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Target Respondents

▪ The social impact assessment sought to assess the social impact of Kipato Unbranded in
the lives of target Artisan and immediate community as well as to inform its future
intervention programs.

▪ Artisan from Kibera, Dagoretti and Rongai areas were targeted for this impact assessment

Type of respondent Total

Direct Indirect 

Dagoretti 15 60 75

Kibera 17 61 78

Rongai 17 60 77

Total 49 181 230

▪ Out of the total respondents interviewed,
21% were Direct Beneficiaries (49 out of 230)

▪ Indirect Beneficiaries accounted for 79% (181
out of 230)

▪ Further to note, separate survey tools were
developed to capture data from direct and
indirect beneficiaries separately
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Direct Beneficiaries

SOCIAL IMPACT PROJECT



Role in Kipato

▪ The major activities by the direct beneficiaries across the three regions were
grinding/smoothening (79%), polishing/coating (79%), artwork (77%) and sizing/cutting
(77%).

▪ A comparatively smaller proportion of the beneficiaries were engaged in buying/selling
materials (58%) and heating/molding (56%).

77.1%

58.3%

77.1%

56.3%

79.2%

79.2%

4.2%

Artwork

Buying/Selling materials e.g. brass,…

Sizing/cutting the material

Heating/ molding the material

Grinding/smoothening the material

Polishing/coating the material

Finishing and Quality Control

Direct Beneficiaries

▪ Further findings indicate, a
minimal proportion of the
beneficiaries were engaging
in finishing and quality
control (4%).

▪ Materials e.g. bones were
obtained from neighboring
slaughter houses and
butchery owners, who
supply on demand basis.
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Role in Kipato * Survey Region

▪ Target region analysis shows a common trend across the three regions where
grinding/smoothening, polishing/coating, artwork and sizing/cutting were the common
activities of the beneficiaries.

▪ Buying/Selling materials e.g. brass, bones etc. was common in Kibera (94%) as compared
to other regions i.e. Dagoretti (47%) and Rongai (35%).

Dagoretti Kibera Rongai

Count % Count % Count %

Artwork 13 87% 12 75% 12 71%

Buying/Selling materials e.g. brass, bones etc 7 47% 15 94% 6 35%

Sizing/cutting the material 13 87% 12 75% 12 71%

Heating/ molding the material 8 53% 9 56% 10 59%

Grinding/smoothening the material 12 80% 14 88% 12 71%

Polishing/coating the material 10 67% 14 88% 14 82%

Finishing and Quality Control 0 0% 0 0% 2 12%

Direct Beneficiaries
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Household Income

▪ The beneficiaries reported an average household
income of Kshs. 31,583 per month.

▪ In addition, the beneficiaries reported a maximum
of Kshs. 120,000 and a minimum of Kshs. 5,00
household income per month

▪ We captured household income which comprised
of all income generating activities the beneficiaries
engage in including as an artisan.

Min Mean Max

Overall (Kshs) 5,000 31,583 120,000

Min Mean Max

Income per 

month * Region

Dagoretti 5,000 37,933 120,000

Kibera 15,000 36,438 100,000

Rongai 5,000 21,412 60,000

Direct Beneficiaries

▪ The region level analysis indicates direct beneficiaries from Dagoretti had a higher average household
income (Kshs. 37,933) as compared to Kibera (Kshs. 36,438) and Rongai (Kshs. 21,412).

▪ Some beneficiary households from Dagoretti reported a maximum of Kshs. 120,000 while households
from Kibera reported a maximum of Kshs. 100,000 and Rongai a maximum of Kshs. 60,000.

▪ Other income generating activities the beneficiaries were engaging in include outdoor business activities
(e.g. selling of clothes, food items and consumables).
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Is Kipato Unbranded your only employer?

▪ Overall, 42% of the direct
beneficiaries interviewed reported
Kipato being their only employer,
while a comparatively larger
proportion (58%) reported having
other employers apart from Kipato.

▪ Across the regions, majority of the
beneficiaries from Rongai (71%) have
Kipato as their only employer as
compared to other regions i.e.
Dagoretti (27%) and Kibera (25%).

▪ Other employers as indicated by
artisans include “Soko”

42%
27% 25%

71%

58%
73% 75%

29%

Dagoretti Kibera Rongai

Overall Region

Yes No

Direct Beneficiaries
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Proportion of income from Kipato

▪ Overall, a majority of the beneficiaries reported income from Kipato contributing a
moderate percent (61%) to their total income per month. A comparatively smaller
proportion reported small percent (28%) and large percent (11%).

▪ Across the regions, beneficiaries from Dagoretti reported their income from Kipato
being a moderate percent (91%) contribution and small percent (9%).

29%

9%

33%

60%61%

91%

50%

20%

11%

0%

17%
20%

Dagoretti Kibera Rongai

Overall Region

A small % Moderate % Large %

Direct Beneficiaries

▪ In contrast, beneficiaries from Kibera
and Rongai reported income from
Kipato contributing either moderate
and/or large percent of their income.

▪ In Kibera, beneficiaries who reported
moderate were 50% and large, 17%
while in Rongai moderate were 20%
and large, 20%.

SOCIAL IMPACT PROJECT



Income from Kipato/month – Descriptive

▪ The direct beneficiaries reported an average
increase in Kshs. 13,505 after joining Kipato.

▪ After the beneficiaries joined Kipato they
reported an average of Kshs. 21,521 which
was significantly higher as compared to
before Kipato which was Kshs. 9,246.

Minimum Mean Maximum
Before Kipato Unbranded?

0 9,246 98,000

In Kipato Unbranded?
2000 21,521 112,000

Change

Average increase 200 13,505 55,000

Dagoretti Kibera Rongai

Min Aver Max Min Aver Max Min Aver Max

Before Kipato Unbranded? 0 7,160 15000 0 15,681 98000 0 5,029 18000

In Kipato Unbranded? 2000 21,533 60000 6000 28,438 112000 3000 15,000 50000

Change

Average increase 200 15,471 55,000 3,600 13,607 30,000 1,800 11,567 50,000

▪ At the regional level, beneficiaries from Dagoretti reported an average increase of Kshs. 15,471 which was
comparatively higher as compared to beneficiaries from Kibera and Rongai who reported and average increase
in Kshs. 13,607 and Kshs. 11,567 respectively.

▪ Beneficiaries from Kibera reported an average of Kshs. 28,438 after Kipato which was comparatively higher
than Dagoretti (Kshs. 21,533) and Rongai (Kshs. 15,000).

Direct Beneficiaries
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Income from Kipato/month – Inferential

▪ The average income for the beneficiaries after
joining Kipato (Kshs. 21,520) is more than the
average income before (Kshs. 9,245); hence the
beneficiaries had improved income per month
significantly upon joining Kipato than previously
when they did not sell their products to Kipato.

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

Before Kipato 

Unbranded?
9245.83 14739.900 2127.521

In Kipato 

Unbranded?
21520.83 19335.767 2790.878

Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences

t df

Sig. (2-

tailed)Mean

Std. 

Deviation

Std. Error 

Mean

95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

Lower Upper

In Kipato Unbranded - Before 

Kipato Unbranded?
12275.00 12855.75 1855.57 8542.08 16007.92 6.62 47 .000

▪ On average, income per month for
beneficiaries after joining Kipato was Kshs.
5,071/- higher than before joining (95% CI)

▪ The p-value is less than 0.05 hence we
conclude that there is a statistically significant
difference between the average income earned by
beneficiaries before joining Kipato and after joining
Kipato

Direct Beneficiaries
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Expenditure

▪ The direct beneficiaries reported supporting their relatives (> 2 people) through paying of bills i.e. an average of 2 people
(school fees), 3 people (electricity), 2 people (water), 4 people (food) and 4 people (clothes).

▪ Average number of people supported though paying for food and clothes was relatively higher as compared to other bills.

Minimum Mean Maximum

School fees for_# of people 0 2 6

Amount on school fees 3000 28,105 130 000

Electricity bill_# of people 0 3 10

Amount on Electricity Bill 250 1,498 9,000

Water bill for_# of people 0 2 10

Amount on water bill 100 957 6,000

Buy food_# of people 1 4 13

Amount on food 1000 9,975 80,000

Buy clothes_# of people 0 4 12

Amount on clothes 200 3,914 36,000

▪ Direct beneficiaries expenses on school
fees were at an average of Kshs. 28,105.

▪ Other expenses were relatively low at
an average of Kshs. 9,975 (food), Kshs.
3,914 (clothes), Kshs. 1,498 (electricity).

▪ Bills on water was the lowest at an
average of Kshs. 957.

▪ Further findings indicate some
beneficiaries spending a maximum of
Kshs. 130,000 on school fees and Kshs.
80,000 on food.

Direct Beneficiaries
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House walls

▪ There was an improved in house conditions as indicated by majority of the beneficiaries where they
reported staying in brick walls (73%) after joining Kipato as compared to before Kipato where
majority were in corrugated iron (44%).There was a notable decline in proportion of beneficiaries
who were in muds walls before Kipato (17%) and in Kipato (8%).

17%

8%

44%

19%

40%

73%

Before Kipato Unbranded In Kipato Unbranded

Mud walls (Nyumba ya matope)

Corrugated iron (Nyumba ya mabati)

Brick walls (Nyumba ya mawe)

Direct Beneficiaries

▪ Similarly, there was a significant
increase in proportion of
beneficiaries staying in brick
walls before Kipato (40%) and
in/after Kipato (73%).

▪ The change is attributable to
increase in household income
per month as a result of
engaging in more activities with
Kipato in regards to sales turn
over, consequently more profits.
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Foods consumed and frequency

▪ Across the foods consumed by
the beneficiaries there was an
increase in frequency and
quantity of food consumed
before and after Kipato as
shown in the table beside.

▪ Consumption of milk has a
significant change in both
frequency (rarely (42%) > often
(81%)) and quantity (2.67 litres
> 5.42 litres).

▪ Similarly, consumption of meat
had a relative change in
frequency (rarely (73%) >
sometimes (44%)) and quantity
(0.76 kg > 1.93 kgs).

▪ In contrast, the change in sugar
consumed was not significant
before and after Kipato.

Total quantity consumed 

per week (in Kgs/Litres)

Count % Min Aver Max

Before joining Kipato 

Unbranded, how often did 

you eat meat in a week?

Rarely 35 73%

0.00 .76 2.00Sometimes 10 21%

Often 3 6%
In a week, how often do 

you eat meat now?

Rarely 17 35%

.50 1.93 4.00Sometimes 21 44%

Often 10 21%
Before joining Kipato 

Unbranded, how often did 

you buy sugar in a week?

Rarely 37 77%

0.00 1.19 10.00Sometimes 6 13%

Often 5 10%
In a week, how often do 

you buy sugar now?

Rarely 26 54%

0.00 1.79 10.00Sometimes 11 23%

Often 11 23%
Before joining Kipato 

Unbranded, how often did 

you buy milk in a week?

Rarely 20 42%

0.00 2.67 14.00Sometimes 11 23%

Often 17 35%
In a week, how often do 

you buy milk now?

Rarely 1 2%

1.00 5.42 14.00Sometimes 8 17%
Often 39 81%

Direct Beneficiaries
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Cooking Energy

▪ Majority of the beneficiaries use cooking
gas (88%) for cooking which is an
improvement in cooking energy for the
beneficiaries after Kipato as compared to
before Kipato where the common
cooking energy was Kerosene stove
(79%).

▪ It was evident from the main findings that
majority of the beneficiaries were
accessing renewable forms of energy
mainly cooking gas and kerosene stove.79%

33%

44%

40%

31%

88%

Before Kipato Unbranded

In Kipato Unbranded

Cooking gas Coal stove (Jiko ya makaa) Kerosene stove

Dagoretti Kibera Rongai

Count % Count % Count %

Before Kipato 

Unbranded

Kerosene stove 13 87% 13 81% 12 71%

Coal stove (Jiko ya makaa) 11 73% 5 31% 5 29%

Cooking gas 2 13% 3 19% 10 59%

In Kipato 

Unbranded

Kerosene stove 2 13% 5 31% 9 53%

Coal stove (Jiko ya makaa) 12 80% 3 19% 4 24%

Cooking gas 14 93% 12 75% 16 94%

Direct Beneficiaries
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Lighting Energy

75%

65%

21%

2%

4%

6%

2%

4%

63%

100%

Before Kipato

Unbranded

In Kipato Unbranded

Candle (mshumaa) Kerosene lamp Solar home system Torch Electricity from the main grid

Direct Beneficiaries

Dagoretti Kibera Rongai

Count % Count % Count %

Before Kipato Candle (mshumaa) 14 93% 6 38% 16 94%

Kerosene lamp 9 60% 0 0% 1 6%

Solar home system 2 13% 0 0% 0 0%

Torch 1 7% 0 0% 0 0%

Electricity from the main grid 5 33% 11 69% 14 82%

In Kipato Candle (mshumaa) 14 93% 0 0% 17 100%

Kerosene lamp 1 7% 0 0% 0 0%

Solar home system 3 20% 0 0% 0 0%

Torch 1 7% 0 0% 1 6%

Electricity from the main grid 15 100% 16 100% 17 100%

▪ All of the beneficiaries currently
use electivity from the main
grid (100%) for lighting which is
an improvement in lighting
energy for the beneficiaries
after Kipato as compared to
before Kipato where the
common lighting energy was
candle (75%).
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Financial services

▪ Overall, all the direct beneficiaries interviewed have a mobile money account while a comparatively
smaller proportion have bank accounts (65%) and Chama/SACCO accounts (52%).

▪ At the target region analysis, the findings were similar where mobile money accounts were
common; however, majority of beneficiaries from Dagoretti have a bank account and
Chama/SACCO account as compared to other regions were the proportion was relatively low.

100% 100% 100% 100%

65%

80%

56% 59%
52%

73%

31%

53%

Dagoretti Kibera Rongai

Overall Region

Mobile money account e.g. M-Pesa/Airtel money Bank account Chama/SACCO account

Direct Beneficiaries

▪ The findings indicate
improved capacity of
beneficiaries in accessing
financial services associated
with mobile technology.

▪ Access to banks and
Chama/SACCO accounts
improves the ability of
beneficiaries in doing savings
as well as seeking loans to
improve their business.
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Financial service

▪ The use of mobile money and bank accounts by direct
beneficiaries recorded receiving an average of Kshs.
115,234 while average sending, saving and borrowing
were comparatively low as shown in the table beside.

▪ However, receiving and sending money recorded a
maximum of Kshs. 480, 000 and Kshs. 400,000 in the
previous 6 months

Min Mean Max

Sending money 300 53,960 250,000

Receiving money 2,000 115,234 480,000

Saving money 0 45,525 400,000

Borrowing loans
0 18,618 80,000

Dagoretti Kibera Rongai

Min Mean Max Min Mean Max Min Mean Max

Sending money 3000 56,600 120,000 300 65,206 180,000 1800 41,047 250,000

Receiving money 2000 87,600 300,000 3000 184,600 480,000 3000 78,412 300,000

Saving money 0 14,857 30,000 0 83,571 400,000 0 36,917 180,000

Borrowing loans 1500 23,714 60,000 0 22,650 80,000 0 7,450 30,000

Direct Beneficiaries

▪ Across the regions the findings were similar where use of mobile money and bank accounts in receiving money was
common recording an average of Kshs. 87,600 in Dagoretti, Kshs. 184,600 in Kibera and Kshs. 78,412 in Rongai.

▪ Sending and saving money were common also but in comparatively smaller proportion than receiving money as shown
in the table below.
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Health services

▪ During the assessment, we sought to know whether there was a change in capacity of beneficiaries accessing
improve quality health services. Before Kipato, majority of the beneficiaries sought health services from
Dispensaries (71%) while a comparatively smaller proportion sought from health centres (35%) and
district/provincial referral hospitals (33%).

▪ However, after Kipato there was a significant change in accessing health services where majority of the
beneficiaries sought services from private hospitals (61%).

71%

48%

35%

43%

33%

37%

25%

61%

4%

17%

Before Kipato

Unbranded

In Kipato Unbranded

Dispensaries Health centres District/Provincial referral hospital Private hospital National hospital

Direct Beneficiaries

▪ There was a notable
improvement in
proportion of beneficiaries
seeking health services
from national hospitals i.e.
4% before Kipato and 17%
after Kipato.

▪ In contrast, there was a
decline in proportion
access health services
from dispensaries as
shown in the figure beside.
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Indirect Beneficiaries
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Role related to Kipato Unbranded Artisan

Family Member

97%

Colleague

1%

Friend

2%

▪ A majority of indirect beneficiaries interviewed were family members (97%) of the
Kipato Unbranded Artisans while a few of them were friends (2%) and colleagues (1%).

▪ The family members were either spouses, children, parents, brothers and sisters of the
artisans and who had knowledge of where and what the artisans were working.

Indirect Beneficiaries

▪ The indirect beneficiaries were
purposively sampled and data
collection conducted through phone
interviews. This was necessary
because majority of them were not
staying with the artisans hence could
not be reached physically.

▪ The direct beneficiaries provide
names and telephone numbers of
persons whom they support through
income from working with Kipato.
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Proportion of income from Kipato

▪ Overall, a majority of the indirect
beneficiaries reported the amount
they receive from Kipato artisans
contribute moderate percent (58%)
to their total income per month. A
comparatively smaller proportion
reported large percent (29%) and
small percent (19%).

▪ The findings were similar across a
majority of the direct and indirect
beneficiaries where money from
Kipato contributed a moderate
percent to the income.

13%

58%

29%

A small % Moderate % Large %

Indirect Beneficiaries
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Amount of money (per month) received

▪ The indirect beneficiaries reported
receiving and average of Kshs. 5,138
from their relatives who are Kipato
Artisans; in addition, some indirect
beneficiaries reported receiving a
maximum of Kshs. 50,000

Minimum Mean Maximum

Amount per month
0.00 5,138 50,000

Amount paid (kshs)

Count % Min Mean Max

School fees Yes 163 90.6%

No 17 9.4%

Electricity 

bills

Yes 167 92.8%
250 755 10,000

No 13 7.2%

Water bills Yes 148 82.2%
200 565 3,000

No 32 17.8%

Food Yes 171 95.0%
200 2,649 15,000

No 9 5.0%

Clothes Yes 157 87.2%
300 1,739 20,000

No 23 12.8%

House rent & 

Travel bills

Yes 74 41.1%
200 2,174 15,000

No 106 58.9%

Indirect Beneficiaries

▪ Majority of the beneficiaries receive
support (>85%) in paying for their bills
including school fees, electricity, water,
food, clothes, house rent and
transportation. As indicated in the table
below.

▪ Amount received for food was
averagely higher (Kshs. 2,649) as
compared to other bills; in addition
some indirect beneficiaries received a
maximum of Kshs. 20,000 for clothes
and Kshs. 15,000 for food.
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Amount of money received/month – Inferential

▪ The average amount of money indirect beneficiaries
were receiving from the Direct beneficiaries after
joining Kipato is more (Kshs. 6,265) than the average
income the indirect beneficiaries were receiving
previously (Kshs. 2,2161); hence the indirect
beneficiaries had improved capacity to pay for their
bills significantly

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

Before Kipato 

Unbranded? 2261.1429 2500.56979 189.02531

After Kipato 

Unbranded? 6265.5429 5403.83970 408.49188

Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences

t df Sig. (2-tailed)Mean

Std. 

Deviation

Std. Error 

Mean

95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

Lower Upper

Before Kipato Unbranded -

After Kipato Unbranded?
4004.40 4019.18 303.82 3404.75 4604.05 13.18 174 .000

▪ On average, amount received for
indirect beneficiaries after relatives
joining Kipato was Kshs. 4,004/- higher
than before joining (95% CI)

▪ The p-value is less than 0.05 hence we conclude that
there is a statistically significant difference between
the average amount of money received (by indirect
beneficiaries before their relatives who are Direct
beneficiaries joined Kipato) and after joining Kipato

Indirect Beneficiaries
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House walls

18%

2%

72%

28%

11%

70%

Before Kipato Unbranded In Kipato Unbranded

Mud walls (Nyumba ya matope) Corrugated iron (Nyumba ya mabati) Brick walls (Nyumba ya mawe)

Indirect Beneficiaries

▪ There was a similar improvement in house conditions as indicated by majority of the indirect
beneficiaries where they reported staying in brick walls (70%) after joining Kipato as compared to
before Kipato where majority were in corrugated iron (72%).

▪ There was a notable decline in proportion of beneficiaries who were in muds walls before Kipato
(18%) and in Kipato (2%).

▪ There was a significant increase
in proportion of beneficiaries
staying in brick walls before
Kipato (11%) and in/after Kipato
(70%); which was attributable to
increase in household income
per month as a result of receiving
more support financially from
Kipato artisans.

SOCIAL IMPACT PROJECT



Foods consumed and frequencyIndirect Beneficiaries

Total quantity 

consumed per week (in 

Kgs/Litres)

Count % Min Aver Max

Before joining Kipato 

Unbranded, how often did 

you eat meat in a week?

Rarely 172 95.6%

- - -Sometimes 7 3.9%

Often 1 .6%

In a week, how often do you 

eat meat now?

Rarely 30 16.7%

1.00 1.51 4.00Sometimes 144 80.0%

Often 6 3.3%

Before joining Kipato 

Unbranded, how often did 

you buy sugar in a week?

Rarely 174 96.7%

0.00 1.06 2.00Sometimes 3 1.7%

Often 3 1.7%

In a week, how often do you 

buy sugar now?

Rarely 40 22.2%

1.00 1.49 5.00Sometimes 132 73.3%

Often 8 4.4%

Before joining Kipato 

Unbranded, how often did 

you buy milk in a week?

Rarely 142 78.9%

0.00 1.80 7.00Sometimes 28 15.6%

Often 10 5.6%

In a week, how often do you 

buy milk now?

Rarely 6 3.3%

1.00 4.68 10.00Sometimes 94 52.2%

Often 80 44.4%

▪ There was increase in frequency
and quantity of food consumed by
the indirect beneficiaries before
and after Kipato

▪ Consumption of milk had a
significant change in both
frequency (rarely (79%) >
sometimes (52%)) and quantity
(1.8 litres > 4.68 litres).

▪ Consumption of meat had also a
significant change in frequency
(rarely (96%) > sometimes (80%)).

▪ In contrast, the change in sugar
consumed was not significant
before and after Kipato where and
quantity (1.06 kgs > 1.49 litres).
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Cooking EnergyIndirect Beneficiaries

56%

4%

58%

7%

51%

73%

4%

86%

Before Kipato Unbranded

In Kipato Unbranded

Firewood Kerosene stove Coal stove (Jiko ya makaa) Cooking gas

▪ Further, it was evident from the main
findings that majority of the beneficiaries
were accessing renewable forms of energy
mainly cooking gas; however, a relatively
higher proportion of indirect beneficiaries
were using coal stove (jiko ya makaa) for
cooking.

▪ However, the beneficiaries reported using
coal stove and cooking gas alternately
depending on ease and amount of food
being prepared. Coal stove were common
in preparing dinner while cooking gas was
preferred dung breakfast and lunch.

▪ Majority of the indirect beneficiaries use cooking gas (86%) for cooking which is an improvement in cooking
energy after Kipato as compared to before Kipato where the common cooking energy were Kerosene stove
(56%), firewood (51%) and coal stove (58%.

▪ There was a significant decline in use of firewood and kerosene stove by indirect beneficiaries after Kipato,
which indicates increased awareness in natural resources management as well as combating air pollution.
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Lighting EnergyIndirect Beneficiaries

66%

47%

81%

9%

28%

46%

4%

39%

16%

96%

Before Kipato Unbranded In Kipato Unbranded

Candle (mshumaa) Kerosene lamp Solar home system Torch Electricity from the main grid

▪ The shift in use of clean energy
was attributable to improved
household income as a result
in more financial support from
Kipato artisans, consequently,
the capacity of households to
connect to main grid improved.

▪ Through use of electricity
there is an improvement in
livelihood activities around
energy sector including
welding activities, retail shops,
etc.

▪ Before Kipato a majority of the indirect beneficiaries were using kerosene lamp (81%) and candles (66%)
for lighting, however after Kipato there was a significant change in the type of energy used for lighting.

▪ Almost all of the beneficiaries currently use electivity from the main grid (98%) for lighting which is an
improvement in lighting energy for the beneficiaries after Kipato as compared to before Kipato.

SOCIAL IMPACT PROJECT



Financial services

▪ Amongst the indirect beneficiaries,
mobile money accounts (80%) and bank
accounts were common (61%).

▪ A comparatively smaller proportion have
Chama/Sacco accounts (49%).

▪ The accounts held by indirect
beneficiaries were mainly used for
sending (97%) and receiving money
(100%).

Indirect Beneficiaries

▪ Financial services for receiving money
accounted for a higher average amount
of money transacted (Kshs. 28,652) with
some respondents reporting a maximum
of Kshs. 180,000 within the previous 6
months.

Count %

Do you have any of 

the following?

Mobile money account 

e.g. M-Pesa/Airtel money 144 80.0%

Bank account 110 61.1%

Chama/SACCO account 89 49.4%

None of the above 36 20.0%

What do you use the 

account for?

Sending money 140 97.2%

Receiving money 144 100.0%

Saving money 115 79.9%

Borrowing loans 89 61.8%

Approximate amount of Money (Kshs)

Minimum Mean Maximum

Sending money 0 10,556 100,000

Receiving money 400 28,652 180,000

Saving money 0 8,420 60,000

Borrowing loans 0 15,138 65,000
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Financial services

▪ Before Kipato, majority of the indirect beneficiaries visited dispensaries and health centres for medical
services as represented by 96% and 65% respectively.

▪ However, there is a change after Kipato where majority of the indirect beneficiaries received health
services from Private hospitals (80%) and district/provincial referral hospitals (78%).

▪ The results indicate an improvement in capacity of indirect beneficiaries in accessing improved quality
health services

Indirect Beneficiaries

96%

59%
65%

58%

41%

78%

2%

80%

1%

33%

Before Kipato Unbranded In Kipato Unbranded

Dispensaries Health centres District/Provincial referral hospital Private hospital National hospital
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Conclusions

SOCIAL IMPACT PROJECT



Conclusions

▪ The major activities by the direct beneficiaries across the three regions were
grinding/smoothening, polishing/coating, artwork and sizing/cutting as reported by more than
75% if the beneficiaries interviewed

▪ A majority of the beneficiaries reported income from Kipato contributing a moderately percent
to their total income per month

▪ Both direct and indirect beneficiaries reported an average increase in income per month after
Kipato which was a statistically significant difference between the average income by
beneficiaries before joining Kipato and after joining Kipato.

▪ There was an overall increase in frequency and quantity of food consumed by both direct and
indirect beneficiaries before and after Kipato as shown in the table beside.

▪ A majority of the beneficiaries (both direct and indreict) were accessing renewable forms of
energy mainly cooking gas and kerosene stove.

▪ Almost all of the beneficiaries currently use electivity from the main grid for lighting which is an
improvement in lighting energy for the beneficiaries after Kipato as compared to before Kipato.
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Recommendations
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Recommendations

▪ Sourcing Materials: There are raw materials that are difficult to source locally. Kipato could
perhaps assist to import them and resell them to the artisans.

▪ Design Process: There is a lot of back and forth whenever a new design is being introduced.
Great delays are also experienced as artisans await feedback on designs. Kipato should have a
field designer who provides immediate feedback on designs and guides artisans during the design
process. Further, once a design is approved, production should be initiated immediately.

▪ Frequent change of designs: Currently, one design is being sold for a prolonged period of
time whereas customers cannot keep buying the same design all the time. It is necessary to
introduce new designs often to attract new and repeat customers as well move with market
trends.

▪ Artisans input: artisans could be given a leeway to come up with original designs through a
competition and then compensate those with good designs and patent them under Kipato. This
will create a huge database of designs for Kipato.
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Recommendations

▪ Aggressive marketing: June to August is usually an off-peak season for jewelry sales. Artisans
undergo a tough time during the off-peak season. It is necessary to market more aggressively
both locally and internationally to ensure artisans get orders even during such off-peak seasons.

▪ Credit Financing: It would be ideal if the artisans could have a kitty to borrow from for
business expansion or for emergencies. Deductions could then be made from their jewelry
deliveries.

▪ Asset Financing: Artisans often cope with inadequate equipment and power blackouts that
affect their productivity. Asset financing for the artisans to acquire equipment such as soldering
gas, drills, bench grinders, generators, punching equipment for circle and triangular jewellery
pieces could greatly enhance their workmanship and productivity.
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Asante!
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