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Abstract
Background: In 2013, Kenya introduced a free maternity 
policy in all public healthcare facilities. In 2016, the Ministry 
of Health shifted responsibility for the program, now called 
Linda Mama, to the National Hospital Insurance Fund (NHIF) 
and expanded access beyond public sector. This study aimed 
to examine the implementation of the Linda Mama program.
Methods: We conducted a mixed-methods cross-sectional 
study at the national level and in 20 purposively sampled fa-
cilities across five counties in Kenya. We collected data us-
ing in-depth interviews (n = 104), administered patient-exit 
questionnaires (n = 108), and carried out document reviews. 
Qualitative data were analysed using a framework approach 
while quantitative data were analysed descriptively.
Results: Linda Mama was designed and resulted in improved 
accountability and expand benefits. In practice however, 
beneficiaries did not access some services that were part of 
the revised benefit package. Second, out of pocket payments 
were still being incurred by beneficiaries. Health facilities in 
most counties had lost financial autonomy and had no ac-
cess to reimbursements from NHIF for services provided; 
but those with financial autonomy were able to boost facil-
ity revenue and enhance service delivery. Further, fund dis-
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1 | BACKGROUND

Globally, an estimated 295,000 maternal deaths occurred in 2017, resulting in a maternal mortality ratio (MMR) of 
211 per 100,000 live births with sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) accounting for 66% of these deaths.1 The 2014 Kenya De-
mographic Health Survey reported a MMR of 362,2 which is still unacceptably high. Countries have set out to reduce 
global MMR to less than 70 per 100,000 live births with no country having more than twice the global average by 
2030.3,4

Poor access to and low utilisation of skilled care during the antenatal, childbirth, and postnatal period contributes 
to high maternal deaths in Kenya.5 For example, only 62% of live births in the 2014 Kenya Demographic Health Survey 
were delivered by a skilled birth attendant and only 58% of mothers attended four or more antenatal visits.2

One key dimension of equitable access is affordability6 and therefore healthcare financing of maternal health is 
critical. The Kenyan health sector is financed from public, private, and donor sources accounting for 37%, 39.6%, and 
23.4% of total health expenditure.7 Household out of pocket (OOP) payments account for a large proportion (26.1%) 
of total health expenditure.7 In 2018, 7.1% of Kenyan households incurred catastrophic health expenditures, resulting 
in 1 million Kenyans being pushed into poverty.8

Countries across Africa have undertaken health financing reforms to reduce OOP payments in order to increase 
utilisation of maternal health services, which in turn can reduce maternal deaths. For example, Morocco, Tanzania, 
and Senegal have removed user fees for deliveries and caesarean sections in public health facilities while Burundi and 
Ghana have this same policy but it extends to private sector.9-11 A free caesarean section policy has been instituted in 
all public health facilities in Mali and both the public and private not-for-profit health facilities in Benin.12,13 In Uganda, 
there is a user fee removal policy in all public health facilities while in Zambia, the same policy extends to all rural facil-
ities.14,15 Burkina Faso, has universal care for all pregnant women in public and some private facilities.16

In Kenya, there have been various user fee reforms in relation to maternal health. In 2004, there was the abolition 
of user fees in all primary level facilities and an introduction of the 10/20 policy where a registration fee of Kenya Shil-
lings (KES)10 and KES20 was charged in dispensaries and health centres respectively (approximately 2018 USD0.33 
and USD0.67 respectively).17 Later in 2007, fees for deliveries in public healthcare facilities were removed. It is report-
ed that there was a low adherence to the 10/20 policy and facilities still charged patients higher fees.17 This led to the 
abolition of the 10/20 policy in 2013 and an introduction of the free maternity policy resulting in removal of user fees 
for maternal healthcare in all public healthcare facilities, following a presidential declaration.18 In a distinct departure 

bursements from NHIF were characterised by delays and un-
predictability. Implementation experiences reveal that there 
was inadequate communication, claim processing challenges 
and reimbursement rates were deemed insufficient.
Conclusions: Our findings show that there are challenges 
associated with the implementation of the Linda Mama pro-
gram and highlights the need for process evaluations for pro-
grams to track implementation, ensure continuous learning, 
and provide opportunities for course correcting programs' 
implementation.

K E Y W O R D S
health policy, implementation, maternal health, process evaluation, 
user fees
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from the past, the national government started compensating health facilities for the lost revenue. An evaluation of 
this free maternity policy reported that although it led to an increase in utilisation of services there were several chal-
lenges.19 In October 2016, the Government of Kenya moved the management of the free maternity policy from the 
Ministry of Health to the NHIF and expanded service access under the programme to include private providers. The 
revised free maternity policy labelled “Linda Mama” is currently being implemented by the NHIF.20

Linda Mama is one of Kenya's pro-poor policies intended to benefit the poor and vulnerable, thus revision of the 
free maternity policy was intended to reduce inequities in access to maternity services, and improve service access, 
accountability and operational efficiency of the program. However, from the Kenyan experience and that of other set-
tings, actual implementation of policies are equally important as their design.11,17,19,21,22 This paper presents findings 
on a study to examine the implementation of the Linda Mama program in Kenya.

2 | METHODS

2.1 | Study setting

In 2010, Kenya transitioned from a centralised system of governance to a devolved system comprising a national 
government and 47 semi-autonomous counties.23 National government retained policy development and regulatory 
functions, management of the national referral health facilities, capacity building, and technical assistance to coun-
ties; County governments on the other hand are responsible for service delivery and management of county health 
facilities.24 The public sector is organised hierarchically into 4 tiers (6 levels): (I) Community health services (level 1) 
(II) Primary care provided by dispensaries (level 2) and health centres (level 3) (III) County referral services including 
first referral sub-county hospitals (level 4) and second referral county hospitals (level 5) (IV) National/tertiary referral 
hospitals (level 6).24

2.2 | Study design

We conducted a mixed-methods cross-sectional study using qualitative and quantitative approaches at the national 
level and in five counties of Kenya. Data were collected between June and August 2019. We selected counties purpo-
sively in consultation with the NHIF.

Selected counties included two sites with Universal Health Coverage (UHC) initiatives. One was among the coun-
try's four UHC pilot sites implemented by the national government where user fees at public hospitals were removed; 
securing commodities through the Kenya Medical Supplies Authority was to be ensured coupled with conditional 
grants from the national government for lost revenue.25 In the public sector, this UHC pilot program had an overlap 
with the Linda Mama Program as its focus was on primary health care including immunisation, maternal and child 
health (MCH), family planning, TB, HIV, sexually transmitted diseases, and improved nutrition of pregnant women 
until the first five years of a child's life.26

The other had a county-run UHC program in all public facilities in the county and covered inpatient services and 
outpatient services, but excluded some specialised services as well as family planning, maternal, neonatal and child 
services.27 The county-run UHC program had no overlap with the Linda Mama program. These counties were select-
ed because the NHIF was keen to understand Linda Mama implementation in both public and private facilities in the 
context where parallel initiatives were in place. Table 1 presents the demographics and health indicators of the study 
counties.

Across the five counties, 20 healthcare facilities were purposively sampled for data collection. These included one 
public county referral hospital, one public sub-county hospital, one public health centre, and one faith-based hospital/
health centre in each of the sampled counties.
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2.3 | Conceptual framework

As a process evaluation,35-37 our research sought to examine how a program was implemented and to generate evi-
dence that could explain observed policy outcomes. We also sought to highlight opportunities for course-corrections 
in implementation that may help the program attain its intended outcomes.35-37 In this study, we assessed the emer-
gence of the Linda Mama program, its implementation fidelity, and implementation experiences of various actors. An 
assessment of the emergence of the program examined factors that led the previous free maternity policy to morph 
into the Linda Mama program. Assessing the fidelity, entailed comparing what the intended program design was (‘de 
jure’ policy) against what was being implemented in practice (‘de facto’ policy).35,37 We examined implementation 
fidelity across key dimensions of the program namely the program beneficiaries, the benefit package, financing ar-
rangements, and facility contracting for quality. We also explored the experiences of various actors involved in the 
implementation of the policy.

2.4 | Participant selection and data collection

2.4.1 | Qualitative component of the study

After obtaining written consent from participants, we collected qualitative data using in-depth interviews and docu-
ment reviews. We conducted interviews (n = 104) with purposely selected participants drawn from the national and 
county level who had knowledge on the Linda Mama program either because of their roles and/or experience in imple-
menting the program. Data collection was discontinued upon data saturation. At the national level, participants were 
drawn from Ministry of Health, NHIF national and regional branch officials, private sector umbrella organisations, and 
developmental organisations supporting health financing interventions. At the county level, we selected participants 
from the county health management teams (CHMT) and healthcare facilities. Table 2 outlines the distribution of study 
participants.

Indicator
County  
A

County 
B

County 
C

County 
D

County  
E Kenya

Total population (2019)28 1,453,787 268,002 987,653 885,771 1,157,873 47,564,296

Percentage share of urban population (2009)29 26 44 12 14 7 29.9

Percentage receiving antenatal care from a 
skilled provider (2014)2

98.2 96 98.0 98.5 91.6 95.5

Percentage health facility delivery (2014)2 52.6 42.1 53.3 46.5 38.6 61.2

Percentage delivery by a skilled provider 
(2014)2

52.3 43.8 54.6 46.8 40.3 61.8

Health personnel in the public sector (per 100,000 people) (2013)30-34

 Nurses 30 149 43 38 29 55

 Doctors 4 30 4 3 6 10

 Clinical officers 17 36 22 20 9 21

Number of health facilities (2015)30-34

 Public 10 38 180 139 100 4929

 Non-governmental 9 0 3 3 8 347

 Faith based 14 11 29 17 34 1081

 Private 127 5 46 46 21 3797

T A B L E  1   County demographics and health indicators
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ORANGI e t al. 2281

We reviewed policy documents including circulars or policy communications from NHIF to the facilities and the 
implementation manual.

2.4.2 | Quantitative component of the study

We collected quantitative data using structured questionnaires and data abstraction tools. We used a researcher ad-
ministered structured questionnaire to carry out patient-exit interviews to determine the level of OOP costs paid by 
Linda Mama beneficiaries to access maternal services: Participants were consented prior to this. A sample size was 
determined based on a 95% confidence level, 10% margin of error and assuming 50% reported OOP payment by Linda 
Mama beneficiaries in the population.38,39 We randomly selected patients seeking maternal care (n = 108): antenatal, 
delivery, and postnatal care from the selected facilities. Table 3 outlines the demographic characteristics of patient-ex-
it interview participants.

We also assessed the structural quality of care offered in the selected healthcare facilities by collecting data on 
the availability of tracer medicines and medical equipment that are essential for MCH. Review of administrative data 
from the facility records and NHIF claims management system was done to examine funding flows for the Linda Mama 
program and determine patterns of claims versus reimbursements.

2.5 | Data analysis

Audio recordings were transcribed verbatim in Microsoft Word and those that were in Kiswahili were translated to 
English. A framework approach was used for the qualitative analysis; it entails familiarisation, identifying a thematic 
framework, coding, charting, and interpretation of results.40 Familiarisation of the data, through listening to the audi-
os and reading the transcripts, ensured transcription and translation accuracy. Following verification, coding of tran-
scripts was done based on a thematic framework developed and agreed upon by the investigators that was derived 
from the conceptual framework. After indexing of the transcripts and ensuring new emerging themes were captured, 
charting was done. Charting involved summarising the findings of the transcripts based on the identified themes and 
identifying illustrative quotes. Data analysis was completed by identifying associations between the themes and pro-
viding explanations relevant to the objective of the study.

Quantitative data was entered in Microsoft Excel then imported to Stata Version 15.0 for data cleaning and analy-
sis. Data cleaning was based on logic checks and frequency distributions. Descriptive analysis was done using frequen-
cy distributions, measures of central tendency and dispersion, using means and 95% confidence intervals or medians 
and interquartile ranges, as appropriate.

3 | RESULTS

The following section presents study results, describing the emergence of the Linda Mama program, its implementa-
tion fidelity, and finally the implementation experiences from the various actors.

3.1 | Emergence of the Linda Mama program

Findings from the interviews reveal that the Linda Mama program was developed to address challenges identified with 
the previous free maternity program. These challenges were (1) poor accountability mechanisms within Ministry of 
Health as it was not able to verify actual versus fictitiously reported deliveries (2) a narrow benefit package that only 
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ORANGI e t al.2282

covered deliveries, (3) beneficiaries having restricted access to free maternity services only through public healthcare 
facilities, and (4) duplication of payments for deliveries by Ministry of Health and NHIF for mothers who were NHIF 
members.

“The earlier free maternity program was a direct transfer of funds without any mechanism to verify 
health facility claims…We wanted to introduce that monitoring aspect in the revised free maternity 
program (Linda Mama). Also, the previous program did not include antenatal care and postnatal care 
which we wanted to include in Linda Mama.” Representative, Developmental partner organization

“The other challenge was duplication. While the Ministry of Health reimbursed healthcare facilities for 
deliveries, NHIF reimbursed the same facilities for deliveries too. There was also a need to facilitate 
access to maternity services from faith-based and private facilities.” Senior manager, NHIF

NHIF, the country's sole public insurance agency, was deemed suitable for management of the program. It also 
had existing structures such as local branches throughout the country, claims processing mechanisms and capacity, 
contracting mechanisms with the private sector.

3.2 | Implementation fidelity

3.2.1 | Program beneficiaries

In some counties, newborns were excluded from benefiting from Linda Mama

Respondents National
County 
A

County 
B

County 
C

County 
D

County 
E

National level in-depth interviewees

Ministry of health officials 5

Private umbrella organisations and development 
organisations

7

NHIF officials 3 1 1 1 1 1

County level in-depth interviewees

Chief Officer Health/County Director of Health/RMNCH 
Coordinator/County Accountant/County health 
administrator

2 2 3 2 3

Facility level in-depth interviewees

Facility/Nurse in-charges 4 4 4 4 3

Maternity/ANC in-charge 6 2 5 3 3

Front line workers in maternal health 2 4 3 3 3

Facility NHIF clerks 4 4 4 4 3

Patient exit interviewees

Antenatal care patients 8 8 6 8 8

Delivery patients 12 11 12 11 8

Postnatal care patients 3 3 3 3 4

Abbreviation: NHIF, National Hospital Insurance Fund.

T A B L E  2   Number and type of study participants
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ORANGI e t al. 2283

According to the implementation manual, the intended beneficiaries of the Linda Mama program were Kenyan 
pregnant women and their newborns for one year. However, in some counties, newborns were not considered ben-
eficiaries of the program, reflecting some misunderstanding about their inclusion and how to make a claim for reim-
bursements for these services.

“If the mother delivers and develops complications, or we need to admit the newborn, Linda Mama does 
not pay for the baby…Linda Mama just caters for the mother and not the baby” Maternity-in-charge, 
faith-based facility, county A

3.2.2 | Benefit package

Linda Mama beneficiaries did not access some services that were part of the Linda Mama benefit package
De jure, the benefit package included antenatal care, delivery services, postnatal care, emergency referrals, con-

ditions and complications during pregnancy, and care for the newborns per the national guidelines (Table 4). However, 

Characteristics Observations (n = 108) Proportion (95% CI)

Mean age in years 108 26.6 (24.8–28.3)

Highest level of education

 No education 8 7.4% (3.7–14.3)

 Primary level 43 39.8% (30.9–49.5)

 Secondary level 40 37.0% (28.3–46.7)

 Tertiary level 17 15.7% (9.9–24.0)

Marital status

 Married 91 84.3% (76.0–90.0)

 Divorced 0 0%

 Separated 2 1.9% (0.5–7.3)

 Widowed 0 0%

 Unmarried 15 13.9% (8.5–21.9)

Employment status

 Full-time employed 8 7.4% (3.7–14.3)

 Part-time employed 2 1.9% (0.5–7.3)

 Unemployed 62 57.4% (47.8–66.5)

 Self-employed 31 28.7% (20.9–38.1)

 Student 5 4.6% (1.9–10.8)

Mean number of children 108 2.1 (1.7–2.4)

Registered with Linda Mama program

 Yes 78 72.2% (62.9–80.0)

 No 30 27.8% (20.0–37.1)

Type of visit

 Antenatal care visit 38 35.2% (26.7–44.8)

 Delivery visit 54 50.0% (40.5–59.5)

 Postnatal care visit 16 14.8% (9.2–23.0)

T A B L E  3   Characteristics of patients that participated in patient exit interviews
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respondents across the sampled counties reported that the benefit package in practice did not cover some of the key 
services included. Services excluded in practice were newborn care, outpatient complications for the mother, ultra-
sounds, family planning as part of postnatal care, immunisation, medical abortions, Anti-D medications, and transport 
for emergency referrals.

"Anti-D is also not covered. We have rhesus positive mothers and it's not covered.” Medical Superin-
tendent, public hospital 1, county D

3.2.3 | Financing arrangements

Linda Mama beneficiaries incurred some OOP expenditure to access maternal services
The Linda Mama program intended to eliminate OOP payments for accessing maternal services. In Counties A, C, D, 
and E, Linda Mama funds were the main source of reimbursement for maternal care services amongst the sampled 
patients. However, exit interviews revealed that 9%, 14%, 19%, 45%, and 52% of the sampled mothers in county B, D, 
C, E, and A respectively supplemented with OOP payments.

The mean reported OOP costs during an ANC visit ranged from $0.3 (median = $0) in public hospitals to $1.94 
(median = $0.12) in faith-based facilities; items paid for included ultrasounds, drugs, and photocopy costs. For PNC 
visits, no OOP costs were incurred at the public facilities, however, the mean OOP cost in faith-based facilities was 
$0.75 (median = $0) and was mainly drug costs. Lastly, mean OOP costs for deliveries ranged from $0.04 (median = $0) 
in public health centres to $7.13 (median = $1.8) in faith-based facilities. Items paid for during delivery visits included 
drugs for the newborn, basins, cotton wool, tissues, photocopy, chlorhexidine, cannula, NG-tube costs, registration 
costs, and for mama kits (care packages). Details of the OOP medical costs incurred at the facilities are illustrated in 
Figure 1.

There was a substantial number of patients who had to incur medical costs outside the facility for either drugs 
or other medical items due to their unavailability at the facility. This ranged from 3%–24% of the sampled mothers in 
public health facilities and 0%–27% of the sampled mothers in faith-based facilities.

“Several Kenyans who deserve Linda Mama are not getting it because essential commodities are not 
available. When you tell women to go and get a bucket, spoon, consumables, it ceases to be a free ser-
vice” Representative, developmental partner organization

Some public healthcare facilities could not access funds from Linda Mama reimbursements by the NHIF
Linda Mama is funded using tax funds and according to the program, funds were to flow from NHIF directly to the 
individual healthcare facility's bank account. In actual practice, private and faith-based healthcare facilities received 
the funds directly to their bank accounts. For the public sector de facto flow of funds varied as illustrated in Figure 2.

The main reported challenge with the funding flow arrangement is that in some counties, the funds are redirected 
to the county revenue fund (CRF) account controlled by the county and the funds not remitted back to the health-
care facilities. Under this arrangement, healthcare facilities lost their financial autonomy, and county departments of 
health (CDOH) were responsible for procuring supplies, drugs, and paying for all operational costs for the healthcare 
facilities.

The lack of autonomy affected public healthcare facilities' ability to access the funds and procure necessary hard-
ware or hire staff to lodge claims, which would enable them to generate more revenue from the program. Additionally, 
it affected the quality of care offered due to the inability to purchase essential supplies.

"If the county could reinvest the funds to health facilities, the facilities would be able to hire more 
casual workers who can do registration and claim processing, buy computers, install Internet services 
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or buy a mobile phone for that facility 
to do this process.” Senior manager, 
NHIF

"There are things which we may miss 
that are very basic to assist a mother 
during delivery. When we don't have 
access to the funds, we are unable to 
purchase these essential supplies.” 
Nursing officer in charge, public hos-
pital 2, county D

Facilities that receive funds for Linda Mama ser-
vices and do not need to redirect it to the CRF ac-
count, had the freedom to use the funds according to 
their priorities. This may not necessarily be in MCH 
but needed to be based on work plans and sought ap-
provals. This positively strengthened the health sys-
tem in general and ensured effective service delivery 
for Linda Mama services.

"Yes, in County C, they have the free-
dom to spend all the money collected 
by the hospital, 100%, based on their 
needs and priorities. And they must 
follow regulations.” County Health 
Administrator, county C

Funding disbursement by the NHIF to healthcare 
facilities was associated with delays.

According to the implementation manual, NHIF 
was to ensure timely payment of providers for Linda 
Mama services rendered. This was specified to be 
within 30 days of receiving the invoices. In practice, 
however, healthcare facilities reported delays in re-
ceiving payments from NHIF; the timing and amount 
to be reimbursed was also unpredictable. This result-
ed in pending claims to facilities which ranged from 
1%–16% as illustrated in Figure 3.

"There is a big challenge with the 
flow of funds because our hospitals 
are owed a lot of money by NHIF and 
there are delays in the disbursement 
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F I G U R E  1   Out of pocket medical costs incurred at the facility (mean cost [median cost]) [Colour figure can be 
viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

F I G U R E  2   Funding flows of Linda Mama funds to facilities (de facto) 
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of these funds. The amount that we expect to be disbursed to us is also not predictable.” County health 
administrator, county C

Unpredictability, and delays in disbursement of funds to healthcare facilities, negatively affected service delivery 
due to difficulties in financing for essential supplies.

“The delays affect service delivery because a hospital is just like a hotel…A mother comes, uses my sup-
plies, and goes… But I have not been paid, it depletes my supply and that results in poor service” County 
health administrator, county C

The delays in disbursement of funds by NHIF to healthcare facilities were partly blamed on delays by Ministry of 
Health to disburse Linda Mama funds to NHIF. For instance, in the financial year 2018/2019, the government did not 
release all the Linda Mama funds as expected, therefore, NHIF was off the budget target by 14%.41

"The other challenge that we have is that it takes a while before Ministry of Health gives us money and 
this is a managed scheme. If we don't have money, we stop there, and we wait until funds come. We do 
not pay any facility until when we receive funds, then we start releasing money.” Senior manager, NHIF

3.2.4 | Facility contracting

Availability of essential medical supplies varied among sampled healthcare facilities
NHIF was expected to contract healthcare facilities with the structural capacity to provide the services in the Linda 
Mama benefit package. Essential medicines were available in almost all the sampled facilities on the day of data col-
lection, except misoprostol which was only available in 55% (n = 11) of the facilities. Uninterrupted oxygen supply in 
labour ward was available in approximately 65% (n = 13) of the facilities. One facility did not have soap and running 
water/alcohol rub in the childbirth and neonatal ward. This is reported in Table 5.

F I G U R E  3   Claims summary per county. July 2018-March 2019 [Colour figure can be viewed at  
wileyonlinelibrary.com]

 10991751, 2021, 6, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/hpm

.3298 by IN
A

SP/H
IN

A
R

I - C
O

N
G

O
, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [08/12/2022]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

http://wileyonlinelibrary.com


ORANGI e t al. 2289

3.3 | Implementation experience

3.3.1 | Communication

County officials and healthcare facilities administrations received official communication on the program from NHIF 
branch offices through circulars and verbal communication. However, in Counties A and E, there was inadequate sen-
sitisation and a lack of proper cascade of information to all county health officials and sub-county teams. The county 
officials, although informed, were not sufficiently equipped to support the healthcare facilities with the challenges 
faced within the program; NHIF was dealing with the facilities directly.

In the UHC pilot county, public healthcare facilities had not been receiving reimbursement for Linda Mama since 
the UHC pilot program began. There was a lack of clarity at a county level, in the public and private healthcare facilities 
on whether the program was to continue after the rollout of the UHC pilot. Ministry of Health and NHIF reported that 
the program should be halted in public healthcare facilities during the pilot, however, these counties did not receive 
official communication.

"We are no longer reimbursing Linda Mama for the public health facilities in the UHC pilot counties be-
cause they have been given money for the inputs that they require… The only people who are claiming 
then would be the private and the NGO's in those pilot counties because they aren't under the UHC 
program currently.” Ministry of Health official

“I asked him (Ministry of Health official) what the effect of Linda Mama is since now there is money com-
ing from national Government (UHC fund) … He told us that for Linda Mama we cannot claim but there 
is no official letter to that effect.” Medical Superintendent, public hospital 1, county B

There was a lack of information among the mothers in the community on the availability of Linda Mama, and unlike 
the previous free maternity policy, mothers had to register to access Linda Mama services. The majority of the inter-
viewed mothers (71%) were made aware of the program at the facility level during their ANC or delivery visits. This 
suggests that those who do not access services at health facilities, lack information.

Essential medicines and supplies Available today Available in the last 90 days

Penicillin 95% (n = 19) 90% (n = 18)

Metronidazole 95% (n = 19) 90% (n = 18)

Gentamicin 95% (n = 19) 85% (n = 17)

Oxytocin 95% (n = 19) 95% (n = 19)

Misoprostol 55% (n = 11) 55% (n = 11)

Functional blood pressure machine 100% (n = 20)

Functional bag and mask (two neonatal mask sizes) 100% (n = 20)

Uninterrupted oxygen supply in childbirth 65% (n = 13)

Uninterrupted oxygen supply in neonatal ward (10 facilities) 60% (n = 6)

Uninterrupted oxygen supply in paediatric ward (10 facilities) 60% (n = 6)

Soap and running water/alcohol rub in childbirth 95% (n = 19)

Soap and running water/alcohol rub in neonatal ward (10 facilities) 90% (n = 9)

Soap and running water/alcohol rub in paediatric ward (10 facilities) 100% (n = 10)

T A B L E  5   Structural quality: availability of essential medicines and supplies
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“At a community level, I think some of them are not aware of Linda Mama.” Maternity in charge, faith-
based facility, county A

3.3.2 | Healthcare providers felt that the Linda Mama reimbursement rates were 
insufficient

According to the policy, healthcare facilities were to be reimbursed for antenatal, delivery, and postnatal care through 
case-based rates as indicated in Table 4. Inpatient services for the mothers (except deliveries) were to be paid for on a 
fee-for-service basis, based on agreed-upon rebates with NHIF.

The respondents reported that the payment rates were insufficient to cover the costs of services provided and 
that reimbursement rates for deliveries were much higher in the other NHIF schemes.

“Private and faith-based health facilities say the amount is low especially for caesarean section. Public 
healthcare facilities claim that the amount is low and question why they are paid the same rate regard-
less of the type of delivery (caesarean or normal delivery)” Senior manager, NHIF

“If you look at the amount reimbursed it is a bit less compared to NHIF national scheme reimburse-
ment. At a facility level, we strain in terms of resources.” Maternity in charge, faith-based health cen-
tre, county A

As a result of the perceived insufficient payment rates, most private and faith-based facilities did not accept the 
contract with NHIF to offer Linda Mama services, limiting access. Further, patients across all types of facilities incurred 
OOP payments for some services.

“Very few private providers signed up for Linda Mama because private facilities are for profit. The rates 
that Linda Mama pays are perceived to be low.” Senior NHIF manager.

“Pregnant women don't always deliver in the facilities that they seek other pregnancy related care. If 
mothers don't deliver here, but spend some time here and consume drugs etc., I cannot claim from the 
Linda Mama package. Then now you want to refer but there is a bill that Linda Mama cannot foot, then 
the mother probably would foot the bill.” Maternity in-charge, faith-based health centre, county A

3.3.3 | Challenges with the claims process

Several challenges were identified with the Linda Mama claims process. First, there was inadequate training on how to 
make claims. This was further compounded by high staff turnover and a shortage of staff with no focal person to lodge 
claims, especially in lower-level facilities. Second, public healthcare facilities lacked necessary hardware to lodge 
claims, the online e-claim system had several system outages, and there were disruptions when facilities needed to 
switch between the manual and online system. Third, there were challenges processing claims for patients who lacked 
identification documents. Lastly, there was a lack of motivation among the staff to lodge claims, especially in cases 
where the facilities had no access to the reimbursements.

“We have system challenges as a county in the facilities. You would find that the health facilities would 
require a photocopy machine, but we don't have it. So, we keep telling them in their next claim, make 
sure to budget for photocopy machines… Another challenge is staff turnover and shortage. There is 
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only one nurse who is in that dispensary…We have not empowered the facilities with skills (to claim), 
the supervisors, and the facilities to know how to mentor and build their capacity” County director of 
health, county E

“You find that we will use the e-claim system then later the NHIF would ask us to submit manual claims 
too which is like repeating the same job and causes delays… But the thing that affects registering them 
is network and lack of airtime.” NHIF clerk, public hospital 1, county E

Challenges with the claims processing resulted in the loss of facility revenue and as a result a strain in essential 
resources.

In some of the health facilities, the claims process was made easier by having a focal NHIF clerk for processing the 
Linda Mama claims and ensuring all the healthcare workers had the knowledge of the claim process and requirements.

“We employed our NHIF clerks and it has boosted our revenue because they support health facilities to 
claim from the NHIF.” Medical superintendent, public hospital 1, county D

3.3.4 | Distance and associated transport cost were a barrier to access

In Counties B and E, the distance to facilities and transport costs was reported to be a barrier of access to care.

"The county is vast, so they have to walk long distances to reach the facility for Linda Mama services. 
Transport and poor road infrastructure are a challenge. If I take that boda-boda [motorcycle] it will cost 
me KES500 to the dispensary and back.” County director of health, county E

4 | DISCUSSION

Recognising that the implementation of policy is as important as its design, this study set out to determine the emer-
gence of the Linda Mama policy, evaluate its implementation fidelity, and explore variations in the implementation 
experiences of various actors.

Our study revealed that the re-formulation of the free maternity program was aimed at addressing challenges 
that were reported with the previous free maternity policy.19 These included poor accountability mechanisms within 
the Ministry of Health, narrow benefit package that only covered deliveries, limited access only through the public 
sector, and duplication of payments by Ministry of Health and NHIF.

Our findings show that although the program has expanded its benefit package and access to maternal health 
services, some challenges persist. First, Linda Mama beneficiaries did not enjoy the full set of services that they were 
entitled to according to the benefit package. They faced challenges accessing newborn care, outpatient treatment 
for complications, ultrasounds, medical abortions, Anti-D medications, and transport for emergency referrals. They 
were also often told that family planning and immunisation were not included in the benefit package because they 
are offered through vertical donor-funded programs. These vertical programs were however not available in some of 
the private and faith-based facilities that offer Linda Mama services, limiting access. This is consistent with evidence 
that suggests that individuals enrolled to NHIF in Kenya do not receive the full entitlement outlined in the benefit 
package.42 Inadequate communication and engagement of implementers and beneficiaries after the reformulation of 
the policy could have contributed to this.

Undoubtedly, to ensure reforms are enforced in healthcare facilities, effective communication and engagement 
strategies are necessary.11 Lack of this, as evidenced in the implementation of Linda Mama, could result in the exclusion 
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of some essential services outlined in the benefit package during service provision, raising equity concerns. Addition-
ally, the perceived low payment rates could have created perverse incentives to healthcare providers to withhold pro-
vision of free services. Similar challenges with inadequate communication and understanding of the benefit package 
for free maternity programs have been reported in Ghana, Burkina Faso, Morocco, and Benin.13,43,44 For instance, Bur-
kina Faso's benefit package included newborn care and post-abortive care while ultrasounds and antimalaria drugs 
were included in Ghana, yet there was no free service provision for them.13,45

Second, although the Linda Mama program was aimed at extending financial risk protection, there were instances 
where patients paid OOP either because of fees charged at healthcare facilities or they were asked to purchase items 
out of the facilities due to their unavailability. This could be the result of the aforementioned perverse incentives cre-
ated by the perception that the payment rates are low, driving healthcare providers to charge for the costs incurred 
during service provision not covered by the reimbursements. Similar findings have been reported in Ghana, Mali, and 
Laos where reimbursements did not sufficiently cover the expenses for maternal health services resulting in the in-
effective implementation of exemption policies and patients incurring OOP payments.13,46,47 Conversely in Burkina 
Faso, the actual expenses of maternal health services were reimbursed in full by their Ministry of Health.48 While pro-
viders in this setting could not cite insufficient reimbursements, OOP payments were still reported, although far less 
frequent than other SSA countries.48 In Benin, case-based reimbursement was found to overpay the hospitals for cae-
sarean sections.13 These excess funds although positively used by managers to improve service delivery, negatively in-
centivised providers to conduct avoidable caesarean sections and OOP payments were still incurred in some cases.13

Lastly, there was varying availability of essential medical supplies in the sampled healthcare facilities. This could 
be a result of the funding disbursement challenges that healthcare facilities faced which inhibited them from budget-
ing and procurement of essential supplies. For example, hospitals in most of the counties did not have the autonomy 
to spend Linda Mama funds. While the Kenyan public finance management act requires that counties operate one CRF 
account, the law also provides for county governments to develop bylaws that give financial autonomy to hospitals.49 
The latter was successfully implemented by few counties.

On the other hand, under this program public primary level healthcare facilities were for the first time contract-
ed by NHIF and required to lodge claims, a process unfamiliar to them. This coupled with other claims processing 
challenges disadvantaged them from receiving reimbursements under the program albeit offering free maternity ser-
vices. Additionally, Linda Mama reimbursements were frequently delayed and unpredictable in timing and amounts 
paid from NHIF to healthcare facilities. Evidence suggests that for Kenyan hospitals, provider autonomy is important 
because reduced autonomy has been associated with delays in procurement of essential supplies, reduced staff mo-
tivation, and weakened external accountability.49 However, even with provider autonomy, inadequate and delayed 
payments can affect staff motivation, compromise quality of care, and cause withholding of free services, as was the 
case in Ghana and Nigeria.50,51

The varying availability levels of essential supplies could also be because of the inadequate quality monitoring 
systems from both CDOH and NHIF. It has been previously reported that the limited number of NHIF officials weak-
ens frequent quality monitoring systems to healthcare facilities.42 Our findings mirror those reported in Laos and 
Ghana where the quality of care and specifically the availability of essential supplies and equipment were impeded by 
insufficient spending on health and delayed payments respectively as well as an insufficient ability to provide supervi-
sion and technical assistance to healthcare facilities, as in the case of Laos.45,47

The strength of the study is that it included a wide range of stakeholders at both the national, sub-national, 
and facility level. The first limitation of this study is that the findings may not be generalisable. Second, due to the 
cross-sectional nature of this study, we were unable to account for temporal variations. Third, this study excluded 
private-for-profit facilities due to a difficulty in gaining access during data collection; as a result, the reported findings 
are biased towards implementation of the program in public and private-not-for-profit facilities. Further, the study did 
not look at utilisation and user level outcomes as this was examined elsewhere.52 We suggest that future studies can 
combine process evaluation of such programs with the utilisation trends over time. However, the study contributes 
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to the literature on implementation experiences and fidelity of health financing reforms in similar low-and middle-in-
come countries.

5 | RECOMMENDATIONS

Drawing from the findings of this study, we make the following recommendations to strengthen the implementation 
of the Linda Mama free maternity program.

First, communication of the program to health facilities and beneficiaries should be improved. Ministry of Health 
should provide better clarity on how the program should be implemented in the UHC pilot counties and eventually 
during the country-wide scale-up. In addition to formal written communication such as circulars that would ensure 
better clarity on the benefit package, county health forums could be used as a platform for engagement between the 
county implementers and NHIF. Efforts to bridge the information gap on Linda Mama among the beneficiaries should 
be made by ensuring regular health talks, accompanied by effective information, education, and communication ma-
terial displayed in healthcare facilities. The use of county community health teams as well as increased and regular 
NHIF campaigns for communities on Linda Mama should be utilised. These efforts should be accompanied by targeted 
messages to teenagers.

Second, existing financial arrangements for the program must be improved on. For instance, counties should work 
on the bottlenecks in the Linda Mama funding flow to healthcare facilities by developing a legal framework that would 
support healthcare facilities to retain the revenue that they generate. NHIF should address the delays in Linda Mama 
fund disbursements and predictability of payments. Further, Ministry of Health should address funding disbursement 
delays from them to NHIF. It is also important that NHIF and Ministry of Health review and engage healthcare provid-
ers on the program's provider payment rates.

Third, Ministry of Health and NHIF should revise the Linda Mama benefit package to ensure that it comprehen-
sively covers all essential services for pregnant women, mothers, and newborns.

Fourth, claims processing challenges should be improved on in the following ways: 1) ensure healthcare facilities 
have the necessary hardware required to lodge claims 2) identification of training gaps in claims processing followed 
by training of county and sub-county health officials and re-training of appropriate and adequate numbers of health-
care providers; this would enable the county and sub-county officials to efficiently support healthcare facilities on 
claims processing moving forward 3) ensure stability and proper functioning of the NHIF claim system 4) appoint-
ments of NHIF focal persons in the healthcare facilities to increase facility revenue, where feasible, and 5) in instances 
where power, internet access, or the required hardware would be inaccessible, county officials should work with those 
healthcare facilities to identify nearby facilities that have these resources and leverage on them.

Fifth, counties should monitor healthcare facilities to ensure no user fees are charged to women seeking Linda 
Mama services. This can be coupled with using citizen feedback to monitor compliance.

Sixth, NHIF should improve awareness among all healthcare workers on existing criteria of use of alternative 
documents in place of the patient identification documents, where unavailable, for claims submission. Alternatives 
such as birth certificates, letters from the chief should also be explored and clear exemption criteria should be outlined 
when the above documents cannot be obtained.

Lastly, the quality of services offered under the Linda Mama program must be improved on. Counties should en-
sure that there is an adequate number of human resource capacity coupled with an increase in MCH infrastructure. 
Additionally, the CDOH as well as NHIF should ensure regular support visits while ensuring availability of all essential 
medical supplies.
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6 | CONCLUSION

The Linda Mama free maternity program was introduced to protect the poor and vulnerable and improve delivery 
of maternal services. Our study findings show that there are challenges associated with its implementation, some 
of which are consistent with experiences from other low-and middle-income settings. The study points out existing 
inter-county variations and demonstrated the value of tracking implementation that can make course corrections in 
the program possible.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
We would like to acknowledge the support of Felix Murira, Shano Guyo, Nick Mwendwa, and Daniel Koech from 
ThinkWell Kenya; Fardosa Abdi from the National Hospital Insurance Fund; and the respective County Departments 
of Health for their administrative support throughout the study. This work was funded by the Strategic Purchasing 
for Primary Healthcare (SP4PHC) project, which is supported by the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation (grant num-
ber INV-007094) and implemented by ThinkWell in collaboration with learning partners including KEMRI-Wellcome 
Trust Research Programme.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Edwine Barasa, Boniface Mbuthia, Joanne Ondera, and Nirmala Ravishankar conceptualised the study. The interview 
guide was developed by Stacey Orangi, Boniface Oyugi, Joanne Ondera, Augustina Koduah, Nirmala Ravishankar, and 
Edwine Barasa. Data was collected by Stacey Orangi, Angela Kairu, and Boniface Oyugi. Stacey Orangi developed 
the coding tree which was reviewed by Augustina Koduah and Edwine Barasa. Coding, charting and mapping were 
conducted by Stacey Orangi with Augustina Koduah and Edwine Barasa contributing to the interpretation of the find-
ings. The initial manuscript was drafted by Stacey Orangi which was subsequently revised for important intellectual 
content by all authors. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
All the data for this study is available and can be accessed at the KEMRI-Wellcome Trust Research Programme, sub-
ject to institutional data governance policies.

ETHICAL STATEMENT
Ethics approval to conduct the study was obtained from the Kenya Medical Research Institute/Scientific and Ethics 
Research Unit (KEMRI/SERU/CGMR-C/132/3735). Further, approvals were sought from the Council of Governors, 
National Commission for Science, Technology and Innovation, the respective county departments of health, and the 
health facilities management. Signed written informed consent was sought from each of the study participants prior 
to data collection.

CONSENT FOR PUBLICATION
Consent to publish findings of the study was obtained from the participants of the study.

ORCID
Stacey Orangi  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3236-5229
Angela Kairu  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0965-4460
Joanne Ondera  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5138-329X
Boniface Mbuthia  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9029-7295

 10991751, 2021, 6, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/hpm

.3298 by IN
A

SP/H
IN

A
R

I - C
O

N
G

O
, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [08/12/2022]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3236-5229
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0965-4460
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5138-329X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9029-7295


ORANGI e t al. 2295

Augustina Koduah  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9915-5333
Boniface Oyugi  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9550-9138
Nirmala Ravishankar  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9383-8245
Edwine Barasa  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5793-7177

REFERENCES
1. World Health Organization. Trends in Maternal Mortality 2000 to 2017: Estimates by WHO, UNICEF,UNFPA. World Bank 

Group and the United Nations Population Division; 2019.
2. Kenya National Bureau of Statistics. Kenya Demographic and Health Survey; 2014. Published Accessed. https://www.

dhsprogram.com/pubs/pdf/FR308/FR308.pdf
3. United Nations. Sustainable development goals. 2020. https://www.who.int/topics/sustainable-development-goals/tar-

gets/en/January 15, 2020.
4. World Health Organization. Maternal Mortality. World Health Organization.
5. National Council for Population and Development. Reducing Maternal Deaths in Kenya; 2015.
6. Levesque J-F, Harris MF, Russell G. Patient-centred access to health care: conceptualising access at the interface of 

health systems and populations. Int J Equity Health. 2013;12:18. https://doi.org/10.1186/1475-9276-12-18
7. Ministry of Health. Kenya National Health Accounts 2015/2016: 2019 Update; 2019.
8. Salari P, Di Giorgio L, Ilinca S, Chuma J. The catastrophic and impoverishing effects of out-of-pocket healthcare pay-

ments in Kenya. BMJ Glob Heal. 2019;4(6):e001809. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2019-001809
9. Boukhalfa C, Abouchadi S, Cunden N, Witter S. The free delivery and caesarean policy in Morocco: how much do house-

holds still pay? Trop Med Int Health. 2016;21(2):245-252.
10. Kruk ME, Mbaruku G, Rockers PC, Galea S. User fee exemptions are not enough: out-of-pocket payments for ‘free’ deliv-

ery services in rural Tanzania. Trop Med Int Health. 2008;13(12):1442-1451.
11. Meessen B, Hercot D, Noirhomme M, et al. Removing user fees in the health sector: a review of policy processes in six 

sub-Saharan African countries. Health Pol Plann. 2011;26(Suppl. 2):ii16-ii29.
12. Lange IL, Kanhonou L, Goufodji S, Ronsmans C, Filippi V. The costs of ‘free’: experiences of facility-based childbirth after 

Benin's caesarean section exemption policy. Soc Sci Med. 2016;168:53-62.
13. Witter S, Boukhalfa C, Cresswell JA, et al. Cost and impact of policies to remove and reduce fees for obstetric care in 

Benin, Burkina Faso, Mali and Morocco. Int J Equity Health. 2016;15(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-016-0412-y
14. Nabyonga-Orem J, Karamagi H, Atuyambe L, Bagenda F, Okuonzi SA, Walker O. Maintaining quality of health services af-

ter abolition of user fees: a Uganda case study. BMC Health Serv Res. 2008;8(8). https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-8-102
15. Chitalu CC, Steven K. Assessing regional variations in the effect of the removal of user fees on facility-based deliveries 

in rural Zambia. Afr Health Sci. 2017;17(4):1185-1196.
16. Mathonnat J, Audibert M, Belem S. Analyzing the financial sustainability of user fee removal policies: a rapid first as-

sessment methodology with a practical application for Burkina Faso. Appl Health Econ Health Pol. 2019;18:0123456789. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40258-019-00506-2

17. Chuma J, Musimbi J, Okungu V, Goodman C, Molyneux C. Reducing user fees for primary health care in Kenya: policy on 
paper or policy in practice? Int J Equity Health. 2009;8:15.

18. Ministry of Health. Status of Implementation of Free Maternity Services (FMS) Program in the Devolved Health System in Ken-
ya; 2015.

19. Tama E, Molynuex S, Waweru E, Tsofa B, Chuma J, Barasa E. Examining the implementation of the free maternity ser-
vices policy in Kenya: a mixed methods process evaluation. Int J Health Pol Manag. 2018;7(7):603-613. https://doi.
org/10.15171/ijhpm.2017.135

20. Ministry of Health. Governemt of Kenya Launches National Expanded Free Maternity Services Program Dubbed Linda Mama. 
The Baby Banda Pregnancy & Baby Fair; 2016.

21. Waweru E, Goodman C, Kedenge S, Tsofa B, Molyneux S. Tracking implementation and (un)intended consequenc-
es: a process evaluation of an innovative peripheral health facility financing mechanism in Kenya. Health Pol Plann. 
2016;31(2):137-147. https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czv030

22. Ridde V, Diarra A. A process evaluation of user fees abolition for pregnant women and children under five years in two 
districts in Niger (West Africa). BMC Health Serv Res. 2009;9:1-16. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-9-89

23. The Government of Kenya. The Constitution of Kenya; 2010.
24. Ministry of Health. Kenya Health Policy 2014-2030; 2014.
25. Kariuki S. Celebrating Kenya's Journey towards Universal Health Coverage. The Standard. Published 2019. Accessed May 

19, 2021. https://www.health.go.ke/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/WORLD-HEALTH-DAY-SUPPORT-07-04-2019.pdf
26. Ministry of Health. CS. Health launches UHC pilot registration. 2018. Accessed May 19, 2021. https://www.health.go.ke/

cs-health-launches-uhc-pilot-registration-machakos-kenya-november-10-2018/

 10991751, 2021, 6, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/hpm

.3298 by IN
A

SP/H
IN

A
R

I - C
O

N
G

O
, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [08/12/2022]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9915-5333
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9550-9138
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9383-8245
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5793-7177
https://www.dhsprogram.com/pubs/pdf/FR308/FR308.pdf
https://www.dhsprogram.com/pubs/pdf/FR308/FR308.pdf
https://www.who.int/topics/sustainable%2Ddevelopment%2Dgoals/targets/en/
https://www.who.int/topics/sustainable%2Ddevelopment%2Dgoals/targets/en/
https://doi.org/10.1186/1475-9276-12-18
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh%2D2019-001809
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-016-0412%2Dy
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-8%2D102
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40258-019-00506-2
https://doi.org/10.15171/ijhpm.2017.135
https://doi.org/10.15171/ijhpm.2017.135
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czv030
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-9%2D89
https://www.health.go.ke/wp%2Dcontent/uploads/2019/04/WORLD%2DHEALTH%2DDAY%2DSUPPORT%2D07-04-2019.pdf
https://www.health.go.ke/cs%2Dhealth%2Dlaunches%2Duhc%2Dpilot%2Dregistration%2Dmachakos%2Dkenya%2Dnovember%2D10-2018/
https://www.health.go.ke/cs%2Dhealth%2Dlaunches%2Duhc%2Dpilot%2Dregistration%2Dmachakos%2Dkenya%2Dnovember%2D10-2018/


ORANGI e t al.2296

27. Murira F, Vilcu I. A Review of Makueni Care. Kenya Knowledge and Learning Brief 2019;1. Accessed May 19, 2021. https://
thinkwell.global/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Makueni-Care-Brief-2019_10_09-Final.pdf

28. Kenya National Bureau of Statistics Kenya Population and Housing Census. Vol I; 2019. http://www.knbs.or.ke
29. Commission on Revenue Allocation. Kenya County Fact Sheets; 2013.
30. Health Policy Project. Kilifi County: Health at a Glance; 2015.
31. Health Policy Project. Makueni County: Health at a Glance; 2015.
32. Health Policy Project. Isiolo County: Health at a Glance; 2015.
33. Health Policy Project. Nandi County: Health at a Glance; 2015.
34. Health Policy Project. Narok County: Health at a Glance; 2015.
35. Ridde V, Turcotte-Tremblay AM, Souares A, et al. Protocol for the process evaluation of interventions combining per-

formance-based financing with health equity in Burkina Faso. Implement Sci 2014;9:149. https://doi.org/10.1186/
s13012-014-0149-1

36. Saunders RP, Evans MH, Joshi P. Developing a process-evaluation plan for assessing health promotion program imple-
mentation: a how-to guide. Health Promot Pract. 2005;6(2):134-147. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524839904273387

37. Moore GF, Audrey S, Barker M, et al. Process evaluation of complex interventions: medical Research Council guidance. 
BMJ. 2015;350:h1258. Accessed February 13, 2018. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25791983

38. Lisa Sullivian. Power and Sample Size Determination; 2016. Published. Accessed September 27, 2018. http://sphweb.bumc.
bu.edu/otlt/mph-modules/bs/bs704_power/BS704_Power_print.html

39. Kirkwood BR, Sterne, Jonathan AC. Essential Medical Statistics. Blackwell Publishing Ltd; 2003.
40. Ritchie J, Spencer L. Qualitative Data Analysis for Applied Policy Research. In: Analyzing Qualitative Data. Taylor & Francis 

Group; 1994:173-194.
41. Ministry of Health. Health Sector Working Group Report: Medium Term Exprenditure Framework (MTEF) for the Period 

2020/21-2022/23; 2019.
42. Mbau R, Kabia E, Honda A, Hanson K, Barasa E. Examining purchasing reforms towards universal health coverage by the 

National Hospital Insurance Fund in Kenya. Int J Equity Health. 2020;19(19):1-18.
43. Witter S, Arhinful DK, Kusi A, Zakariah-Akoto S. The experience of Ghana in implementing a user fee exemption policy to 

provide free delivery care. Reprod Health Matters. 2007;15(30):61-71. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0968-8080(07)30325-X
44. Ridde V, Richard F, Bicaba A, Queuille L, Conombo G. The national subsidy for deliveries and emergency obstetric care in 

Burkina Faso. Health Pol Plann. 2011;26:ii30-ii40. https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czr060
45. Dalinjong PA, Wang AY, Homer CSE. Has the free maternal health policy eliminated out of pocket payments for ma-

ternal health services? Views of women, health providers and insurance managers in Northern Ghana. PLoS One. 
2018;13(2):e0184830. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184830

46. Dalinjong PA, Wang AY, Homer CSE. The operations of the free maternal care policy and out of pocket payments during 
childbirth in rural Northern Ghana. Health Econ Rev. 2017;7(41):1-9.

47. Nagpal S, Masaki E, Pambudi ES, Jacobs B. Financial protection and equity of access to health services with the free ma-
ternal and child health initiative in Lao PDR. Health Pol Plann. 2019;34:14-i25. https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czz077

48. Meda IB, Baguiya A, Ridde V, Ouédraogo HG, Dumont A, Kouanda S. Out-of-pocket payments in the context of a free 
maternal health care policy in Burkina Faso: a national cross-sectional survey. Health Econ Rev. 2019;9(11):1-14. https://
doi.org/10.1186/s13561-019-0228-8

49. Barasa EW, Manyara AM, Molyneux S, Tsofa B. Recentralization within decentralization: county hospital autonomy un-
der devolution in Kenya. In: Noor AM, ed. PLoS One. 12(8);2017.

50. Witter S, Garshong B, Ridde V. An exploratory study of the policy process and early implementation of the free NHIS 
coverage for pregnant women in Ghana. Int J Equity Health. 2013;12(1):16. https://doi.org/10.1186/1475-9276-12-16

51. Ogbuabor DC, Onwujekwe OE. Implementation of free maternal and child healthcare policies: assessment of influence 
of context and institutional capacity of health facilities in South-east Nigeria. Glob Health Action. 2018;11(1):1535031. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/16549716.2018.1535031

52. Orangi S, Kairu A, Malla L, et al. Impact of free maternity policies in Kenya: an interrupted time-series analysis. BMJ Glob 
Heal. 2021;6:e003649. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2020-003649

How to cite this article: Orangi S, Kairu A, Ondera J, et al. Examining the implementation of the Linda Mama 
free maternity program in Kenya. Int J Health Plann Mgmt. 2021;36(6):2277-2296. https://doi.org/10.1002/
hpm.3298

 10991751, 2021, 6, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/hpm

.3298 by IN
A

SP/H
IN

A
R

I - C
O

N
G

O
, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [08/12/2022]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://thinkwell.global/wp%2Dcontent/uploads/2020/02/Makueni%2DCare%2DBrief%2D2019%5F10%5F09%2DFinal.pdf
https://thinkwell.global/wp%2Dcontent/uploads/2020/02/Makueni%2DCare%2DBrief%2D2019%5F10%5F09%2DFinal.pdf
http://www.knbs.or.ke
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-014-0149-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-014-0149-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524839904273387
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25791983
http://sphweb.bumc.bu.edu/otlt/mph%2Dmodules/bs/bs704%5Fpower/BS704%5FPower%5Fprint.html
http://sphweb.bumc.bu.edu/otlt/mph%2Dmodules/bs/bs704%5Fpower/BS704%5FPower%5Fprint.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0968-8080%2807%2930325%2DX
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czr060
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184830
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czz077
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13561-019-0228-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13561-019-0228-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/1475-9276-12-16
https://doi.org/10.1080/16549716.2018.1535031
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh%2D2020-003649

