instituted a Ksh.8200 in membership dues to become part of Muungano’s housing scheme.  The Ksh.8200 
covers the required 82 days the Muungano members had to work on the first 34 houses.  Namely it is a 
quasi construction cost, covering 82 days multiplied by Ksh.100 per day.  This applies to all incoming 
members, including old members who did not participate in the initial construction process.  These costs 
add up to Ksh.18710 before someone may enter into Muungano-an unrealistic cost for most slum 
dwellers.   
 

                                                 
123 Interview with Peter Chege, community leader of Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 25, 2005 
124 Interview with Winnie Mitullah, Nairobi University, Nairobi, March 24, 2005. 
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3. Displacement 
 
Out of savings scheme members, 22 houses of tenants were demolished for the first set of upgraded 
houses.  Out of those, five became beneficiaries.125  The rest of structures went to structure owners and 
other tenants within the settlement.  As such at least 17 tenant households were displaced, not including 
any tenants who were non-Muungano members.  Some of the original people from the 2003 enumeration 
were no longer living in the settlement, pointing to the possible displacement of additional tenants.126  In 
contrast, Gitathuru’s beneficiaries are all neighbors so there would be no displacement. 
 
4. Transparency/Information dissemination 
 
A common issue that was brought up by many residents was a lack of transparency in both Muungano wa 
Wanavijiji and beneficiary selection.  For instance, both Muungano wa Wanavijiji and non-Muungano wa 
Wanavijiji members noted that certain families received multiple housing before other families had 
received any.  This was mostly due to those families being structure owners and this was one of the prices 
of buying their support for the process; however, a transparent selection process with proper information 
dissemination the Kambimoto community might help avoid such antagonism.  
 
Transparency is also an issue across Huruma.  For instance, Kambimoto was the last one to begin saving 
schemes yet the first to undergo upgrading.  This has created misunderstandings within other villages who 
feel excluded from the process, generating rumors of lack of funding for their villages.127  The issue of 
why the process commenced first in Kambimoto has never been addressed formally and clarified to the 
other villages. 
 
Pamoja Trust’s role in disseminating information seems to vary.  Nonsavers and tenants in both 
Kambimoto and Gitathuru are not as familiar with Pamoja Trust as savers and structure owners, as 
suggested by figures 4.18 and 4.19 
 
Figure 4.18 
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125 Documents from Muungano wa Wanavijiji 
126 Note: Also explained that informal settlements also have a number of transient migratory workers 
127 Interviews within Gitathuru, Nairobi, March 2005, name withheld 
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Figure 4.19 
 

Familiar with Pamoja Trust (Gitathuru)

40%

88%

12%

80%

28%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

All

Savers

Nonsavers

Structure Owners

Tenants

 
 

5. Rushed process 
 
Before any group gets a loan from Pamoja Trust, they generally look at 1) Mode of savings 2) Whether 
they have the structure to give loans (for example, how they deal with defaulters).  This was not followed 
carefully with Kambimoto because of the rush to push the process forward and build a model village.  As 
such, many procedures were overlooked and which need to be reinstated for future upgrading. 
 
6. Sustainability 
 
Although 270 upgraded structures are scheduled to be built, only 150 people currently fit the criteria set 
by the community.128  Two hundred and twenty five are members of Muungano wa Wanavijiji, yet some 
of these people are not part of the housing scheme and instead use Muungano wa Wanavijiji for savings 
or to take out other loans.  Many do not save consistently nor attend meetings regularly.  Other problems 
of sustainability include lack of knowledge even within Muungano wa Wanavijiji.  Over 100 members 
have to pay the Ksh.8200 for construction yet are unaware of the extra cost as they have not been 
attending meetings.  In addition, even if people contribute the money, time and dedication, the savings 
scheme may not have enough funds to provide for that many structures without quick loan repayments.  
Hence, whether this upgrading process will be sustainable in the future is questionable.   
 

4.9.3 Lessons learned  
 

1) Slum upgrading takes time but has long lasting results 
2) Community titling can be effective way to maintain housing stock for the poor 
3) It is necessary to work with the government  
4) Habitability standards should be compromised to some degree to allow increase affordability and 

accommodate community chosen design and materials 
5) Some form of security of tenure can move the process along better 
6) Affordability is an important issue because otherwise beneficiaries will be forced to default or sell 

their houses 
7) Community exchanges are key for scaling up and replication 
8) The process must be accessible to entire community, as obstacles lead to mistrust, confusion and 

failure  

                                                 
128 Interview with Peter Chege, community leader of Kambimoto, Nairobi, March 25, 2005. 
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9) Upgrading leads to legal access to services, providing revenue for providers and cheaper option for 
residents 

 
4.10 Upgrade Process II: Construction 
 
Construction is a new process for the Pamoja Trust and is stated to be “an involving and a learning 
process”129  The community’s participation also played an important role during the process in both 
Kambimoto and Gitathuru.  Housing and Building Research Institute, an institute with 30 years’ 
experience in community training and construction process helped Pamoja Trust with the construction 
training.130 Informal training methods were adopted since people could afford to formal training.  The 
same set of people who participated in the construction training also participated in the construction 
process131.  In Gitathuru where community members were excluded in the designing process, were 
involved in the construction. 
 
In accordance with the original agreement between Pamoja Trust and the Huruma community, five 
houses were first built in each village as model houses132.  This process started in Ghetto with one house 
built in 2002.  However, the actual construction in Kambimoto and Gitathuru started in 2003.  So far the 
visible achievements of construction in the two communities are 34 upgraded houses in Kambimoto and 
one public toilet in Gitathuru.  What should be noted is that the toilet construction of Gitathuru is an idea 
mostly driven by Pamoja Trust to promote community cohesion and retain people’s confidence in the 
upgrading scheme in an isolated, less organized community.133  
 
The 34 two storey houses provided permanent shelter for slum families in Kambimoto.  Each house 
provides 392 square feet of living space with the opportunity to add another 196 square feet when the 
financing is available.  The houses are built with natural stone and have a lounge, kitchen, joint toilet and 
bathroom, under the stairs store, a large bedroom that can be partitioned into two smaller rooms.  Water 
and electricity fittings are integrated.  The novelty of the house design is their small footprint (14’x14f). 
This means the house takes up little more space than that occupied by the “mabati” shacks that they 
replaced.  Two storey houses are designed and arranged to have sufficient lighting, ventilation and 
provide comfortable privacy-a revolution in urban design.134  The 34 houses make up an initial phase of 
an upgrading project that should be realized in 270 additional homes. 
  
The two storey Kambimoto houses cost Ksh.6000 (US$78) per square meter.  This is two-thirds of what 
is considered the conventional building cost in Kenya, which is approximately Ksh.10, 000 (US$129) per 
square meter.135   The total cost of each house was Ksh.130, 000 (US$1733).  Lower costs can be 
attributed to a number of factors including the following:136: 
 

1) Labor.  The community provided all unskilled labor voluntarily.  Every one of the 270 beneficiary 
families contributed one-person day of labor per week.  Skilled labor was paid and for the most part 
recruited from the community.  

 

                                                 
129 Interview with Scholastica Kiragu, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, March 22 &23, 2005 
130 Interview with Dr E O Abonyo, University of Nairobi, Nairobi, March 24, 2005 
131 Ibid 
132 Interview with Joseph Kimani, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, March 21, 2005 
133 Interview with Jane Weru, Pamoja Trust, Nairobi, March 24, 2005 
134 Pamoja Trust Annual Report 2004  
135 Ibid 
136 Ibid 
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2) Production of materials.  The community set up workshops to produce all pre-cast concrete 
components and a welding workshop to produce metal door and window frames.  Before 
construction commenced 54 community members were trained in masonry, carpentry and 
ironmongery. 
 

3) Affordable building technologies.  These have been used by other SDI federations like pre-cast 
concrete floor and roof slabs (called Ladhi slabs) that provide equal strength and safety were used. 
These slabs brought down the cost of laying roof slabs significantly. 

 
4) Technical aid.  Pamoja Trust and the NCC bore all costs for technical support including 

architectural, engineering and inspection. 
 
During the construction process, the new structures has adapted some experience from India in terms of 
structural element such as floor slab, stair case etc, other parts of construction have more Kenya 
characteristics, i.e. the need for commercial and residential function found in the field survey were 
maintained. 137, 
 

4.10.1 Achievements  
 
1. Capacity and skills building:  
 
Among the people who participated in the training and construction, 48% of people in Kambimoto and 
63% in Gitathuru said that the training/participating in construction gave them additional marketable 
skills.  In addition, people felt that these skills learned from construction will be useful beyond the 
construction process, as suggested by the graphs below (54% in Kambimoto and 63%in Gitathuru). 
 
 
Figure 4.20 
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137 Interview with Dr.E.O.Abonyo, University of Nairobi, Nairobi, March 24, 2005 
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Figure 4.21 
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Figure 4.22 
 

Was the training/ participationg in construction 
process useful to you beyond the construction 

process? (Kambimoto)

 No, 43%

Not sure, 0%

Yes, 54%

Somewhat , 4%

 
 
Figure 4.23 
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2. Tangible results and increased confidence 
 
The key achievement in the construction process is that people can see the tangible result of the 
upgrading, namely, the upgraded houses in Kambimoto and the public toilet in Gitathuru, which have 
increased people’s confidence in the whole upgrading process.  This has also helped motivate many non-
savers to join the housing and savings schemes since now they believe in the possibility of realizing better 
housing condition in the future.138  In Gitathuru, people think that the construction of toilet is a symbol of 
hope and encouragement to the community.139 
 
3. Increased community cohesion 
 
The construction process has provided another venue for people to spread public information and to know 
each other better.  For instance, people who participated in the construction said that through participating 
in the construction process they became better acquainted with other people in their own village, who 
they would otherwise not get to know140.  
 
4. Creation of community space.  
 
In both Kambimoto and Gitathuru, the newly built houses and toilet provided a community meeting space 
where people could get together formally or informally.  For instance, some of our focus group 
discussions were held at these spaces. 
 

4.10.2 Challenges 
 
1. Delays and lack of transparency  
 
In Kambimoto, people were concerned about the delay (2 years versus the 6 months that was originally 
promised) to see the transformation from the modeling houses to the construction of the buildings.  In 
Gitathuru, people were also frustrated that it not only took 3 years instead of the  projected 3 months to build 
one community toilet cluster but the original idea of building 2 additional clusters were scraped due to the 
delay in construction with the first one.141.  In addition, the toilets in Gitathuru cannot be operationalized 
because of the delay in the connection of water and electricity services.  People think that Pamoja Trust needs 
to hold a meeting with the community members in order to figure out how these delays can be minimized142. 
 
2. Lack of technical experience  
 
Some people were disappointed with the degree of consultation on the construction process, which they 
felt was inadequate.  This, they felt was a result of Pamoja Trust’s lack of interest in the technical aspects 
of the process and their oversight when it came to sustainability of the upgrading process.143  In Gitathuru, 
since the idea of community toilet was an external one, there was no involvement of the community 
during the design process.  Displacement of the people during the construction process is also another 
topic that people felt need more attention. 
 

                                                 
138 Survey comments and focus group 
139 Focus group with tenants in Gitathuru, Nairobi, March 19, 2005 
140 Survey and informal interview 
141 Focus group with structure owners/savers in Gitathuru, Nairobi, March 20, 2005 
142 Ibid. 
143 Interview with Sarah Karirah Gitau, UN Habitat, Nairobi, March 23, 2005 
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3. High opportunity cost of construction labor requirement.  
 
The current working hour requirement for the 270 beneficiary families is a one-person day of labor during 
the construction process.  In the first set of houses, this turned out to be a total of 82 working days.   Some 
people noted that the current working hour requirement of 8 hours a day is too much since many of them 
need to work for a living and don’t have time to work on the construction site.  However, active 
participation in the construction is also one criteria of getting upgraded houses.  Some residents hired out 
people at a rate of Ksh.100 per day to work for them at the construction site.  Muungano wa Wanavijiji’s 
records show that beneficiaries of the 34 houses worked an average of 64.25 days but with a range of 0-
99 days.  There was also one person who attained the construction training and participated in 
construction, but mentioned residents at times were forced to work for the whole week to keep up with 
the construction demand. 
 

1) Hidden cost for not participating in construction.  People are afraid that if they don’t participate 
in the construction, they will not be considered as beneficiary in future.  Some people cannot afford 
to give up these hours and the earnings associated with these hours.  In addition they need to work 
extra jobs to be able to afford the Ksh.7500 in down payment. 

 
2) Exclusive training.  As suggested by the graph below, we also found that there are many people 

(53% in Gitathuru and 68% in Kambimoto) who participated in the construction process but did not 
get any training.  Some of these people were reported that their work was very simple and did not 
add any value to their experience or give them any additional or marketable skills144.  

 
 
Figure 4.24 
 

.

Did you receive construction training? 

 No, 53%

 No, 68%

Yes, 47%

Yes, 32%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Gitathuru

Kambimoto

 
 
 

4.10.3 Lessons learned 
 

1) Training should be designed with consideration to future use.  Since the current training was 
conducted in an informal way, participants didn’t get any certificate from the training, which limits 
their chances on using these skills outside these projects.  

 

                                                 
144 Informal interview during the survey, Nairobi, March 2005 
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2) The current requirement is one-person day of labor per week per beneficiary family.  Some families 
due to short of hands and busy schedule cannot reach this requirement.  Therefore more flexibility 
is needed to accompany this particular requirement. 
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Chapter Five 
Achievements and Recommendations 

 
 

5.1 Pamoja Trust’s achievements 
 
This chapter looks into a Pamoja Trust’s main achievements in Huruma village as well as the challenges 
it currently faces.  It links its approach to broader slum-upgrading issues and makes recommendations for 
the future.   
 
Pamoja Trust’s achievements can be categorized under the following three areas:  
 
1. Enhanced tenure security 
 
Pamoja Trust successfully facilitated the agreement with Nairobi City Council to turn Huruma into a 
Special Planning Area with relaxed building codes, allowing the community to apply upgrading processes 
that better suits the area’s special needs.  The successful agreement among the Nairobi City Council, 
Pamoja Trust and other non-governmental partners and the community members of Kambimoto 
formalized by the Memorandum of Understanding was a significant achievement towards tenure security.  
According to the survey data from two villages, perception of security has increased, encouraging greater 
investment by residents into the communities.  These views held constant between structure owners and 
tenants, savers and non-savers alike.  In Kambimoto, people felt confident that the government had given 
them the right to live on the land and would not resume evictions.  As such, they were enthusiastic about 
investing in the construction of their houses and finding creative ways to cut and share costs.  Kambimoto 
has constructed 34 units so far and Gitathuru is improving its infrastructure and sanitation through the 
construction of a community center with public toilets.  
  
2. Strong community participation and interest 
 
Membership in Muungano wa Wanavijiji is quite high.  This helps create an advocacy platform and 
enhance community’s negotiating power.  Participation in the savings schemes is also quite high.  In 
Kambimoto, more than 50% of the villagers are members and many of those who aren’t, expressed a 
desire to join.  Even the structure owners who were previously against the project have now joined the 
process as the community has negotiated differences among themselves and reached consensus.   
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Inclusion in the enumeration process is considerable.  For instance, 2 years after the first enumeration was 
verified, 77% in Kambimoto and 62% of Gitathuru claimed to be enumerated and accounted for in the 
community.  This is quite impressive given the density and the transient nature of the population in these 
communities. The majority of the residents felt the process improved community relations.  Furthermore, 
the residents felt that an inclusive enumeration helped build consensus and community capacity.   
 
3. Improved negotiation power and empowerment 
 
The communities also felt empowered by the upgrading and negotiation processes.  With the help from 
Pamoja Trust, Muungano wa Wanavijiji built community networks creating a strong advocacy platform.  
It was especially powerful in strengthening tenant voices in communities where the structure owners 
controlled and dominated decision making processes.  Community members actively participated in every 
stage of the upgrading process which not only gave them ownership of the process but also self-
confidence and marketable skills.  The process enabled the community to get direct access to resources 
and services.  For example, before a bribe was absolutely necessary to get even the most basic services 
such as pit latrines where now not only can residents walk into a government office and demand these 
services but they are taken seriously by the officials.  
 
In summary, Pamoja Trust was able to bring traditional adversaries such as structure owners and tenants, 
community and government officials together and reach consensus, proving that reaching a resolution is 
possible despite a difficult environment.  It managed to work with the city government, local politicians 
and community members while retaining legitimacy with each of these stakeholders, which is not an easy 
road to successfully navigate.  Pamoja Trust assisted Muungano in negotiations and exchanges and 
organizing for technical support whenever needed.  More importantly, it was able to continue prioritizing 
participatory processes every step of the way with real concrete achievements emerging as a result. 
 
 
5.2 Challenges and limitations of Pamoja Trust’s approach  
 
Given the complexities involved in slum-upgrading projects it is not surprising that our research 
uncovered some challenges in Pamoja Trust’s work.  While some of the gaps can be addressed through 
gradual capacity building at local level, others involve some of the intrinsic limitations of working in high 
density, extremely impoverished informal settlements.  Solving these problems may require changing the 
attitude of the donor community towards slum upgrading as well as soliciting increased levels of external 
subsidies.  Some of the major challenges include the following: 
 
1. Lack of training  
 
Although Pamoja Trust organized initial construction training, need for other forms of training has since 
emerged. Training in accounting and financial management has become critical as mismanagement and 
discrepancies have surfaced as a result of inadequate book keeping skills.  Community leaders also 
mentioned occasional difficulties with managing conflicts within the community and lack of capacity to 
effectively lead the group forward in consensus building. Hence, they feel they could benefit from 
leadership trainings that will give them skills to work with a diverse community. 
 
2. Exclusion  
 
Despite high levels of participation and interest in the various upgrading processes, general problems of 
exclusion still exist.  Some structure owners are adamant about not participating and some tenants who 
wish to participate are unable to.  The structure owners disagree with certain aspects of the upgrading 
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process.  Two major reasons behind their dissent involve the issues of beneficiary selection for upgraded 
houses and transparency in the savings scheme.   
 
There are three major factors that contribute to the exclusion of tenants.  The first is poor dissemination of 
information. Many tenants are either not aware or unclear about how the upgrading process and savings 
scheme work.  This leads to confusion as well as suspicion and inhibits participation. Another major 
reason is the level of poverty.  With extremely low income, some people are simply unable to save and be 
part of the savings scheme.  In fact the survey results show that the major reason given for not joining the 
savings schemes stemmed from lack of money.  Finally, many tenants are transient due to persistent 
insecurities and instabilities that are unavoidable in these communities.  This makes it particularly 
difficult to organize these tenants around slum upgrading issues and keep them informed.   
 
Hidden cost is another issue that contributes to the problem of exclusion.  The high registration cost in 
addition to the payment towards the total construction cost and down payment add up to be an exorbitant 
amount for an ordinary slum resident.  These payments that were not initially part of the upgrading 
process emerged gradually and are now required before residents can move into the upgraded houses.  
This means additional costs in rent for the people who cannot move into the new houses until construction 
is complete.  These cumulative costs make the process highly unaffordable. 
 
3. Long term sustainability 
 
Given the heavy burden of these costs, repayment over the long term is a pressing issue.  Based on the 
average income level and rental rate and our conversations with residents, community leaders and Pamoja 
Trust staff, we uncovered that the community members are willing to pay around US$20 a month to repay 
the 80% of their loan to Pamoja Trust.  However, the current payment required from them is US$45 a 
month. This is far out of the reach of most people living in Huruma.  If Pamoja Trust does not rethink the 
repayment amount, many people may default on their loans.  
 
 
5.3 Recommendations 
 
SIPA team’s recommendations address the challenges mentioned above.  In addition, we believe that 
Pamoja Trust’s approach can be further improved by incorporating certain practices.  Thus our 
recommendations are centered on four main thematic issues: 
 
1. Strengthen capacity  
 
Provide training:  Given the importance of the saving scheme and our identification of book-keeping 
problems, formal accounting and financial management training is urgent.  In addition, Pamoja Trust can 
organize peer to peer learning/exchange initiatives where Huruma residents can learn best practices from 
other slum-dweller’s networks and movements.  Finally, in order to increase the incentive of people’s 
participation and increase local capacity, some members who perform well in the training and 
construction should be considered for further training as community “barefoot architects”145.   
 
Standardization:  This is becoming increasingly important as Pamoja Trusts’ approach is gaining 
legitimacy and recognition and Muungano wa Wanavijiji looks into scaling up its projects.  In order to 
ensure consistency and ease of future replication, we suggest that Pamoja Trust begins to standardize the 

                                                 
145 Interview with Dr.E.O.Abonyo, University of Nairobi, TECTA Consultants, Nairobi, March 24, 2005 
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enumeration, saving scheme and accounting processes and policies.  We highly recommend developing 
official manuals and guidelines for each of these processes and making them accessible for frequent 
consultation by community members. 
 
2. Improve inclusion 
 
In order to ensure inclusion, we recommend that Pamoja Trust addresses two key issues: i) Cost and ii) 
Information dissemination  
 
I) Cost:   We recommend the following to reduce costs: 
 
Public Information and Participatory Budgeting:  The current cost structure needs to be substantially 
reduced in order to ensure that the program is affordable to the poor and the benefits do not end up with 
an elite few.  In order to solve the repayment and hidden cost issues, we suggest that Pamoja Trust 
informs people about all the related costs and expenses from the very beginning, so that they are fully 
aware of their obligations and responsibilities.  Information about down-payment requirement and 
membership dues should also be widely publicized so that the community can assess their affordability. 
The upgrading process should not be rushed until these critical matters are sorted out with the residents of 
the communities.  One good way to promote this practice can be through participatory budgeting, which 
will involve people from the very beginning and keep them involved.   
 
Partnerships with vendors and cost sharing:  Pamoja Trust can assist the communities in forging 
partnerships with various suppliers to reduce cost of construction.  For example, the Kambimoto 
community negotiated an agreement with the cement vendor which cut the cost of cement by 30%. 
Fostering such partnerships can drastically reduce costs and make the upgrading process more affordable. 
In addition, residents are already sharing the construction costs of three walls with their neighbors which 
helped them reduce their individual loan burden.  Similar cost sharing methods can be adopted, for 
example, to reduce the cost of service connections for electricity and gas, etc.  Pamoja Trust can assist to 
solicit external assistance for the communities, as well as foster dialogue among the residents to come up 
with more creative cost cutting mechanisms. 
 
Creating income generating opportunities in the community:  Poverty is an inescapable obstacle which 
makes upgrading process unaffordable for many slum dwellers.  People living in the slums of Nairobi 
have subsistence level income and most do not have stable income sources. Unemployment is a persistent 
problem in slum communities.  Therefore, SIPA team believes that in order to address this fundamental 
difficulty in a sustainable and meaningful way, residents need to be empowered with marketable skills 
that will allow them to have better income.  In addition, there needs to be income generating opportunities 
within the communities.  One of the suggestions to achieve this came from the architect involved in 
Kambimoto who recommended giving out Certificates in Masonry and Carpentry to residents who 
receive trainings and participate in the construction process to increase their marketable skills. During our 
visit to Huruma, residents expressed interest in learning about recycling projects that would enable them 
to generate income.  We suggest Pamoja Trust arrange technical assistance for such projects.  
 
Reduce high membership fee and lower home repayment burden:  Currently the membership fees to enter 
the savings scheme are prohibitively high.  In order to ensure inclusion we recommend that Pamoja Trust 
suggests to Muungano wa Wannavijiji that they reduce high membership fees, if not eliminate it 
altogether.  Pamoja Trust might also try to find ways, including soliciting higher external subsidies, to 
lower the home repayment burden to avoid defaults and ensure log term sustainability of the upgrading 
process.   
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II) Information dissemination   
 
We recommend the following in order to improve information diffusion in the communities:   
 
Renewed effort of mobilization:  Pamoja Trust needs to infuse fresh energy into a mobilization effort, 
particularly in Gitathuru where many people feel left out from the upgrading process.  In order to 
minimize conflict and maximize outreach, Pamoja Trust should not depend on the community leaders 
exclusively to inform and mobilize people. Instead, it should seek other entry points into the communities 
as well as find creative ways of information dissemination, perhaps through use of radio.  It may even 
consider taking a door knocking approach to mobilize people and inform them about enumeration and 
saving schemes.  Finally, repeated and frequent enumerations and verification can be helpful in this case, 
especially if the process lags, as it has been in Gitathuru.   
 
Find additional methods of participation:  The primary method of participation in the upgrading process 
at the moment is through the saving schemes.  This makes it very difficult for people who cannot afford to 
save to participate in the process, further aggravating problems of exclusion.  The leadership needs to be 
reminded that Muungano wa Wanavijiji is not only about savings schemes and thus, should find 
additional ways for residents to participate in the process.  For example, funds permitting, it could hire 
full time assistance for the construction process and to conduct administrative tasks.  
 
Promote Transparency:  In order to address growing concerns about transparency, Pamoja Trust needs to 
advocate for better mechanisms to make decision-making processes transparent and information about 
various transactions widely available to and accessible by people. 
 
 
5.4  Conclusion: Wider lessons for slum upgrading 
 
Given the profoundly challenging nature of slum upgrading, we conclude that Pamoja Trust’s approach 
towards enabling a community led slum-upgrading initiative is a successful one, especially when 
compared to many past efforts.  Furthermore, there is much potential for replicating aspects of the 
participatory slum improvement approach in Huruma village to the wider slum upgrading initiatives such 
as the one started by the Kenyan government (KENSUP).  In particular, the emphasis on community land 
titling and social capacity building through savings schemes and enumerations can be adapted for large-
scale efforts.  The Kenyan government’s reliance on Pamoja Trust for training in enumerations thus might 
be expanded to involve other parts of participatory slum-upgrading.  This may be an urgent task 
especially given that the first attempt at slum up-grading by the government in the more politically 
volatile Kibera settlement is already facing the classic problems leading to failure.  
 
One key factor that makes Pamoja Trust’s approach particularly powerful is its persistence on moving the 
upgrading process forward incrementally.  Emphasizing process and small but tangible results along the 
way helped transform a small grassroots movement into a dynamic model of slum-upgrading that is 
owned and led by the people themselves.  Experiencing concrete achievements over time really helps 
reinforce people’s confidence and the slow but necessary negotiating between tenants and structure-
owners and community and government helps build a critical consensus and community cohesion.  
Without such persistence upgrading efforts have failed and will continue to fail.  Finally, changing the 
culture and attitude of dependency on absolute external assistance and shifting people’s focus on their 
own capability to make changes happen in their communities is a significant transformation that was 
catalyzed by Pamoja Trust.  This is a change that can have long-term impact on people’s empowerment 
and their ability to take charge of their own lives. 
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Given the extreme poverty in many slums and the small amount of land allocated to living space, external 
subsidies for large-scale change will continue to be necessary.  As we saw in Huruma, Pamoja Trust 
through donor-fed funds and the government through land allocation have had to subsidize the process. 
What will be crucial to future success of participatory slum improvement is a significant change in donor 
and government attitude towards such projects.  Funding sources for upgrading often focus on easily 
quantifiable results like number of buildings and impose short, rigid time frames to attain these results.  
Consequently the upgrading process is debilitated because critical issues that emerge during the course of 
the project are brushed aside to meet deadlines.  This can lead to future vulnerabilities and ultimately 
threaten sustainability of the slum upgrading initiatives.  This tendency is in tension with the approach 
examined here where process is just as important as the goal.  Slum improvement needs to move and 
grow with the community.  The process needs to unfold as people develop their understanding of their 
situation, name their needs and develop methodologies to fulfill these needs.  Although the dissemination 
of lessons from experiments like Huruma should make the process smoother in the future, participatory 
slum upgrading processes quite simply, takes more time than conventional approaches.  We hope this 
study contributes to the deepening recognition of this fact. 
 
Finally, if the world is to achieve Millennium Development Goal number 11 of significantly improving 
the lives of 100 million slum dwellers globally by 2020, a world-wide slum dwellers movement including 
Slum/Shack Dwellers international of which Pamjoa Trust is just one part, must be strengthened and play 
a key role in this transformation.  What we have seen in the Kenyan case with Pamoja Trust is the 
creative potential of slum upgrading ideas and the transformative power of mobilized numbers of slum 
dwelling citizens.  This movement and the participatory slum improvement approach it advocates may be 
the most promising avenue for eventually turning the world’s sprawling slums into decent “homes in the 
city”. 
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Annex 1: Client Level Impact Assessment Survey: 
Kambimoto Village             

  Form #    
Name of 
Settlement               

  Date of Survey    House #               

  Name of Occupier            

                   
   1=No 2=Yes  When?             

Q 1 
Have you ever been 
enumerated? If Yes, When?      2001 2002            

      2003 2004            

   1=Female  2=Male               

Q 2 Gender of Interviewee:                   

                   
   1=No 2=Yes               

Q 3 
Are you the head of 
household?                   

                   

   

1=Single 
parent 
household 

2=2 parents 
household               

Q 4 Type of House hold                   

                   

Q 5 
Number of people in your 
household?                  

                   

   1=Tenant 
2=Structure 
Owner               

Q 6 Ownership status of Structure                   

                   

   1=Non Saver 2=Saver               

Q 7 
Savings Scheme membership 
Status                   

                   

Q 8 Name of Savings Scheme                  

                   

Q 9 
Total Income/household/day 
(On Average)                  
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Q  10 
How long have you lived in 
this house?                  

                    

Q 11 
How long have you lived in 
this settlement?                  

   1=Eviction  

2=Financial 
Hardship(i.e. 
lose job or not 
making 
enough 
money) 

3=Rent 
increase in 
previous 
place              

Q 12a 

If you moved within the 
settlement why did you move 
to this house?                    

                   

   4=Accident 
5=Due to 
upgrading 

6=Other 
(specify) 7=N/A             

                       

   1=Eviction  

2=Financial 
Hardship(i.e. 
lose job or not 
making 
enough 
money) 

3=Rent 
increase in 
previous 
place              

Q 12b 

If you moved from another 
settlement, why did you move 
to this settlement?                    

                   

   4=Accident 
5=Due to 
upgrading 

6=Other 
(specify) 

7=N/A/Born 
here             

                       

                   

Q 13 
What kind of latrines do you 
have? 1=Pit 

2=Open 
Sewer 3=Flush 

4=Flying 
Toilet 

5=Paid 
Community 
Toilet            

                        

                   

Participation/Involvement in Design and Modeling Process 
   1=No 2=Yes               

Q 14 

Did you participate in the 
design and modeling process 
of this village?     

If NO, & you 
were 
enumerated, 
go to Q21. If 
No & you 
were NOT 
enumerated, 
go to Q29              

                   

Q 15 

How many hours a week 
would you estimate that you 
spent participating in the 
design and modeling 
process                  
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   1=None 2=Somewhat 3=A lot              

Q 16 

How much ideas and 
suggestions did you provide 
during the design and 
modeling process?                    

                   

   1=None 
2=Some of it 
accepted 

3=A lot of it 
accepted              

Q 17 
How much of your ideas and 
suggestions were accepted?                      

                   
   1=No 2=Not Sure 3=Someimes 4=Yes             

Q 18 

Were you able to voice your 
opinions without hesitation 
during the design and 
modeling process?                     

                   

   1=No 
2=Somewhat 
Easier 3=Easier 4=Not Sure             

Q 19 

Do you think the new design 
of the upgraded housing 
model makes it easier to 
interact with the neighbors?                     

                   
   1=No 2=Not Sure 3=Somewhat 4=Yes             

Q 20a 

Other than receiving/ 
possibility of receiving 
upgraded housing do you 
think participating in the 
design and modeling 
process helped achieve your 
personal goals ?                     

                   
   1=No 2=Not Sure 3=Somewhat 4=Yes             

Q 20b 

Other than receiving/ 
possibility of receiving 
upgraded housing do you 
think participating in the 
upgrading process helped 
achieve your personal goals ?                     

                   

Participation/Involvement in Construction Process 
   1=No 2=Sometimes 3=Yes              

Q 21 

Did you participate in the 
construction of any of the 
upgraded houses in this 
village?       

If NO, Go 
to Q26             

                   

Q 22 

How many hours would you 
estimate that your household 
spent on the construction 
process/week?                  

                   
   1=No 2=Yes               

Q 23 

Did you receive special 
training in order to participate 
in the construction 
process?                     
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   1=No 2=Not Sure 3=Somewhat 4=Yes             

Q 24 

Did the training/participation 
in construction process give 
you additional marketable 
skills?                       

                   
   1=No 2=Not Sure 3=Somewhat 4=Yes             

Q 25 

Was training/participating in 
construction process useful to 
you beyond the construction 
process?                     

Relationships 

   1=No 
2=Somewhat 
Better 3=Better              

Q 26 

As a result of the 
enumeration process, do 
you feel you know your 
neighbors and your 
neighborhood better than 
before?                    

                   

   1=Deteriorated 2=No change 
3-Somewhat 
Improved 4=Improved             

Q 27 

How did the upgrading 
process (enumeration + 
design and modeling + 
construction process) change 
your relationship with your 
neighbors?                     

                   

   1=Deteriorated 2=No change 
3-Somewhat 
Improved 4=Improved 

5=Not 
Applicable            

Q 28 

How did the upgrading 
process (enumeration + 
design and modeling + 
construction process) change 
your relationship with your 
Structure Owner                        

                   

   1=No 2=Yes 

3=Other 
household 
members are 
member of 
Muungano              

Q 29 
Are you a member of 
Muungano wa Wanvijiji?                    

                   

   1=Never 
2=Somewhat 
regularly 3=Regularly 4=N/A             

Q 30 
How regularly do you attend 
Muungano meetings?                     
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1=Deteriorated 
Negotiation 
Power 2=No Change 

3=Somewhat 
Improved 
Negotiation 
Power 

4=Improved 
Negotiation 
Power 5=N/A            

Q 31 

How did your membership 
with Muungano wa Wanvijiji 
effect your negotiation power 
with the government/Nairobi 
City Council?                        

                   

   1=Deteriorated 2=No Change 
3=Somewhat 
Improved 4=Improved 5=N/A            

Q 32a 

If you are not a Muungano 
member how has your 
relationship changed with the 
City Council?                      

                   

Pamoja Trust                 

Q 32b 
Do you know about Pamoja 
Trust? 1=No 2=Yes 

If No, Go 
to Q37              

                     

                   

   1=Never 
2=Somewhat 
regularly 3=Regularly 4=Seldom 5=N/A            

Q 33 

How regularly do you interact 
with Pamoja Trust 
staff/activists?                      

                   

   1=Bad 
2=Somewhat 
bad 

3=Somewhat 
good  4=Good 5=N/A            

Q 34 
How is your relationship with 
Pamoja staff/activist?                        

                   

   
1=Not 
important 

2=Somewhat 
important 3=Important 

4=Very 
important 5=N/A            

Q 35 

In your opinion, what role 
does Pamoja Trust play in 
securing your 
tenure/ownership?                       

                   

   1=Not helpful 
2=Somewhat 
helpful 3=Helpful              

Q 36 

In your opinion, how is 
Pamoja helpful to your 
community in meeting its 
needs?                     

Security of Tenure 

   
1=Negative 
Influence 2=No/Same 

3=Positive 
Influence              

Q 37 

How does your tenure status 
influence your ability to 
vocalize your opinion in 
public?                    
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   1=Less secure 2=No Change 
3=Somewhat 
More secure 

4=More 
Secure             

Q 38 

How did the upgrading 
process make YOU feel in 
terms of tenure security?                       

                   
    N/A               

Q 39 
How many times have you 
moved before enumeration?                   

                   
    N/A               

Q 40 
How many times have you 
moved after enumeration?                    

                   

Q 41 

If you are a tenant how much 
are you paying for 
rent/month?                   

                   

   
1=Very 
Difficult 2=Difficult 

3=Not 
Difficult              

Q 42 
How difficult is it for you to 
pay the current monthly rent?                     

                   

   1=Not satisfied 
2=Somewhat 
satisfied 3=Satisfied              

Q 43 

Are you satisfied with the way 
beneficiaries were chosen for 
the community’s upgraded 
houses?                     

                   

   1=Deteriorated 2=No Change  
3=Somewhat 
improved  4=Improved  5=N/A            

Q 44 

How did your membership 
with Muungano wa Wanvijiji 
affect your tenure/ownership 
security?                        

                   

   1=Not helping 
2=Somewhat 
helping 3=Helping 4=N/A             

Q 45 

In your opinion, is Pamoja  
helping YOU achieve security 
of tenure?                       

                   

   
1=Individual 
ownership 

2=Cooperative 
ownership 

3=Community 
ownership 

4=Specify if 
other 

5=Don't 
Know            

Q 46 
In your opinion, what type of 
tenure status is more secure?                       
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Please Answer the following questions if you are NOT a member of savings scheme 
                  

   
1=Disagree 
with the idea 

2= Registration 
fee 

3=Lack of 
money to 
save daily 

4=Feel 
intimidated to 
join the 
savings 
scheme,              

Q 47 

Why are you not a member of 
the savings scheme? You can 
select more than one.                      

                   

   

5=Do not want 
to take 
responsibilities 
of 
organizational 
activities 

6=Do not live 
in the 
community full 
time, 

 7=Specify if 
other              

                      

                   
   1=No 2=Yes               

Q 48 

Are you moving or did you 
have to move because you 
are/were not member of 
savings group?                   

                   

   

1=Within the 
village yuou 
were/are living 
in 

2=Outside the 
village  3=N/A              

Q 49 Where did you have to move?                    

                   
   1=No 2=Yes 3=N/A              

Q 50 

Did you/will you receive any 
assistance/compensation 
from the committee for your 
displacement?                    

                   
   1=No 2=Yes Name              

Q 51 

Have you ever been a 
member of any savings 
scheme? If so, which savings 
group?                    

                   

                   



SIPA team report on Pamoja Trust 

75

   

1=Lack of 
money to save 
daily 

2=Did not want 
to take 
responsibilities 
of 
organizational 
activities 

3=Conflict 
with group 
members              

Q 52 

Why did you stop becoming a 
member of a savings 
scheme?                     

                   

   

4=Moved from 
the residence 
of that time 

 5=Specify if 
other 6=N/A              

                      

   1=No 2=Yes 

3=Yes ONLY 
IF there are 
certain 
changes 
made in the 
savings 
scheme              

Q 53 

Do you hope to be a member 
of your community’s savings 
scheme?                     

                   

Please answer the following questions if you ARE a member of savings scheme 

Q 54 
When did you join the savings 
scheme? (Month/Year)                  

                   

   
1=Opportunity 
to Save 

2=Access to 
loans 3=Housing              

Q 55 
Why did you join savings 
schemes?                     

                   

   
4= Gain voice 
in local village 

5=Gain 
community 
voice in 
government  

6=Other 
(please 
Specify)              

                      

                   

Q 56a How often do you save?                  

                   

Q 56b 
 How much do you save a day 
on average (KSH)?                  
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   Expenditures Increase Decrease No Change             

Q 57 

Have your expendtures 
changed since joining the 
savings scheme and if so, 
how? Transport                   

   Meals                   

   Education                   

   Social Life                   

   
Specify if 
Others                   

                   
   1=No 2=Yes               

Q 58 
Have you received any loan 
from the savings scheme?                    

                   

Q 59 

If yes, how much did you 
borrow and what did you do 
with the money that you 
borrowed from the savings 
scheme?  (You can choose 
more than one answer)  1=Paid for food 

2=Paid for 
water 

3= Paid for 
electricity 

4=Paid for 
garbage 
disposal            

   Amount                    

   Date                    

   Amount                    

   Date                    

    
5=Paid for 
toilet  

6=Paid for 
education 

7=Paid for 
medical 
services 

8=Invested 
on 
business            

   Amount                    

   Date                    

   Amount                    

   Date                    

                   

    
9=Repair a 
house 

10=Bought 
items for 
house 

11=Specify if 
other             

   Amount                   

   Date                   

   Amount                   

   Date                   

                   
   1=No 2=Yes 3=N/A              

Q 60 
Is the loan repayment 
reasonable for you?                     

                   

   

1= beneficiary 
of the 
upgraded 
house 

2=beneficiary 
on the waiting 
list for the 
upgraded 
houses 

3=would like 
to be 
beneficiary 
on the waiting 
list in the 
future 

4=have no 
interest in 
moving into 
the upgraded 
house             

Q 61 

What is your status regarding 
the community’s upgraded 
housing project?                      
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   1=More 2=Same 3=Less 4=N/A             

Q 62 

Will you/did you pay more, the 
same or less than you 
expected for your upgraded 
housing                     

                   
   1=No 2=Yes               

Q 63 

Have you begun to seek 
financial advice from your 
fellow savings members 
AFTER you joined the 
savings scheme?                   

                   
   1=No 2=Yes               

Q 64 

Have you begun to seek 
NON-financial advice from 
your fellow savings members 
AFTER you joined the 
savings scheme?                   

                   

   1=none 

2=attend the 
meetings 
occasionally 

3=attend the 
meeting 
regularly 

4=Construction 
Team             

Q 65 
What is your commitment 
level in the savings group?                      

                   
                   

   

4=a member 
of one of the 
enumeration/ 
savings and 
credit/ youth/ 
audit/ women 
and welfare/ 
any other 
teams 

5=daily 
collector 

6=treasurer, 
secretary or 
chair              

                      

                   

   1=None 
2=Structure 
owners 

3=City 
council 
officials              

Q 66 

Has the savings scheme 
increased your power of 
negotiating with the following 
stakeholders? (You can 
choose more than one)                    

                   

   

4=Municipality 
government 
officials 

5=Community’s 
chief 

6=Huruma 
ward’s 
councilor 

7=Specify if 
other             

                       

   1=Not satisfied 
2=Somewhat 
satisfied 3=Satisfied              

Q 67 
Are you satisfied with the 
savings scheme?                    
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Annex 2:Client Level Impact Assessment Survey: 
Gitathuru              

  Form #    
Name of 
Settlement                

  Date of Survey    House #                

  Name of Occupier            

                    
   1=No 2=Yes  When?              

Q 1 
Have you ever been 
enumerated? If Yes, When?      2001 2002             

      2003 2004             

   1=Female  2=Male                

Q 2 Gender of Interviewee:                    

                    
   1=No 2=Yes                

Q 3 
Are you the head of 
household?                    

                    

   

1=Single 
parent 
household 

2=2 parents 
household                

Q 4 Type of House hold                    

                    

Q 5 
Number of people in your 
household?                   

                    

   1=Tenant 
2=Structure 
Owner                

Q 6 Ownership status of Structure                    

                    

   1=Non Saver 2=Saver                

Q 7 
Savings Scheme membership 
Status                    

                    

Q 8 Name of Savings Scheme                   

                    

Q 9 
Total Income/household/day 
(On Average)                   
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Q  10 
How long have you lived in 
this house?                   

                     

Q 11 
How long have you lived in 
this settlement?                   

   1=Eviction  

2=Financial 
Hardship(i.e. 
lose job or not 
making enough 
money) 

3=Rent 
increase in 
previous 
place               

Q 12a 

If you moved within the 
settlement why did you move 
to this house?                     

                    

   4=Accident 
5=Due to 
upgrading 

6=Other 
(specify) 7=N/A              

                        

   1=Eviction  

2=Financial 
Hardship(i.e. 
lose job or not 
making enough 
money) 

3=Rent 
increase in 
previous 
place               

Q 12b 

If you moved from another 
settlement, why did you move 
to this settlement?                     

                    

   4=Accident 
5=Due to 
upgrading 

6=Other 
(specify) 

7=N/A/Born 
here              

                        
                    

Q 13 
What kind of latrines do you 
have? 1=Pit 2=Open Sewer 3=Flush 4=Flying Toilet 

5=Paid 
Community 
Toilet             

                         

                    

Participation/Involvement in Design and Modeling Process 
   1=No 2=Yes                

Q 14 

Did you participate in the 
design and modeling process 
of this village?     

If NO, & you 
were 
enumerated, 
go to Q21. If 
No & you 
were NOT 
enumerated, 
go to Q29               

                    

Q 15 

How many hours a week 
would you estimate that you 
spent participating in the 
design and modeling 
process                   
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   1=None 2=Somewhat 3=A lot               

Q 16 

How much ideas and 
suggestions did you provide 
during the design and 
modeling process?                     

                    

   1=None 
2=Some of it 
accepted 

3=A lot of it 
accepted               

Q 17 
How much of your ideas and 
suggestions were accepted?                       

                    
   1=No 2=Not Sure 3=Someimes 4=Yes              

Q 18 

Were you able to voice your 
opinions without hesitation 
during the design and 
modeling process?                      

                    

   1=No 
2=Somewhat 
Easier 3=Easier 4=Not Sure 

5=No 
Difference             

Q 19 

Do you think the new design 
of the toilet model will make it 
easier to interact with the 
neighbors?                       

                    
   1=No 2=Not Sure 3=Somewhat 4=Yes              

Q 20a 

Do you think participating in 
the design and modeling 
process helped achieve your 
personal goals ?                      

                    
   1=No 2=Not Sure 3=Somewhat 4=Yes              

Q 20b 

Do you think participating in 
the upgrading process 
helped achieve your personal 
goals ?                      

                    

Participation/Involvement in Construction Process of Community Toilets 
   1=No 2=Sometimes 3=Yes               

Q 21 

Did you participate in the 
construction of the upgraded 
communtiy toilets in this 
village?       

If NO, Go to 
Q26              

                    

Q 22 

How many hours would you 
estimate that your household 
spent on the construction 
process/week?                   

                    
   1=No 2=Yes                

Q 23 

Did you receive special 
training in order to participate 
in the construction 
process?                      
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   1=No 2=Not Sure 3=Somewhat 4=Yes              

Q 24 

Did the training/participation 
in construction process give 
you additional marketable 
skills?                        

                    
   1=No 2=Not Sure 3=Somewhat 4=Yes              

Q 25 

Was training/participating in 
construction process useful to 
you beyond the construction 
process?                      

Relationships 

   1=No 
2=Somewhat 
Better 3=Better               

Q 26 

As a result of the 
enumeration process, do 
you feel you know your 
neighbors and your 
neighborhood better than 
before?                     

                    

   1=Deteriorated 2=No change 
3-Somewhat 
Improved 4=Improved              

Q 27 

How did the upgrading 
process (enumeration + 
design and modeling + 
construction process) change 
your relationship with your 
neighbors?                      

                    

   1=Deteriorated 2=No change 
3-Somewhat 
Improved 4=Improved 

5=Not 
Applicable             

Q 28 

How did the upgrading 
process (enumeration + 
design and modeling + 
construction process) change 
your relationship with your 
Structure Owner                         

                    

   1=No 2=Yes 

3=Other 
household 
members are 
member of 
Muungano               

Q 29 
Are you a member of 
Muungano wa Wanvijiji?                     

                    

   1=Never 
2=Somewhat 
regularly 3=Regularly 4=N/A              

Q 30 
How regularly do you attend 
Muungano meetings?                      
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1=Deteriorated 
Negotiation 
Power 2=No Change 

3=Somewhat 
Improved 
Negotiation 
Power 

4=Improved 
Negotiation 
Power 5=N/A             

Q 31 

How did your membership 
with Muungano wa Wanvijiji 
effect your negotiation power 
with the government/Nairobi 
City Council?                         

                    

   1=Deteriorated 2=No Change 
3=Somewhat 
Improved 4=Improved 5=N/A             

Q 32a 

If you are not a Muungano 
member how has your 
relationship changed with the 
City Council?                       

                    

Pamoja Trust 

Q 32b 
Do you know about Pamoja 
Trust? 1=No 2=Yes 

If No, Go 
to Q37               

                      

                    

   1=Never 
2=Somewhat 
regularly 3=Regularly 4=Seldom 5=N/A             

Q 33 

How regularly do you interact 
with Pamoja Trust 
staff/activists?                       

                    

   1=Bad 
2=Somewhat 
bad 

3=Somewhat 
good  4=Good 5=N/A             

Q 34 
How is your relationship with 
Pamoja staff/activist?                         

                    

   
1=Not 
important 

2=Somewhat 
important 3=Important 

4=Very 
important 5=N/A             

Q 35 

In your opinion, what role 
does Pamoja Trust play in 
securing your 
tenure/ownership?                        

                    

   1=Not helpful 
2=Somewhat 
helpful 3=Helpful               

Q 36 

In your opinion, how is 
Pamoja helpful to your 
community in meeting its 
needs?                      

                    

Security of Tenure 

   
1=Negative 
Influence 2=No/Same 

3=Positive 
Influence               

Q 37 

How does your tenure status 
influence your ability to 
vocalize your opinion in 
public?                     
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   1=Less secure 2=No Change 
3=Somewhat 
More secure 

4=More 
Secure              

Q 38 

How did the upgrading 
process make YOU feel in 
terms of tenure security?                        

                    
    N/A                

Q 39 
How many times have you 
moved before enumeration?                    

                    
    N/A                

Q 40 
How many times have you 
moved after enumeration?                     

                    
                    
    N/A                

Q 41 

If you are a tenant how much 
are you paying for 
rent/month?                    

                    

   
1=Very 
Difficult 2=Difficult 

3=Not 
Difficult               

Q 42 
How difficult is it for you to 
pay the current monthly rent?                      

                    

   1=Not satisfied 
2=Somewhat 
satisfied 3=Satisfied               

Q 43 

Are you satisfied with the way 
the community project for 
toilets was chosen?                      

                    

   1=Deteriorated 2=No Change  
3=Somewhat 
improved  4=Improved  5=N/A             

Q 44 

How did your membership 
with Muungano wa Wanvijiji 
affect your tenure/ownership 
security?                         

                    

   1=Not helping 
2=Somewhat 
helping 3=Helping 4=N/A              

Q 45 

In your opinion, is Pamoja  
helping YOU achieve security 
of tenure?                        

                    

   
1=Individual 
ownership 

2=Cooperative 
ownership 

3=Community 
ownership 

4=Specify if 
other 

5=Don't 
Know             

Q 46 
In your opinion, what type of 
tenure status is more secure?                        
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Please Answer the following questions if you are NOT a member of savings scheme 
          

   
1=Disagree 
with the idea 

2= Registration 
fee 

3=Lack of 
money to 
save daily 

4=Feel 
intimidated to 
join the 
savings 
scheme,               

Q 47 

Why are you not a member of 
the savings scheme? You can 
select more than one.                       

                    

   

5=Do not want 
to take 
responsibilities 
of 
organizational 
activities 

6=Do not live 
in the 
community full 
time, 

 7=Specify if 
other               

                       

                    
   1=No 2=Yes                

Q 48 

Are you moving or did you 
have to move because you 
are/were not member of 
savings group?                    

                    

   

1=Within the 
village you 
were/are living 
in 

2=Outside the 
village  3=N/A               

Q 49 Where did you have to move?                     

                    
   1=No 2=Yes 3=N/A               

Q 50 

Did you/will you receive any 
assistance/compensation 
from the committee for your 
displacement?                     

                    
                    
                    
                    
   1=No 2=Yes Name               

Q 51 

Have you ever been a 
member of any savings 
scheme? If so, which savings 
group?                      
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1=Lack of 
money to save 
daily 

2=Did not want 
to take 
responsibilities 
of 
organizational 
activities 

3=Conflict 
with group 
members               

Q 52 

Why did you stop becoming a 
member of a savings 
scheme?                      

                    

   

4=Moved from 
the residence 
of that time 

 5=Specify if 
other 6=N/A               

                       

   1=No 2=Yes 

3=Yes ONLY 
IF there are 
certain 
changes 
made in the 
savings 
scheme               

Q 53 

Do you hope to be a member 
of your community’s savings 
scheme?                      

Please answer the following questions if you ARE a member of savings scheme 

Q 54 
When did you join the savings 
scheme? (Month/Year)                   

                    

   
1=Opportunity 
to Save 

2=Access to 
loans 3=Housing               

Q 55 
Why did you join savings 
schemes?                      

                    

   
4= Gain voice 
in local village 

5=Gain 
community 
voice in 
government  

6=Other 
(please 
Specify)               

                       

                    

Q 56a How often do you save?                   

                    

Q 56b 
 How much do you save a day 
on average (KSH)?                   

                    
   Expenditures Increase Decrease No Change              

Q 57 

Have your expendtures 
changed since joining the 
savings scheme and if so, 
how? Transport                    

   Meals                    

   Education                    

   Social Life                    
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Specify if 
Others                    

                    
   1=No 2=Yes                

Q 58 
Have you received any loan 
from the savings scheme?                     

Q 59 

If yes, how much did you 
borrow and what did you do 
with the money that you 
borrowed from the savings 
scheme?  (You can choose 
more than one answer)  1=Paid for food 

2=Paid for 
water 

3= Paid for 
electricity 

4=Paid for 
garbage 
disposal             

   Amount                     

   Date                     

   Amount                     

   Date                     

    
5=Paid for 
toilet  

6=Paid for 
education 

7=Paid for 
medical 
services 

8=Invested 
on 
business             

   Amount                     

   Date                     

   Amount                     

   Date                     

                    

    
9=Repair a 
house 

10=Bought 
items for 
house 

11=Specify if 
other              

   Amount                    

   Date                    

   Amount                    

   Date                    

                    
   1=No 2=Yes 3=N/A               

Q 60 
Is the loan repayment 
reasonable for you?                      

                    
   1=No 2=Yes                

Q 61 

Are you willing to pay to use 
the upgraded community 
toilets?     

If yes, 
Answer Q 62               

                    

   Toilet Facililty Shower Facility                

Q 62 

How much are you willing to 
pay per visit to use the 
upgraded community toilets?                    

                    
   1=No 2=Yes                

Q 63 

Have you begun to seek 
financial advice from your 
fellow savings members 
AFTER you joined the 
savings scheme?                    
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   1=No 2=Yes                

Q 64 

Have you begun to seek 
NON-financial advice from 
your fellow savings members 
AFTER you joined the 
savings scheme?                    

                    

   1=none 

2=attend the 
meetings 
occasionally 

3=attend the 
meeting 
regularly 

4=Construction 
Team              

Q 65 
What is your commitment 
level in the savings group?                       

                    

   

4=a member 
of one of the 
enumeration/ 
savings and 
credit/ youth/ 
audit/ women 
and welfare/ 
any other 
teams 

5=daily 
collector 

6=treasurer, 
secretary or 
chair               

                       

                    

   1=None 
2=Structure 
owners 

3=City 
council 
officials               

Q 66 

Has the savings scheme 
increased your power of 
negotiating with the following 
stakeholders? (You can 
choose more than one)                     

                    

   

4=Municipality 
government 
officials 

5=Community’s 
chief 

6=Huruma 
ward’s 
councilor 

7=Specify if 
other              

                        

                    

   1=Not satisfied 
2=Somewhat 
satisfied 3=Satisfied               

Q 67 
Are you satisfied with the 
savings scheme?                     

                    
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR 
TIME!                  
Comments: 
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Annex 3: Summary statistics of survey results in Kambimoto and Gitathuru villages 
     

Table 3.1: Summary of Characteristics in Kambimoto146 
Variable  Mean SD Minimum Maximum

Number of People in Household 4.0 2.2 1 10
Daily Household Income in Ksh 118.0 113.5 0 500
Years in Kambimoto 10.2 9.2 0 35
Rental Cost Per Month in Ksh 818.6 423.7 400 3000
Daily Savings Rate147 11.0 8.0 0 30
 
 

Table 3.2: Summary of Characteristics in Ghitaturu148 
Variable  Mean SD Minimum Maximum

Number of People in Household 3.6 1.8 1 8
Daily Household Income in Ksh 157.0 90.0 50 350
Years in Gitathuru 10.4 9.6 .3 40
Daily Savings Rate149 15.8 10.5 5 50

                                                 
146 Continuous Variables Only 
147 Savers Only 
148 Continuous Variables Only 
149 Savers Only 



SIPA team report on Pamoja Trust 

89

 

Table 3.3: Characteristics by Group in Kambimoto 
Variable Name Structure 

Owner 
Tenant Saver NonSaver Total 

Gender-Female 55% 75% 64% 75% 68%
Household Size 5.3 3.5 4 4 4 
Tenant Status-Structure Owner 100% NA 30.8% 22.2% 26.7%
Part of Saving Scheme 60% 50% 100% NA 52%
Household Income per Day 146.7 Ksh 107.7 Ksh 103.6 Ksh 135 Ksh 118 Ksh
Years in Kambimoto 19 7.1 12.4 7.6 10.2
Percentage Enumerated 95% 73.2% 100% 55.6% 77.3%
Participated in Design Process 65% 46.4% 84.6% 13.9% 50.7%
Participated in Construction 
Process 

60% 48.2% 87.2% 11.1% 54.3%

Member of Muungano 70% 57.1% 100% 16.7% 60.8%
RegularAttendance in Meetings 
of Muugano/Savings Scheme 

60% 41.1% 84.6% 2.8% 46.6%

Improved Negotiation Power 
with NCC 

75% 46.4% 64.1% 19.4% 54.6%

Knowledge of Pamoja 60% 48.2% 74.4% 27.8% 52%
More Secure Tenure from 
Upgrading Process 

70% 71.4% 89.7% 50% 72.6%

Monthly Rental Cost NA 811 Ksh 876.9Ksh 758 Ksh 818.6
Satisfied with the Way 
Beneficiaries Chosen 

50% 64.3% 71.8% 47.2% 59.2%

Community Ownership Most 
Secure 

30% 39.3% 46.2% 27.8% 40%

Individual Titlement Best 65% 44.6% 48.7% 52.8% 54.3%
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Annex 4: Important Statistics from Kambimoto Survey Analysis 
 
Surveys conducted – 78 
Absentee landlords – 3 
Beneficiaries of first 34 houses - 3 
Included for analysis – 75 households 
 
Enumerations 
Have you been enumerated? 

No       Yes 
Responses 17 58 
% 22.7% 77.3% 

 
Average time of enumeration: between 2001 and 2002 
 
Demographics 
 Female Male 
Number 51 24 
% 68% 32% 

 
 
Type of Household 

  
Single parent 
household 

Two – parent 
household 

Number 43 29 
% 60.8% 39.2% 

 
Average size of household 3.99 
 
Ownership 

   Tenant 
Structure 
Owners 

 Number 55 20 
% 73.3% 26.7% 

 
Savings Scheme Status 

  
 Non-
saver Saver 

Number 36 39 
% 48% 52% 

Note: All savers part of the same Kambimoto savings Scheme 
 
Average years in settlement = 10.2 
Average years in house = 7.6 
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Access to toilets 
 
What kind of toilets do you have? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Participation in Design and Modeling Process 
 
Did you participate in the design and modeling process? 
   No Yes 
Numbers  37 38 
%  49.3% 50.7% 

 
Do you think the new design of the upgraded housing model makes it easier to interact with the 
neighbors?  Of all those who answered the questions (more than those who said yes to participation): 
 
 Q19: 

1=No 
Q19:   
2=Somewhat 
easier 

Q19:  
3=Easier

Q19: 
4=Not 
sure 

Numbers 7 1 42 1 
% 13.7% 2% 82.4% 2% 

 
Participation /Involvement in Construction Process 
 
Did you participate in the construction of any of the upgraded houses in the village? 
   No Sometimes Yes 
 Numbers 32 0 38 
 % 45.7% 0% 54.3% 

 
Did you receive special training in order to participate in construction process 
   No Yes 
 Numbers 21 10 
% 67.7% 32.3% 

 
Did the training/participation in construction Process give you additional marketable skills? 
 No Not sure Somewhat Yes 
Numbers 14 0 1 14 
% 48.3% 0% 3.4% 48.3% 

 
Was the training/participating in construction process useful beyond the construction process? 
  No Not sure Somewhat Yes 
Numbers 12 0 1 15 
% 42.9% 0% 3.6% 53.6% 

 

 

Q13:1=Pit 
Q13:2=Open 
sewer Q13:3=Flush

Q13:4=Flying 
Toilet 

Q13:5=Paid 
Community 
Toilet 

Responses 17 5 4 1 46 
% 23.3% 6.8% 5.5% 1.4% 63% 
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Relationships 
As a result of the enumeration process do you feel you know your neighbors and your neighborhood 
better than before? 
 

No 
Somewhat 
better Better  N/A 

Numbers 6 2 59 4 
% 8.5% 2.8% 83.1% 5.6% 

 
How did the upgrading process change your relationship with your neighbors? 
 

Deteriorated 
No 
Change 

Somewhat 
improved Improved 

Numbers 0 16 2 49 
% 0% 23.9% 3% 73.1% 

 
How did the upgrading process change your relationship with your structure owners? 

 Deteriorated 
No 
change 

Somewhat 
improved Improved N/A 

0 28 4 17 18 
0% 41.8% 6% 25.4% 26.9% 

 
Are you a member of Muungano wa Wanivijiji? 

No Yes 

Other person in 
household is 
member 

28 45 1 
37.8% 60.8% 1.4% 

 
How regularly do you attend meetings? 

 Never 
Somewhat 
regularly Regularly N/A 

2 9 34 28 
2.7% 12.3% 46.6% 38.4% 

 
How did your membership with MW effect your negotiation power with the government/Nairobi city 
Council? 

 Deteriorated 
No 
Change 

Somewhat 
improved 
negotiation 

Improved 
Negotiation 
Power N/A 

0 10 4 29 18 
0% 16.4% 6.6% 47.5% 29.5% 

 
Pamoja Trust 
Do you know about Pamoja Trust ? 
No Yes 
36 39 
48% 52% 
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Of those who know Pamoja Trust:  
How regularly do you interact with PT Staff/activists? 

 Never 
Somewhat 
regularly Regularly  Seldom 

5 17 18 0 
12.5% 42.5% 45% 0% 

 
In your opinion what role does PT play in securing your tenure/ownership? 
 Not 
important 

Somewhat 
important Important 

Very 
Important

1 3 10 24 
2.6% 7.9% 26.3% 63.2% 

 
In your opinion, how is PT helpful to your community in meeting its needs? 
 Not 
helpful 

Somewhat 
helpful Helpful 

1 2 35 
2.6% 5.3% 92.1% 

 
Security of Tenure 
How did the upgrading process make YOU feel in terms of tenure security? 

 Less 
secure 

No 
Change 

Somewhat 
more 
secure 

More 
Secure 

1 12 7 53 
1.4% 16.4% 9.6% 72.6% 

 
Of those who answered this question: 
 
Average time of moves before enumeration: 1.4 
28 said N/A 
 
Average time of move after enumeration: 0.8 
41 said N/A 
 
Average rent per month in Kambimoto 
Ksh.818.6/ month 
 
How difficult is it for you to pay the current rent? 
 Very 
difficult Difficult 

Not 
Difficult N/A 

10 33 8 4 
18.2% 60% 14.5% 7.3% 
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Are you satisfied with the way beneficiaries were chosen for the community upgrading houses? 
 Not 
satisfied 

Somewhat 
satisfied Satisfied N/A 

9 7 45 15 
11.8% 9.2% 59.2% 19.7% 

 
In your opinion is Pamoja helping you achieve security of tenure? 
Not 
Helping 

Somewhat 
helping Helping N/A 

3 3 33 30 
4.3% 4.3% 47.8% 43.5% 

 
In your opinion, what type of tenure status is more secure? 
Individual  
Ownership 

Cooperative 
ownership 

Community 
ownership Other 

Don’t 
know 

38 1 28 0 3 
54.3% 1.4% 40% 0% 4.3% 

 
 
Non-Savers: 
Why are you not a member of the savings scheme? 
 
Several people said that they did not know about the savings schemes and that it was secretive. 
 
Do you hope to be a member of the savings scheme? 

 No Yes 
Yes: If some 
things change 

2 29 4 
5.7% 82.9% 11.4% 

 
Savers 
Why did you join saving scheme? 

 Oppty 
to save 

Access 
to loans Housing 

Gain 
voice in 
local 
village 

Gain 
community 
voice in 
govt Other 

3 8 35 0 13 4 
4.8% 12.7% 55.6% 0% 20.6% 6.3% 

 
How often do you save? 

Daily  Weekly 
2 or 3 a 
week Randomly

17 9 4 3 
51.5% 27.3% 12.1% 9.1% 

 
Has the savings scheme increased your power of negotiating with the following stakeholders? 
Structure owner, City council officials, Municipality government officials, Community’s chief, Huruma’s 
ward officer. (Over 100 positive responses to this question.) 
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Are you satisfied with the savings scheme? 
 Not 
satisfied 

 Somewhat 
satisfied Satisfied 

0 1 36 
0% 2.7% 97.3% 
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Annex 5: Important Statistics from Gitathuru Survey Analysis 
 
Surveys conducted – 42 
Included for analysis – 42 households 
 
Enumerations 
Have you been enumerated? 

No       Yes 
Responses 16 26 
% 38.1% 61.9% 

 
Demographics 
 Female Male 
Number 30 12 
% 71% 29% 

 
Type of Household 

  
Single-parent 
household 

Two-parent 
household 

Number 14 28 
% 33.3% 66.7% 

 
Average size of household 3.6 
Ownership 

   Tenant 
Structure 
Owners 

 Number 32 10 
% 76.2% 23.8% 

 
Savings Scheme Status 

  
 Non-
saver Saver 

Number 24 18 
% 57.1% 42.9% 

Note: All savers part of the same Gitathuru/ Muungano savings Scheme 
Average years in settlement = 10.4, Average years in house = 7.4 
 
Toilets Used in Community 
 
 

Q13:1=Pit 
Q13:2=Open 
sewer Q13:3=Flush

Q13:4=Flying 
Toilet 

Q13:5=Paid 
Community 
Toilet 

Responses 5 33 2 1 0 
% 12.2% 80.5% 4.9% 2.4% 0% 
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Participation in Design and Modeling Process 
Did you participate in the design and modeling process of this village? 
   No Yes 
Numbers  24 17 
%  57.1% 40.5% 

 
How much ideas and suggestions did you provide during the design and modeling process? 
 None Somewhat A lot 
Numbers  4 7 6 
%  23.5% 41.2% 35.3% 
 
How much of your ideas and suggestions were accepted? 
 None Somewhat A lot 
Numbers  5 8 3 
%  31.3% 50% 18.8% 
 
Do you think the new design of the toilet model will make it easier to interact with the neighbors? 
 Q19: 

1=No 
Q19:   
2=Somewhat 
easier 

Q19:  
3=Easier

Q19: 
4=Not 
sure 

Q19: 
5=No 
difference

Numbers 0 0 13 0 1 
% 0% 0% 92.9% 0% 7.1% 

 
Do you think participating in the design and modeling process helped achieve your personal goals? 
 Q20a: 

1=No 
Q20a:    
2= Not 
sure  

Q20a:  
3=Somewhat 

Q20a: 
4=Yes 

Numbers 1 2 4 10 
% 5.9% 11.8% 23.5% 58.8% 

 
Participation /Involvement in Construction Process 
 
Did you participate in the construction of any of the upgraded community toilets in the village? 
   No Sometimes Yes 
 Numbers 23 1 17 
 % 56.1% 2.4% 41.5% 

 
Did you receive special training in order to participate in construction process? 
   No Yes 
 Numbers 9 8 
% 52.9% 47.1% 

 
Did the training/participation in construction Process give you additional marketable skills? 
 No Not sure Somewhat Yes 
Numbers 2 4 0 10 
% 12.5% 25% 0% 62.5% 
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Was the training/participating in construction process useful beyond the construction process? 
  No Not sure Somewhat Yes 
Numbers 4 2 0 10 
% 25.0% 12.5% 0% 62.5% 

 
Relationships 
As a result of the enumeration process do you feel you know your neighbors and your neighborhood 
better than before? 
 

No 
Somewhat 
better Better 

Numbers 2 2 24 
% 7.1% 7.1% 85.7% 

 
How did the upgrading process change your relationship with your neighbors? 
 

Deteriorated 
No 
Change 

Somewhat 
improved Improved 

Numbers 0 10 3 15 
% 0% 35.7% 10.7% 53.6% 

 
How did the upgrading process change your relationship with your structure owners? 
 

 Deteriorated 
No 
change 

Somewhat 
improved Improved N/A 

Numbers 2 13 0 9 8 
% 6.3% 40.6% 0% 28.1% 25% 

 
Are you a member of Muungano wa Wanivijiji? 
 

No Yes 

Other person in 
household is 
member 

Numbers 20 20 1 
% 48.8% 48.8% 2.4% 

 
How regularly do you attend meetings? 
 

 Never 
Somewhat 
regularly Regularly N/A 

Numbers 3 5 13 21 
% 7.1% 11.9% 31% 50% 

 
How did your membership with MW effect your negotiation power with the government/Nairobi city 
Council? 
 

 Deteriorated 
No 
Change 

Somewhat 
improved 
negotiation

Improved 
Negotiation 
Power N/A 

Numbers 0 8 1 10 22 
% 0% 19.5% 2.4% 24.4% 53.7% 
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Pamoja Trust 
Do you know about Pamoja Trust ? 
No Yes 
25 17 
59.4% 40.5% 

 
Of those who know Pamoja Trust,  
 
How regularly do you interact with PT Staff/activists? 

 Never 
Somewhat 
regularly Regularly  Seldom 

3 2 7 5 
17.7% 11.8% 41.2% 29.4% 

 
In your opinion what role does PT play in securing your tenure/ownership? 
 Not 
important 

Somewhat 
important Important 

Very 
Important

4 1 10 1 
25% 6.3% 62.5% 6.3% 

 
In your opinion, how is PT helpful to your community in meeting its needs? 
 Not 
helpful 

Somewhat 
helpful Helpful 

4 2 11 
23.5% 11.8% 64.7% 

 
Security of Tenure 
How did the upgrading process make YOU feel in terms of tenure security ? 

 Less 
secure 

No 
Change 

Somewhat 
more 
secure 

More 
Secure 

1 7 4 24 
2.8% 19.4% 11.1% 66.7% 

 
Of those who answered this question: 
 
Average time of moves before enumeration: 1.18 
28 said N/A 
 
Average time of move after enumeration: 0.67 
38 said N/A 
 
Average rent per month in Gitathuru 
826.6 Ksh/ month 
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How difficult is it for you to pay the current rent? 
 Very 
difficult Difficult 

Not 
Difficult N/A 

5 19 8 9 
12.2% 46.3% 19.5% 22% 

 
Are you satisfied with the way beneficiaries were chosen for the community upgrading houses? 
 Not 
satisfied 

Somewhat 
satisfied Satisfied 

Do not 
know 

5 1 21 3 
16.7% 3.3% 70% 10% 

 
In your opinion is Pamoja helping you achieve security of tenure? 
Not 
Helping 

Somewhat 
helping Helping N/A 

3 2 11 26 
7.1% 4.8% 26.2% 61.9% 

 
In your opinion, what type of tenure status is more secure? 
Individual  
Ownership 

Cooperative 
ownership 

Community 
ownership Other 

Don’t 
know 

23 0 12 0 7 
54.8% 0% 28.6% 0% 16.7% 

 
Non-Savers: 
Why are you not a member of the savings scheme? 
Disagree 
with the 
idea 

Reg fee Lack of 
money to 
save daily 

Intimidatio
n 

Do not want to 
take 
organizational 
activities 

Do not live 
in the 
community 
full time 

Lack of 
information 

2 0 2 0 0 3 14 
9.5% 0% 9.5% 0% 0% 14.3% 6.7% 

 
Do you hope to be a member of the savings scheme? 

 No Yes 
Yes: If some 
things change 

2 19 0 
9.5% 90.5% 0% 

 
Savers 
Why did you join saving scheme? 

 Oppty 
to save 

Access 
to loans Housing 

Gain voice 
in local 
village 

Gain 
community 
voice in govt Other

4 0 12 0 0 4 
20% 0% 60% 0% 0% 20% 
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How often do you save? 

Daily  Weekly 
2 or 3 a 
week 

Monthly
Randomly

11 0 5 1 3 
55% 0% 25% 5% 15% 

 
Has the savings scheme increased your power of negotiating with the following stakeholders? 
Structure owner, City council officials, Municipality government officials, Community’s chief, huruma’s 
ward officer 
 
Trying to figure out how to code this there is certainly significance to this answer. 
20 positive responses to this question. 
 
Are you satisfied with the savings scheme? 
 Not 
satisfied 

 Somewhat 
satisfied Satisfied 

3 1 16 
15% 5% 80% 
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Annex 6: Statistical data on household income, daily savings and duration of residency in 
Kambimoto village 
 
Figure 6.1: Scatterplot of household income per day and average daily savings in Kambimoto 
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Figure 6.1 shows a positive correlation between average daily household income and average 
daily savings amount; the more you earn, the more you save.  
 
Figure 6.2: Distribution of households by duration of residency in Kambimoto village 
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Figure 6.2 shows a negative relationship between duration of residency in Kambimoto village and 
household density; more people have lived in Kambimoto for short period of time. 
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Annex 7: Focus Group Questions 
 Kambimoto (don’t use 34 beneficiary 

except for last group) 
Gitathuru 

Saturday 
10-12 
Tenants 

Topic 1: Enumeration 
x Does everyone know what enumeration is? 

(give official definition if necessary) 
x Are you aware of the enumeration process that 

took place? 
x Can we get a show of hands of how many 

people carry out the enumeration?  How many 
of you were enumerated? 

x How was enumeration done in your 
community? (flipchart) 

x How did the enumeration process affect the 
community? 

x Of what use is an enumeration process to you? 
x What would you do differently next time? 
 
Topic 2: Saving Scheme 
x What is your impression of Muunganno? 

What does it mean to you? 
(empower/mobilization) 

x How did the savings scheme affect 
community relationships? 

x How did the savings scheme impact power 
relations between savers and nonsavers? 
Between tenants and structure owners?  

x What do you think about the way of 
promotion and access into the savings scheme 
(eg group announcement, etc)? 

x Who did the saving scheme benefit and leave 
out? 

x Are you happy with the way Muunganno 
works? 

x How can the Savings scheme be 
improved/What things could Munganno do 
better? 

 
Topic 3: Security of Tenure 
x What does tenure security mean for you? 
x How did the upgrading process change the 

situation of security of tenure in your 
community? (i.e. gain more bargaining power 
when negotiating with the City Council and 
the structure owners; gain certain kind of 
document as a proof of a tenure arrangement; 
decrease the frequency of moving) 

x What role should government be playing in 
terms of land and housing? 

x Has Mungano helped increase your power of 
securing tenure? (Describe) 

x Do you think Pamoja Trust is an important 
part of this process?  Why?  

x What do you think has been your 

Topic 1: Enumeration 
x Does everyone know what enumeration 

is? (give official definition if necessary) 
x Are you aware of the enumeration 

process that took place? 
x Can we get a show of hands of how many 

people carry out the enumeration?  How 
many of you were enumerated? 

x How was enumeration done in your 
community? (flipchart) 

x How did the enumeration process affect 
the community? 

x Of what use is an enumeration process to 
you? 

x What would you do differently next time? 
 
Topic 2: Saving Scheme 
x What is your impression of Muunganno? 

What does it mean to you? 
(empower/mobilization) 

x How did the savings scheme affect 
community relationships? 

x How did the savings scheme impact 
power relations between savers and 
nonsavers? Between tenants and structure 
owners?  

x What do you think about the way of 
promotion and access into the savings 
scheme (eg group announcement, etc)? 

x Who did the saving scheme benefit and 
leave out? 

x Are you happy with the way Muunganno 
works? 

x How can the Savings scheme be 
improved/What things could Munganno 
do better? 

 
Topic 3: Security of Tenure 
x What does tenure security mean for you? 
x How did the upgrading process change 

the situation of security of tenure in your 
community? (i.e. gain more bargaining 
power when negotiating with the City 
Council and the structure owners; gain 
certain kind of document as a proof of a 
tenure arrangement; decrease the 
frequency of moving) 

x What role should government be playing 
in terms of land and housing? 

x Has Mungano helped increase your power 
of securing tenure? (Describe) 
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community’s achievement in terms of security 
of tenure? 

x What’s your expectation for the security of 
tenure in the future? 

x In your opinion, how can we achieve this 
goal? 

  
Topic 4: Upgrading Process 
x How has the upgrading project affected your 

living conditions? 
x What do you think about the selection process 

of who receives the upgraded houses? 
x What are the dynamics between beneficiaries 

and non-beneficiaries? 
x What are your thoughts on the ongoing 

changes in the community as a result of the 
upgrading process? 

x How would you improve upon the upgrading 
process? 

 

x Do you think Pamoja Trust is an 
important part of this process?  Why?  

x What do you think has been your 
community’s achievement in terms of 
security of tenure? 

x What’s your expectation for the security 
of tenure in the future? 

x In your opinion, how can we achieve this 
goal? 

  
Topic 4: Upgrading Process 
x How has the upgrading project affected 

your living conditions? 
x What do you think about the selection 

process of who will receive the upgraded 
houses? 

x What are the dynamics between 
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries? 

x What are your thoughts on the ongoing 
changes in the community as a result of 
the beneficiary selection process thus far? 

x How would you improve upon the 
upgrading process? 

 
Saturday  
2-4 
Structur
e Owners 

Topic 1: Enumeration 
x Does everyone know what enumeration is? 

(give official definition if necessary) 
x Are you aware of the enumeration process that 

took place? 
x Can we get a show of hands of how many 

people carry out the enumeration?  How many 
of you were enumerated? 

x How was enumeration done in your 
community? (flipchart) 

x How did the enumeration process affect the 
community? 

x Of what use is an enumeration process to you? 
x What would you do differently next time? 
 
Topic 2: Saving Scheme 
x What is your impression of Muunganno? 

What does it mean to you? 
(empower/mobilization) 

x How did the savings scheme affect 
community relationships? 

x How did the savings scheme impact power 
relations between savers and nonsavers? 
Between tenants and structure owners?  

x What do you think about the way of 
promotion and access into the savings scheme 
(eg group announcement, etc)? 

x Who did the saving scheme benefit and leave 
out? 

x Are you happy with the way Muunganno 

Topic 1: Enumeration 
x Does everyone know what enumeration 

is? (give official definition if necessary) 
x Are you aware of the enumeration 

process that took place? 
x Can we get a show of hands of how many 

people carry out the enumeration?  How 
many of you were enumerated? 

x How was enumeration done in your 
community? (flipchart) 

x How did the enumeration process affect 
the community? 

x Of what use is an enumeration process to 
you? 

x What would you do differently next time? 
 
Topic 2: Saving Scheme 
x What is your impression of Muunganno? 

What does it mean to you? 
(empower/mobilization) 

x How did the savings scheme affect 
community relationships? 

x How did the savings scheme impact 
power relations between savers and 
nonsavers? Between tenants and structure 
owners?  

x What do you think about the way of 
promotion and access into the savings 
scheme (eg group announcement, etc)? 

x Who did the saving scheme benefit and 
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works? 
x How can the Savings scheme be 

improved/What things could Munganno do 
better? 

 
Topic 3: Security of Tenure 
x What does tenure security mean for you? 
x How did the upgrading process change the 

situation of security of tenure in your 
community? (i.e. gain more bargaining power 
when negotiating with the City Council and 
the structure owners; gain certain kind of 
document as a proof of a tenure arrangement; 
decrease the frequency of moving) 

x What role should government be playing in 
terms of land and housing? 

x Has Mungano helped increase your power of 
securing tenure? (Describe) 

x Do you think Pamoja Trust is an important 
part of this process?  Why?  

x What do you think has been your 
community’s achievement in terms of security 
of tenure? 

x What’s your expectation for the security of 
tenure in the future? 

x In your opinion, how can we achieve this 
goal? 

  
Topic 4: Upgrading Process 
x How has the upgrading project affected your 

living conditions? 
x * SO: What is the impact of housing 

upgrading on your income?   
x What do you think about the selection process 

of who receives the upgraded houses? 
x What are the dynamics between beneficiaries 

and non-beneficiaries? 
x What convinced you to give up your structure 

if you had to do so? If not, what would be 
required for you to give up your structure? 

x What are your thoughts on the ongoing 
changes in the community as a result of the 
upgrading process? 

x How would you improve upon the upgrading 
process? 

 

leave out? 
x Are you happy with the way Muunganno 

works? 
x How can the Savings scheme be 

improved/What things could Munganno 
do better? 

 
Topic 3: Security of Tenure 
x What does tenure security mean for you? 
x How did the upgrading process change 

the situation of security of tenure in your 
community? (i.e. gain more bargaining 
power when negotiating with the City 
Council and the structure owners; gain 
certain kind of document as a proof of a 
tenure arrangement; decrease the 
frequency of moving) 

x What role should government be playing 
in terms of land and housing? 

x Has Mungano helped increase your power 
of securing tenure? (Describe) 

x Do you think Pamoja Trust is an 
important part of this process?  Why?  

x What do you think has been your 
community’s achievement in terms of 
security of tenure? 

x What’s your expectation for the security 
of tenure in the future? 

x In your opinion, how can we achieve this 
goal? 

  
Topic 4: Upgrading Process 
x How has the upgrading project affected 

your living conditions? 
x * SO: What is the impact of housing 

upgrading on your income?   
x What do you think about the selection 

process of who will receive the upgraded 
houses? 

x What are the dynamics between 
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries? 

x What convinced you to give up your 
structure if you had to do so? If not, what 
would be required for you to give up your 
structure? 

x What are your thoughts on the ongoing 
changes in the community as a result of 
the beneficiary selection process thus far? 

x How would you improve upon the 
upgrading process? 

x * SO: What is the impact of housing 
upgrading on your income?   

x  
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Sunday  
10-12 
Nonsave
rs 

Topic 1: Enumeration 
x Does everyone know what enumeration is? 

(give official definition if necessary) 
x Are you aware of the enumeration process that 

took place? 
x Can we get a show of hands of how many 

people carry out the enumeration?  How many 
of you were enumerated? 

x How was enumeration done in your 
community? (flipchart) 

x How did the enumeration process affect the 
community? 

x Of what use is an enumeration process to you? 
x What would you do differently next time? 
 
Topic 2a: Saving Scheme 
x What is your impression of Muunganno? 

What does it mean to you? 
(empower/mobilization) 

x How did the savings scheme affect 
community relationships? 

x How did the savings scheme impact power 
relations between savers and nonsavers? 
Between tenants and structure owners?  

x What do you think about the way of 
promotion and access into the savings scheme 
(eg group announcement, etc)? 

x Who did the saving scheme benefit and leave 
out? 

x Are you happy with the way Muunganno 
works? 

x How can the Savings scheme be 
improved/What things could Munganno do 
better? 

 
Topic 2b: Nonsavers 
x What are the reasons you do not save? 
x What are the alternatives to saving with KM? 

(other savings organizations, wealth sharing) 
x Were any of you part of the scheme and 

stopped?  If so, why? 
x Would you like to participate in the savings 

scheme? Why? And why not? 
x Do you receive any indirect 

benefit/disadvantages from the saving scheme 
although you are not a member? 

x What is your relationship like between your 
neighbors who are savings scheme members? 

x How can the Savings scheme be improved? 
x What changes will need to happen for you to 

participate in the savings scheme? 
 
Topic 3: Security of Tenure 
x What does tenure security mean for you? 

Topic 1: Enumeration 
x Does everyone know what enumeration 

is? (give official definition if necessary) 
x Are you aware of the enumeration 

process that took place? 
x Can we get a show of hands of how many 

people carry out the enumeration?  How 
many of you were enumerated? 

x How was enumeration done in your 
community? (flipchart) 

x How did the enumeration process affect 
the community? 

x Of what use is an enumeration process to 
you? 

x What would you do differently next time? 
 
Topic 2a: Saving Scheme 
x What is your impression of Muunganno? 

What does it mean to you? 
(empower/mobilization) 

x How did the savings scheme affect 
community relationships? 

x How did the savings scheme impact 
power relations between savers and 
nonsavers? Between tenants and structure 
owners?  

x What do you think about the way of 
promotion and access into the savings 
scheme (eg group announcement, etc)? 

x Who did the saving scheme benefit and 
leave out? 

x Are you happy with the way Muunganno 
works? 

x How can the Savings scheme be 
improved/What things could Munganno 
do better? 

 
Topic 2b: Nonsavers 
x What are the reasons you do not save? 
x What are the alternatives to saving with 

KM? (other savings organizations, wealth 
sharing) 

x Were any of you part of the scheme and 
stopped.  If so, why? 

x Would you like to participate in the 
savings scheme? Why? And why not? 

x Do you receive any indirect benefit from 
the saving scheme although you are not a 
member? 

x What is your relationship like between 
your neighbors who are savings scheme 
members? 

x How can the Savings scheme be 
improved? 
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x How did the upgrading process change the 
situation of security of tenure in your 
community? (i.e. gain more bargaining power 
when negotiating with the City Council and 
the structure owners; gain certain kind of 
document as a proof of a tenure arrangement; 
decrease the frequency of moving) 

x What role should government be playing in 
terms of land and housing? 

x Has Mungano helped increase your power of 
securing tenure? (Describe) 

x Do you think Pamoja Trust is an important 
part of this process?  Why?  

x What do you think has been your 
community’s achievement in terms of security 
of tenure? 

x What’s your expectation for the security of 
tenure in the future? 

x In your opinion, how can we achieve this 
goal? 

  
Topic 4: Upgrading Process 
x How has the upgrading project affected your 

living conditions? 
x What do you think about the selection process 

of who receives the upgraded houses? 
x What are the dynamics between beneficiaries 

and non-beneficiaries? 
x What are your thoughts on the ongoing 

changes in the community as a result of the 
upgrading process? 

x How would you improve upon the upgrading 
process? 

x  

x What changes will need to happen for you 
to participate in the savings scheme? 

 
Topic 3: Security of Tenure 
x What does tenure security mean for you? 
x How did the upgrading process change 

the situation of security of tenure in your 
community? (i.e. gain more bargaining 
power when negotiating with the City 
Council and the structure owners; gain 
certain kind of document as a proof of a 
tenure arrangement; decrease the 
frequency of moving) 

x What role should government be playing 
in terms of land and housing? 

x Has Mungano helped increase your power 
of securing tenure? (Describe) 

x Do you think Pamoja Trust is an 
important part of this process?  Why?  

x What do you think has been your 
community’s achievement in terms of 
security of tenure? 

x What’s your expectation for the security 
of tenure in the future? 

x In your opinion, how can we achieve this 
goal? 

  
Topic 4: Upgrading Process 
x How has the upgrading project affected 

your living conditions? 
x What do you think about the selection 

process of who will receive the upgraded 
houses? 

x What are the dynamics between 
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries? 

x What are your thoughts on the ongoing 
changes in the community as a result of 
the beneficiary selection process thus far? 

x How would you improve upon the 
upgrading process? 

 
 
 
 

Sunday 
 2-4 
Savers 
*4pm 
savers 
meeting 
in KM 

Topic 1: Enumeration 
x Does everyone know what enumeration is? 

(give official definition if necessary) 
x Are you aware of the enumeration process that 

took place? 
x Can we get a show of hands of how many 

people carry out the enumeration?  How many 
of you were enumerated? 

x How was enumeration done in your 
community? (flipchart) 

Topic 1: Enumeration 
x Does everyone know what enumeration 

is? (give official definition if necessary) 
x Are you aware of the enumeration 

process that took place? 
x Can we get a show of hands of how many 

people carry out the enumeration?  How 
many of you were enumerated? 

x How was enumeration done in your 
community? (flipchart) 
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x How did the enumeration process affect the 
community? 

x Of what use is an enumeration process to you? 
x What would you do differently next time? 
 
Topic 2a: Saving Scheme 
x What is your impression of Muunganno? 

What does it mean to you? 
(empower/mobilization) 

x How did the savings scheme affect 
community relationships? 

x How did the savings scheme impact power 
relations between savers and nonsavers? 
Between tenants and structure owners?  

x What do you think about the way of 
promotion and access into the savings scheme 
(eg group announcement, etc)? 

x Who did the saving scheme benefit and leave 
out? 

x Are you happy with the way Muunganno 
works? 

x How can the Savings scheme be 
improved/What things could Munganno do 
better? 

 
Topic 2b: Saving Scheme (Non 34 members) 
x Did participating in the Savings Scheme help 

you and the community in getting access to 
services?  (Water, electricity, educational 
services, medical services).  If so, how? 

x Are the members’ voices equally represented? 
(selection of key positions, selection of 
investments, selection of residents in 
upgraded houses, division between the better-
off and the poor etc.?)   

x How many collectors are there and how 
selected? 

x How is someone invited into the savings 
groups? 

x Are you satisfied with your savings group? 
x Do you feel like you have control over your 

money? 
 
Topic 3: Security of Tenure 
x What does tenure security mean for you? 
x How did the upgrading process change the 

situation of security of tenure in your 
community? (i.e. gain more bargaining power 
when negotiating with the City Council and 
the structure owners; gain certain kind of 
document as a proof of a tenure arrangement; 
decrease the frequency of moving) 

x What role should government be playing in 
terms of land and housing? 

x Has Mungano helped increase your power of 

x How did the enumeration process affect 
the community? 

x Of what use is an enumeration process to 
you? 

x What would you do differently next time? 
 
Topic 2a: Saving Scheme 
x What is your impression of Muunganno? 

What does it mean to you? 
(empower/mobilization) 

x How did the savings scheme affect 
community relationships? 

x How did the savings scheme impact 
power relations between savers and 
nonsavers? Between tenants and structure 
owners?  

x What do you think about the way of 
promotion and access into the savings 
scheme (eg group announcement, etc)? 

x Who did the saving scheme benefit and 
leave out? 

x Are you happy with the way Muunganno 
works? 

x How can the Savings scheme be 
improved/What things could Munganno 
do better? 

 
Topic 2b: Saving Scheme 
x Did participating in the Savings Scheme 

help you and the community in getting 
access to services?  (Water, electricity, 
educational services, medical services).  
If so, how? 

x Are the members’ voices equally 
represented? (selection of key positions, 
selection of investments, selection of 
residents in upgraded houses, division 
between the better-off and the poor etc.?)  

x How many collectors are there and how 
selected? 

x How is someone invited into the savings 
groups? 

x Are you satisfied with your savings 
group? 

x Do you feel like you have control over 
your money? 

 
Topic 3: Security of Tenure 
x What does tenure security mean for you? 
x How did the upgrading process change 

the situation of security of tenure in your 
community? (i.e. gain more bargaining 
power when negotiating with the City 
Council and the structure owners; gain 
certain kind of document as a proof of a 
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securing tenure? (Describe) 
x Do you think Pamoja Trust is an important 

part of this process?  Why?  
x What do you think has been your 

community’s achievement in terms of security 
of tenure? 

x What’s your expectation for the security of 
tenure in the future? 

x In your opinion, how can we achieve this 
goal? 

  
Topic 4: Upgrading Process 
x How has the upgrading project affected your 

living conditions? 
x What do you think about the selection process 

of who receives the upgraded houses? 
x What are the dynamics between beneficiaries 

and non-beneficiaries? 
x What are your thoughts on the ongoing 

changes in the community as a result of the 
upgrading process? 

x How would you improve upon the upgrading 
process? 

   

tenure arrangement; decrease the 
frequency of moving) 

x What role should government be playing 
in terms of land and housing? 

x Has Mungano helped increase your power 
of securing tenure? (Describe) 

x Do you think Pamoja Trust is an 
important part of this process?  Why?  

x What do you think has been your 
community’s achievement in terms of 
security of tenure? 

x What’s your expectation for the security 
of tenure in the future? 

x In your opinion, how can we achieve this 
goal? 

  
Topic 4: Upgrading Process 
x How has the upgrading project affected 

your living conditions? 
x What do you think about the selection 

process of who will receive the upgraded 
houses? 

x What are the dynamics between 
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries? 

x What are your thoughts on the ongoing 
changes in the community as a result of 
the beneficiary selection process thus far? 

x How would you improve upon the 
upgrading process? 

 
Monday, 
2-4, 
Initial 34 
Beneficia
ries 
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Annex 8: Focus Group Structure: 
 
Focus Group 1: Tenants in Gitathuru (March 19, 2005) 
Focus Group 2: Beneficiaries in Kambimoto (March 19, 2005) 
Focus Group 3: Tenants in Kambimoto (March 19,2005) 
Focus Group 4: Structure Owner in Gitathuru (March 20, 2005) 
Focus Group 5: Saver in Kambimoto (March 20, 2005) 
Focus Group 6: Structure Owner in Kambimoto (March 23, 2005) 
 
Focus Groups Structure in Kambimoto: 4 groups  
 
Target Population of Focus Group Structure Owners Tenants Savers Non-Savers 
Beneficiaries’ Focus Group 23  23  
Savers’ Focus Group 8 4 12  
Structure Owners Focus Group 10    
Tenants Focus Group  11  11 
 
Focus Groups  Structure in Gitathuru: 3 groups 
 
Target Population of Focus Group Structure Owners Tenants Savers Non-Savers 
Tenants’ Focus Group  8   
Structure Owners 10  10  
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Annex 9: Contact Information 

1. Jane Weru, Director of Pamoja Trust. Interviewed on March 24, 2005 

2. Lawrence, Saving Scheme Community Organizer of Pamoja Trust apiyogood@yahoo.co.uk. 

Interviewed on March 17, 2005 

3. Kimani, Research and Advocacy & Youth Coordinator of Pamoja Trust. Interviewed in January, 

2005 and on March 21, 2005 

4. Scholastica, Community Organizer and Land Tenure Coordinator of Pamoja Trust. Interviewed on 

March 22 and March 23, 2005 

5. Jack Makau, Information Officer, Research and Advocacy Team, Pamoja Trust. Interviewed in 

January 2005 

6. Salma, Coordinator, Savings Schemes, Pamoja Trust 

7. Irene, Research Assistant, Research and Advocacy Team, Pamoja Trust 

8. Elias, Planning Student, University of Nairobi, Volunteer, Pamoja Trust. Interviewed January, 2005 

9. Josiah Omoto, formerly with ITDG, Water Aid and now independent 

10. Ulrik Westman, UN-HABITAT, Global Settlements Program. Interviewed in December 2004 

11. Odindo Opieta, Kituo Cha Sheria, Kenyan Legal Aid Society. Interviewed in January 2004 

12. Kambimoto, Huruma, Community Members 

13. Mr. Eric Makokha, CEO, Shelter Forum. Interviewed on March, 2005 

14. Mr. James Maine, Assistant Director of City Planning, Nairobi. Interviewed March 24, 2005 

15. Dr. E.O. Abonyo, TECTA Consultants, University of Nairobi, 254-722-424331(mobile), E-mail: 

tectacon@yahoo.co.uk, e.o.abonyo@unbi.ac.ke Interviewed on March 24,2005 

16. Ali Kibui, Chairman of the Huruma Ngei IIB, Gitathuru 

17. Susan, Chairwoman of Kambimoto Muugano 

18. Francesca Tarisa, COOPI  

19. Sarah Karirah Gitau, Human Settlement Officer, Research and Reporting Section, Policy Analysis, 

Synthesis and Dialogue Branch, UN Habitat. Interviewed on March 23, 2005 

20. Winnie Mitullah, Professor of Political Science, Nairobi University. Interviewed on March 24,2005 
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Annex 10: Kambimoto Maps 

 
Map 10.1 Kambimoto village map from TECTA consultants 
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Map 10.2 Kambimoto village map from Nairobi City Council 

 

 
 
 
 

 


