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ABSTRACT

The research 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 performance 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 performance in terms of flow of services
and . activit:es, compliance with laws, guidelines amoig others. Kenya among other
counties is implementing the- MDGs and the more recent 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
implemeiited. It has become a norm other than excepticn 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 researcher sought to investigate the
factors that influence performance of M and E systems. [he objectives of this study were
to find out the extent to which the number of staff, governance 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 size 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 estabjished that nuniber 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 and E activities increased
the performance. Finally, the adopted tools for evahiation which were found to be
interviews and questionnaire as well as proper indicetors impacted positively on the
performance of the M and E,
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OPERATION DEFINITK)NS OF SOME TERM: }

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

standards of accuracy, completeness, cost and speed.

Momtnrmg is the contmuous tracking of pr()]cct by way of collectmg, and analyzmg data
as the project progresses. It is the systematic proce:s of collecting and analyzmg
information to track the efficiency of an organization in achieving its goals. Monitoring
provides regular feedback that he]psr the organizaticn track costs, personnel, and
. implementation time, and organizational development, € :onomic and financial results to-

compare what was planned to the actual performance.

Evaluation is the process of determining the worth or s gnificance of an activity, pblicy
or program. It is the systematic and objective assessme 1t of the ongoing or completed
projects in terms of design; implementation and results n order to jﬁdge issues such as
project/programme relevance, effectiveness, éfﬁciency, i1 1pact and sustainability
Indicators. These are measures used to demonstrate cianges in certain conditions or
~.results of an intervention. _ | 7 N |

Effectiveness. M & E doing the right thing at the right ti1 1¢ to enable the project meet the

objectives.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the study

Project management is that discipline that employs s<ills and knowledge to achieve
project goals through various project activities. It invol es controlliﬁg costs, time, risks,
project scope, and quality through project managemen processes .Project management
includes the functions such as Planning, organizing, ¢dordinating, leading, motivating
and confrolling. Planning the project refers to' establishing the project life cycle.
Organizing is determining and arranging resources such as personncl, equipment,
materials, facilities and finances. Coordinating involve s putting work and resources in
proper sequencé and assigning the right people to the right job. Controlling involves
evaluaﬁng project progress and, when necessary, apply ing changes to get it to back on

track (Smith, 2003).

Most projects undergo a life cycle consisting of fve phases namely; conception,
definition phasrs; planning and organization, implement: tion phase and finally, the clean-
up phase. The conception phase is the étage during wich the project idea germinates.
The déﬁnition stage is where the projéct 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 imoothly. 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

/beneficiary (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 f)lannéd and
executed. Projects must have specific support from m anagement, general support from
the organization, and appropriate participation from the customer. To be successful,
projects must also have a responsible and empower :d manager to drive, direct, and -

monitor them. The main project driver is the Project M anager. The selection of a PM has

1



a major effect on project success. Thé, PM should hiwve 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 the job. The
PM’s actual role depends on the structure of his/her oi‘ga iization, which can be function-
oriented, project-oriented, or some type of matrix in between. In-a 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 i organization that manages by
functional structure, the PM must deal with functional nanagers as equals, or possibly
even superiors, and negotiate fof resources. Most o ganizations fall somewhere in

between these two extremes (Smith, 2003).

Monitoring and evaluation M & E falls under the control unction of project management.
Monitériﬂg Provides regular feedback that helps the organization track costs, personnel
and implementation time, organization development, economic and financial results. to,
compare what was planned to adtuai performance. Evaluaiion is a systematic and objective
assessment of the ongoing or completed projects in term; of design, implementation and
result in order to judée issues such as project / program relevance, effectiveness,

efficiency, impact and sustainability (OECD, 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 sscribes the procedures that will
be implemented to determine whether or not the objetives were achieved. The plan
shows how the expected results of a progra relates to 1 s goals and objectives, describes
the data required, how it will be collected and analyzed e ad how the resulting information

would be used (Owour, 20093,

There are five stages in the evaluation design process. ~ 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; thecry nf change is determined and the

assumptions underlying it are developed and determine . The second stage is designing



the evaluation. This involves coming up with a design matrix .This design should be
discussed by wvarious stakeholders to avoid sufprises. It also helps in determining
resources available for the evaluation such as budget for 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 ation. 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 invblves
the following activities: Identifying the major findings a:\d themeé; that is, what works, -
what does not work and what needs impfovemmt, writin 3 the report, briefing the client,
the program officials and key stakeholders on findings ar d statements of facts and make
corrections. It is also at this stage that the program officials are zill_owed to review and
comment on the draft report. Clear and specific recomme 1dations 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 'if_h@ ¢ valuation findings. It includes
determining the recipients of the report. It also involves ¢ onducting workshops in which
lessons and mechanisms for sharing are identifi:d. Follow wup on formal
recommendations to determine implementation is planned. Further dissemination through
professional organizations and journals also can be done. ] ‘or the purpose of this research
project, monitoring and evaluation encompasées the acti vities identified in the various

stages of evaluation (Morra et al, 2009).

1.1.1 Non-Governmental Organizations in Ken ja.

A non-governmental organization (NGO) is any non-profit, voluntary citizens' group
which is organized on a-local, national or international leve 1. Task-oriented and driven by

people with a common interest, NGOs petform a varietr of service and humanitarian
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functions, bring citizen concerns to Governments, adv)cate and monitor policies and

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

Some are organized around speciﬁc issues, such as hum. m rights, environment or health.
They provide analysis and exper'tise,. serve as early warning mechanisms and help
monitor and implement international agreements. Their relationship with offices and
agencies of the United Nations system differs depending on their goals, their venue and

the mandate of a particular institution.

The growth of NGOs can be traced back to post indepenc ence. The point of focus was on
natural calamities such as floods and famine. This saw many of foreign relief agencies
and Jocal voluntary organization start their operaticns. Their scope expanded to

community development to address the root cause of thes 2 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 eff 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 s arting and existing ones expand
their scope. Since then the number of NGOs has increasc 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 Ihoard, 2012).

Most of the NGOs specialize on search areas as Iealth, education, rehabilitaﬁon,
environment democracy, employment creatibn, humanit rian relief, water and sanitation,
capacity building, minorities, human rights among other 1. Project activities in the area of
health include voluntary counseling services, provision antiretroviral medicines, mother
to child health care food and nutrition among others. Area of water and 'sarﬁtatio'n includé
constructing toilets and boreheles, free installation of wa er tanks in schools and hospitals

or where the water scarce etc (DPMF, 2009).



Activities in the education sector include constructon of schools and equipping
- laboratories aﬁd libraries, payment of fees for orphans, d :-worming of students, donating
learning materials among others .Capacity building involves efforts training communities
in differént skills such as farming, handicraft, knitting, tailoring, bee-keeping among

others (Nasimiyu, 2009).

Soﬁe 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 4 the donors. It follows that the
monitoring and evaluation is hence geared to satisfyin ; dohors more than for internal
mechanism. This notwithstandin_g, the benefits of moni oring and evaluation cannot be

overemphasized.

Nongovérnmental 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 Iegislation procedures. Mar y critics see the aid as booming
business. As Africa’s crisis has deepened and its problems have rhultiplied, so the
number of foreign NGOs has risen. There were a few wndred 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 US4 billion is spent annually on

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

The result is that there are more foreigners working on ¢ zvelopment issues in Africa than
there were in the 1950-1970s era of independence., Thy are helping to run everything
from ministries to mines, working as behind-the-scen »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 another fact:.as foreigners go 11 to take up short-term contracts,
skilled Africans are leaving, in their droves, to work abi yad — some 70,000 a year (Blair,

2005).



1.2. Statement of the Problem

Since independenoé, the government of Kenya has time ¢ nd again come up with policies,
projects and programs aimed at promoting growth and d wvelopment in various sectors of
the economy sﬁch .as health, education, sanitation, :nfrastructure, entrepreneurship,
environment, and security among others. In an era of demanding donor expectations
regarding financial probity, budgetary transparency aid the proven impact value of
programs, M&E remains one of those aspects -of oranization management that is
extensively discussed but rarely practiced (_Woﬂd Baaik, 2007). Citizens are highlyb
enlightened and there is growing pressure in dev:loping countries to improve
performance of the public sectors. This involves systeras fo reform budgeting, human

‘resgurce management and organization cultures (Morra, [:009).

Despité the importance of result measurerent, it is oserved that many governments
especially in developing countries do not have elabor te 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 internatiynal red IRCS, USAID, UN and
so on: In most cases, donors of funds are the same parties who are interested in the
utilization of donated funds. Consequently they are the ey beneficiaries of findings. As
such, the locals and the government have not been able 1> own results and hence the need
to modify programs for optimum performance (Worlc 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 perfor nance in NGOs and the possible
lessons the mainstream government can learn from it. The purpose of the study is td
investigate how factors such as number and trainin;; of M & E staff, governance
structures, level of funding, tools and methodolo fies and indicators' affect 'the

performance of M & E systems in Nongovernmental Ory anizations.



1.3 Research objectives

1.3.1 General objective

The general objective of this study was to investijate 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:

ii.

iil.

iv.

Determine the effect of number of staff ar d staff training on performance of
M&E.

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

Find out the extent to which the level of ‘unding affects the performance of
M & E.

Examine the extent to which evaluation trols and methods adopted affect the
performance of M & E. . ‘
Exam‘ine the effect of project objectives and indicators on the effectiveness

of M & E.

1.4 Research questions

The researcher sought to obtain answers to the follov ing questions;

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

ii. How does the level of funding affect the perf rmance of M&E? -

iii.  What is the role of governance structure in tt e performance of M & E?

iv. ~ How does evaluation tools and methodology affect the quality of M &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 il organizations operating in Nairobi

County. There are over 2500 NGOs operating in ve rious sectors. These sectors are among



- others; health, education, micro-finance, development, ¢ hildren, women empowerment,
poverty eradication, water and sanitation, governance, demociacy, human rights and

many othess.

1.6. Significance of the study

The study will be of importance to the following stz ceholders such as government
ministries, county governments and general academia. In government ministries the
findings could be used to track performance and hence : orm 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 1t 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 regionél governments will nc ed to justify their sustéinability
to the residents and the central government. This means t 1at systems must be put in place
to track performance of the various sectors of the econor 1y in these counties. The results
of the M and E will be used to modify the policies thé:t he ve been put in place or come up
with others which will help the people derive optimum benefits from the deceniralized

government. This will build confidence in the devolved g )vernments.

1.7. Limitations of the study

" The researcher did not benefit from the services of a rese: rch assistant and therefore the
analysis and interpretation of the data was from a single  oint of view. This implied that

the findings were subjective especially the qualitative dat ..

1.8. Assumptions

The assumption is that the respondents were truthful in th 2ir responses to the

questionnaire.



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVII W

2.1. Introduction

There are a wide variety of evaluation models Whi.ﬁh pr scribe what evaluators ought to
do and explain how to conduct a particular type of evali ation (Patton, 1982: 37). House
(1978) as cited in Patton (1982) created a taxonomy of e\ aluation models, distinguishable
by the audiences, the “evalua‘tion addresses, the outcc mes they examine, the typical
questions they ask and the methods they employ. The :ategories within this taxonomy
include: systems analysis, behavioral objectivcs apptdach, goal-free evaluation, art.
criticism approach, accreditation model, transaction approach and decision—'ma.king

models.

One \}ery popular management model used today is Micl ael Patton’s Utilization Focused
Evaluation. Basically, Patton wants evaluators to p-ovide information to primary
intended users, and not to even conduct an evaluation : [ it has little or no potential for
ﬁtilizaition. He wants evaluators to facilitate use as muck as possible. Patton’s motto is to
focus on intended use by intended users. He recommerds that evaluators work closely
with prlmary intended users so that their needs will be met. This 1equlres focusing on
stakeholders’ key questions, issues, and intended uses. i also requires involving intended
users in the interpretation of the findings, and then diss sminating 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 outiine what the evaluator and primary
users must .do to result in the use of the evaluation :indings. Ultimately,'ev,alu.ations
should, according to Pattoﬁ, be judged by their utilit;f an 1 actual use. Payne treats several
approaches as being very similar and anthropological in nature, including responsive
evaluation (Robert Stake’s model), goal-free evaluatin (developed by Scriven as a
supplement to his other evaluation approach) and 1 aturalistic evaluation which is-
somewhat attributable to Guba and Lincoln, who wrott a 1985 book titled Naturalistic

Evaluation. Again, what all these-approaches have in co nmon is that they tend to rely on

9



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 groﬁps_, interviews, questionnaires, -and s :condary data especially for the

purpose of triangulation.

The key to Scriven’s goal-free evaluation i to have an e -aluator enter the field and try to
learn about a program and its results inductively with ut 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 e aluation is done by a separate
evaluator who collects exploratory data to supplement ¢ nother evaluator’s goal-oriented
data. Eolithic evaluation is more of a process‘ evaluatiom. Instead of looking at how/if
goals are fulfilled, the investigator is directed to conzide; how ends can flow from meahs.
One beAgins by seeing what exists in the natural seiting 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 ah evaluation unnec 2ssarily. This is echoced by Buhrs
and Bartlett (1993) who state that there are inherent bic 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 rial in many aspec{s of human
endeavors. But with the evolution of the human race a1d changes in human activities it
has transformed to take care of emerging issues. Tie evolution of M&E has been
involvihg a movement away from implementation trac itional-based approaches towards

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

being achieved over time.

2.2.2. M&E system in Australia

Australia isknown to be one of the pioneer government: to embrace and develop M&E.
This was back in 1987. The >government created a v-hole-of-government evaluation
system, managed by the Department of Finance (D o F). All departments were required
to prepare portfolio evaluation plans. These detailec. evaluations planned for the
following three years indicated the programs to be evali 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 sevcral intrinsic advantages such as
strong human institutional and management capacity in t1e public sector, a public service
known for integrity, honesty and proféssidnalism, well developed financial, budgetary
and accounting system, a tradition of accountability an | transparency and credible and
legitimate political leaders (Morra, Rist, 2009). F he Australian 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 hés evol 7ed from one of a tight formal
control to a more of a voluntary principle-based approach. In this new environment, it is
hoped that high levels of performance and the ecisting evaluation culture and
infrastructure will be strengthened. The recent wave of ublic reforms promises a closer
integration of performance measurement including evaluation into performance.
managexnent and governance more(broadly' (Furubo, et 1, 2007). The lessons learnt from

the Australian case are that it takes time to build a reliabl 2 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 mration of evaluation in financial

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

(Mackay, 2004).

2.23.U.S government performance and Resul s Act 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 U.S
government performance results acts are: to improve {1e conﬁdAence 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 program goals, measuring program
performance against those goals and reporting publicly Hn the progress, improve federal
program effectiveness and public accountability by prcmoting a new focus on results;

service quality and customer satisfaction.

The acts also improve congressional decision-makin by providing more dbjective
information on achieving statutory objectives on the rele ive effectiveness and efficacy of
federal programs and spending to improve internél management of the federal
government (U.S office of maﬁagemen 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 ive reforms in budgetary, human

resources and organization cultures (Morra, 2009).

A result based M&E system provides crucial ir formation about public sector
organization performance. The monitoring process look i at what is being done and how it
is being done. It involves continuous tracking of éctivit 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 ves are pushing governments to
adopt public management systems that show results. T) 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 M DG by 2015, adopting digital
t«:chnolcjgy by 2015 and the more recent ambitious visicn 2030. Kenya’s Vision 2030 is
the country"s development blueprint covering the period >etween 2008 to 2030.1t seeks to
transform Kenya from a low income to a middle inct me economy by the year 2030
(MED, 2010). Developed through an all-inclusive and participatory stakeholder
consultative process, the vision is based on three pillars: the economic, social and
political. Under these pillars, flagship projects are being iraplemented. 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 comnﬁunity of practice on 1 anaging for development results

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

The AFCOP-MFDR is a bilingual community establist ed in 2007 and is made up of 200
members in 41 countries in Africa and Madagascar. V embérs of AFCOP strive to make
their organizations result oriented, effective and acco  mtable to ensure that the lives of
citizens are impfoved. The forum provides a platfor n to share experiences and good

relations with fellow members (Management for Devel »pment results 2011).

According to the Ministry for Planning, Nation:] DevelOpment, the country in
~partnership with WB introduced the (RRI) approach as a tool of chaﬁge managément ‘
used to achieve tangible results in various sector; of the economy. rl“h_rqugﬁ this
approach, the government seeks to institute paradigm shift from focusing on processes to
results (Daily Nation, 2011).T o achieve vision 2030, he government has identified three
piHars namely, cédnomic, social and. political sectc 's. Through these pillars, flagship
projects and programs are being impleme'nted. For tiese 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 the researcher wish s to find out the role of M&E on

project, programs or policy performance (MED visior 2030, 2009).
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2.2.5. Challenges in ¢st_ablishing and sustai ning M&E systems

It is widely agreed that SCttmg up and sustammg a1 M&E system is not easy. It takes
concerted effort and pohﬁcal will from all the parti s concerned. This can be supported
by the fact that even the devcloped countries that hay e elaborate M&E system dld S0 over

the last two d@cades (I\(Iorra-, 2009). Challenges faced emanate from the followmg

aspects: |

2.2.5.1. Staffing and logistics

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

with the necessary skills in evaluation. Evalualion n ay take different aspects depending
on the context of the phenomenon to be evaluated. This means that the skills required
may change within a shogt period of time. Training therefore presents challenges to an
organization or the sector ircqulrmg the service. M&F units are mostly either inadequately
staffed or staffed by me:mbers of the general pub ic service who are rotated 'among
different parts of the goveir'nment and frequently postzd to M&E institutions against theit
will. In such cases, a lack.of training and lack of loye Ity to the organization put reporting
independence at risk (Morira, 2002). '

There is also the aspect of retaining qualified profes ionals in the organization ( 7,0(‘151 et
al, 2009). Being rclatively new, the field of result- based evaluation is faced w.ith the
problem of staff retention. This is because the fiw rained individuals are readily

accepted in other organizations which need their servi es.

Most government evaluation institutions also face by 1dget-constraiﬁed field visits. They
lack the necessary logistical support such as compu ers, transport and so on to enable
them to perform efficient data gathering, data entr’ and analysis. In some countries
~especially in Africa, the general remuneration situatio 1 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 are engaged in monitoring and evaluatin. Under these circumﬁances, no
amount of training and logistical support will make mach difference to perform

One possible solution to this is to make budgét prov isions for evaluation at the time of
design of a project, or alternatively, donors may cot sider providing resources to create
special funcds to engage national/international consu tants to Lmdertake evaluation on a
continuous hasis. For instant looking at the situation i1 Kenya, only about 30 professional
evaluators arc registered with the evaluation society « f Kenya. Any organization seeking
to benefit people must continually-monitor and eva uate its effort. Unless responsible
people on ihe ground have accurate and detached - mowledge of what has been tried
before and what has not, their effort is likely to be i1 effective or risk repeating the past
mistakes. For instant, looking at the situation in k enya, only about 30 professional
evaluators are registered with the evaluation societr of Kenya (Evaluation society of
Kenya website). In the Kenya Red Cross society, one of the threats listed in their strateglc

plan is losing their qualified employees to other organ: zations (Red Cross, 20006).

One major advantage of the Red Cross Movement ar und the world is the utilization of
volunteers in its operations. In fact, they form the sulk of the workers especially in
emergency op‘erati.ons. For instance, in Kenya there is close to seventy thousand
volunteers. Surran, Turral and Kath (2003) also note | that sufficient allocation of staff
and financiat resources is a vital ingredient in developi1g effective M&E éystems. Failure
to ensure a reasonable proportion of resources spént or this aspect ofpmjéct management -

is likely to re<ince internal learning and result in poor p srformance.

2.2.5.2 Wenk structures of governance

For an M&FE system to be suc‘cessﬁ,d, governance struc tures with integrity must be puf in
place. This ic because integrity and }u;rh levels of proﬁ ssionalism is paramount to ensure
sustainability of the system. There are tWO‘ instit itional models that support the
establishment of M&E structures: one where the i stitutions have been established

through execiitive orders or actions and the other throuy h legislation.
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M&E syst-ms institutions created through legislatic n appear to acquire greater stability
than those “reated through executive action. For exz vmple Bangladesh, Nepal, Sri-Lanka,
-and Zimbabwe where M&E structures ca}.me.f‘.into 1eing through executive orders-their
location, siuctures and resources underwent frequent changes over the years v((Khan,-
1992). Au: ralia is known to have successfully. put tl e system in place because it enjoyed
strong hurian, institutional and management capacity in the public sector, a public
service wrll known for integrity, honcst‘y anc. professionalism, a trad.itiQn' of

accountability and transparency and credible leaders ~Morra, Rist, 2007).

The structure for governance, management and unde taking of evaluation activities needs
to be clearl determined in monitoring and evaluatio 1 planning. In small eva.luatiomsﬁ this
- will all be managed within existing governance ar d management structures. In Iérger'
evaluations. specific governance structures are cet 1p, for example steering groups and
technical input may also be sought, for example Te hnical Advisory Groups. Structures
to manag¢ nternal evaluation staff and systems for contracting with external evaluators

are also established (Duignan, 2007).

As most M&E arrangements are- geared towards n onitoring, agencies devote most 6f
their time ‘racking the physical prdgress‘ and facilitating implementation (Ahmed and
Bamberger, 1989; Khan, 1989, 1993). In.terms.nf insti.tutiohal arrangements, most
m()nitoring activities are conducted through a ce itral agency such as the National
planning o' ice, the Ministry of Finance, Prime Mir ister or the President’s office (Roy
.and Wijelyzs<'z,,}x'iyq,, 1992). In Itcéent years, some cour tries have introduced the concept of
value-for-n- *my’ initiatives to strejjlgthén the M&E sapacities of ﬁlCiI’ Auditor general’s
office. Factors contributing to quality and effective M&E include commitment of top
political lerership, an enabling governance enviror ment supporting accountability and
transparenc in development management, suitable organization arrangement, staffing

resources, fimely and quality reporting ,use of compu ers and donor technical support.

According o the author, the single most factors which helps the ‘introduction and

institutiona'ization of an M&E framework is the : upport by top political leadership

Eibig s
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(Khan, 1993). Accé:ding to Asia-Pacific regional workshop (1996), most countrics’in
Asia practico, implement but rarely employ M&E to)ls to assess impacts; there is little
coordination between the government .departmen_ts often resulting in duplication of
efforts and vastage of resources, rhetoric of M&E is not matched by commitment of
resources o lbgistibs to M&E institutions .thus constraining their ability to work

affectively among others.

Some of th~ donor agencies which have offered technical assistance to strengthen

evaluation capacity in developing countries include / DB, UNDP, WB and OECD. Asia

Developmert Bank. started its Evaluation Capac’ty luilding in 1992 with assistance to

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

assistance 1nvolves institutional analysis, training and fellowship, establishment of

computerized databases and supply of computers.

UNDP mainly focused on building M&E capacifies o1 large investment projects although
it provided for the strengthening of national evaluatic n system in Bangladesh and Nepal
(UNDP, 1999). World Bank on the other-hand takes ¢ more long term view of evaluation

capacity anc approaches it as an integral part of the oy 2rall public sector reform process.

2.2.5.3. Dependence on clarity of objectives nd availability of indicators
Monitoring 'nd evaluation are of little va.lu.é of a pro ;ram does not have clearly defined
objectives + 1d appropriate indicators of relevance, pér.l?ornu;mce and success. This is
because M&E is done against the objec‘tiv%é. Hé) ce lack of clarity in stating the
objectives 2 absence of clear indicators will limit th abi]ity of M&E to provide criticél

assessmients ‘or decision making, accountability and l¢ arning purposes (UNDP, 2002).

- Monitoring s a continuous assessment of project in plementation in relation to agreed
schedules a1 of the use of inputs, infrﬁstructm‘e ah_i services by proj.ect beneficiaries
(World Ba &, 2003). Its main objective is, to >rovide continuous feedback on
implementziion and to identify actual or p@ten{izﬂ mceess and problems as carly as

possible to acilitate timely adjustment to project o)eration. Monitoring should be an
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institutior -building component which should per anently improve overall management

practice borrower agencies.

2.2.6 T » role of menitoring and evaluaticn

In the cor ext of comnunity development, M&E b mefits the key factors involved in'the -
following ways: Project executors, for example' company-community relations team
company/ .G.O partnership or a company foundat on M&.E can ilhprovc management.
By monifc ing progress against defined goals, a maager can assess what is lacking and

what is no': hence determine what changes should b-: made to a project (IIED,1998).

For comp nies which are executing a project or ; upporting it through partnership or
funding, M&E can be used to demonstrate progr:ss to internal management and to
external stokeholders. Measurable results can justify continued funding and clarifying the
return on ‘vestment of community development. The major challenge of M&E lies in
mezisurc;mr at of impact. It 0511 be difficult to determ ne what impact a project has hé.d on
the social and economic well being. I-Iowevér the fli) side of this challenge m that if as a

project mavager you can see impacts through M&E, ou will see significant returns.

2.2.6.1. V &F in informing decision making.

The main vse of evaluation results in Australia was in annual budget process. The
Department of Finance estimated that by 1994, al nost 80 percent of new spending
proposals rc'ied on evaluation findings. Each new spe nding proposal by ministers was to
clearly spec 'y the objectives of the proposal and t) present any available evaluation

findings or © tual performance of the govermment activ ity (Mackay, 2002).
In Chile, the ministry of finance progressively develoed a similar M&E system starting
in 1994. It < »mmissions the evaluations externally t) academics and consulting firms

which use “landardized ToRs and methodologies. M.o.F officials use monitoring
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infofmazlé' 1 and evaluation findings intensivel:” in their budget analysis of the
perfoﬁhaz ce of each ministry and agencies as a1 input to the government’s ‘budget
decision - aking. The ministries also use this infor nation to set performance targets for
each min’ 'ry and to impose management improver ents on both ministries and agenbie_s. i

(Rojas et 11, 2005).

Decision aking may be linked to interventions et the macro, meso and micro levels. .
Macro-le- 1 decisions relate to policies that cut : cross sectors and affect the overall
development process. Decisions made at the meso and micro levels pertain to progfam
and p‘rojc ts respectively (UNDP, 2002). The daa and information collected during
monitoring and evaluations constitute a critical foundation for action by program
managers #nd stakeholders, who need to be able to i lentify evolving problems and decide
on crucial strategies, corrective merasures'and revis on to plcms and resource al’locations

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

Even after the completion of a program or proj:ct, monitoring and evaluation can
contribute significantly to decision making. For instince, terminal reports, considered as
being part of the monitoring and evaluation can cor tain recommendations for follow up
activities. ost-program or post-project evaluatiot can lead to recommendations of
measures to improve the sustainability of results proc uced by the program or project.
Evaluation 1ctivities support decision-making, that c in lead to proactive management of
programs. ‘rogram evaluation can provide esseitial information for performance
planning.:ri'i performance assessment and inform rvisions to strategic goals, resource
allocation cisions, and program modification an«. redesign decisions. Even if there
were no in’' “nal or external requirements for evaluat: ve information, evaluation is a good
idea. Ther are a number of reasons evaluation is a good management practice. U.S

departmen’ - energy identifies areas where decision naking can be improved as below.
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2.2.6.2. “ommunicate Strategy and Value, |
Evaluatic » can be used to verify that you're d(wi:«lg v hat you think you're doing, describe
the impac  of products or services on customers or ¢ lients and also (o venfy results for

public rei-tions and prometing services in 1hc commn umty
2.2.6.3 | formed Resource Allocation Dec sions

Evaluation is used to decide how to fund and ifqlloca e, or reallocate program resourcesto
best achic e program research, or serve key mark :ts and intended customers. On that
basis, activities that have proven ineffective and dro» delivery components determined to
not be cost-effective are eliminated. Decisioné on wiether to continue program elements
or the program and at what level of effort, includ: ng replicating program components

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

2.2.6.4 I\/E_ﬂdify, Redesign Decisions

Based on rcsults from evaluation reports, program mi nagers decide whether to modify or
make timelv adjustments to 1he program design or in plementation to improve the rate or
quality of program achievement relative to the reso irces committed. They may decide
how best t improve program operations such as in:rease efficiency of 0peratioﬁs via
streamlinin: refining, or redesigning. Eve ﬂummn r aultx can provide information on
whether to - just program goals or objectives t¢ mak« them more realistic. This can he]-p‘
the prograr: managers in deciding whether to target n :w or different markets, customers,

or business < “ganizations and allies (IOCE, 2002).

2.6.7. Feed hack, knowledge and learning.

M&E syster - provide feedback about progress fas we | as success or failure of projects,
programs ann | policies throughout their cycles. Thes: constitute powerful continuous
public mana ~ment tools that decision makers can 1se to improve performance and

demonstrate ccountability and transparency with ressect to results. The use of M&E
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findings can promote knowledge and leaming' in g« vernments and organizations. The
new empha: s in the international aid community is 1aore and more on local knowledge
acquisition ot transfer from donor to rcoipic}:‘it (Ray, 2006). Evaluation feedback has
been broac - defined as a dynamic procesé, whih involves the presentation and
disseminati. 7 of evaluation information in order to ensure its application into new or
existing de “lopment activities...feedback, as distin t from evaluation findings, is the
process of 1suring that lessons learnt areAincorpm ited into new operations (OECD,

2001).

The use of M&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
modification of a program or project in future. This ensures that mistakes are not
repeated and the strong /successful aspects are en pha.sized or reinforced. Effective
monitoring 2nd evaluation can detect early signs of pc tential problems and suceess areas.
Program or project managers must acf on the findin; s, applying the lessons learned to
modify the.project. This learning can also be usel to provide feedback for future
planning (O1'D-World Bank, 1994).

2.2.6.5. M &FE and Motivation

In terms of otivating personnél, when ci{/il servant ; are brought in as partners to the
business of the “government, we see better” impl imentation. Employees begmto
understand nd become more enthusiastic about their contribution towafds the
achievemer f the desired goals. A good M&E sys em can be extremely useful as a
managemc; *nd motivational tool. It helps f()cu% att ntion on achieving outcomes that
are importz' ' to the organization and its stakeholcers and it provides impetus for
establishing ey goals and objectives that address thes : outcomes; if you do not measure
results you « ot tell success from failure. If you can 10t see success ybu cannot reward
it and if you ~annot reward success you are probably 1 :warding failure. Similarly, if you
cannot see £ ~cess you cannot learn from it. On the o her hand, if you cannot recognize

failure, you + 'nnot correct it (Osborn, 1992). '
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2.2.6.6. / ~countability

Monitoring and evaluation provide critical assessme 1t that demonstrates whether or not
programs - projects satisfy target group needs and priorities. M&E helps to establish
accour‘lt.a.bi""y by generating answers on impabt and sustainability of the programs (US
Departmen' of energy, 2009). By reporting the results of various interventions,
governmen' and other organizationé can promote c edibility and public confidence in
-their work. Providing infofmaﬁon to the public also s 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 bé more responsive to the demands of int:rnal and external stakeholders for
good governance, accountability and transparency, ef ectiveness and delivery of tangible
results. In ¢ olumbia, the government’s M&E syste n SINERGIA is rhanaged by the
Department of National Planning (DNP). One of tie systems main components is a
performance database containing about 500 indicators to track government’s performance
égainst abo it 320 goals. Where the targets are no met, the manager responsible is
required to prepare a statement explaining this underp »rformance. The president uses this
informatibn in his monthly management control mee ings with each minister and in his

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

Forgovern: ntiand'N.Gi@s participating in M&E it is an opportunity to influence the
~ design and ~ ccution of community level projects. Iy providing feedback on whether
- programs a' achieving aims in line with commun ty needs and desires, M&E is a
powerful » mtability mechanism. Evaluations he p program managers and others
demonstratc niernal and external accountability for the use of public resources. This
includes der nstrating fiscally responsible manageme i, establishing evidence that goals
are being n ! or services are being delivered as promised, and quantifying-program
impacts (E olla, Gaventa, 1998). A demonstrable outcome opens up channels of

communication  with stakeholders and thus coatributes to transparency and
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accountabi!'ty. It creates opportunities for improied management of a-project and

provides le rning that can be applied to future projects (IIED, 1998).

23 EMPITICAL LITERATURE

Many studi s have been carried out on monitoring an 1 evaluation. A study carried out by
WB in 2003 showed that in many countrics, civil societies have been involved in
participator poverty assessment at the initial étages sut much less in subsequent phases
of impleme ntation, monitoring and evaluation. Part cipation of these civil societies is
conceived s instrumental as a way of gathering (ata and insights within a process
strongly controlled by goﬁernment (Norton, 2003).
: . .

Studies by I NICEF/ROSA between 1994 and 2004 1« vealed that having full-time trained
staff dedicated to M&E is the most significant fator affecting the quality and the
usefulness o the evaluation. UNICEF in Asia therefo e sought to establish a protfessional
evaluation course in at least one of the region’s academic institutions to improve
availability of professional evaluators and to enhan e evlaluation resources (UNICEF,
2005). »

Another such study was by OECD-DAC in harmon zation and alignment. The survey
showed tha! about 30% of donor projects are maiaged by the recipients’ national
procedures. This means that if the trend continues, ma 1y countries will be left to manage
their projec! . This calls for efficient systems of maraging these resources so that they

benefit the ¢ izens of the recipient’s countries (Holvoet and Renard, 2007).

Studies cari'  on monitoring and evaluation in NGC s reviewed that goals and impacts
are not alws 5 clear at the end of an intervention. E» pectations of project performance
are raised ev 1 further by the hierarchical structure of arge NGOs, and their position in a
larger hiers hy of associated partner organizatiors (including both implementing
partners and back-donors). Large int‘emationali,NGO: can have country, regional and
international strategies. At cach level their strategy locuments will list a number of

cbjectives.
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Donors, such as DFID, will in turn have' their ow"n‘iinte‘ national objectives and targets.g
This plethora of objectives is only manageable if objectives are clearly nested, such thatj
local objectives are detailed versions of more masro-level objectives. In these
circumstances judgments about the smallest units car be used as raw material for
judgments of larger units that they belong to (FoWier, 1977: 169). In practice, doing so ié
complicated by the hierarchical nature of aid supply chains. Individual NGOs often
belong, through their donors, to more than one hierarchy of organizations, each with

differing expectations and reporting practices.

In the UK, the largest NGOs are still sti‘uggling with the complex issues associated with
aggregatmg their experience on a large scale (Dav1es 200). Based on these studles the
researcher felt that with more effective M & E systen s in the rec1plent countries the
dilemma of the NGOs executing the pI‘O_]GCtS would te solved. This is because these
recipient countries would have their own means of verifications as per the local
expcétations._ That’s why researcher seeks .to‘ find out factors that influence the

performance of systems used to track such interventions.
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2.4, Conceptual framework

A conceptual framework is a representation of the relati snship between the independent
variables and dependent variable diagrammatically. Iu this research project, the
independent variables are staffing, governance structur:s and level of funding. These
variables in. tur’h, affect the state of the M&E in an organ zation and therefore the M&E is
an intervening variable .The depeudent variable will be performance and is the variable

that cannot be directly controlied (Kothari, 2005).
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Figure 2.1 Conceptual Framework

Source: Researcher (2012)



Independent variables

1. Staffing

Sfafﬁng refers to the number of personnel dealing with the M & E activities. The aspect
of staffing that could affect M & E includes the number 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:s. This refers to the mechanisms
put in place to ensure efficiency and effectiveness in eviluation 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 the M & E activities. They include

funds to ensure regular collection of evaluation data, st\ff motivation and funds to ensure
10%

that the recommendations in the evaluation reports arc: fully 1mp1emented Ideall

of the project cost should be used for evaluation purposzs.

4. Availability ofiindicators

These are measures that are used to demonstrate changes in certain conditions as a'result

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

Intervening variable

Fffectxveness. This refers to the ability to conduct the M- & E at the rlght time and :

addressingthe 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 /alertsvmax agement if a project begins to
run over budget or behind schedule so actions can quickly be taken to get the project back
on track. When a successful organization inveéts 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 approve-d budget. The state of these inlependent variables (staffing, |
governance structures and the level of funding) determines the quality of M & E activities

which in turn affect the project performance




CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
3.0 Introduction

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

strategies, data collection instruments and data analysis riethods.

3.1. Research Design

This study used a descriptive research design. The resea ‘cher sought to find out the effect

of staffing, level of funding and'governénée structures 01 the performance of M and E.

3’.2‘. Target population

The target populatlon was the Non Governmental organizations opelatmg in Na110b1
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, childre1, education, health, economic,
disaster, environment, gender, governance among maity 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.

Lk

3.3.1 Sampling strategy

The sampling procedure: was random. The san;t-ple-wc( msisted ofi?thirt}.Iffptdject-':}\ ana; (
from NGOs based in Nairobi. The researcher targeted those which: Were easilyacce
in terms-of location. As Rescoe (1975) cites in'Sakar:in (2000), samp]e mzesvvflarger'than

30 and Iess than 500:are appropriate. for most: research

1
B
il
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Table 3.1 : :
SECTOR. : ‘ ' NO O PROJECT MANAGERS

Education 7
Health ' 4
Development 8
Micro-finance 6
Children N D
TOTA L. 30

3.4. Data collection tools and instruments,

The main data collection tool was the questionnaire. Open ended and closed questions
were asked. This is because questionnaires are relatively cheaper than interviews. Most of
the 1‘espondents requested to be given some time to complete the questionnaires and
therefore the researcher dropped and collected them later. The other source of data was
~ secondary data obtained from docinhents about the orgar izations and legal requirements.
Some information was also obtained from an oral unstructured interview from one of the

respondent.

3.5. Data analysis and presentation

Data cdlieeted’%wasf“bothsﬁhalitative and quantitative. Withfthe'-‘aid“-’of SPSS-package,

quantitative data was analyzed to determine the frequencies of responses ﬁom W

proportions in terms: of percentages ‘were' obtamed Tlie" qualitative: data: ‘wasvanal""‘ 26
using the inductive: approach, It is ccllectmg data OI'TeS JONses: and explonng:them 0. Sec
; thth themes they are concentrated—(Glaser and Strauss, 1967). This involved group.m‘

information according: to findings from llteratule revie'w and what is bemg pract1ced in

the sampled orgamzations These categorles were gu1d :d by the research questlons an

objectives; (Saunders and Lewis: 2009).

Data was'ipwsented;eusing:efrequencystables,r*bark;graphs-,., and pie;chatts..
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS P LESENTATION

4.0 Introduction

This enapter presents the results of the study from the collected data. In general, the study
airned at investigating the factors influencing the effectiveness 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 o'’ governance structures, funding
levels evaluatlon tool methods -adopted and project o JJCCthCS and indicators on the
performance of M&E. the results of this study are presen ted in both Labular and graphical
formats. Further, in thls study the respondents were the >roject managers working in the

sampled NGOs’.

4 1 Response Rate and Demographn. lniormaimn

This study targeted the prOJect managers who were wor ing in the sampled 30 NGOs in
Nairobi County This means that 30 Project Managers interviewed. However, only 23
prOJect managers responded to the interviews tr anslating to a response rate of 77% which
is above the 70% response rate threshold. The respo dents were asked to give some
information on their gender and their level of education md the results are shown in table
4.1 below. . | |

Tnble 4.1: Demogi‘aphic Characteristics

Characteristic N Frequency ' Percent

Gender _ ‘ .
Male : 12 63.2
Female 7 200 36.8
Total A 19 _ 100.0

Educatlon Level : ;
University Degree 13 ‘ 65.0 -
Diploma , . 5 25.0
Certificate 1 , : 5.0
Secondary , | 1 5.0
Total \ . 20 A - 100.0.
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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 of M&E

90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10%
0%

13%
9%

Excellent 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 of M&E as weak or very weak.
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On the question on the aumber 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 is displayed 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 trénsparency;

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

M & E staff and the servizes.. The resulfs are sum.marized in table 4.2 below.

Table 4.2 Governance S tructures

Characteristics/stateme 1t Frequency | Percent

Number of Evaluation ca ried out in proj jects life . ; ;
One 1 4.3
- Two 10 43.5
Three 11 47.8
Other _ 4.3

Utilization of M&E evalu ation finding on training

- All the time i ' ' 19 " 139.1
Sometimes o 56.5
Not at all 1 43
Others 0 0.0

Usefulness of M&E Rest Its -

Punishing the underper ormers 1 4.3
Rewarding performing :mployees i1 4.3
Advising areas of impr« vement 22 95.7

M&E Results effect on t} & alloca’uon of lunds within the ,

organization 9 - 409
All the time |3 - 50.0
Some time 1 4.5
Rarely 1 4.5
Not at all :

'M&E promoting account ibility and transparency ‘.
Yes 21 ' 91.3
No 2. 8.7

Whether the permanent s aff have been charged with M&E 12 32.2

activities only ‘ !

Whether staff are deploycd from other depaltments when need 10 43.5
arises

Whether services are outs ourced 15 ] 65.2
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On utilization of M&E findings on traininé, majority (56.5%) of them said that the results
are used sbmetimes, 39.1 % said that the results are used all the time while 4.3% said that
the results are never usec 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 *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 o 1 rare cases or not at all. On M&E promoting accountability and
transparehcy, 91.3% of th: respondents were in agreement with the statement while 8.7%
disagreed that the M&E sromoted accountability and transparency. Further, on whether
the permanent staff hac been charged with M&E activitics, 52.2% were for the
affirmative while 43.5% affirmed that the staff are deployed frdm other departments
when need arises. Fihally on outsourcing M&E services, 65.2% said that it happened in

their organization.
4.3. M & E IN AIDING )ECISION MAKING.

One of the roles of M & E identified by various researchers is aiding: decision making.
These decisions are made in various stages of the project cycle. They included projéct
design, project modificat on, implementation, resource allocation and confirming the
~ value of the projects. The respondents were required to rate the extent to which M&E
findings in their organiza ion lived to these expectations. The r'esﬁlts were tabulated as

shown below.

[
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" Table 4.3 Extent tc which M&E aids Decision Making

Type of Decision : Frequency | Percent
Project design —change o' objectives
Very Large Extent : , 6 28.6
Large Extent : , ' 11 52.4
Some Extent _ 4 19.0
Project modification : )
Very Large Extent 7 35.0
Large Extent 9 45.0
Some Extent 3 15.0
Not at all 1 aJF
Implementation
Very Large Extent . , . ' _ 9 45.0
Large Extent ’ ' 11 55.0
Confirming strategy and ve lue
Very Large Extent 9 42.9
Large Extent 9 42.9
Some Extent 2 9.5
Not at All 1 4.8
Resource allocation
. Very Large Extent 8 38.1
Large Extent 9 42.9
Some Extent 3 14.3
Not at all - 1 4.8,

On project design aspect najority of the respondénts (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 tle same and. 19% agreed to some extent. On the project
modification, 45% of thc respondents agreed to a large extent that the M&E aided in
project modification, 35‘% agreed to a very large extent, while 15% agreed to somé extent

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

When asked about the i plementation, 55% agreed to a large extent that the M&E aided
in the implementation of ' he programmes while 45% of the respondents agreed to a very

large extent on the same t 7pe of decision. Further, on confirming strategy and value, that

34




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

120%

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

B TR T

.

100%
75%

25%
0%

80% 80%

20%

20%

0% -

® Positively

o # Negatively

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
80% of the
customers/beneficiaries have taken the M&E activities positively and finally, 80% of the

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

H Less than 10%

H About 25%

= Between 50% and 75%
M 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 find 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 4.4: Task of Monitoring and Evaluafion Activities

Activity ' ' Frequency | Percent
Data Collection E :
M&E Staff 9 47 .4
Managers & Departmnt Heads 3 158
Clerks and Administre tive Assistants 5 26.3 -
External Firms 2 10.6
Recording '
M&E Staff 7 35.0
Managers & Departme nt Heads 12 60.0
Clerks and Administre tive Assistants 1 5.0
Analysis
M&E Staff ' - 8 42.1
Managers & Departme nt Heads 10 52.6
Clerks and Administra:ive Assistants 0o . 0.0
External Firms ‘ 1 5.3
Presentation .
M&E Staff ¢ 9 50.0
Managers & Departme nt Heads 6 333
Clerks and Administra ive Assistants 1 5.6
External Firms 2 11.1
Dissemination
M&E Staff -9 47 .4
Managers & Departme at Heads 7 36.8 -
Clerks and Administra ive Assistants 1 53
External Firms . 10.5

According to the table a 1ove, 47.4% of thé 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 itive assistants have been tasked with data collection. On Data
Entfy and recording, 60'% of the respondents said that the duty belong tol the managers
and the department head : while 35% said that they have tasked thé M&E staff the above
 responsibility. When ask :d about the analysis, 52.6% of the réspondents 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 ) the M&E staff while 33.3% said that the tasks have been given -
to the managers and dejartment 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 turmnover 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
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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 Reso wrces asp%ects that affect M&E

Aspect Frequency | Percent
Availability of Staff 1
Very Large Extent 11 55.0.
Large Extent 3 15.0
Moderate Extent o 4 20.0
Some Extent | ‘ 2 10.0
Level of Skills (Training) ’ _
Very Large Extent ' ‘ 6 31.6
Large Extent = : : 10 52.6
Moderate-Extent S ! -3 15
Staff Retention '
Very Large Extent 7 36.8
Large Extent ‘ 9 47.4
Moderate Extent 1 5.4
Some Extent 1 54
Not at all 1 54
Staff Motivation '
Very Large Extent _ R 41.2
Large Extent ' . ' 9 52.9:
Moderate Extent a1 1 5.9

According to the respon lents, me;Jorrty (55%) of the respondents rated the effect of .
availability of staff to a viry large extent while 20% rated it to a moderate extent On the
level of skills (training) najority (52 6%) of the respondents it to a large extent and
31 6% rated it to a vers large extent On staff retention, majority (47 4%) of the
respondents thought it afi zcted it tb a large extent followed by 36.8%. who rated it to a
very large extent. Finally jn staff n}othtron, 52.9% of the respondents rated its effect as
large while 41.2% rated t as very} large. It can be concluded that the number of staff

tasked with monitoring an 1 evaluati?on is the most important.

4.4 Level of Funding and Quality of M&E

This section presents the -esults on the level of funding and quality of monitoring and

evaluation among the Noi -Governmental Organizations. The respondents were asked to

estimate the proportions ¢ f funding from various sources such as government, external

donors, general public, co1 sorate entities and individuals. ' ‘

|
{
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Table 4.6: Level of Fui ding and Quality Monitoring and Evaluation

Source _ Frequency Percent

Government

<10 % 4 44 4
25% 3 22.2
50% 0 0.0
75% - 3 33.3

External Donors

<10 % 1 8.3
25% 2 16.7
50% 3 25.0-
75% 5 41.7

General Public

<10 % 3 30.0

| 25% 6 60.0

50% 1 10.0
75% 0 0.0

Corporate Entities

<10 % 4 33.3
25% 7 58.3
50% 0 0.0
75% 1 8.3

Individual Entities

<10 % 2k 25.0
25% 4 50.0
50% 0 0:0
75% 2 25.0

According to the above results, among the respondenfs who were interiewed, 44.4% of -
them said that the gove mmeht_ contributes less than 10% to the NGO’s while 22% said
that the contribution ty the government is 25%. For external donors, 41.7% of the
respondents said that tl ey coﬁtributé over 75% of the M&E budget while 25% said that
the NGO contribute 5)% of their M&E budget. For the general publfc, 60%- of the
r_espondents said that 11ey cé)mribute 25% of the funding of the organization. On the
corporate entities, 58.2% of the respondents said that their funds to the organizations“‘\
were 25% and 50% sai | that the funds from the individual entities weré 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 than10% 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
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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 Collection Methods and Tools

Method and Tools : Frequency Percent
Questionnaire :
All the time 6 33.3
Most of the time 8 44 .4
Sometimes 3 16.7
Rarely 1 5.6
Interview '
All the time 7. 389
Most of the time 5 - 27.8
Sometimes 4 222
Rarely 2 11.1
Focus Groups
All the time 4 . 222
Most of the time 3 16.7
Sometimes 2 gl
Rarely 9 50.0
Field Surveys ' '
All the time 7 389
~ Most of the time 2 1.1
‘Sometimes 7 38.9
Rarely 2 11.1

The results in the above table show that 44.4% of the respondents agreed that their
organizations use questic nnaires most of fhe time while 33.3% said that they use the
'_questionnaires all the tinie. In addition, 38.9% of the respondents said that they use
interviews all the time wt ile 27.8% said that they use the interviiew most of the time. On
focus group, 50% of the espondents said that they used those rarely while only 22.2%
who said that they use the 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% bsaid 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 it was suggested by the top
management, determined by the amount of funding, agreed upon at the design stage of

the project or determined Hy the time set for M & E.
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Figure 4.7: Methodology

Is dependent on the time set aside for M&E — 57.4%
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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 68.9% 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
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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 474% strongly agree with the
statement.

Summary of the results of the factors affecting the performance of M & 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

Factors Frequency ' Percent

Governance Structures
Weakest 6 31.6
Weak 0 0.00
Neutral 3 15.8
Strong 4 el
Strongest 6 31.6
Number of staff and trainiag
Weakest 3 15.8
Weak 4 21,1
Neutral 2 10.5
Strong 4 21.1
Strongest 6 31.6
Data Collection Tools : ‘ '
Weakest 0 0.0
Weak 6 31.6
Neutral 3 15.8
Strong ] 26.3
Strongest 5 26.3
Project Indicator
Weakest 2 11.1
Weak ¢ 11.1
Neutral 3 16.7
Strong 5 . 27.8
Strongest 6— ' « 333

A'ccording to 31.6% of the resf)ondents; governance structures affected the performance
very weakly while anothir 31.6% said that it affected the performance of M&E very
strongly. On number of itaff, majority (52.7%) ranked the factor as having a strong
impact on the M&E perf jrmance. Further, on data collection tools, 31.6% said that it
affected the performance 1 /éakly while 33.3% said that project indicators impacted on the
performance of the M&E very sfrongly. Based on the above results, number of staff and

training had the greatest impact on the performancé of M&E indicators followed by |
project indicators and then governance structures. Data collection tools had the least

impact on the performance of M&E system.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the liscussion of key findings, conclusions drawn from the findings
highlighted and recomme ndatibn made there-to. The conclusions and recommendations
drawn were focused on a: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 Orgaizations. The study also Sougllt to determine the effect of
number of staff training, role of governance structures, funding levels, evaluation tool
methods adopted and proj sct objectives and indicators on the performance of monitoring

and evaluation.

5.2 Discussion of the fi dings

This research study targeizd the project managers who were working in the sampled 30
NGOS in Nairobi County. This means that 30 Project Managers were supposed to be
interviewed. However, ony 23 proj ect managers responded to the interviews translating
to a response rate nf 77% which is aboize the 70% response rate threshold. This response
rate was excellent, representative and conforms to Mugenda and Mugenda (20031)
stipulation that a response rate of 50% is adequate for analysis and repdrting; 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 (1eir highest level of education. This shows that the respondents
had the required informat on on factors influencing the effectiveness of the monitoring

and evaluation systems in Non-Governmental Organization.

5.2.1 Governance Strn( tures“

This study found that monitoring 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, 1nanagement and undertaking of evaluation activities needs to
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be clearly determined i in momtormg and evaluation planning. In small evaluatlons this

will all be managed withi 1 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 triining the study established that they were sometimes used.
Further the study established that the results from monitdring_ and evaluation were used

for advising on areas of it \provements.

The study also establishe: . that monitoring and evaluation results have effect on the funds
allocation within the org nization. It st also revealed that monitoring and evaluation
was promoting accountal ility and transparency in non-governmental organizations. The
-study aléAo revealed that t e permanent staff in non-governmental organizations had been
charged with M&E activities. In addition, staff are deployed from othér departments
when need arises. The stv dy also found that outsourcing M&E services was happening in

most of non-governmenta | 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 p1 )gramﬁcs, confirming of the strategy and value and resource
allocation. It was also rev zaled thaf all non—governmeﬁtal organizations were considering
monitoring and evaluatio:\ results as a motivation factor in their organization. Thié study
also established that the Jonors, employees, customers/beneficiaries and other partners

(organizations carrying ot t similar activities) had taken the M&E activities positively.

5.2.2 Staffing and M&E

On average, the results of the study showed that the sampled organizations had 68
~ employees v;fith the orgai ization with the highest nﬁmbgr of employees being 600, and
the organization with the least number of employees being 10. On the formal training of
the employees, the study « stablished that in most of non-governmental organizations 25%

of the employees have un lergone 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 risk.

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 founi 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 manageré and| department heads followed by M&E staff. On presentation of
the findings, the study fou nd that the task has been delegated to the M&E staff, managers
and dépa‘rtment heads. Tt e task 0f data dissemination, had been delegated to the M&E
taff, 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 oi'ganization to another, the study
found that the staffs were rarely transiting. The study found that availability of staff was
dttectmg quality of évalua ions to a very large extent. This was followed by level of SklllS

(tlamlng) staff retention ad staff motivation.

5.2.3 Level of Funding nd Quality of M&E

It was revealed in this stuc y that the government contributes less than 10% to the NGO’s
M&E. External donors ccntribute over 75% of the M&E budget. The general public
contributes 25% of the fu ding of the non-governmental organizations. This shows that
the external donors cor tributed highly on the Non-Governmental Orgénization‘ '
Accqrding to the findings, the approximate percentage of the money used on monitoring

and evaluation was beiwee 1 10 and 20%.

5.2.4 Data Collection M ethods and Tools

The study found that moit of the non-governmental organizations in this study use’

questionnaires most of tlie 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 dependert 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 pt ase of the project.

5.2.5 Indicators

The study also establishe: | that most of data on indicators is derived from the monitoring
aspect, that is proper record keeping and forms a significant part of evaluation. On the
factors which were con :idereél by the researcher as to influence the M&E in the
organizations the study frund that governance structures affected the performance very
strongly. It was also reve iled that the number of staff had a strong impact on the M&E
performance. Data colle:tion tools affected the performance weakly while project
indicators impacted on tk ¢ performance of the M&E very strongly. This shows that the
number of staff and tra ning' had the greatest impact on the performaﬁce of M&E
indicators followed by prject indicators and then governance structures. Data c_ollectidn

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 study was very 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. Resilts from monitoring and evaluation were used for advising on

areas of improvements. In addition, monitoring and evaluation results. affect funds
allocation within the orginization. Monitoring and evaluation promotes accountability

and transparency in non-g yvernmental organizations.

The permanent staffs in on-governmental organizations have been charged with M&E
activities. In addition, mcst of non-governmental organizations were outsourcing M&E
services. The sfudy also est;blished that monitoring and evaluation aided in project
design — change of objectives, project modification, implementation of the programmes,

confirming of the stratejy and value and resource allocation. All non-governmental
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organizations consider mnitoring and evaluation results as a motivation factor in- their
organization. The donos, employees, customers/beneficiaries and other partners

(organizations carrying ot t similar activities) had taken the M&E activities positively.

The sampled organizatio1s had 68 employees with the organization with the highest
number of employees beir g 600, the Kenya Red Cross and the organization with the least
number of employees being 10. The study also concludes that in most of the non-
governmental organizatios 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, - ollowed 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 : ffecting quality of evaluations to a very large extent.

The external donors contr bute highly on the Non-Governmental Organization funding,
-The government contributes less than ‘1.0% to the NGO’s M&E. External donors
contribute over 75% of tle M&E 'budget.i The general public contributes 25% of the
funding of the ﬁon—govel nmental organizations. The approxifnate percentage of the

money used on monitoring and evaluation was between 10 and 20%.

Most of the non-governme 1tal organizations in this study use questionnaires most of the
time. This is followed by inter{/iews, 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 M& E. This was followed by the method suggested by the top

management, amount of fuding 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, tiat is proper record keeping and forms a significant part of
evaluation. The study als) esgablished 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 le ast impact on the performance of the M&E performance.

5.4 Recommendations

This study established NI&E findings were sometimes utilized in training. This study
therefore recommends that non-governmental organizations should "fullyl utilize
monitoring and e_\}aluati »n findings in training. This would help non-governmental

organizations to perfect tl eir training.

The study also found th it in most of the non-governmental organizations 25% of the
- employees had undergonc formal training. This shows that 75% of the employees in non-
governmental organizatic hs had not undergone formal training. This study therefore
recomrmends tha.t non-gc vernmental organizations should ensure that their employees

should undergo formal tre ining.

. The study‘also establist ed that the approximate percentage of the money used on
monitoriné and evaluaticn was between 10 and 20%. The study also found that the
quality of evaluation was lependent on the level of funding. The amount used to fund the
evaluations was depende it on the amount of funding from stakeholders. This study
therefore recommends th: t non-governmental organizations should seck more financial

support from individual E itities, corporate entities, general public and government.

5.5 Suggestion for Fur her Studies

From the study and relatcd conclusions, the researcher reoomménds further research in
the area of factors influen ing the effectiveness of monitoring and evaluation systems but
focus on public institu ions.. This research study focused on non-governmental

organizations and since piblic 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.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX 1: INTROD JCTORY LETTER

Kenyatta University
Department of manageme nt science

NAIROBI
Dear Respondent,

I am a postgraduate stuc snt at Kenyatta University studying MBA (Project management
and Evaluation). In ordei to fulfill the degreé requirement, I am undértaking a research
project on factors infliencing the performance of monitoring. and evaluation on
project/program/policy pe rformance. The specific topic of my study is.

Factors influencing peiformance of Monitoring and Evaluation systems in Non-
governmental orgamzat ons.
Your organization has be( n selected and you have been selected to forrn part of the study

I kindly request you to assist by complelm g 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

Roseniary Wanja Kaburu.
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APPENDIX 2: Questior naire

Loy ENDIAERTNONE o o o5 consiinverassnanss vinssavamss s sasuniess spsssabanssssaemnnsonss (optional)

2. Gender : m:le ’ female [

3. Level of e_ducatio n

A. University degrce ]
B. Diploma E

C. Certificate » {

D. Secondary | [::]
E. Others (SPeCify). .ouevvrueriieiiiiroriierniiietinenneneratiienionsneoncssonsnnenssens

.........................................................................................

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Section A: Governan e structures

1. How would you rate th¢ state of M&E in your organization (tick appropriately).

A) Excellent ]
B) Very Good L]
) Good . =1
D) weak ]
c¢) Very weak | 1
2. How many evaluations . e carried out in the life of projects?
) one [
)y twe [T
;) three by

...........................................................................................................



3. How often are findings from M&E activities used in training?

a) All the time —

b) Sometimes —

¢) Not at all -

A BRI DRI TN, - 200 T 5 e rsasamin & & 5.5 Smmisns § § RGWERS & PERREE Y ¥ 8 SdBRRYY ¥ AN TSNS
4. M & E results.are used for;
a) Punishing the underper ormers
b) Rewarding performing >mployees
cj Advising on areas of in provement
d) Other ' .
(specifyi.... .................................................................... RN I

..........................................................................................................

5. How often does the resi It of the M& E affect the allocation of funds within the

organization for the subse [uert (future) activities and projects?

a) All the time e}
b) Sometime .
) Rarely -
e) Not at all O
D GBI 1o . o ooiosin < o bommmbShocn o b 5§ 53500800 5ok & ki o 3 Bk o 3 5

......................................................................................................

6. Does M & E promote ac countability and transparency? '
b N No [
T R R e 1 oo Mson & 55 A Gabcts it 3 ¥ 650000 5 4 4 SB35 AR ¥ ¥ S BAAGAA 5 44 B3 EERI & 33

............................................................................................................

...................................................................................................

7. The monitoring and eva uation division/department;

a) Has permanent staff ch: rged with M&E activities only N

b) Staff are deployed fromr other department when need arises L1
]

¢) Are hired on a temporai y basis (contract)
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d) Services are outsource d ]

~e) Other (specify)....... % T RSO S S e v

8. Why do you do monitc ring and evaluation of projects?

a) It forms part of | roject implementation B
b). It is a requireme 1t by donors . ,

¢) It aids decision mr aking in subsequent pfojects ]
d) Other (Specify).. ....vvvven... s e e e b g ey S

............................................................................................................

9.Some of the roles of M« zE in aiding the decision making include resource allocation,
modifying program/ proje ct design, implementation ,verifying that you are doing what
you think you are doing ( trategy and value)informed resource allocation among others.
Using a five point scale, t ck appropriately to show the extent to which M &E aids

decision making

The type of decision Very large Large Some Not at
extent (5) extent (4) | extent (3) | all (0)

a | Project design —chang:

of objectives

b | Project modification

¢ | Implementation(proce s)

d | Confirming strategy a1 d

value

e | Resource allocation

f | Others (specity)

10. Would you consider M &FE results as a motivation factor in the organization?

es ] No [

If yes, in what ways?

51



...........................................................................................................
...........................................................................................................
............................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................

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: STAFTIN G AND M&E
12. How many worker s does the organization have?
13. How many employees have undergone formal training on monitoring and evaluation?

a) Less than 10% : ]

b) About 25% 1

c) Between 50% and 75 % ]

d) Over 75% L]

€) OB (BPEOIIT ) o vv ouviaoneressinamsnss rspransessssugmanssss vasogensesonsionssssspmensesffee '
14. Do you consider that ailequate? YES —— NO [—
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Explain

............................................................................................................

............................................................................................................

15. Who is tasked with m nitoring and evaluation activities? (Tick appropriately).

M&E Managers | Clerks and External | Others
activit staff & department | administrative | firms (specify)

heads assistants

Data collection

Pecording

Analysis

Presentation

Dissemination

16. How often does staff ¢ harged with M&E activities leave the organization?

a) All the time I
b) Often I
¢) Once in a while i s
d) Rarely i ’ A
T e vte weviss rwenmses s s spmasnens s s aersnks s FREEEES 1 KFRIES 1 EVERAETE S 53 BRAHES

................................................................................................

...............................................................................................
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17. Some of the aspects o ~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 itions. (Tick appropriately).

Human
resource

aspect

Very la ge
exten:

©)

Large extent

(4)

Moderate
extent (3)

Some extent

(2)

Not at all
)

Availability of '
staff

Level of

| skills(training)

Staff retention

! Staff

motivation

.................................................................................

.............................................................................................................

Section c:L.éevel of unding and quality of monitoring and

evaluation.

18. Who funds the activiti :s of the organization? Tick appropriafely in the table below

0

source

<1)%

25%

50%

| 75%

Other(specify)

Government

External donors

General public

Corpo.rat'e‘ entities

Individual entities

others
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19. In each project, what is the approximate percentage of the money used on monitoring

and evaluation activities’

a) Less than 10% SN
b) Between 10% and 2( % ]
c) Less than 30% 1
AR O IOROLDT )0 4 vsuniin 143 oainaas o} sibiess £ § 13 VREE§ 11 o £ § 1SR4 EAY L G000 01

...................................................................................................

...................................................................................................

....................................................................................................

...................................................................................................

SECTION D. DATA COLLECTION METHODS AND TOOLS

21. What methods and tc >ls do you use for data collection ?

........

.....

........

Methods and All the time Most of the ‘sometimes rarely
tools - B ‘ ‘time ' |

Questionnaire

Interview

Focus groups

Field surveys

22. (Tick appropriately) T'he methodology used to collect evaluation data;
a) Is agreed upon du ‘ing the design phase of the project.
b) Is determined by ' he amount funding
c) Is suggested by tk 2 top 'management organs

d)- Is dependent on t1e time set aside for monitoring and evaluation
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.................................................................

23. What would you reco nmend as the best way of determining the data collection tools

and methods? i

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
..........................................................................................

R R R R T S T S S R R R R I I R I BCIC IR R I

SECTION D: INDICATORS

24. Would you consider | roject indicators a valuable component of monitoring and

evaluation?
EBRIEE o o i o o6 Ui & ¢ == W w3 v o 3 T 5 7 RSN § 4SS TANEE 4 § SRR
25. Most of the data on in dicators is derived from the monitoring aspect ,that is proper
record keeping and forms a very significant part of evaluation
a) Strongly agree l::j
b) Agree [ ]
¢) To some extent ' [ ]

]

d) Factors

26. Factors highlighted by the researcllér are tabulated below. In your opinion assign
numbers 1-5 depending o011 what factor you think has most influence on performance of

M & E.(1 for weakest and 5 for strongest).

FACTOR 4 12 3 4 15

Governance

structures

No of staff and

training

Data collection

and tools

Project indicators
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Thank you for takin;: time to complete the questionnaire.

APPENDIX 4: Budget

PROPOSAL ITEM QUANTITY PRICE PER UNIT | Estimated cost (Ksh)
Stationery 2 rim 500 1000
Print Cartridge 2 2000 4000
Fare - - 10000

Internet expenses 5000

Proposal binding 2000
Contingency (30%) 6600
SUB- TOTAL 28600

PROJECT ITEM _

Plain paper. 2 500 1000

| Printer Cartridge 2 2006 4000

Field Work . 25000

Internet expenses 3000
fare 15000

Data entry and analysis 15000
Subsistence 5000

Report Binding 3000
SUB-TOTAL 59500
GRAND TOTAL

99600

63




APPENDIX .5: Schedule of Activities

ACTIVITIES TIME PERIOD
Proposal design and com ilation 3 months
Amendment 2 weeks
Questionnaire piloting an 1 amendment 1 week

Data collection 2 weeks

Data entry and analysis Iweek

Report writing Iweek

Report binding and prese itation I week
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APPENDIX S. List ¢f NGOs in Nairobi County.

11.
12.
5 8
14.

. AFRICA WIDE CENTRE FOR DEVELOPMENT GROWTH

AGENCY FOR TECHNICAL CO-OPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT
KENYA. '

ADIEDO HOPE

BIDII KENYA

- CATHOLIC ORC ANIZATION FOR RELIEF AND DEVELOPMENT
- DEVELOPMENT CENTRE FOR GENDER EMPOWERMENT

MISSION OF HC PE INTERNATIONAL.
SAACID KENYZ.
AGAPE CENTRI FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT.

. ALLIANCE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT AND

CONSERVATIOI

AVSI FOUNDAT [ON

APOLLO FOUNI'ATION
AQUA AFRICA DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
CANADIAN ORC-ANIZATION FOR DEVELOPMENT THROUGH

- EDUCATION.

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
et
2.
23.
24,
| 25.
26.

AFRI AFYA |
AFRICAN DEMC GRAPHIC HEALTH AND RESEARCH INSTITUTE
ARISE AND HEL > INTERNATIONAL |
BARAKA HEALTH COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION,
COMMUNITY RI SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT NETWORK.
DEVELOPMENT KENYA ACTION,

EDUCATION FOI! ALL NETWORK.

EDUCATION FOI! SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT.

GLOBAL RESPOIISE TO AFRICAN CHILDRENS EDUCATION
INITIATIVE. | |

GOOD HOPE CHILD AID AND WIDOW SURVIVAL.

KENYA WOMEN FINANCE TRUST,

PACT KENYA.
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27. PLAN INTERNA I'TONAL.

28. SAVE THE CHIL D CENTRE.

29. SMALL ENTERI RISES DEVELOPMENTADVISRY CENTRE.

30. KENYA RED CROSS SOCIETY |

31. TOUCH A LIFE ] NTERNATIONAL..

32.CRADLE INTIRNATIONAL

33.AUTISM SOCIETY OF KENYA

34.CONCERN WORLDWIDE

35.CHRISTIAN P :OPLE FOUNDATION

36.CHRIST’S HOPE INTERNATIONAL

37.CITIZENS AW ARENESS NETWORK.

38.CITIZENS SMALL SCALE AND MEDIUM E NTERPRISES

39.COALITION OF RESEARCHERS IN DEVELOPMENT

40.COALITION OF YOUNG KENYANS.

41.COMMUNITY AID INTERNATIONAL.

42.COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH CENTRE.

43.COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE.

44.COMMUNITY EFFORT FOR DEVELOPMENT

45.COMMUNITY EMERGENCY RESPONSE VOLUNTEERS.

46.COMMUNITY (NVESTMENT TRUST.

47.DESTITUTE RIISCUE CONCERN.

48 DEVELOP KEMYA ORGARNIZATION

49.DEVELOPMEN T CENTRE FOR INNOVATIVE INITIATIVE IN
HIV/AIDS.

50.DBEVELOPMEN T KENYA ACTION,

51.DISASTER SUF PORT AGENCY.

52 DEVELOPMEN T KNOWLEDGE LINK-KENYA.
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53.DOVE INTER VATIONAL.

54 EM- TECHNO_OGIES.
55.FAMILY HEL’LINE ORGANIZATION.
56.FAMILY HOP I KENYA.

57 FAMILY HEA _TH INTERNATIONAL.

58. FOUNDATIO  FOR RURAL AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT.
59.FOUNDATIOM FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT.
60.GENDER EQUITY NETWORK.
61.GENERAL WORKERS SAFETY NETWORK.

62.GLOBAL VIC™IMS SUPPORT PROGRAMME.
| 63.GREEN PLAN T INTERNATIONAL.
64.CHOOSE AFR CA.
65.HUMAN FACI INITIATIVE.
66.HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH.
67.KENYA ENTE XPRISE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES CENTRE.
68 KENYA FRIEN DS FOR THE NEEDY.
69.LENANA FOU NDATION TRUST
70.LIFELINE EAST AFRICA CHAPTER.

Source: NGO Coord nation Board; 2012
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