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ABST"lACT

The Tesean h project was an investigation of the factors influencing the performance of
monitoring and evaluation systems in NGOs. One of the distinctions between developed
countries and the developing countries is the perfor .nance of their public sectors.'
Developed countries are known to have systems that track performance to ensure that
citizens get value for their contributions in form of taxes. Result based M and E system
provides. crucial information about public sector perform ance in terms of flow of services
and activites, compliance with laws, guidelines amo 19 others. Kenya among other
counties is implementing the MDGs and the more rec ent ambitious Vision 2030. To
achieve vision 2030, the government has identified three pillars namely; economic, social
and political sectors through which flagship projects and programs are being
implemented. It has become a norm other than exception to hear of scandals in various
sectors. With effective M and E systems in place, these unfortunate incidences could be
avoided. It was against this background that the rese ircher sought to investigate the
factors that influence performance ofM and E systems. The objectives of this study were
to find out the extent to which the number of staff, go ver lance structures and level of
funding M and E activities availability of indicators amc ng others affect the performance
of projects, programs and policies. The researcher employed the use of exploratory study
to investigate the above factors. The sample Si7~ for this study was 30 Non-Governmental
Organization operating in Nairobi. The sampling frame was the list of all Non-
Governmental Organizations working in Nairobi. The data used was collected using
questionnaires targeting project managers. The data collected was analyzed using
descriptive statistics with the aid of SPSS package. The results were presented in tables,
bar graphs and pie charts. The study established that nun iber of M and E staff affected the
performance of M and E, whereby, the more the number of staff the better the
performance. In addition, good governance structures were found to impact on the M and
E performance positively. Moreover, more funding to the M andE activities increased
the performance. Finally, the adopted tools for evaluation which were found to be
interviews and questionnaire as well as proper indict .tors impacted positively on the
performance of the M and E. .
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OPERATION DEFINITIONS OF SOME TERM: ;

Performance refers to the accomplishment of a giver task measured against present

standards of accuracy, completeness, cost and speed.

Monitoring is the continuous tracking of project by way of collecting and analyzing data

as the project progresses. It is the systematic proce: s of collecting and analyzing

information 10 track the efficiency of an organization in achieving its goals. Monitoring

provides regular feedback that helps the organizatic n track costs, personnel, and

. implementation time, and organizational development, e .onomic and financial results to

compare what was planned to the a .tual performance.

Evaluation is the process of determining the worth or s: gnificance of an activity, policy

or program, It is the systematic and objective assessme rt of the ongoing or completed

projects in terms of design, implementation and results n order to judge issues such as

project/programme relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, ii ipact and sustainability

Indicators. These are measures used to demonstrate C ranges in certain conditions or

results of an intervention.

Effectiveness. M & E doing the right thing at the right tir ie to enable the project meet the

objecti yes.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the study

Projectmanagement is that discipline that employs s (ills and knowledge to achieve

project goals through various project activities. It invol -es controlling costs, time, risks,

project scope, and quality through project managemen processesProject management

includes the functions such as Planning, organizing, C oordinating, leading, motivating

and controlling. Planning the project refers to esta ilishing the project life cycle.

Organizing is determining and arranging resources such as personnel, equipment,

"materials, facilities and finances. Coordinating involve 3 putting work and resources in

proper sequence and assigning the right people to thl right job. Controlling involves

evaluating project progress and, when necessary, apph ing changes to get it to back on

track (Smith, 2003).

Most projects undergo a life cycle consisting of f ve phases namely; conception,

definition phase, planning and organization, implement tion phase and finally, the clean-

up phase. The conception phase is the stage during w rich the project idea germinates.

The definition stage is where the project rules and gui lelines are laid down in terms of

the objectives, inputs, activities, outputs and outcomes and the time lines. Planning and'

organization stage ensures that the project takes off :moothly. It is at this stage that

resources are assembled. Implementation is execution of all activities that make up the

project. Project clean-up is the stage where the project is handed over to the consumers

Ibeneficiary (Sang, 2008).

Performing these functions in an organized framewo k of processes is the job of the

project manager (PM). Projects rarely succeed by them selves. They must be planned and

executed. Projects must have specific support from IT anagement, general support from

the organization, and appropriate participation from the customer. To be successful,

projects must also have a responsible and empower id manager to drive, direct, and

monitor them. The main project driver is the Project M mager. The selection of a PM has
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a major effect on project success. The PM should h rve the skills, knowledge, and

personality necessary to bring the project to fruition. In addition to these traits, the PM

must be given the level of responsibility and authority n :cessary to perform thejob. The

PM's actual role depends on the structure of his/her orga rization, which can be function-

oriented, project-oriented, or some type of matrix in between. 1na heavily project-

oriented organization, the PM may have relatively unlim ted authority, answering only to

upper management. At the other end of the spectrum is III organization that manages by

functional structure, the PM must deal with functional nanagers as equals, or possibly

even superiors, and negotiate for resources. Most 0 ganizations fall somewhere in

between these two extremes (Smith, 2003).

Monitoring and evaluation M & E falls under the control 'unction of project management.

Monitoring Provides regular feedback that helps the org anization track costs, personnel

and implementation time, organization development, ec momic and financial results to,

compare what was planned to actual performance. Evaluai [on is a systematic and objective

assessment of the ongoing or completed projects in term; of design, implementation and

result in order to judge issues such as project / program relevance, effectiveness,

efficiency, impact and sustainability (OEeD, 2002).

M & E should be taken to account at the design stage of the project life cycle. This is

where the M & E plan is formulated. It is the fundame ntal document which details the

program's interventions to achieve the objectives and d escnbes the procedures that will

be implemented to determine whether or not the obje ctives were achieved. The plan

shows how the expected results ofa program relates to i s goals and objectives, describes

the data required, how it will be collected and analyzed a ad how the resulting information

would be used (Owour, 2009).

There are five stages in the evaluation design process. r 'he first stage is planning for the

evaluation. This stage clarifies the scope of the evaluatic n. It is at this stage that the main
•

purpose of the evaluation is identified, that is; theory, If change is determined and the

assumptions underlying it are developed and determine l. The second stage is designing
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the evaluation. This involves coming up with a design matrix .This design should be

discussed by various stakeholders to avoid surprises. It also helps in determining

resources available for the evaluation such as budget foi consultants and travel mix and

the competences of the team. It is at this stage that da :a collection strategy including

instruments and sampling methods is determined (Linda, : :009).

The third stage IS the actual conducting of the eval ration. It involves testing the·

methodology, training the data collectors, gathering the data, data analysis and

formulating the findings. The fourth stage is reporting the evaluation findings. It involves

the following activities: Identifying the major findings a id themes; that is, what works,

what does not work and what needs improvement, writin ~the report, briefing the client,

the program officials and key stakeholders on findings ar :1 statements of facts and make

corrections. It is also at this stage that the program offic ials are allowed to review and

comment on the draft report. Clear and specific recornrne idations indicating who should

do what and when based on the evidence from the fin. .ings are developed (Freeman,

2003),

The final stage is dissemination and follow-up on the f valuation findings. It includes

determining the recipients of the report. It also involves C .mducting workshops in which

lessons and mechanisms for sharing are identifi .d. Follow up on formal

recommendations to determine implementation is planned Further dissemination through

professional organizations and journals also can be done. 1'01' the purpose of this research

project, monitoring and evaluation encompasses the acti -ities identified in the various

stages of evaluation (Morra et al, 2009).

1.1.1 Non-Governmental Organizations in Ken fa .
. '1

A non-governmental organization (NGO) is any non-profit, voluntary citizens' group

which is organized on a local, national or international ievi I. Task-oriented and driven by

people with a common interest, NGOs perform a variet- of service CL.l1d humanitarian
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functions, bring citizen concerns to Governments, adv icate and monitor policies and

encourage political participation through provision of inf rmation (NGO Act,1990).

Some are organized around specific issues, such as hum Ll1 rights, environment or health.

They provide analysis and expertise, serve as early Naming mechanisms and help

monitor and implement international agreements. Thei r relationship with' offices and

agencies of the United Nations system differs dependinj on their goals, their venue and

the mandate of a particular institution.

The growth ofNGOs can be traced back to post indeperx ence. The point of focus was on

natural calamities such as Doom; and famine. This saw many of foreign relief agencies

and local voluntary organization start their operatic ns, Their scope expanded to

community development to address the root cause of thes ~ problems (Nasimiyu, 2009).

-
The NGOs in Kenya drew much of the local strengtl through the 'harambee' motto

propagated by the first president of Kenya the late Jomo Kenyatta. Communities

mobilized themselves to contributing towards such eft irts like building local schools,

health clinics, water wells cattle dips and later village po ytechnics.

A new wave of famines in the 1980s saw more NGOs sarting and existing ones expand

their scope. Since then the number ofNGOs has increase d from 120 in 1970, 478 in 1980

and 4500 by 2007 (NGO council, 2007).in Nairobi alor e, the NGOs registered with the

NGO coordination board are 2686 (NGO Co-ordination loard, 2012).

Most of the NGOs specialize on search areas as 1: ealth, education, rehabilitation,

environment democracy, employment creation, humanit uian relief, water and sanitation,

capacity building, minorities, human rights among ojhcr l. Project activities in the area of

health include voluntary counseling services, provision antiretraviral medicines, mother

.to child health care food and nutrition among others. An a of water and sanitation include

constructing toilets and boreholes, free installation of wa .er tanks in schools and hospitals

or where the water scarce etc(DPMF, 2009).
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Activities in the education sector include construct on of schools and equipping

laboratories and libraries, payment of fees for orphans, d »worming of students, donating

learning materials among others .Capacity buildinginvol ves efforts training communities

in different skills such as farming, handicraft, knittinj , tailoring,' bee-keeping among

others (Nasimiyu, 2009).

Some of these NGOs also derive their funds from other international organizations such

as USAID, Action aid and Pathfinder among others. Thi: means therefore they serve two

masters. That is, the consumers of the project results ar:i the donors. It follows that the

monitoring and evaluation is hence geared to satisfyin ~donors more than for internal

mechanism. This notwithstanding, the benefits of moni :oring and evaluation cannot be

overemphasized.

Nongovernmental organizations have also not been spa: ed criticisms. These range.from

corruption to undemocratic governance structures whicl breed corruption, This possibly
. ,~, .

emanates from the relaxed legislation procedures. Mar y critics see the aid as booming

business. As Africa's crisis has deepened and its pr .blems have multiplied, so the- . . .

number of foreign NGOs has risen. There were a few iundred in the 1960s. There are

thought to be well over 25,000 today, their staff svelling the continent's army of

outsiders. They don't come cheap. An estimated US)4 billion is spent annually on

recruiting some 100,000 expatriates (Holman, 2009).

The result is that there are more foreigners working on c evelopment issues in Africa than

there were in the 1950-1970s era of independence." Thry are helping to run everything

from ministries to mines, working as behind-the-seen ~s policy-makers or performing

heroics on the frontline in the battle against poverty. Tl is in itself need not be cause for

concern, were it not for anothe·l~fact: as foreigners go iJ . to take up short-term contracts,

skilled Africans are leaving, in their droves, to work abi oad - some 70,000 a year (Blair,

2005).
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1.2. Statement of the Problem

Since independence, the government of Kenya has time ( nd again come up with policies,

projects and programs aimed at promoting growth and d, .velopment in various sectors of

the economy such. as health, education, sanitation, :nfrastructure, entrepreneurship,

environment, and security among others. In an era of demanding donor expectations

regarding financial probity, budgetary transparency at d the proven impact value of

programs, M&E remains one of those aspects of or ~anization management that is

extensively discussed but rarely practiced (World Balk, 2007). Citizens are highly

enlightened and there is growing pressure in de" eloping countries to improve

performance of the public sectors. This involves systei as to reform budgeting, human

.resource management and organization cultures (Morra, : :009).

Despite the importance of result measurement, it is 0 iserved that many governments

especially in developing countries do not have elabor rte M&E systems. That is why

many donors opt to channel their donations through NGOs and other international

organizations operating in the counties such as internati mal red IRCS, USAID, UN and

so on, In most cases, donors of funds are the same I arties who are interested in the

utilization of donated funds. Consequently they are the cey beneficiaries of findings. As

such, the locals and the government have not been able! ) own results and hence the need

to modify programs for optimum performance (Work Bank, 2002). It is against this

background that the researcher. seeks to find out the factors that influence the

effectiveness of M&E and hence project/program perf 01 nance in NGOs and the possible

lessons the mainstream government can learn from it The purpose of the study is to

investigate how factors such as number and trainini: of M & E staff, governance

structures, level of funding, tools and rnethodolo ;ies and indicators affect' the

performance ofM & E systems in Nongovernmental On .anizations.



1.3 Research objectives

1.3.1 General objective

The general objective of this study. was to investii .ate the factors influencing the

effectiveness of monitoring and evaluation system in N( n Governmental Organizations.

1.3.2 Specific objectives

The specific objectives were to:

1. Determine the effect of number of staff ar cl staff training on performance of

M&E.

11. Find out the role of governance structures .n the performance of M&E.

Ill. Find out the extent to which the level of .unding affects the performance of

M&E.

IV. Examine the extent to which evaluation uols and methods adopted affect the

performance of M & E.

v. Examine the effect of project objectives and indicators on the effectiveness

ofM & E.

1.4 Research questions

The researcher soughtto obtain answers to the follov ing questions;

i. How do the number and the training of staff j rfluence the performance of M&E.?

11. How does the level of.funding affect the perf irmance ofM&E?

111. What is the role of governance structure in tl e performance of M & E?

IV. . How does evaluation tools and methodology affect the quality ofM &E?

v. How do project indicators influence the perf .rmance of the M & E?

1.5. Scope of the study.

The scope of the study was the non-government tl organizations operating in Nairobi

County. There are over 2500 NGO's operating in v, rious sectors. These sectors are among
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. others; health, education, micro-finance, development, c hildren, women empowerment,

poverty eradication, water and sanitation, governance, democracy, human rights and

many others.

1.6. Significance of the study

The study will be of importance to the following St2rehclders such as government

ministries, county govermnents and general academia. In government ministries the

findings could be used to track performance and hence : ann a basis for future financial

allocations for different aspects of programs and po icies. It can also be used in

structuring the governing structures and staff deployme rt policies to ensure efficiency

and effectiveness in projects, programmes and policies.

The study will also come in handy in the county govern nents, With the implementation

of the new constitution the regional governments will m ed to justify their sustainability

to the residents and the central government. This means t iat systems must be put in place
•

to track performance of the various sectors of the econor ry in these counties. The results

of the M and E will be used to modify the policies that he ve been put in place or come up

with others which will help the people derive optimum benefits from the decentralized

government. This will build confidence in the devolved g ivernments.

1.7. Limitations of the study

The researcher did not benefit from the services of a reset rch assistant and therefore the
I

analysis and interpretation of the data was from a single f oint of view. This implied that .

the findings were subjective especially the qualitative dat l.

1.8. Assumptio~s

The assumption is that the respondents were truthful in th eir responses to the

questionnaire.
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CHAPTER TVrO

LITEJtATURl~REVnW

2.1. Introduction

There are a,wide variety of evaluation models which pn scribe what evaluators ought to

do' and explain how to conduct a particular type of evah ation (Patton, '1982: 37). House

(1978) as cited in Patton (1982) created a taxonomy of e, aluation models, distinguishable

by the audiences, the evaluation addresses, the' outce .nes they examine, the typical

questions they ask and the methods they employ. The .ategories within this taxonomy

include: systems analysis, behavioral objectives appi oach, goal-free evaluation, art

criticism approach, accreditation model, transaction approach and decision-making

models.

One very popular management model used today isMicl ael Patton's Utilization Focused

Evaluation. Basically, Patton wants evaluators to p 'ovide information to' primary

intended users, and net to even conduct an evaluation. f it has little or no potential for

utilization. He wants evaluators to facilitate use as mud as possible. Patton's motto is to

focus on intended use by intended users. He recommei ids that evaluators work closely

with primary intended users so that their needs will be met. This requires focusing on

stakeholders' key questions, issues, and intended uses. 11 also requires involving intended

users in the interpretation of the findings, and then diss eminating those findings so that

they can be used. One should also follow up the actual u: e.

It is helpful to develop a utilization plan and to outline what the evaluator and primary

users must do to result in the use of the evaluation J indings. Ultimately,' evaluations
.'should, according to Patton, be judged by their utility an j actual use. Payne treats several

approaches as being very similar and anthropological in nature, including responsive

evaluation (Robert Stake's model), goal-free evaluati in (developed by Scriven as a

supplement to his other evaluation approach) and 1 .aturalistic evaluation which is,

somewhat attributable to Guba and Lincoln, who .wrof a 1985 book titled Naturalistic

Evaluation. Again, what all these approaches have in co 111110nis that they tend to rely on
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the qualitative research paradigm. In all of these appro iches the evaluator goes to .the

field and observes what is going on in the program. Participant and non-participant

observations are commonly used. Additional data ar ~ also regularly collected, for

example, focus groups, interviews, questionnaires, and s econdary data especially for the

purpose of triangulation.

'l he key to Scriven's goal-free evalua ..tion 10 to have an e' .aluator enter the field and try to

learn about a program and its results inductively with JUt being aware of the specific

objectives of the program. Note that Scriven's approach is useful as a supplement to the

more traditional goal-oriented evaluation. Goal free evaluation is done by a separate

evaluator who collects exploratory data to supplement ( not her evaluator's goal-oriented

data. Eolithic evaluation is more of a process evaluation. Instead of looking at how/if

goals are fulfilled, the investigator is directed to cOO' ide) how ends can flow from means.

One begins by seeing what exists in the natural sei ling and then attains whatever

outcomes one can get with the resources at hand (Patton, 1981).

It is not necessary to evaluate only with regards to goals and objectives; instead, goal free

evaluation and Eolithic evaluations are certainly possibl ~.In fact, Patton (1982) suggests

that goals and objectives often limit an evaluation unnec essarily. This is echoed by Buhrs

and Bartlett (1993) who state that there are inherent bis ses in approaching an evaluation

using preset goals and objectives; rather the evaluator should establish multiple values

and criteria on which to base such an analysis.

2.2 Theoretical literature

2.2.1. Evolution of evaluation

Evaluation has been in existence since time immem irial in many aspects of human

endeavors. But with the evolution of the human race a rd changes in human activities it

has transformed to take care of emerging issues. T le evolution of M&E has been

involving a movement away from implementation trac itional-based approaches towards

new result-based approaches (Zody et al, 2009). The in reduction of a result-based M&E
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system takes decision makers. a step further in assessing whether and how the goals are

being achieved over time.

2.2.2. M&E system in Australia

Australia is known to be one of the pioneer government' to embrace and develop M&E.

This was back in 1987. The government created a vhole-of-governmeut evaluation

system, managed by the Department of Finance (D 0 F). All departments were required

to prepare portfolio evaluation plans. These detaile.. evaluations planned for the

following three years indicated the programs to be evah ated, the issues to be addressed

in each evaluation and the evaluation methods to be used (MacKay 1998a, 2004).

the venture was a success since Australia enjoyed seve ra1 intrinsic advantages such as

strong human institutional and management capacity in t ie public sector, a public service

known for integrity, honesty and professionalism, well developed financial, budgetary

and accounting system, a tradition of accountability an i transparency and credible and

legitimate political leaders (Mona, Rist, 2009). The At stralian federal government has

given a high priority to ensuring that evaluation of its programs is conducted and the

findings used.

Since 1997 the Australian evaluation system has evol led from one of a tight formal

control to a more of a voluntary principle-based approa. h. In this new enviromnent, it is

hoped that high levels of performance and the e cisting evaluation culture and

infrastructure will be strengthened. The recent wave of iublic reforms promises a closer

integration of performance measurement including evaluation into performance

management and governance more broadly (Furubo, et ( [, 2007). The lessons learnt from

the Australian case are that it takes time to build a reliabl ~M&E system.

At its inception in 1988, the evaluation prepared by the departments was, poor. The

department of finance found that there was lack of inte ~ration of evaluation in financial

decision making, an emphasis of efficiency other tl an effectiveness, poor level of
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evaluation skills and analytical capacity and unclear 'ole of the central department

(Mackay, 2004).

2.2.3. D.S government performance and Resul :sAct of 1993

Performance measurement in the U.S. began first with local government in the 1970s,

spread to state governments and eventually to the federa level with the enactment of the

Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) in 1993.The purposes of the US

govermnent performance results acts are: to improve 11e confidence of the American

people in the capability of the federal government by systematically holding federal

agencies accountable for achieving program results initiate program performance

reform with a series of pilot projects in setting pro] ram goals, measuring program

performance against those goals and reporting publicly in the progress, improve federal

program effectiveness and public accountability by pre moting a new focus on results,

service quality and customer satisfaction.

The acts also impro~e congressional decision-makin ; by providing more objective

information on achieving statutory objectives on the rele .ive effectiveness and efficacy of

federal programs and spending to improve interns l management of the federal

govermnent (U.S office of managemen and Budget, 1993).

There is growing pressure in developing countries to i nprove the performance of their

public sectors. Responding to this pressure has led tc the countries' need to develop

performance management systems. These systems invc lve reforms in budgetary, human

resources and organization cultures (Morra, 2009).

A result based M&E system provides crucial ii formation about public sector

organization performance. lhe monitoring process look: at what is being done and how it

is being done. It involves continuous tracking of activit es, review of the flow of services

and activities provided by the program, compliance witl . laws, regulations, guidelines and

so on (OECD, 2002). Many of the worldwide initiat yes are pushing governments to

adopt public management systems that show results. TJ.e millennium goals are examples

of such programs.
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2.2.4. Evaluation in Kenya.

Kenya among other countries, is implementing the 1\DG by 2015, adopting digital

technology by 2015 and the more recent ambitious vi sic n 2030. Kenya's Vision 2030 is

the country's development blueprint covering the period oetween 2008 to 2030.1t seeks to

transform Kenya from a low income to a middle inc. me economy by the year 2030

(MED, 2010). Developed through an all-inclusive and participatory stakeholder

consultative process, the vision is based on three pi llars: the economic, social and

political. Under these pillars, flagship projects are being implemented. The vision 2030 is

to be implemented in successive five year medium tern plans (MED, 2006). It is in this

spirit that the government has hosted several forums to backtrack the implementation of

these programs. African community. of practice on II anaging for development results

(AFCOP-MFDR) is an example of such initiative.

The AFCOP-MFDR is a bilingual community establisl ed in 2007 and is made up of 200

members in 41 countries in Africa and Madagascar. IV embers of AFCOP strive to make

their organizations result oriented, effective and acco intable to ensure that the lives of

citizens are improved. The forum provides a platfor n. to share experiences and good

relations with fellow members (Management for DeveJ opmentresults 2011).

According to the Ministry for Planning, Nation: 1 Development, the country in

partnership with WB introduced the (RRI) approach as a tool of change management

used to achieve tangible results in various sector; of the economy. Through this

approach, the government seeks to institute paradigm shift from focusing on processes to

results (Daily Nation, 20Il).To achieve vision 2030, .be government has identified three

pillars namely, economic, social and political' sectc .s. Through these pillars, flagship

projects and programs are being implemented. For t lese programs to yield results, it is

important that this approach of monitoring for results be practiced from the grassroots. It

is against this background that tl e researcher wish! s to find out the role of M&E on

project, programs or policy performance (MED isioi 2030,2009).
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2.2.5. chanlges in tstabliShing and sustai ningM&E systems
I

It is widely agreed that setting up and sustaining 8'1 M&E system is not easy. It takes
I

cOl~certedeffort and political will from all the parti :s concerned. This can be supported

by the fact that even the developed countries that hai e elaborate M&E system did so over

the last two decades ($orra, 2009). Challenges faced emanate from the following
Iaspects:

2.2.5.1. Staffing and logistics
1

There are several aspectsof human resource; one of hem is the challenge of getting staff

with the necessary skills tn evaluation. Evaluation 11 ay .take different asp ct~ depen~ing

on the context of the ph~nomellon to be evaluated. ThIS means that the skills required

may change within a short period of time. Training therefore presents challenges to an
I

organization or the sector requiring the service. M&E units are mostly either inadequately
j .

staffed or staffed by members of the general pub ic service who are rotated among

different parts of the govJ

r

·lU11entand frequently post ed to M&E institutions against their

will. In such cases, a lack of training and lack of loyr Ity to the organization put reporting

independence at risk (Morra, 2002). . .. I
There is als the aspect of retaining qualified profes .ionals ill the organization (Zody et

al, 2009). Being relatively new, the field of result- based evaluation is faced with the.
I

problem of staff retention. This is because the f w trained individuals are readily

accepted in other organizations which need their servi .es.

Most government evaluation institutions also face b tdget-constrained field visits. They

lack the necessary logistical support such as compu ers, transport and so on to enable

them to pCI form efficient data gathering, data entr 1 and analysis. In some countries

especially in Africa, the general remuneration situatio: l within the public service is so low

that it affects the morale and the operational capacity of the entire civil service including.
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those who me engaged in monitoring and evaluati in. Under these circumstances, no

amount of training and logistical support will make IIIrch difference to perform

One possible solution to this is to make budget p1'O'isions for evaluation at the time of

design of a project, or alternatively, donors may cor sider providing resources to create

special fun:' <) to engage national/international consu tants to undertake evaluation on a

continuous basis. For instant looking at the situation i l Kenya, only about 30 professional

evaluators are registered with the evaluation society ( f Kenya. Any organization seeking

to benefit I' -ople must continually monitor and evauate its effort. Unless responsible

people ont'ie ground have accurate and detached .nowledge of what has been tried

before and what has not, their effort is likely to be iJ effective or risk repeating the past

mistakes. For instant, looking at the situation in Lenya, only about 30 professional

evaluators are registered with the evaluation societ- of Kenya (Evaluation society of

Kenya websrtej.In the Kenya Red Cross society, one .if the threats listed in their strategic

plan is losing their qualified employees to other organ: lations (Red Cross, 2006).

One major advantage of the Red Cross Movement ar iund the world is the utilization of

vo.lunteers in its operations. In fact, they form the oulk of the workers especially in

emergency operations. For instance, in Kenya the re is close to seventy thousand

volunteers. ~urran, Tunal and Kath (2003) also note i that sufficient allocation of staff
,

and financia: resources is a vital ingredient in deveJopi 19 effective M&E systems. Failure

to ensure a 11 lsonable proportion of resources spent or this aspect of project management

is likely to rr Iucc internal learning and result in poor r erformance.

2.2.5.2 W<'·' k structures of governance
-

For an M&F system to be successful, governance strut turcs with integrity must be put in

place. This i: because integrity and high levels of prof ssionalism is paramount to ensure

sustainabilitx of the system. There are two instit rtional models that support the

establishmen of M&E structures: one where the i: istitutions have been established

through exec-rive orders or actions and the other throu, ,h legislation.
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M&E syst ms institutions created through legislatir n appear to acquire greater stability

than those reared through executive action. For exz rnple Bangladesh, Nepal, Sri-Lanka,

.and Zimbabwe where M&E structures carne into Ieing through executive orders-their

location, s uctures and resources underwent freqr ent changes over the years (Khan,

1992). AU' »lia is known to have successfully put tl e system in place beGaJ1~~it enjoyed

strong hUJ an, institutional and management capa city in the public sector, a public

service v\' II known for integrity, honesty an.. professionalism, a tradition of

accountabi ity and transparency and credible leaders :Morra, Rist, 2007).

The structure for governance, management and unde taking of evaluation activities needs

to be clearly determined in monitoring and evaluatio 1 planning, In small evaluations, this

will all be -nanaged within existing governance ar d management structures. In larger

evaluation: specific governance structures are <'ct 1 p, for example steering groups and

technical innut may also be sought, for example Te .hnical Advisory Groups. Structures

to manage nternal evaluation staff and systems for contracting with external evaluators

are also estblished (Duignan, 2007).

As most } A'\cE arrangements are geared towards n onitoring, agencies devote most of

their time "acking the physical progress and facilitating implementation (Ahmed and

Bamberger, 1989; Khan, 1989, 1993). In terms «f institutional arrangements, most

monitoring activities are conducted through ace: rtral agency such as the National

planning (l Ice, the Ministry of Finance, Prime Mil ister or the President's office (Roy

. and Wijay» uriya, 1992). In recent years, some COUt tries have introduced the concept of

value-for ../' ney' initiatives to strengthen the M&E .apacities of their Auditor general's

office. Fac: -rs contributing to quality and effective M&E include commitment of top

political le: lership, an enabling governance enviror ment supporting accountability and

transparenc in development management, suitable organization arrangement, staffing

resour~es, timely and quality reporting ,use of eompu ers and donor technical support.

According 0 the author, the single .1110stfactors which helps the introduction aIld

institutions '. zation of an M&E framework is the :upport by top political leadership
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(Khan, 199.). According to Asia-Pacific regional VI orkshop (1996), most countries in

Asia practice, implement but rarely employ M&E to rls to assess impacts; there is little

coordinatio: between the government departments often resulting in duplication of
, .

efforts and -astage of resources, rhetoric of M&E is not matched by commitment of

resources ( logistics to M&E institutions thus c onstraining their ability to work

affectively ;1'110ngothers.

Some of l' donor agencies which have offered technical assistance to strengthen

evaluation cnpacity in developing countries include j .DB, UNDP, WB and OECD. Asia

Developmer t· Bank started its Evaluation Capacity 1uilding in 1992 with assistance to

such countr .s as Bangladesh, china, Papua New Gu nea, Sri Lanka and Thailand. The

assistance f nvolves institutional analysis, training and fellowship, establishment of

computerized databases and supply of computers.

UNDP mail] 'y focused on building M&E capacities OJ large investment projects although

it provided or the strengthening of national evaluatic n system in Bangladesh and Nepal

(UNDP, 19r'1). World Bank on the otherhand takes ( more long term view of evaluation

capacity anr approaches it as an integral part of the 0" erall public sector reform process.

l
I,
1
I

2.2.5.3. Dependence on clarity of objectives md availability of indicators

Monitoring nd evaluation are of little value of a pro ~ram does not have clearly defined

objectives 1 appropriate indicators of relevance, performance and success. This is

because M/:rE is done against the objectives, I-Ic] .ce lack of clarity in stating the

objectives a ',1 absence of clear indicators will limit tb ~ability of M&E to provide critical

assessment.' 'J1' decision making, accountability and l( arning purposes (UNDP, 2002).

Monitoring :,..a continuous assessment of project in plemcntation in relation to agreed

schedules ~ i of the use of inputs, infrastructure an f services by project beneficiaries

(World Be " 2003). Its main objective is to rrovide continuous feedback on

implement» in and to identify actual or potential lHCCCSS and problems as early as

possible to 'ncilitate timely adjustment to project oJeration. Monitoring should be an
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institutio building component which should pear anently improve overall management

practice 1- irrower agencies.

2.2.6 TP ,~role of monitori 19 and evaluatir n

In the co xt of community development, M&E b mefits the key factors involved in the

following Nays: Project executors, for example company-community relations team

company/ '.G.O partnership or a company foundat on M&.E can improve management.

By m0111i
.ng progress against defined goals, a ma lager C<1nassess what is lacking and

what is ne hence determine what changes should b. made to a project (lIED, 1998).

For comp nies which are executing a project or ; upporting it through partnership or

funding, M&E can be used to demonstrate progr ess to internal management and to

external st=keholdcrs. Measurable results can justify continued funding and clarifying the

return 011 I 'vestment of community development. 'J he major challenge of M&E lies in

measurem. It of impact. It can be difficult to determ no what impact a project has had on

the social wld economic well being. However the fli ) side of this challenge js that if as a

project mai sger you can see impacts through M&E, :ou will see significant returns.

2.2.6.1. lV ~E in informing decision making.

The mam 1 se of evaluation results in Australia ", as in annual budget process. The

Department of Finance estimated that by 1994, al nost 80 percent of new spending

proposals rc cd on evaluation findings. Each nc v SP{ nding proposal by ministers was to

clearly spe v the objectives of the proposal and t ) present any available evaluation

findings or ual performance of the governn cnt activity (Mackay, 2002).

In Chile, tl1 ninistry of finance progressively develo led a similar M&E system starting

in 1994. It mmissions the evaluations externally t i academics and consultinrt firms. ,

which use nndardized ToRs and methodologies. M.o.I" officials use monitoring
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informati 1 and evaluation findings intensivcl: m their budget analysis of the

performs :e of each ministry and agencies as a 1 input to the government's budget

decision . ing. The ministries also use this infot nation to set performance targets for

each mi 'ry and to impose management improver ents on both ministries and agencies.

(Rojase 2005).

Decision laking may be linked to intervention (' t the macro, meso and micro levels.

Macro-k 1 decisions relate to policies that cut ; cross sectors and affect the overall

developm nt process, Decisions made at the meso and micro levels pertain to program

and projc '8 respectively (UNDP, 2002).' The da a and information collected during

monitorin and evaluations constitute a critical foundation for action by program

managers; Ill! stakeholders, who need to be able to i !entify evolving problems and decide

on crucial strategies, corrective measures and revis on to plans and resource allocations

pertaining ) the activities in question (Jody ,Kusek, 2004).

Even after the completion of a program or proj .ct, monitoring and evaluation can

contribute ';ignificantly to decision making, For inst mce, terminal reports, considered as

being part f the monitoring and evaluation can cor tain recommendations for follow up

activities. 'est-program or post-project evaluatioi can lead to recommendations of

measures 1 improve the sustainability of results P o: uccd by the program or project.

Evaluatior l .tivities support decision-making that C III lead to proactive management of

programs. 'ogram evaluation can provide esse rtial information for performance

planning " ,1 performance assessment and inform r .visions to strategic goals, resource

allocation isions, and program modification am redesign decisions. Even if there

were no il nal or external requirements for evaluat ve information, eva uation is a good

idea. TI1P' e a number of reasons evaluation is a good management practice. U.S

departmen f energy identifies areas where decision naking can be improved as below,
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2.2.6:2. .ommunicate Strategy and Vahu ,

Evaluatir can be used to verify that you're doi-ig v hat you think you're doing, describe

the impn . '~fproducts or services on customers or c lients and also to verify rest lts for

public rei 'ions and promoting services in the comnunity.

2.2.6.3} formed Resource Allocation Dee sions

Evaluation is used to decide how to fund and allocac,or reallocate program resources to

best achic c program research, or serve key mark .ts and intended customers. On that

basis.iactivities that have proven ineffective and dro : delivery components determined to

not be cost-effective are eliminated. Decisions on V./ tether to continue program elements

or the prorram and at what level of effort, includ: ng replicating program components

found to br' most cost-effective can then be made.

2.2:6.4 Modify, Redesign Decisions

Based on rc 1UItS from evaluation reports, program rru nagers decide whether to modify or

make timely adjustments to the program design or in plementation to improve the rate or

quality of program achievement relative to the reso trees committed, They may decide

how best tf improve program operations such as in crease efficiency of operations via

streamliuir refining, or redesigning. Evaluation r .sult« can provide inforn ation on

whether h

the pro gran

or business

list program goals or objectives 16 rnal« thorn more realistic. This can help

tanagers in deciding whether to target n .w or different markets, customers,

zanizations and allies (IOCE, 2002).

2.6.7. FcC(- a k, knowledge andlearning.

M&E systei provide feedback about progress a; we 1 as success or failure of projects,

programs 31' policies throughout their cycles. Thes ~ constitute powerful continuous

public mans -ment tools that decision makers can tse to improve performance and

dcmonstratc'countabili1y and transparency with res iect to results. The use of M&E
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findings en' promote kn w1edge and learning in g( vernments and organizations. The

new emph: s in the international aid community is J norc and more on local knowledge

acquisition It transfer from donor to recipient (Ra {, 2006). Evaluation feedback has

been broa. defined as CI. dynamic process whih involves the presentation and

disseminati of evaluation information in order to ensure its application into new or

existing de lopment activities ... feedback, as distint from evaluation findings, is the

process or suring that lessons learnt are incorpor itcd into new operations (OEeD,

2001).

The use of \1&E findings can promote knowledge and learning in governments and

organization. This means that results obtained from an M&E exercise can be used in

modificatio : of a program or project in future. T lis ensures that mistakes are not

repeated all I the strong Isuccessful aspects arc en phasizcd or reinforced. Effective

monitoring »nd evaluation can detect early signs of pc tential problems and success areas.

Program or project managers must act on the findin ~s,applying the lessons learned to

modify the nroject, This learning can also be use 1 to provide feedback for future

planning (Om-World Bank, 1994).

2.2.6.5. IV""~E and Motivation

In terms of otivating personnel, when civil servrnt : are brought in as partners to the

business f) the government, We sec better impl mentation. Employees begin to

understand . d become more enthusiastic about their contribution towards the

achieven r the desired goals. A goodM&E syscrn can be c. tremely useful as a

managem 1motivational tool. H helps focus utnntion 011 achieving outcomes that.
are import to the organization and its stakehok ers and it provides impetus for

establishinr 'y goals and objectives that address thes ~outcomes; if you do not measure

results yon nottell success from failure. If you can iot see success you cannot reward

it and if yOI. nnnot reward success you arc probably I ewarding failure. Similarly, if you

cannot see ~ ess you cannot learn from it. On the 0 her hand, if you cannot recognize

failure, you nnot correct it (Osborn, 19Y2).
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2.2.6.6. ~ untability
Monitorin md evaluation provide critical assessme It that demonstrates whether or not

programs ( projects satisfy target group needs and priorities. M&E helps to establish

accountabi' 'v by generating answers on impact and sustainability of the programs (US

Departrnen' of energy, 2009). By reporting the results of various interventions,

governmei -ind other organizations can promote c 'edibility and public confidence in

. their work' roviding information to the public also ~upports development agenda that is

shifting tov rds greater accountability for aid lending (Morra, 2009).

With the advent of globalization, there is growing p 'essure on governments around the

world to be more responsive to the demands of int .rnal and external stakeholders for

good gover=ance, accountability and transparency, ef ectiveness and delivery of tangible

results. In olumbia, the government's M&E syste n SINERGIA is managed by the

Department of National Planning (DNP). One of t ie systems main components is a

performanc database containing about 500 indicators to track government's performance

against abo I 320 goals. Where the largets are no met, the manager responsible is

required to prepare a statement explaining this underp nformance. The president uses this

information in his monthly management control mee ings with each minister and in his

weekly tow tall meetings in municipalities around th : country (Castro 2006).

L. 1 d N.G.Os participating in M&E it is an opport mity to influence the

design and ' cution of community level projects. I y providing feedback on whether

programs '1 achieving aims in line with cornmun ty needs find desires, M&E is a

powerful r It; bility mechanism. Evaluat ions he p program managers and others

demonstrat ternal and external accountability for the use of public resources. This

includes de' nstrating fiscally responsible managcme It, establishing evidence that goals

are being 1 or services arc being delivered as pr imiscd, and quantifying program

impacts (F' -lla, Gaventa, 1998). A demonstrable outcome opens up channels of

communicat i '1 with stakeholders and thus co'ltributes to transparency and
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accountabi' ty. It creates opportunities for improx ed management of a project and

provides lc ning that can be applied to future projects (TIED, 1998).

2.3 EMPI rcxr, LITERATURE

Many stud have been carried out on monitoring an i evaluation. A study carried out by

WB in 2or") showed that in many countrics.. civi I societies have been involved in

participator poverty assessment at the initial stages Jut much less in subsequent phases

of implemc -tation, monitoring and evaluation. Part cipation of these civil societies is

conceived as instrumental as a way of gathering r ata and insights within a process

strongly controlled by government (Norton, 2003).

Studies by l NICEF/ROSA between 1994 and 2004 n vealed that having full-time trained

staff dedicated to M&E is the most significant fa .tor affecting the quality and the

usefulness (1 r- the evaluation. UNICEF in Asia thcrefo e sought to establish a professional

evaluation <ourse in at least one of the region's academic institutions to improve

availability if professional evaluators and to cnhan .c evaluation resources (UNICEF,

2005).

Another SU 1 study was by OECD-DAC in harmon zation and alignment. The survey

showed tha: about 30% of donor projects are ma raged by the recipients' national

procedures. ' his means that if the trend continues, ma ay countries will be left to manage

their projec This calls for efficient systems of mar aging these resources so that they

benefit the zcns of the recipient's countries (l lolvoe t and Renard, 2007).

Studies can

are not alw:

are raised e

larger him;

partners and

internationa .

objectives.

; on monitoring and evaluation in NGC 5 reviewed that goals and impacts

; clear at the end of an intervention. E) pectations of project performance

J further by the hierarchical structure of arge NGOs, and their position in a

ry of associated partner organizatior s (including both implementing

back-donors). Large international NGO: can have country, regional and

trategies. At each level their slrategy :loeuments will list a number of
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Donors, such as DFID, will in turn have!their own-inte national objectives and targets.

This plethora of objectives is only manageable if objecti {es are clearly nested, such that

local objectives are detailed versions of more ma cro-Ievel objectives. In these

circumstances judgments about the smallest units car be used as raw material for
v ',

judgments of larger units that they belong to (Fowler, 19)7: 169). In practice, doing so is

complicated by the hierarchical nature of aid' supply chains. Individual NGOs often

belong, through their donors, to more -than one hierart hy of organizations, each with

differing expectations and reporting practices.

In the UK, the largest NGOs are still struggling with the complex issues associated with

aggregating their experience on a large scale (Davies, 2 )00) .:Based on these studies the
. - \ (

researcher felt that with more effective M & E systen lS in the recipient countries the

dilemma of the NGOs executing the projects would 1: e solved. This is because these

recipient countries would have their own means of verifications as per the local

expectations. That's why researcher .seeks to find out factors that influence the

performance of systems used to track such interventions.

I,

..,

, )

f
!~
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2.4. Conceptual framework

A conceptual framework is a repress ntation of the relati .nship between the independent

variables and dependent variable cJ~agram~naticalJy. In this research project, the

independent variables are staffing, gOVCrJj.:.llCC structur ~s and level of funding. These

variables in turn, affect the stoic of the M&E in an O;';~(lilzari ,:1 and therefore the M&E is

an "intervening variable .The dependent variable will be performance and is the variable

that cannoL be directly controlled (Kothari, 2005).

Number & training
ofM &E staff

Governance j
structures

~-

-;'1
I

~I

Toolsandmethods~l----~ Grformance

I l~ _

Level of funding [-------1£>-

Project indicators t-------J
Independent variable ----.-- ---~ Dependent variable

Figure 2.1 Conceptual Framewoi k

Source: Researcher (2012)
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Independent variables

1. Staffing

Staffing refers to the number of personnel dealing with 1he M & E activities. The aspect

of staffing that could affect M & E includes the numbe r of members of staff, the skills

they possess and on the job training. These activities include data-collection, coding,

analysis, interpretation and report writing.

2. Governance structures

The other independent variable is governance structur es. This refers to the mechanisms

put in place to ensure efficiency and effecti-veness in ev, iluation and the utilization of the

findings in decision making .. The study sought to. find out the organization has

departments specifically for M & E or whether the serv: ces are contracted. It also sought

to find out whether those who carry M&E activities wer ~also involved in other activities.

This included the importance accorded to M & E by the administrative organs of the

organization. All these factors summed up gives the evaluation culture of the

organization.

3. Funding.

The level of funding refers to the finances set aside for 1he M & E activities. They include

funds to ensure regular collection of evaluation data, st iff motivation and funds to ensure

that the recommendations in the evaluation repq;rts ar« fully implemented. Ideally, 10%

of the project cost should be used for evaluation purpos es.

4. Availability of indicators

These are measures that are used to demonstrate chang ;es in certain conditions as aresult

of an intervention; that is activity, project or program.

Intervening variable

Effectiveness. This refers to the ability to conduct the M·.& E at the' right time and
. ., I • • ,

addressing'the objectives of the. evaluation.
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Dependent variable

Performance. Performance measurement provides the project manager with visibility to

make sure he is operating within the approved time and cost constraints and that the _

project is performing according to plan. It also alerts management if a. project begins to

run ~rverbudget or behind schedule so actions can quickly be taken to get the project back

on track. When 'a successful organization invests time, money, and other resources in a

project, its primary concern is always what it is getting ir return for its investment. It is

the responsibility of the project manager to ensure these projects stay on schedule and

within their approved budget. The state of these independent variables (staffing,

governance structures and the level of funding) determines the quality ofM & E activities

which in turn affect the project performance

~ I 1
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH DESIGN AND MEl HODOLOGY

3.0 Introduction

This, chapter describes the research design, target population, sampling procedure and

strategies, data collection instruments and data analysis r iethods.

3.1. Research Design

This study used a descriptive research design. The reseacher sought to find out the effect

of staffing, level of funding and governance structures 0 .1 the performance of M and E.

3.2. Target population

The target population was the Non Governmental organizations operating in Nairobi
r

County. According to the NGO Co-ordination Board, there are over 2500 NGOs

operating in Nairobi, These NGOs are classified by sectors. These sectors are adult

sponsorship, agriculture, capacity building, childrei, education, health, economic,

disaster, environment, gender, governance among mal iy others. The organizations were

selected by the researcher as they are known to be project- based and M & E has taken

root. The study targeted project managers in these NGOs.

3.3.1 Sampling strategy
. ,'[" " "

The samplingprocedure was random. :The sample-consisted ofahirty;pr6J~ct1n1anag~rs' '\ '
,. , '. _ ,/, J,." I'

from NOGs based in-Nairobi. The researcher targeted those-which-were ea:slly.~ccesSible
.' • j~' ! :t

, '. ...

in terms of location. As Rescoe (1975) cites in Sakal';ill (2000);" sample sizes' Iarger than
, :". ~ ,;,. ''; '';

30 and less-than 5QOiiareappropriate-fen mostresearch
I I",-.. ' i?'

t,

it
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Table 3.1

SECTOR NO 01' PROJECT MANAGERS

Education 7

Health 4

Development 8.
Micro-finance 6

Children 5

TOTAL 30

3.4. Data collection tools and instruments.

The main data collection tool was the questionnaire. 0 pen ended and closed questions

were asked. This is because questionnaires are relatively cheaper than interviews. Most of

the respondents requested to be given some time to c ornplete the questionnaires and

therefore the researcher dropped and collected them late r. The other source of data. was

secondary data obtained from documents about the orgar izations and legal requirements. '

Some information was also obtained from an oral unstructured interview from one ofthe

respondent.

3.5. Data analysis and presentation

Data collected was both qualitative and quantitative. With the aid oil SPSSpackage,

quantitative data was analyzed to determine the frequ encies of responses from which
. . ' I

proportions in terms of percentages were obtained' TI te qualitative' data was analyzed "
,.. '.

using the inductive approach. It is collecting data or resionses and exploring them to·see

29

which themes they are concentrated (Glaser and Strauss, 1967).' This-involved grouping

information. according to findings from literature, review and what, is 'being/practiced in

the sampled 'organizati~ns. These categdries wer~ guid ~d by -the res~~~h' q~~stio'~s and' I "

objectives, (Saunders and Lewis: 2009).

Data was pFesented,using·freq~ency.tables,bangraphs,.andpie~.charts""HA~ J'~'
. • ',!j J.. II. I t



CHAPTER FOUR

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS P tESENTATION

4.0 Introduction

This chapter presents the results of the study from the collected data. In general, the study

aimed at investigating the factors influencing the effec tiveness of the monitoring and

, evaluation systems in Non-Governmental Organizations In specific, the study sought to

determine the effect of number of staff training, role 0' governance structures, funding'

levels, evaluation tool methods 'adopted and project 0 ojectives and indicators on the

performance of M&E. the results of this. study are presen led in both tabular and graphical

formats. Further, in this study the respondents were the rroject managers working in the

sampled NGOs' .

4.1 Response Rate and DemographicInformation

This studytargeted theprojectmanagers who were wor ring in the sampled 30 NGOs in

Nairobi County. This means that 30 Project Managers interviewed. However, only 23

project managers responded to the interviews translating to a response rate of 77% which

is above the 70% response rate threshold. The respoidents were asked to give some

information on their gender and their level of education. md the results are shown in table

4.1 below.

Table 4.1: Demographic Characteristics

Characteristic Frequency
Gender

Male 12
Female 7
Total' 19 I-

Education Level
University Degree 13
Diploma 5 ,
Certificate , 1
Secondary 1
Total 20

Percent

65.0
25.0
5.0
5.0

100.0.

63.2
36.8
100.0--.--1----'---
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The results in the above table show that majority of the respondents (63.2%) were males

while the rest (36.8%) were females while four respondents did not indicate their gender

on the questionnaire. Further, 65% of the respondents were university graduates, 25%

were diploma holders while 5% of the respondents were certificate holders and secondary

school leavers. Three respondents did not include their level of education on the data

collection tool.

4.2 Governance Structures

This section presents the results of the governance structures within the sampled Non-

Governmental Organizations. The respondents were required to rate the state of the M &

E in their organizations under the expressions; excellent, very good, good, weak and very

weak. The responses are as shown in figure 4.2 below.

Figure 4.2: State ofM&E

78%
90"10

80"10

70"10

60"10

50"10

40"10

30"10

20"10
9%

10"10

0%

Excellent

13%

Very Good Good

Seventy eight percent of the respondents rated the state of M&E as very good, 13% rated

the same as good while 9% rated the state of M&E in their organizations as excellent. It

is worth noting that none of the respondent rated the state ofM&E as weak or very weak.
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. On the question on the number of evaluations which are carried out in the life of the

projects, the results wee that three evaluation are done (47.8%) followed by two

evaluation (43;5%) and inally one evaluation 4.3%. This isdisplayed in the table 4.2

below. On the utilization of results of the M&E, the respondents were asked how often

the findings are used in t aining, allocation of resources, accountability and transparency.

The respondents were a1:0 asked about the terms of employment and deployment of the

M & Estaffand the servi ces.The results ate summarized in table 4.2 below.

Table 4.2 Governance Structures

Characteristics/stateme
Number of Evaluation ca

One
. Two
Thfee
Other

Utilization of M&E evah
. All the time
Sometimes
Not at all
Others'

Usefulness 6fM&E Rest
Punishing the underper
Rewardingperforming
Advising areas of impn

M&E Results effect on n
organization

All the time
Some time
Rarely
Not at all

.M&E promoting account
Yes
No

Whether the permanent s
activities only
Whether staff are deploy!
anses
Whether services areout:

It Frequency Petcent
Tied out in projects life

1 4.3
]0 43.5
11 47.8
1 4.3

ation finding on training
9 39.1
J" ~ 56.5. ..J

. 1 4.3
0 0.0

Lts
ormers ] 4.3
employees 1 4.3
.vement 22 95.7
e allocation of funds within the

9 40.9
.. 11 50.0

·1 4.5
1 4.5

ibility and transparency
21. 91.3
2 8.7

aff have been charged with M&E 12 52.2

d from other departments when need 10 43.5

ourced 15 65.2

I
.1
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On utilization ofM&E fii idings on training, majority (56.5%) of them said that the results

are used sometimes, 39.1 Yo said that the results are used all the time while 4.3% said that

the results are never usee at all. Moreover, on the utilization of the M&E results, 95.7%

of the respondents were: n agreement with the fact that the results are used for advising

on areas of improvemen s. Further, when asked if the M&E results have effect on the

funds allocation within 1 he organization, half of the respondents said that it happens

sometimes, while 40.95 reported that it happened all the time and minority (4.5%)

reported that it effected 0 I rare cases or not at all. On M&E promoting accountability and

transparency, 91.3% oftb ~ reopondents were in agreement with the statement while 8.7%
- -

disagreed that the M&E iromoted accountability and transparency. Further, on whether

the permanent staff hac been charged with M&E activities, 52.2% were for the

affirmative while 43.5% affirmed that the staff are deployed from other departments

when need arises. Finally on outsourcing M&E services, 65.2% said that it happened in

their organization.

4.3. M & E IN AIDING )ECISION MAIONG.

One of the roles of M & E identified by various researchers is aiding decision making.

These decisions are mad! in various stages of the project cycle. They included project

design, project modificaton, implementation, resource allocation and confirming the

value of the projects. Th: respondents Were required to rate the extent to which M&E

findings in their organize ion lived to these expectations. The results were tabulated as

shown below. \
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Table 4.3 Extent tc which M&E aids Decision Making

Type of Decision

Project design - change 0

Very Large Extent
Large Extent
Some Extent

Project modification

Very Large Extent
Large Extent
Some Extent
Not at all

Implementation

. Very Large Extent
Large Extent

Confirming strategy and v:

Very Large Extent
Large Extent
Some Extent
Not at All

Resource allocation

Very Large Extent
Large Extent
Some Extent
Not at all

Frequency .Percent

objectives

6 28.6
11 52.4
4 19.0

~

7 35.0
9 45.0
3 15..0
l' 5.0

~

9 45.0
11 55.0

lue

9 42.9
9 42.9
2 9.5
1 , 4.8

8 38.1.
9 42.9
3 14.3
1 4.8.

On project design aspect najority of the respondents (52.4%) agreed to a large extent that

the M&E aided in proje: t design that is change of objectives while 28.6% agreed to a

very large extent on tl.e same and 19% agreed to some extent. On the project \

modification, 45% of tlu respondents agreed to a large extent that the M&E aided in

project modification, 350/, agreed to a very large extent, while 15% agreed to some extent .

. and only 5% said that the] e was no aid at all.

When asked about the irr.plementation, 55% agreed to a large extent that the M&E aided

in the implementation of 1 he programmes while 45% of the respondents agreed to a very

large .extent on the same t Ipe of decision. Further, on confirming strategy and value, that
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evaluating the extent to which the project meets the initial objectives, over 84% of the

respondents agreed to either a large extent or to a very large extent that the M&E aided in

the confirming of the strategy and value while 9.5% agreed to some extent and 4.8% did

not agree at all.

Finally, on the resource allocation, 42.9% of the respondents agreed to a large extent that

the M&E aided in the resource allocation while 38.1% agreed to a very large extent

14.3% put it as to some extent and 4.8% did not agree that it plays any role at all. On

whether the respondents considered M&E results as a motivation factor in their

organization, all the respondents responded in the affirmative.

4.3. Stake holders' attitude towards results of M & E
The respondents were asked how various stakeholders perceive the results of the M &E

activities. The stakeholders according to the researcher referred to parties such as donors,

employees, beneficiaries of the projects and also other partners in similar activities. The

results were as shown below.

Figure 4.3: Result of M&E Activities

• Positively

• Negatively

120%
100"10

80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

100"10

75% 80% 80%

0%

According to the respondents, 100% of them said that the donors have taken the M&E

activities positively, while 75% of the respondents said that the employees have taken the

M&E activities positively. Further, 80% of the respondents said that the

customerslbeneficiaries have taken the M&E activities positively and finally, 80% of the
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respondents said that their organizations other partners (organizations carrying out similar

activities) have taken the M&E activities positively. Only 20% said that the activities

were taken negatively.

4.3 Staffing and M&E

This section presents the results of the staffing and M&E in the Non-Governmental

Organizations. On average, the results of the study showed that the sampled organizations

had 68 employees with the organization with the highest number of employees being 600,

and the organization with the least number of employees being ten.

Figure 4.4: Formal Training of Employees

10"10

• less than 10"10

• About 25%

• Between 50% and 75%

• Over 75%

On the formal training of the employees, 40% of the respondents said that about 25% of

their employees have undergone formal training, 25% reported that either between 50%

and 75% or less than 10% of their employees have undergone a formal training and 10%

reported that only less than 25% of their employees have undergone a formal training. In

addition, on the question whether those trained were adequate 62% of the respondents

said that they considered them inadequate.

Task of monitoring and evaluation activities

The researcher sought to fmd out who is tasked with M & E activities which include data

collection, recording, analysis, presentation and dissemination. Among the staff

suggested were clerks and administrational assistants, M &E staff, managers. The

findings on the activities and those who perform them were summarized in the table

below.
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Table. 404: Task of Moi iitoring and Evaluation Activities \
Activi Frequency Percent

,

9 47.4
nt Heads 3 15.8
tive Assistants 5 26.3 .

2 10.6

7 35.0
nt Heads 12 60.0
tive Assistants 1 5.0

8 42.1
nt Heads 10 52.6
.ive Assistants 0 0.0

1 5.3 ,

~ 9 50.0
nt Heads 6 33.3
:ive Assistants 1 5.6

2 . 11.1

·9 47.4
at Heads 7 36.8
ive Assistants 1 5.3

2 10.5

Data Collection
M&E Staff
Managers & Departnu
Clerks and Administrs
External Firms

Recording
M&E Staff
Managers & Departm:
Clerks and Administn:

Analysis
M&E Staff
Managers & Departme
Clerks and Administra
External Firms

Presentation
M&E Staff
Managers & Departrne
Clerks and Administra
External Firms

Dissemination
M&E Staff
Managers & Departme
Clerks and Administra
External Firms

According to the table a love, 47.4% of the respondents reported that the M&E staffs are

the one who have been tasked with the data collection, while 26.3% reported that the

clerks and the administr uive assistants have been tasked with data collection. On Data

Entry and recording, 601 1J of the respondents said that the duty belong to the managers

and the department head: while 35% said that they have tasked the M&E staff the above

responsibility. When ask -d about the analysis, 52.6% ofthe respondents reported that the

tasks have been delegate i to the managers and department heads while 42.1 % said that
\the work belongs to the ~1&E staff. On presentation,.50% of the respondents said that the

task has been delegated t, I the M&E staff while 33.3% said that the tasks have been given

to the managers and de oartment heads. And finally, on dissemination, 47.4% of the

respondents said that the ask was delegated to the M&E staff, while 36.8% have said that

the task of dissemination is the responsibility of managers and department heads.
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Transition of M &E staff

The study sought to know the turnover rate among M & E staff with a view to

determining its effect on the state of M & E. The respondents were asked how often the

M &E staff left the organization for greener pastures. The responses were as shown in

figure 4.5 below.

Figure 4.5! Transition of M&E Staffs

45.5%50.0"16
45.0"16
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0"16
20.0"/6
15.0"16
10.0"/6

5.0"16
0.0% +---

40.9%

9.1%
4.5%

All the Time Often Once in a While Rarely

Majority (45.5%) of the respondents said that the staff transit rarely, while 40.9% said

that they did so often. Further, 9.1% said that they transit all the time while 4.5% said

that the M&E staff transit once in a while.

Human resources and M & E
Some of the aspects of human resource that affect monitoring and evaluation include, the

number of staff, level of training or skills in M&E, turnover rate and staff motivation.

Below are some of the aspects of staffing or human resource that affect monitoring and

evaluation. The respondents were asked to rank the extent to which each of the aspects

affected the quality of evaluations. The results were tabulated as shown below.
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Table 4.5: Human Res o irces astcts that affect M&E

As ect

I Staff Retention
, VeryLarge Extent
I Large Extent

Moderate Extent
Some Extent
Not at all

Staff Motivation
Very Large Extent
Large Extent
Moderate Extent

-
Fre<l~ency Percent

11 55.0,
3 15.0
4 20.0..
2 10.0

6 31.6
, 10 52.6

3 15

7 36.8
9 47.4
1 5.4

I
1 5.4
1 5.4

7' 41.2
9' 52.9'
1 5.9

Availability of Staff
Very Large Extent
Large Extent
Moderate Extent
Some Extent

Level of Skills (Training)
Very Large Extent
Large Extent
Moderate Extent

According to the respon tents, ml'jority (55%) of the respondents rated the effect of

availability of staff to a VI ry large Ixtent while 20% rated it to a moderate extent. On the

level of skills (training) najority i(52.6%) of the respondents it to a large extent and

31.6% rated it to aver r large extent. On staff retention, majority (47.4%) of the

respondents thought it af ected it t~ a large extent followed by 36.8%. who rated it to a

very large extent. Finally in staffJotivation, 52.9% of the respondents rated its effect as

large while 41.2% rated t as vel large. It can be concluded that the number of staff

tasked with monitoring an Ievaluati on is the most important.

4.4 Level of Funding-and Quality of M&E . . . v

This section presents the vesults J the level of funding and quality of monitoring and

evaluation among the NO! -oove:+ental Organizations. The respondents were asked to

estimate the proport~ons ( f fundin1.~rom v~iol~s. sources such as government, external

donors, general pubhc, em oorate en ities and individuals. .' ,
\.\

(
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Table 4.6: Level of Fui .ding and Quality Monitoring and Evaluation
.
.\

Source ==j= 'Frequency Percent

I· 4 44.4I

i 3 22.2
0 0.0
3 33.3

1 8.3
2 16.7,

25.0, 3
5 41.7

3 3-0.0
6 60.0

I

1 10.0
I

0 0.0

4 33.3
7 58.3
0 ' 0.0
1 8.3

2 25.0
4 50.0

I 0 0;0
~ 2 25.0

Government
<10%

25%
50%
75% .

External Donors
<10%

25% .
50%
75%

General Public
<10 %

25%
50%
75%

Corporate Entities
<10%

25%
50%
75%

Individual Entities
<10%

25%
50% .
75%

According to the above results, among the respondents who were interviewed, 44.4% of,

them said that the gOV(rnment contributes less than 10% to the NGO's while 22% said

that the contribution l:y the government is 25%. For external donors, 41.7% ofthe

respondents said that tl ey contribute over 75% of the M&E budget while 25% said that

the NGO contribute 5 )% of their M&E budget. For the general public, 60%· of the

respondents said that I ley contribute 25% of the funding of the organization. On the;

corporate entities, 58.~ % of the respondents said that their funds to the organizations '\

were 25% and 50% sai 1 that the funds from the individual entities were 25%. Therefore,

based on the above ir formation, the external donors contributed highly on the Non-

Governmental Organiz, tion.
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Of the funds available to the organization, the researcher sought to know how much

funding was allocated for M & E activities. According to World Bank specifications

M & E activities should not be allocated less than I0% of the total budget. The results of

budget allocation to M &E from the respondents were as shown in figure 4.6 below.

Figure 4.6: Percentage used for M&E Activities

16.70",.{,

• Less than 10""{'

• Between 10% and 20%

• Less 30""{'

According to the above figure, 50% of the respondents said that approximate percentage

of the money used on monitoring and evaluation was between 10 and 20%, 33.3% said

that it's less than 30% while 16.7% said that it's less than 10%. On the adequacy of the

funding, 42% of the respondents said the funds were not adequate while the rest (58%)

said that the funds were enough.

4.5 Data Collection Methods and Tools

This section presents the results for the data collection methods and tools which were

being used by the Non-Governmental Organization. The respondents were asked about

how often they used tools such as questionnaires, interview, focus groups and field

surveys. The results are shown in table 4.7 below.
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Table 4.7: Data Collec1 ion Methods and Tools

Questionnaire
All the time
Most of the time
Sometimes
Rarely

-,
Frequency Percent

6 33.3
,

8 44.4
3 16.7

! 1 5.6

7 38.9
5 27.8
4 22.2
2 11.1

4 22.2
3 16.7
2 ' 11.1
9 50.0

7 3K9
2 11.1

~

7 38.9
2 11.1

Method and Tools,

Interview
All the time
Most of the time
Sometimes
Rarely

Focus Groups
All the time
Most of the time
Sometimes
Rarely

Field Surveys
All the time
Most of the time

.Sometimes
Rarely

The res~llts in the above table show that 44.4% of the respondents agreed that their

organizations use questic nnaires most of the time while 33.3% said that they use the

questionnaires all the tin Ie. In addition, 38.9% of the respondents said that they use

interviews all the time wl ile 27.8% said thatthey use the interview most of the time. On

focus group, 50% of the respondents said that they used those rarely while only 22.2%

who said that they use th: focus group discussions all the time. On field surveys, 38.9% ,

of the respondents said th it they use them sometimes while another 38.9%, said that they'

use them all the time.

The respondents were fu: ther asked how the methodology used in data collection was

determined. They were required to state whether 5t was suggested by the top \
management, determined by the amount of funding, agreed upon at the design stage of

the project or determined' )y the time set for M & E.
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Figure 4.7: Methodology

Is suggested by top management

Is dependent on the time set aside for M&E

Is determined by amount of funding

Is agreed upon during design phase ofthe project
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The results showed that 57.4% said that it is dependent on the time set aside for M&E,

74.1% said that it's suggested by the top management, 63.6% said that the methodology

is determined by the amount of funding and 68.9010 said that it's agreeable upon design

phase of the project.

4.6 Indicators

Another factor that the researcher considered was project indicators. All the respondents

agreed that indicators formed a key component in monitoring and evaluation. Data on the

indicators is obtained from the records of the organization about the project before and

during the implementation. The results were as shown in figure 4.8 below.
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Figure 4.8: Indicators

54.0".-b

52.0%

50.0%
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52.6%

47.4%

Strongly Agree Agree

The results above showed that 52.6% of the respondents agree with the statement "most

of data on indicators is derived from the monitoring aspect, that is proper record keeping

and forms a significant part of evaluation" while 47.4% strongly agree with the

statement.

Summary of the results of the factors affecting the performance ofM & E systems.

The respondents were asked to give their overall view on the extent to which the factors

listed affect the monitoring and evaluation. This was an attempt to find whether there

should be emphasis on some aspects of monitoring and evaluation. The results showed

that none of these factors can be ignored as shown in table 4.8 below.
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Table 4.8: Factors influ .ncing Performance of M&E

Governance Structures
Weakest
'.\Teak
Neutral
Strong
Strongest

Freque!1cy Percent ,.

6 31.6
0 0.0
3 15.8
4 21.1
6 31.6

19
3 15.8

, .
4 ' 21.1
2 ' 10.5

'4 21.1
6 31.6 ' ,

0 0.0
6 31.6
3 15.8
5 26.3
5

,.

26.3

I
2 11.1
2 11~1
3 16.7
5 27.8
6---' 33.3

Factors

Number of staff and traini
Weakest
Weak
Neutral
Strong
Strongest

Data Collection Tools
Weakest
Weak
Neutral
Strong
Strongest'

Project Indicator
Weakest
Weak
Neutral
Strong
Strongest

According to 31.6% of H e respondents, governance structures affected the performance

very weakly while anothr 31.6% said that it affected' the performance of M&E very

strongly. On number of :taff, majority (52.7%) ranked the factor as having a strong

impact on the M&E perf rrmance. Further, on data collection tools, 3 L6%said that it

affected the performance, reakly while 33.3% said that project indicators impacted on the

performance of the M&E very strongly. Based on the above results, number of staff and

training had the greatest impact on the performance of M&E indicators followed by

project indicators and the n governance structures. Data collection t601s had the least

impact on the performance of M&E system.
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CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introductio:n

This chapter presents the iiscussion of key findings, conclusions drawn from the findings

highlighted and recomme ndation made there-to. The conclusions and recommendations

drawn were focused on al ldressing the purpose of this study which was to investigate on

the factors influencing tle effectiveness of the monitoring and evaluation systems in
\Non-Governmental Orga iizations. The study also sought to determine the effect of

number of staff training, role of governance structures, funding levels, evaluation tool

methods adopted and proj ect objectives and indicators on the performance of monitoring

and evaluation.

5.2 Discussion of the fi rdings

This research study targei ed the project managers who were working in the sampled 30

NGOs in Nairobi Count]. This means that 30 Project Managers were supposed to be

interviewed. However, on y 23 project managers responded to the interviews translatirig

to a response rate of 77% which is above the 70% response rate threshold. This response

rate was excellent, repn sentative and conforms to Mugenda and Mugenda (2003)

stipulation that a response rate of 50% is adequate for analysis and reporting; a response

rate of 60% is good and a response rate of 70% and over is excellent. In this study,

majority of the responden s were male. In addition, most of the respondents in this study

had university degrees as t ieir highest level of education. This shows thatthe respondents

had the required informat on on factors influencing the effectiveness of the monitoring

and evaluation systems in -Jon-Gcvcrnmcntal Organization.

I "\

5.2.1 Governance Strut tures

This study found that ill onitoring and evaluation in most of the non-governmental

organizations in this study were very good. Duignan (2007) had earlier indicated that the

structure for governance, }nanagement and undertaking of evaluation activities needs to
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be clearly determined in monitoring and evaluation planning. In small evaluations, this
. , . "

will all be managed withi l existing governance and management structures

On the number of evalua ions which are carried out in the life of the projects; the study

found that three evaluatic ns are done in the life of a project. In relation to the utilization'

of M&E findings on tn ining the study established that they were sometimes used.

Further the study establis hed that the results from monitoring and evaluation were used

for advising on areas of ir iprovernents.

The study also establisher , that monitoring and evaluation results have effect on the funds

allocation within the org inization. It was also revealed that monitoring and evaluation .\

was promoting accountal ility and transparency in non~governmental organizations. The

. study also revealed that t ie permanent staff in non-governmental o~'ganizations had been

charged with M&E activities. In addition, staff are deployed from other departments

when need arises. The str dy also found that outsourcing M&E services was happening in

most of non-governmenta I organizations.

On the roles of M&E in a ding the decision making, the study established that monitoring

and evaluation aided in project design - change of objectives, project modification,
, '

implementation of the pr ogrammes, confirming of the strategy and value and resource

allocation; It was also rev ealed that all non-governmental organizations were considering

monitoring and evaluatio l results as a motivation factor in their organization. This study
"

also established that the donors, employees, customerslbeneficiaries and other partners

(organizations carrying 01 t similar activities) had taken the M&E activities positively.

5.2.2 Staffing and M& B.:

On average, the results of the study showed that the sampled organizations had 68
r

employees with the organization with the highest numb~r of employees being 600, and

the organization with the least number of employees being 10. On the formal training of

the employees, the study I stablished that in most of non-governmental organizations 25%

of the employees have U1l iergone formal training, In addition, among those on adequacy .
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of the training, most of th : respondents said that they considered the trainings inadequate.

According to Morra (2002), lack of training and lack of loyalty to the organization put

reporting independence at ri k.

The study also found that the M&E staffs are the one who have been tasked with the data

collection, followed by .lerks and the administrative assistants. On Data Entry and

recording, the study faun :i that the duty belonged to the managers and the department

heads. Further, in most of the non-governmental organizations, the tasks had been ,

delegated to managers ani 1 department heads followed by M&E staff. On presentation of

the findings, the study f01:ad that the task has been delegated to the M&E staff, managers

and department heads. Tl e task of data dissemination, had been delegated to the M&E

staff, but in a few organi .ations, it had been allocated to the managers and department

heads. \. .,

On Monitoring and Evalu: tion staff transiting from one organization to another, the study

found that the staffs were rarely transiting. The study found that availability of staff was

affecting quality of evalua ions to a very large extent. This was followed by level of skills

(training), staff retention a id staff motivation.

5.2.3 Level of Funding md Quality of M&E

It was revealed.in this stue y that the government contrihutes less than 10% to the NGO's

M&E. External donors cr ntribute over 75% of the M&Ebudget. The general public

contributes 25% of the fui .ding of the non-governmental organizations. This shows that

the external donors cor tributed highly on the Non-Governmental Organization,

According to the findings, the ~'lpproximate percentage of the money used on monitoring

and evaluation was betwee 1 10 and 20%.

5.2.4 Data Collection Methods and Tools

The study found that mo rt of the non-governmental organizations in this study use'

questionnaires most of tJ Ie time. This was followed by interviews, focus groups
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discussions and surveys. On the methodology used to collect evaluation data the study

found that it is dependent on the time set aside for M&E. This was followed by the, .
method suggested by the top management, amount of funding and the method agreeable

upon during the design pl ase of the project.

5.2.5 Indicators

The study also establishe l that most of data on indicators is derived from the monitoring

aspect, that is proper rec ird keeping and forms a significant part of evaluation. On the
'l

factors which were con :idered by the researcher as to influence the M&E in the

organizations the study f iund that governance structures affected the performance very

strongly. It was also reve aled that the number of staff had a strong impact on the M&E

performance. Data colle ction tools affected the performance_weakly while project

indicators impacted on tl ~ performance of the M&E very strongly. This shows that the

number of staff arid tra ning had the greatest impact on the performance of M&E

indicators followed by pr >ject indicators and then governance structures. Data collection

had the least impact on th ~performance of the M&E performance.

5.3 Conclusion

This study concludes tha : monitoring and evaluation in most of the non-governmental

organizations in this studj was verJ' good. The study also found that three evaluations are

done in the life of a pro, ect. Non-governmental organizations sometimes utilize M&E

findings on training. Resi tits from monitoring and evaluation were used for' advising on

areas of improvements. In addition, monitoring and evaluation results affect funds

allocation within the org mization. Monitoring and evaluation promotes accountability

and transparency in non-g rvernmental organizations.

The permanent staffs in •ion-governmental organizations have been charged with M&E

activities. In addition, me st of non-governmental organizations were outsourcing M&E
~. .

services. The study also establish~d that monitoring and evaluation aided in project

design -'. change of objectives, project modification, implementation of the programmes,

confirming of the strate] y and value and resource allocation. All non-governmental
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organizations consider m mitering and evaluation results as a motivation factor in their

organization. The dona .s, employees, customerslbeneficiaries and other partners

(organizations carrying oi t similar activities) had taken the M&E activities positively.

The sampled organizatio IS had 68 employees with the organization with the highest

number of employees beii g 6elO, the Kenya Red Cross and the organization with the least

number of employees be ing 10. The study also concludes that in most of the non-

governmental organizatio IS 25% of the employees have undergone formal training. In

addition, on adequacy of he training, most of the respondents said that they considered

the trainings inadequate.

The study also makes a cc aclusion that the M&E staffs are the one who have been tasked

with the data collection, •allowed by clerks and the administrative assistants. On Data

Entry and recording, the study found that the duty belonged to the managers and the

department heads. On pre: entation of the findings, the study found that the task has been

delegated to the M&E staff, managers and department heads. The task of data

dissemination had been d .legated to the M&E staff. Staffs were rarely transiting form

one organization to anothe r. Availability of staff, level of skills (training), staff retention

and staff motivation were i ffecting quality of evaluations to a very large extent.
.
'\

I·

The external donors contr bute highly on the Non-Governmental Organization funding .

. The government contribi tes less than 10% to the NGO's M&E. External donors

contribute over 75% of tl e M&E budget. The general public contributes 25% of the.

funding of the non-govei nmental organizations. The approximate percentage of the

money used on monitoring and evaluation was between 10 and 20%.

Most of the non-governme ital organizations in this study use questionnaires most of the

time. This is followed b) interviews, focus groups discussions and surveys, On the

methodology used to colle :t evaluation data the study concludes that it is dependent on

the time set aside for M6 E. This was followed by the method suggested by the top-

management, amount of fu iding and the method agreeable upon during the design phase
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of the project. The study also concludes that most of data on indicators-is derived from

the monitoring aspect, 1 iat is proper record keeping and forms a significant part of
~ ..

evaluation. The study als ) established that governance structures, number of staff, project

indicators and number of staff and training influence the M&E in the organizations. Data

collection tools had the It ast impact on the performance of the M&E performance.

5.4 Recommendations

This study established 1\[&E findings were sometimes utilized in training. This study

therefore recommends that 'non-governmental organizations should fully utilize

monitoring and evaluati m findings in training. This would help non-governmental

organizations to perfect tleir training.

The study also found th It in most of the non-governmental organizations 25% of the

employees had undergoru formal training. This shows that 75% of the employees in non-

governmental organizatii ns had riot undergone formal training. This study therefore

recommends that non-gc vernniental organizations should ensure that their employees 1\
should undergo formal trs ining .

.The study, also establisl ed that the approximate percentage of the money used on

monitoring and .evaluatic n was between 10 and 20%. The study also found that the

quality of evaluation was Iependent on the level of funding. The amount used to fund the

evaluations was depende at on the amount of funding from stakeholders. This study

therefore recommends th tt non-governmental organizations should seek more financial

support from individual E itities, corporate entities, general public and government.

5.5 Suggestion for Fur her Studies

From the study and relan d conclusions, the researcher recommends further research in

the area of factors influen .ingthe effectiveness of monitoring and evaluation systems but

focus on public institu ions. This research' study focused on non-governmental

organizations and since p rblic institutions and non-governmental organizations operate
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differently the results in . his study cannot be generalized to public institutions. The study

also recommends furthe research on the evaluation tools and methods used by non-

governmental organizatic ns in monitoring and evaluation.

~ .

.\

.~ .

52



References

Adil, K (1998), Evaluatio 1Capacity Building, An Overview of Current status, issues and
Options, Sage f .iblications, New Delhi.

Duignan, P (2007). Systei ratio Outcomes Analysis;A Complete Solution to Outcomes,
Strategy monitc ring and evaluation and contracting. Available at http://www.
systematicoutcc mesanalysis.org.

Estrella, M, Gaventa, J. (1998). Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation: A literature
review. Workin ~paper No 70, Brighton; IDS '

Grossman, Jean Baldwin. 994. Evaluating Social Policies: Principles and tJ.S experience
The World Bank researcher observer 9(2): 159-180.

Grubb and Ryan, (2000). [he Role of Evaluation for Vocational Education and Training,
ILO. Geneva.

lIED. (1998). Special issu ~on participatory monitoring and evaluation. PLA Notes 31,
lIED.London.

Jody Ray, C. (2004). Ten iteps to a result -Based Monitoring and Evaluation System,
World Bank:, Wasiington DC ,

Kimani, F.,Nekesa,F., N iung'u.(2009). Best Practices in constituency Development
collaboration cent 'e for Gender and Development.

Mona, 1. Linda, G. (2009; . The road to results; Designing and conductingeffective
Development Eva uation, World Bank:, Washington DC.

Mulwa, W (2008). Particijatory Monitoring and Evaluation of Community Projects,
Community base: . project monitoring, quality assessment and people friendly
Evaluation metho Is. Pauline's publications, Nairobi ..

Mutiga, M. (2011, Octobe 30) Raila allies had warned over the Kazi Kwa Vijana project.
Daily Nation, p.24

Operations Evaluation n .partment (1994). Building Evaluation Capacity: Lessons and
Practices-No 4 No vember; World Bank:, Washington DC.

Patton. M. (1997). Utilizat 'on-focused evaluation: The new century text. Thousand
Oaks, Sage public. uions.Ca.

Rossi,P., Freeman, H. (19 )3). Evaluation: A systematic approach. : Sage \
Saunders, et al (2009). Re .earch Methods for Business Students, 5th edition. Edinburgh;

Harlow; Pearson Education Limited.
Business for social respon: ibility (2011); Monitoring and Evaluation; available at

http:// commdev ,0 g/secti on/ -cornmdev -practice/monitoring -and -evaluation.
Result oriented monitoring and evaluation-chapter 4-6, available at http://www.tmdp.org/

Evaluation/docurr ents/mec4-6.htm
United States Department I If energy (2008). Planning, budget alld·analysis - program

Evaluation, availa ile at http://wwwl.eere.energy.gov/ba/pba/progranmle-
Evaluation.

Nasimiyu, S.K (2009). Soc tal policy Development and governance in Kenya; Nairobi
Development

53



APPENDICES

APPENDLX 1: INTROD JCTORY LETTER

Kenyatta University

Department of manageme nt science

NAIROBI

Dear Respondent,

I am a postgraduate stuc ent (;1tKenyatta University studying MBA (Project management

and Evaluation). In ordei to fulfill the degree requirement, I am undertaking a research

project on factors infh encing the performance of monitoring and evaluation on

project/program/policy pe rfonnance. The specific topic of my study is.

Factors influencing pel formance of Monitoring and Evaluation systems in Non-

governmental organizat ons.

Your organization has bel n selected and you have been selected to form part of the study.

I kindly request you to as sist by completing the attached questionnaire.

The information you will provide is exclusively for academic purpose and will be treated

with utmost confidence.

Your co-operation will be highly appreciated. Thank you in advance.

Yours faithfully

Rosemary Wanja Kaburu. \'\
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APPENDIX 2: Questior naire

1. Organization ' (optional)

2. Gender : ms le female

3.' Level of educatio fl

A, 'University degrr e

B, Diploma

C. Certificate

D. Secondary ~ I I

E. Others (Specify) , , " , ' .

4. Designation/ Job I'itle .

••••••••••••••••••••••. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• t-t •••••••••••••••••••• '.

Section A: Governan :e structures

1. How would you rate th: state ofM&E in your organization (tick appropriately).

A) Excellent c::=J
B) Very Good c::=J

C).Good c::=J " '

D) weak c::=J
c) Very weak c::=J

2. How many evaluations .ire carried out in the life ofprojects?

,l) one

)) two

I:) three

Il) Others (specify) .

................................ .

55



3. How often are findings from M&E activities used in training?

:1) All the time

b) Sometimes

c) Not at all r--I

d) Other (Specify) ;: .

.. . .. . ... . . . ...... .. . ...... . ... . ~ ,' .
4. M & E results. are used for;

a) Punishing the underper ormers

b) Rewarding performing employees

c) Advising on areas of in provement

d) Other

(specify) , .

5. How often does the resilt of the M& E affect the allocation of funds within the

organization for the subse [uertt (future) activities and projects?

a) All the time ~

b) Some time J
c) Rarely =:=J
e) Not at all I~

f) Other (Specify) : .

6. Does M & E promote a( countability and transparency?

Yes No

Explain .

7. The monitoring and eva uation division/department;

a) Has permanent staff chi rged with M&E activities only

b) Staff are deployed frorr. other department when need arises

c) Are hired on a temporal y basis (contract)
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d) Services are outsource d I I

e) Other (specify)." ; .

............................... .

8. Why do you do monitc ring and evaluation of projects?

a) It forms part of! rojectimplementation

b). It is a requireme 1tby donors

c) It aids decision rr aking in subsequent projects

d) Other (Specify) .. .

. . . .. . ... . ..... . . . ... ......... . . . ... . . . ... . .. . .. . . ... .... . . . . ..... . .. . ....... .. ... . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . .. . .... ...

9.Some of the roles of M. tE in aiding the decision making include resource allocation,

modifying program! proje ct design, implementation ,verifying that you are doingwhat

you think you are doing. (. tr tegy and value )informed resource allocation among others.

Using a fiv~ point scale, t ck appropriately to showthe extent to which M & E aids

decision making

The type of decision

a Project design -chang

of objectives

b Project modification

c Implementation(proce

d Confirming strategy ai

value

e Resource allocation

f Others (specify)

-c--

~lVery large Large Some

extent (5) extent (4) extent (3) - all (0)
i1-----

: I

.s)

d

- --

J O. Would you considerIv &E results as a motivation factor in the organization?

yes C=J
If yes, in what ways?

No r==J"
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• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• \ •••••••••••••••• "1

11. From your past exper ence, how have the different groups taken the results of the

M&E activities?

Donors Employees Customers! Organizations others

Beneficiaries Carrying out similar

activities

positively

negatively

indifferent. (

- . -

SECTION B: STAFI ING AND M&E

12. How many worker) does the organization have?

13. How many employees have undergone formal training on monitoring and evaluation?

a) Less than 10%

b) About 25%

c) Between 50% and 75 Yo

d) Over 75%

e) Other (Specify) , ..

14. Do you consider that adequate? YES NO
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Explain

15. Who is tasked with m mitering and evaluation activities? (Tick appropriately).
[

.~

M&E

staff

Data collection

Reccrding

Analysis

Presentati 0n

Dissemination

~magers Clerks and External Others

& department admini strative firms (specify)

heads assistants

'.

16. How often does staff charged with M&E activities leave the organization?

a) All the time

b) Often

c) Once in a while

d) Rarely

Explain .

'__ --'I
. ''---_--'--'I

, ,

. I
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17. Some of the aspects 0" staffing or human resource that affect monitoring and

evaluation are as follows; availability of staff, level of skills, staff retention and level of

motivation. On a scale of 1-5, rate the extent to which you think each of those variable

affect the quality of evalu rtions. (Tick appropriately).

Human

resource Very la

aspect exten
(5)

Availability of
I

staff

Level of

skills( training)

Staff retention

. Staff

I motivation

ge Large extent Moderate Some extent Not at all
(4) extent (3) (2) (1)

,.

,

Others (specify ~ .

- •• ' ••••••••••• ', •••••••••••• - •• , •••••••• < ••••••••••••• " •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••

Section c:Level of funding and quality of monitoring and

evaluation.
18. Who funds the activiti .s of the organization? Tick appropriately in the table below

~

2:1

Government

External donors

General public

Corporate, entities

Individual entities

others
.

)% 25% 50% 75%

Other( specify)
,

(t

60



19. In each proj ect, what is the approximate percentage of the money used on monitoring

and evaluation activities'

a) Less than 10%

b) Between 10% and 2CYo

c) Less than 30%

d) Others (specify) ',' , , i .

.............................. ,

20. Would you consider 1 hat adequate? Yes No

Explain : .

.............................. .

SECTION D. DATp',COLLECTION METHODS AND TOOLS
21. What methods and tc ols do you use for data collection?

Methods and All th.

tools

Questionnaire

Interview

Focus groups

Field surveys

time Most of the sometimes rarely

time

22. (Tick appropriately) Ihe methodology used to collect evaluation data;

a) Is agreed upon du .ing.the design phase of the project.
I

b) Is determined by ,he amount funding

c) Is suggested by tl e top management organs

d) Is dependent on t ie time set aside for monitoring and evaluation '

_I
I I

o
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e) Others .

and methods?

23. What would you reco nmend as the best way of determining the data collection tools

SECTION D: INDICA1 ORS

24. Would you consider I roiectindicators a valuable component of monitoring and

evaluation?

.explain , .

25. Most of the data on in Iicators is derived from the monitoring aspect ,that is proper

record keeping and forms a very significant part of evaluation

a) Strongly agree

b) Agree

c) To some extent

d) Factors
.\

26. Factors highlighted h:; the researcher are tabulated below. In your opinion assign

numbers 1-5 depending 0] ~what factor you' think has most influence on performance of

M & E.(1 for weakest and 5 for strongest).

FACTOR 1

Governance

structures
,

No of staff and

training

Data collection

and tools

Project indicators

2 3 4 5

.. -

,

;

,.
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Thank you for takin: ~time to complete the questionnaire.

APPENDIX 4: Bud] :et

PROPOSAL ITEM

Stationery

Print Cartridge

Fare

Internet expenses

Proposal binding

Contingency (30%)

SUB-TOTAL

PROJECT ITEM

Plain paper

Printer Cartridge

Field Work

Internet expenses

fare

Data entry and analysis

Subsistence

Report Binding

SUB-TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL

--
QUANTITY PRICE PER UNIT Estimated cost (Ksh)

2 rim 500 1000·
-,
2 2000 4000

- - 10000

5000

2000

6600

28600
I

2 500 1000

2 2000 4000

25000 ,
--

3000

15000

15000

5000
,

3000

. , 59500
99600

---

~\..

p ,
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APPENDIX .5: Sche dule of Activities

! ACTIVITIES'

Proposal design and com

Amendment

Questionnaire piloting an

I "I Data collection

Data entry and analysis·

Report writing

I Report binding and prese

. I

---------
TIME 'PERIOD

iilation 3 months

2 weeks

:lamendment 1 week
p

2 weeks

lweek

1week

nation I week
.
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APPENDIX 5. List (fNGOs in Nairobi County.

1. AFRICA WIDE ( ~ENTRE FOR DEVELOPMENT GROWTH

2. AGENCY FOR 1ECHNICAL CO-OPE~\TION AND DEVELOPMENT

KENYA.

3. ADIEDO HOPE

4. BIDII KENYA

5. CATHOLIC ORC ANIZATION FOR RELIEF AND DEVELOPMENT

6.· DEVELOPMENl CEl'JTRE FOR GENDER EMPOWERMENT

7. MISSION OF HC PE INTERNATIONAL.

8. SAACID KENYP.

9. AGAPE CENTRl FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT.

10. ALLIANCE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT AND

CONSERV ATIO] j

11. AVSI FOUNDAT [ON

12. APOLLO FOUNI 'ATION

13. AQUA AFRICA I IEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

14. CANADIAN ORCANIZATION FOR DEVELOPMENT THROUGH

. EDUCATION.

15. AFRI AFYA

16. AFRICAN DEMC GRAPHIC HEALTH AND RESEARCH INSTITUTE

17. ARISE AND HEL) INTERNATIONAL

18. BARAKA HEAL1 H COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION.

19. COMMUNITY RI SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT NETWORK.

20. DEVELOPMENT KENYA ACTION.

21. EDUCATION FOl ~ALL NETWORK.

22. EDUCATION FO] ~SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT.

23. GLOBAL RESPO) JSE TO AFRICAN CHILDRENS EDUCATION

INITIATIVE.

24. GOOD HOPE CHI LD AID AND WIDOW SURVIVAL.

25. KENYA WOMEN FINANCE TRUST.

26. PACT KENYA.
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27. PLAN INTERNA rrONAL.

28. SAVE THE CHII 0 CENTRE.

29. SMALL ENTERl RISES DEVELOPMENTADVISRY CENTRE.

30. KENYA RED CROSS SOCIETY

31. TOUCH A LIFE J NTERNATIONAL ..

32.CRADLE INTI ~RNATIONAL

33.AUTISM SOC] ETY OF KENYA

34.CONCERN W( )RLDWIDE

35.CHRISTIAN p: ~OPLE FOUNDATION

'16.CI-IRlST'S HOl)E INTERNATIONAL

37.CITIZENS AW A.RENESS NETWORK.

38.CITIZENS SM, \.LL SCALE AND MEDIUM ENTERPRISES

39.COALITION OF RESEARCHERS IN DEVELOPMENT

40.COALITION 0 F YOUNG KENYANS.

41.COMMUNITY AID INTERNATIONAL.

42.COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH CENTRE.

43.COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE.

44.COMMUNITY EFFORT FOR DEVELOPMENT

45.COMMUNITY E:MERGENCY RESPONSE VOLUNTEERS.

46.COMMUNITY [N'VESTMENT TRUST.

47.DESTITUTE ill ~SCUE CONCERN.

48.DEVELOP KEl' rvA ORGARNIZATION

49.DEVELOPMEI'T CENTRE FOR INNOVATIVE INITIATIVE IN

HIV/AIDS.

50.DEVELOPMEl\ T KENYA ACTION.

51.DISASTER SUI PORT AGENCY.

52.DEVELOPME"t'r KNOWLEDGE LINK-KENYA.

\
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53.DOVE INTER ~ATIONAL.

54.EM- TECHNO :"'OGIES.

55.FAMILY BEL )LINE ORGANIZATION.

56.FAMILY HOP ~KENYA.

57.FAMIL Y HEA ~TH INTERNATIONAL.

58. FOUNDATIO ~ FOR RURAL AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT.

59.FOUNDATIOi' [FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT.

60.GENDER EQl: [TY NETWORK.

61.GENERAL we IRKERS SAFETY NETWORK.

62.GLOBAL vie 1I\1S SUPPORT PROGRAMME.

63.GREEN PLAN ~TINTERNATIONAL.~

64.CHOOSE AFR CA.

65 .HUMAN FACI INITIATIVE.

66.HUMANR[GHTS WATCH .
..

67.KENY A ENTE trRISE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES CENTRE.

68.KENYA FR[El' DS FOR THE NEEDY.

69.LENANA FOU ®ATION TRUST

70.LIFELINE EAS r AFR[CA Cf-IAPTER.

)

Source: NGO Coord nation Board; 2012
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