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ABSTRACT

Although Kenya has pursued economic development through central planning since 
independence in 1963, the centralization of authority and management of resources has led to 
inadequate distribution of resources across regions. A substantive decentralization policy came in 
1983 with the adoption of the District Focus for Rural Development (DFRD) strategy which 
aimed at enhancing geographical equity where funds were allocated to less developed districts. 
The Constituency Development Fund was created in 2003 out of the desire to achieve 
Community Driven Development where the local communities generate their own development 
agenda and get it funded by the central government. Unlike other devolved funds that go through 
several bureaucracies, the funds under this program go directly to the local level. The research 
sought to find out the factors affecting the effective monitoring and evaluation of projects under 
this fund. The research had five guiding objectives. These were: To determine the influence of 
level of training, budgetary allocation, stakeholder participation, politics and institutional 
framework on effective monitoring and evaluation of CDF projects. A descriptive survey research 
design was used to collect primary data. The questionnaire was pilot tested so that the anomalies 
were corrected. Qualitative data was also collected which provided adequate clarifications on 
some aspects of the primary data. The research purposively targeted 31 respondents, 27 of whom 
were Project Management Committee members responsible for monitoring and evaluation of 
CDF Projects according to the CDF Act (2003). The rest were officials charged with 
responsibilities for prudent management of this fund. A census was done involving all the 
respondents. Descriptive analysis of the data collected was mainly done in narrative form using 
descriptive statistics and tables as appropriate. The*results agreed with other similar studies done 
previously. The research established that there were several factors affecting effective monitoring 
and evaluation of Constituencies Development Fund. These included lack of training of those 
tasked with monitoring and evaluation activities and unclear institutional framework for 
conducting the same. Other factors included not incorporating monitoring and evaluation budget 
into project budgets, limited involvement of primary stakeholders and political interference. The 
study recommends training of the various committees involved in monitoring and evaluation to 
arm them with requisite skills and improve communication of data, defining clear structures for 
monitoring and evaluation including an appointment of monitoring and evaluation personnel, 
delineation of monitoring budget from capacity building, involvement of primary beneficiaries at 
all stages of the project cycle other than conceptualisation and limiting political influence in the CDF 
projects. The study also recommends further research to establish whether monitoring and evaluation is 
effective in other sectors covered by the CDF like Health and Water other than Education. Other research 
could also look at modalities of strengthening primary stakeholders in order to optimize their participation 
in monitoring and evaluation of projects.
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

In March 1995, over 100 world leaders reached an agreement in Copenhagen to eradicate 

poverty and foster social integration as a way of putting people at the centre of development 

during the World Summit for Social Development (UN, 1995). Five years later in September 

2000, world nations, Kenya included, adopted the Millennium Declaration. This declaration 

adopted eight targets and actions to be achieved by 2015 chief of which included eradication of 

extreme poverty and hunger together with achieving universal primary education (MDGs Status 

Report for Kenya, 2005).

Most countries have resorted to decentralization of resources to tackle these challenges.

Decentralization refers to “the transfer of political power, decision making capacity and resources

from central to sub-national levels of government” (Walker, 2002). This has led to resuscitation

of old institutions that seemed to offer opportunities for decentralization. Since 1990s
\  •

decentralization has been linked to collective empowerment and democracy due to failure of 

marketising reforms to significantly reduce absolute poverty (Houtzager, 2003).This democratic 

decentralization is more focused on democracy, pluralism and human rights (Cook and Manor 

1998; United Nations Capital Development Fund 2000).

Most analysts distinguish among three types of decentralization namely administrative, 

fiscal and political (Smoke 2003); and forms of decentralization: deconcentration, devolution, 

delegation, and privatization (Work 2002). Deconcentration and delegation are forms of 

administrative decentralization. Political decentralization occurs in situations where political 

power and authority are transferred to sub-national levels of government. Citizens and their 

elected leaders get engaged in decision making and encourage citizen mobilization (Litvack, 

Ahmad and Bird, 1998). Finally, we have fiscal decentralization which involves transfer of 

financial resources from central government to sub national levels of government (Work, 2002). 

It is argued that if properly applied, fiscal decentralization can help in development. It only needs 

institutional arrangements, such as a legal framework, political and administrative institutions, 

local capacity, civil society and multi-party elections (Litvack et al. 1998; McLure 1995; Tanzi 

2001).



In India, for example, following the 73rd Constitution Amendment Act (1992), a new 

generation of Panchayati Raj Institutions (PRI) has come into being in rural India with respect to 

the preparation of plans for economic development and social justice and for the implementation 

of development schemes (Khasnabis, 2005). Indian states of West Bengal and Kerala and the 

Brazilian states of Ceara, Minas Gerais and Rio Grande do Sul have benefitted from 

decentralization. In West Bengal, democratic decentralization is associated with a programme of 

radical agrarian reform, which over a period of more than 20 years has produced significant 

benefits for the poor in terms of participation, growth of agricultural production and human 

development (Webster, 2000; Crook and Sverrisson, 2001).

In Brazil, the most positive anti-poverty outcomes have been associated with either 

federally funded rural development programmes (most notably the North East Rural 

Development Programme) or state and city level programmes launched by progressive reforming 

parties—the PSDB (Brazilian Social Democratic Party) and the PT (Workers Party)—in Ceara, 

Minas Gerais and Rio Grande do Sul (van Zyl et al., 1995; Tendler, 1997; World Bank, 1997; 

Heller, 2001).

In the public sector reforms in Africa, decentralization has various meanings. Generally it 

is understood as the process where power and responsibilities are transferred from the central 

authority to lower levels in a territorial hierarchy (Cook and Manor 1998; Mawhood 1993). In 

practice, it takes different meanings to different people (Bardhan 2002, Mawhood 1993). In 

African decentralization, during the colonial period, it meant management of local populations by 

extending central administration into the local arena (Mamdani, 1996). After independence, it 

was conceptualized as the transfer of responsibility for planning, management and resource 

raising and allocation from the central government to its field ministries and agencies (Cheema 

and Rondinelli cited in UNDP 1998) in this context, decentralization took the form of 

deconcentration of administration from the central government to the local fields, delegation to 

semi autonomous bodies such as parastatals and devolution of functions to non government 

institutions (Cheema and Rondinelli, 1983). In the 1980s, there arose a shift towards market 

mechanisms from public services leading to deregulation and privatization in addition to 

deconcentration and devolution (World Bank, 1983; Mohan and Stokke, 2000).
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In Ghana District Assemblies were formed in 1989, which were initially successful in 

enhancing electoral participation and giving access and representation to excluded groups, such 

as the uneducated, farmers, traders and artisans (Crook and Manor, 1998). This was later 

refurbished through introduction of District Assemblies Common Fund that allocated 5% local 

revenue to the District Assemblies (Owosu, 2004).

In Ethiopia, fiscal decentralization has been hampered by inter-party political 

relationships. There seems to be an understanding that sub-national governments’ autonomy and 

capacity to run their affairs and genuinely represent their interests at the central level are 

strengthened when sub-national governments are run by parties that operate independently of the 

party in power at the centre (Aalen 2002; Assefa 2006).

In Uganda, Fiscal decentralisation has accompanied the decentralisation of

responsibilities. Sub-counties may now retain about two-thirds of the revenue collected within

their area. But overall resources remain meagre, and transfers from central government are low
\  •

and increasingly tied to conditions, leaving little room for local discretion. Additionally, broader 

reforms are necessary to achieve effective participation by villagers. Local elites still exercise 

much influence in determining how funds are used. Many local leaders are held back by 

illiteracy, lack of knowledge of government procedures and low awareness of their rights 

(Steffenson, Jesper, Tidemand 2004; UNDP 2000).

Locally, the fight against poverty, ignorance and disease has been a major goal of the 

Government since independence. Kenya has pursued economic development through central 

planning since independence in 1964. The centralization of authority and management of 

resources has led to the inadequate distribution of resources across regions, resulting in a growing 

inequality in services, infrastructure and development across the country (Court and Kinyanjui 

1980; Mapesa and Kibua 2006).

To overcome the distortion in the allocation of public expenditure, a number of 

decentralization programs were put into place during the 1960s and 1970s, but without much 

success as these programs became politicized and the misallocation of resources persisted (Court
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and Kinyanjui 1980). The more substantive decentralization came in 1983 with the adoption of 

the District Focus for Rural Development DFRD strategy (GOK, 1983; Makokha, 1985; Chitere 

and Ireri, 2004). It aimed at enhancing geographical equity where funds were allocated to less 

developed districts. This failed due to incompetence of staff in participatory planning, absence of 

monitoring and evaluation, poor design of projects, weak commitment of sector staffing 

multisectoral initiatives. Weak social administrative structures below the districts were also cited 

(GOK, 1999).

In September 2000, world nations adopted the Millennium Declaration. This declaration 

adopted eight targets and actions to be achieved by 2015 (MDGs Status Report for Kenya, 2005). 

Chief among these goals are eradication of poverty and attainment of Universal Primary 

Education.

Kenya has equally elaborated a new development blueprint, the Vision 2030 that aims at

making Kenya a newly industrializing, middle income country providing high quality of life for
\  •

its citizens by the year 2030, through its Economic, Social and Political Pillars (GOK, 2008).

As part of this strategy, in 2003, the government of Kenya established the Constituency 

Development Fund (CDF); a program that seeks to enhance community’s participation in the 

fight against poverty at the grassroots level. Established under the CDF Act 2003, and amended 

in 2007, CDF was to help in development by channeling financial resources to the Constituency 

level for the implementation of community based development projects with long term effects of 

improving the peoples’ social and economic well being (CDF Act 2003:GOK,2005). Another 

objective of the introduction of the CDF was to control and reduce imbalances in regional 

development brought about by partisan politics as had been experienced previously in Kenya 

(Mapesa & Kibua, 2006).

The Fund is administered by an officer under the National Management Committee. It 

comprises an annual budgetary allocation equivalent to 2.5% of the national revenue. (National 

Devolved Funds Report, 2007). The CDF Act also provides that 75% of this amount shall be
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disbursed equally to all the 210 constituencies and the remaining 25% shall be disbursed on the 

basis of population and the poverty index (GOK, 2005).

The CDF has so far disbursed a total of KES 70,956,300,000 to the 210 constituencies 

since its inception in 2003. Most of these projects are in the Education (55%), Water (11%) and 

Health (6%) sectors nationally (The CDF Strategic Plan, 2011). Of this amount, Likoni 

Constituency has used a total of KES 226,603,836 (CDF Office, Likoni) in projects in various 

sectors, most of which has been spent in Education Projects. For Kenya to remain on target for 

the Millenium Development Goals (2015) and Vision 2030, it is therefore important to study how 

the Constituency Development Fund projects are monitored and evaluated.

Uitto (2004) defines monitoring briefly as a continuous function that aims primarily to

provide management and stakeholders with early indicators of project performance of a project

and progress (or lack thereof) in achievement of the results. Mulwa (2008) and DAC (2001) agree

but add that it involves measuring, assessing, recording and analysing the project information on
\  •

a continuous basis and communicating the same to those concerned. Crawford and Bryce (2003) 

argue that monitoring is an ongoing process of data capture and analysis for primarily project 

control with an internally driven emphasis on efficiency of project. The authors define efficiency 

in this context as doing the right thing that is: efficient conversion of inputs to outputs within 

budget and schedule and wise use of human, financial and natural capital. This definition 

emphasizes the fact that monitoring is geared mainly to project control.

Evaluations are systematic and independent. They are an assessment of an ongoing or 

completed project including its design, implementation and results. Evaluations assess the 

relevance, efficiency of implementation, effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the project 

(Uitto, 2003: OECD, 2002) and should be credible and objective (IFAD, 2004).
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1.2 Statement of the Problem

Despite the disbursement of over KES 70 billion to constituencies since 2003 (CDF 

Strategic Plan, 2011), the Constituency Development Fund continues to meet implementation 

challenges due to issues of governance with subsequent adverse effect on Monitoring and 

Evaluation (KIPPRA, 2006: CGD, 2007). It suffers gross data inadequacy to inform its operations 

(tCIPPRA, 2006). Beneficiaries are not motivated to monitor how the fund is used in projects 

causing ‘fiscal illusion’, since the fund is seen to be free (Mwangi, 2005). There is also 

preferential treatment of areas supportive of incumbent Member of Parliament. On their part, 

Mapesa and Kibua (2006) fault the utilization of the fund on grounds of poor management and 

low community involvement.

According to statistics from the Constituencies Development Fund Board, only 2% of the

budget is meant not only for Monitoring and Evaluation but also capacity building (CDF

Strategic Plan 2011: CDF Act, 2003). In Likoni Constituency, out of the total of over KES 200

million disbursed since 2003, only 1.1% has been allocated for Monitoring and Evaluation
\  •

together with capacity building (CDF Office, Likoni).

Furthermore, the fund is under the control of politicians who not only propose the projects 

in their constituencies but also present and vote for their estimates in Parliament. It is against the 

principle of separation of powers for Members of Parliament to submit annual estimates to 

themselves for approval, take part in the actual spending and then query the spending themselves 

through Public Accounts Committee or Public Investments Committee ( Ongoya & Lumallas, 

2005).

The essence of this study was therefore to look at the factors affecting effective 

monitoring and evaluation of projects under the CDF.

13 Purpose of study
The purpose of this study was to examine the factors affecting effective Monitoring and 

Evaluation of CDF Projects in Kenya with specific reference to projects within the Education 

Sector in Likoni Constituency.
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1.4 Objectives of the study

The objectives of this study were fivefold:

1. To determine the influence of level of training of CDF committee members on effective 

Monitoring and Evaluation of CDF Projects in Likoni Constituency.

2. To assess the influence of institutional frame work on effective monitoring and evaluation 

of CDF projects in Likoni Constituency.

3. To assess the influence of budgetary allocation on effective Monitoring and Evaluation of 

CDF Projects in Likoni Constituency.

4. To establish the influence of stakeholder participation on effective monitoring and 

evaluation of CDF projects in Likoni Constituency.

5. To determine the influence of politics on effective Monitoring and Evaluation of CDF 

Projects in Likoni Constituency.

1.5 Research Questions

The study attempted to answer the following five research questions:

1. How does the level of training of CDF committee members influence the effectiveness of 

Monitoring and Evaluation of CDF projects in Likoni Constituency?

2. How does institutional framework influence effectiveness of Monitoring and Evaluation 

in CDF projects in Likoni Constituency?

3. To what extent does the level of budgetary allocation influence the effectiveness of 

Monitoring and Evaluation in CDF projects in Likoni Constituency?

4. To what extent does stakeholder involvement influence the effectiveness of Monitoring 

and Evaluation in CDF projects in Likoni Constituency?

5. To what extent does politics influence the effectiveness of Monitoring and Evaluation in 

CDF projects in Likoni Constituency?

7



1.6 Significance of the study

The significance of his study lay in benefiting the following groups:

CDF Fund Managers and staff:

The CDF Fund managers will benefit from the results of this research by enabling them 

incorporate tools and indicators for monitoring and evaluation. Besides, they will learn best 

processes, practices and methods that promote effective monitoring and Evaluation.

Government Officers:

The officers charged with monitoring and evaluation like those from the Ministry of State for 

Planning, National Development and Vision 2030, will be able to develop, modify or design tools 

that will determine efficiency, effectiveness, relevance and impact of evaluations.

The Committees

Similarly Constituency Development Fund Committee together with other smaller committees
\  •

will be equipped with strategies on how to monitor and evaluate projects effectively.

Members o f Parliament

The Members of Parliament will equally benefit from research by providing insight on how to 

manage the development funds under their care with integrity and fairness while being conscious 

of the needs of their constituents.

All stakeholders

All the stakeholders in the management and governance of the Projects will be sensitised on their 

roles in the management of the Fund. This will pre-empt any conflicts and disagreements 

associated with the fund.

8



I 7 Limitations of the Study

The study had the following limitations:

Time. The time constraint was overcome by seeking permission from the employer and 

preparing an activity plan to distribute and collect the questionnaires. Mobile phone was used 

to keep in touch with the head teachers who acted as the contact persons.

Funding. This limitation was dealt with when part of budgetary requirements were met by 

the researcher’s course scholarship sponsors.

Quality of data. Due to suspicions that emanated from project staff, there was fear the 

accuracy of data could be affected. The introduction of tills research by the Fund Accounts 

Manager and Project Coordinator allayed all suspicions.

1.8 Delimitation of the Study

The study focused on all projects funded by CDF in the whole country. Since it was not 

practical to study all of them, Likoni constituency was chosen to represent them. Further, due to 

cost considerations, a purposive sample of projects in the education sector within Likoni 

constituency was targeted for the study.

1.9 Basic Assumptions of the Study
The researcher assumed that the projects under review were being implemented, that 

information on these projects would be available at the relevant offices and that various 

committees and officials involved in CDF projects would cooperate in the research.
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I 10 Definition of Significant Terms

Constituency- This refers to ‘an area represented by an elected Member of Parliament in Kenya’. 

CDF Projects- These are projects funded by CDF Board within Likoni Constituency.

Fiscal Decentralisation -  It is the transfer of financial resources from central government to sub 

national levels of government (Work, 2002).

Evaluation- According to Uitto (2004), it is an assessment of an ongoing or completed project

including its design, implementation and results. He further argues that evaluations asses the

relevance, efficiency of implementation, effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the project.

Monitoring- ‘is an ongoing process of data capture and analysis for primarily project control

with an internally driven emphasis on efficiency of project (Crawford and Bryce (2003).

Participation may be defined as the right to define, to shape and be engaged in a given space

(Gaventa, 2006). In the context of this paper, participation will be used to refer to the process

whereby local communities are able to influence the decision making process within CDF.

Projects- This refers to ‘a temporary endeavour undertaken to create a unique product, service or

result’ (PMI, 2004). In the context of this research it refers to on going development projects
\  •

financed by CDF in Likoni Constituency.

Stakeholders- This refers to CDF Board and officers, community representatives and 

government officers.

1.11 Organization of the study

The study was organized around five chapters excluding the front part which contains the 

title, declaration, dedication, abstract, acknowledgements, table of contents, list of figures, list of 

tables, abbreviations and acronyms and at the back matters containing the bibliography, letter of 

transmittal and appendices.

Chapter one contains the background of decentralized development particularly after the 

World Social Summit on Development in Copenhagen in 1995. It looks at various case studies 

in various parts of the world, Africa and then specifically in Kenya leading to the formation of the 

Constituencies Development Fund.
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Chapter two contains literature review on both theoretical and empirical literature on 

Monitoring and Evaluation, Decentralized development in Kenya and the CDF. It concludes with 

the Conceptual Framework.

Chapter three contains the research design, target population, sampling procedures and 

sample size, methods of data collection, data validity and reliability, data analysis techniques, 

ethical considerations and operational definition of variables.

Chapter four contains key findings which include details of respondents, tables of 

descriptive statistics of variables and analysis on factors influencing monitoring and evaluation of 

CDF projects.

Chapter five is on summary of findings, discussions, conclusions, recommendations and 

suggested areas for further research.
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

Projects are aimed at solving social problems and the beneficiaries are key stakeholders. 

This review of literature looks at the need for monitoring and evaluation with respect to projects. 

It largely dwells on factors influencing effective monitoring and evaluation, forms of evaluation, 

and project monitoring and evaluation process. It also covers logical framework and theoretical 

approaches to monitoring and evaluation. Program and Social Science theories which provide a 

basis for logic, process, social change and impact of programs aimed at addressing the 

effectiveness, efficiency and relevance of development projects are also covered. The review 

concludes with the conceptual framework.

2.2 Need for Monitoring and Evaluation in Projects

Monitoring and evaluation are intimately linked project management functions and as a 

result there is a lot of confusion in trying to make them work on projects (Crawford and Bryce, 

2003). Monitoring and Evaluation are distinct but complementary PASSLA, 2004). Casley and 

Kumar (1986) as quoted by Crawford and Bryce (2003) disprove the use the acronym M&E 

(monitoring and evaluation) as it suggests that we are looking at a single function without making 

a clear distinction between the two.

Monitoring ensures that implementation is moving according to plans and if not, the 

project manager takes corrective action. Monitoring enhances project management decision 

making during the implementation thereby increasing the chances of good project performance 

(Crawford and Bryce, 2003: and Gyorkos, 2003). It also facilitates transparency and 

accountability of the resources to the stakeholders including donors, project beneficiaries and the 

wider community in which the project is implemented. Monitoring tracks and documents 

resource use throughout the implementation of the project (PASSLA, 2004: Uitto, 2004).

Evaluation assesses project effectiveness in achieving its goals and in determining the 

relevance and sustainability of an ongoing project (McCoy, 2005). It compares the project impact
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with what was set to be achieved in the project plan (Shapiro, 2004). Evaluations are mainly of 

two types depending on when they take place. These are formative and summative evaluations. 

Formative Evaluation is concerned more with efficient use of the resources to produce outputs 

and focuses on strengths, weakness, and challenges of the project and whether the continued 

project plan will be able to deliver the project objectives or it needs redesigning (PASSIA, 2004). 

Formative evaluations are sometimes called interim or midterm evaluations. Summative 

evaluations are carried out at the end of the project and aims at determining how the project 

progressed, what went right and wrong and capture any lessons learned (Shapiro,2004). Wellings 

and Macdowall (2000) identify two types of summative evaluations: processes evaluation and 

outcome evaluation. Process evaluation is geared towards guiding future projects by facilitating 

organizational learning by documenting good practices and mistakes. Outcome evaluation is 

concerned with the extent to which the set objectives were achieved and how we can attribute the 

role of project to the outcomes.

23 Factors that Influence Monitoring and Evaluation of Projects
\  •

In order to carry out monitoring and evaluation effectively, there are some critical factors 

that must be taken into account. These include use of relevant skills, sound methods, adequate 

resources and transparency, in order to be of quality (Jones et al, 2009). The resources here 

include skilled personnel and financial resources. Rogers (2008) suggests the use of multi- 

stakeholders’ dialogues in data collection, hypothesis testing and in the intervention, in order to 

allow greater participation and recognize the differences that may arise. All these must be done 

within a supportive institutional framework while being cognizant of political influence. The 

factors are described below in detail.

23.1 Institutional Framework and Monitoring and Evaluation.

Evaluation is influenced by institutional factors (Braun et al, 2006).The organizational 

governance and leadership structure is obviously shaped by its origins (who where the champions 

in the inception of the institution, their leverage, their contacts and their beliefs). The knowledge 

management processes within the institution should also be taken into account, since important 

know-how transferences can take place within the organization (Vanesa and Gala, 2011).
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Jones (2009) suggests that there is a need for a broader, strategic framework for impact 

evaluation production. In this sense, it becomes relevant whether the organization has a strategic 

planning process where the evaluation can be framed. The monitoring and evaluation should be 

prepared as an integral part of the project plan and design (PASSIA, 2004: and McCoy, 2005).

Besides, a baseline study should be undertaken before the project commences so that the 

condition prior to the implementation of the project is determined. This aids the evaluation 

function in order to determine whether the designed project did have an impact (Webb and Elliot, 

2002: and Gyorkos, 2003).

Monitoring and evaluation should be aided by a coherent structured conceptual 

framework which will aid in identifying the logic behind project elements. One of the best 

practices that have been adopted because of its structured approach is the use of the Logical 

Framework Analysis as a tool to aid both the planning and the monitoring and evaluation 

functions during implementation (Aune, 2000: and FHI, 2004).
\  t

Apart from this, there should be an individual who is directly in charge of the monitoring 

and evaluation as a main function (Kelly and Magongo, 2004). Identification of different 

personnel for the different activities of the monitoring and evaluation such as data collection, 

analysis, report writing, dissemination of the monitoring and evaluation findings should be done, 

too (AUSAID, 2006: Gyorkos, 2003: and McCoy, 2005). These activities should be in the project 

schedule (IFRC, 2001: AUSAID, 2006) and their frequencies predetermined according to the 

project size (FHI, 2004).

Within the institutional framework, there is need for a dissemination plan of monitoring 

and evaluation findings or reports to the community and beneficiaries and to the implementing 

staff to improve on their implementation practices and strategies (Gyorkos, 2003: McCoy, 2005). 

Part of institutional framework includes legalization of the practice. According to Khan A. 

(1998), Monitoring and Evaluation institutions created through legislation appear to acquire 

greater permanency and stability than those created through executive action; the latter seem to 

experience constant shifts in location, resources and budget.
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The CDF Act (2003) establishes 5 committees to aid in the proper management of CDF. 

These institutions are the CDF board established under section 5(1) and operating at the national 

level. Constituencies Fund Committee established under section 27(1) and operating at the 

national (Parliamentary) level, District Projects Committee established under section 39 (1) and 

operating at the district level, Constituency Development Committee established under section 23 

(1) and operating at the Constituency level and Projects Management Committees recognized 

under section 30 (1) and operating at the community level (CDF Act,2003 :CGD, 2007).

The composition and functions of each of these institutions is spelt out in the CDF Act. 

Proper coordination between these institutions is critical for effective linkages between the 

various actors at the various levels to ensure effective implementation of CDF projects. Figure 1 

depicts the CDF organizational structure of monitoring Committees.

The Constituency Fund Committee (CFC)
The CDF Parliamentary Committee oversees implementation of CDF

..........................
The Board of Management of CDF-Responsible for national 
Coordination of CDF

O
The District Projects Committee (DPC)-District coordination and 
harmonization Commits

The Constituency Development Fund Committee (CDC) -Appointed 
by the MP to manage CDF in the Constituency

.......— O :  . , ,  ■ ■■
Project Management Committee (PMC)-Committee comprising 
members of the public who manage and oversee an individual CDF 
project

Figure 1. Institutions under CDF 

Source: CDF Guidelines 2004

The District Development Officer who is also the secretary to the District Development 

Committee is the AIR (Authority to Incur Expenditure) holder for the CDF. S/he is mandated to 

coordinate development in the district while ensuring there is no duplication. However the district 

line ministry officials are not directly answerable to the Board according to Kenya Human Rights 

Commission (KHRC, 2010).
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The Constituencies Development Fund faces challenges which make Monitoring and 

Evaluation key in its management. The CDF website states that Monitoring and Evaluation of 

CDF projects is to be undertaken by the local communities, projects implementation committees, 

Constituencies Development Committee, the District Project Committees, the Constituencies 

Fund Committees and the CDF Board (www.cdf.go.ke). However, high turnover rates within the 

committee membership makes monitoring and evaluation difficult (CDF Strategic Plan, 2011).

Mapesa and Kibua (2006) found glaring management deficiencies within CDF. For 

example, whereas the CDF projects are in line with national development needs, the institutions 

for decision-making are weak, accountability and transparency mechanisms are absent; there is 

insufficiency of technical staff, poor community participation and generally low awareness levels 

among intended beneficiaries.

2.3.2 Training and Monitoring and Evaluation

The technical capacity of the organization in conducting evaluations, the value and
\  •

participation of its human resources in the policymaking process, and their motivation to impact 

decisions, can be huge determinants of how the evaluation’s lessons are produced, communicated 

and perceived (Vanessa and Gala, 2011).

Human resources on the project should be given clear job allocation and designation 

befitting their expertise, if they are inadequate then training for the requisite skills should be 

arranged. For projects with staff that are sent out in the field to carry out project activities on their 

own there is need for constant and intensive on site support to the outfield staff (Ramesh, 2002: 

and Reijer et al., 2002).

One of the larger aspects of developing employee's skills and abilities is the actual 

organizational focus on the employee to become better, either as a person or as a contributor to 

the organization. The attention by the organization coupled with increased expectations following 

the opportunity can lead to a self-fulfilling prophecy of enhanced output by the employee (Pearce 

and Robinson 2004).
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Foresti, (2007) argues this means not just training, but a whole suite of learning 

approaches: from secondments to research institutes and opportunities to work on impact 

evaluations within the organization or elsewhere, to time spent by program staff in evaluation 

departments and, equally, time spent by evaluators in the field.

Evaluations must also be independent and relevant. Independence is achieved when it is 

‘carried out by entities and persons free of the control of those responsible for the design and 

implementation of the development intervention’ (OECD, 2002 and Gaarder and Briceno, 2010). 

Research shows that it is vital to determine what methods are appropriate to the users’ needs, the 

given context, and issues of data, baselines and indicators (Hulme, 2000).

Despite the fact that the Constituencies Development Fund disbursement is growing at

higher rate, the Fund commits 2% of its budget for capacity building into which Monitoring and

Evaluation of CDF Projects is included. What is demanded of the Board and by extension, the

community level organs together with which it operates, cannot be met by the current capacity
\  •

both in terms of human resource as well as available skills (CDF Board, Strategic Plan, 2011).

233  Budgetary Allocation and Monitoring and Evaluation

The project budget should provide a clear and adequate provision for monitoring and 

evaluation activities. A monitoring and evaluation budget can be clearly delineated within the 

overall project budget to give the monitoring and evaluation function the due recognition it plays 

in project management (Gyorkos, 2003: and McCoy, 2005). A monitoring and evaluation budget 

should be about 5 to 10 percent of the total budget (Kelly and Magongo, 2004: IFRC, 2001: and 

AIDS Alliance, 2006).

According to the Constituencies Development Act (2003), at the Constituency level, a 

maximum of 3% of each constituency’s annual allocation may be used for administration, 15% 

for an education bursary scheme, 2% for sports activities and 2% for environmental activities. 

Although CDF does not cover recurrent costs it allows 3% of the constituency’s annual allocation 

to be used for recurrent expenses of vehicles, equipment and machinery since they constitute 

development projects under the CDF Act.
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It is important to note that only 2% may be allocated for Monitoring and Evaluation of 

ongoing projects and capacity building activities while 5% is kept aside as an emergency reserve 

to be made available for emergencies that may occur in the Constituency like drought and famine. 

Likoni constituency has allocated only 1.1% of its budget for capacity building; far below the 2% 

guideline (CDF Office, Likoni).

2 j #4 Stakeholder Participation and Monitoring and Evaluation

Engaging stakeholders in discussions about the what, how, and why of program activities 

is often empowering for them and, additionally, promotes inclusion and facilitates meaningful 

participation by diverse stakeholder groups (Donaldson, 2003). Stakeholder participation means 

empowering development beneficiaries in terms of resource and needs identification, planning on 

the use of resources and the actual implementation of development initiatives (Chambers, 1997; 

Chitere, 1994).

Best practice examples demonstrate that a central factor facilitating uptake of evaluations
\  •

is stakeholder involvement. This involvement must be brought in at the early stages of the 

Evaluation process, include the support of high-profile champions and attract political agents 

interested in learning or using instruments to demonstrate effectiveness (Jones, 2009).

Proudlock (2009) also found that the whole process of impact evaluation, and particularly 

the analysis and interpretation of results, can be greatly improved by the participation of intended 

beneficiaries, who are after all the primary stakeholders in their own development and the best 

judges of their own situation. However, stakeholder engagement needs to be managed with care- 

too much stakeholder involvement could lead to undue influence on the evaluation, and too little 

could lead to evaluators dominating the process (Patton, 2008).

Although the CDF allows the community to identify the projects close to their interests at 

the Location Development Committee levels (CDF Act, 2003), it’s difficult to tell their level of 

competency in determining what is beneficial in the long run or how to integrate the projects 

within neighbouring locations or constituencies for maximum benefit (Mwangi, 2005).

* V
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Whether the community participates in the identification of projects depends on how the 

jvtp shapes the boundaries of engagement. There are those who will be invited and those who will 

not be invited in the identification of projects in CDF. The projects identified by those close to 

ft# MP are said to be passed as having been identified by the community (Mungai M, 2009).

As Gaventas argues, ‘without prior awareness building so that citizens possess a sense of 

their own right to claim rights or express voice, the mechanisms for participation may be captured 

by prevailing interests.’

2.3.5 Politics and Monitoring and Evaluation

Choices regarding the purpose and scope of impact evaluations are political and have

important implications for the selection of appropriate methodologies, the kinds of knowledge

and conclusions generated, and follow-up and use of these. It is crucial therefore, that adequate

time is factored in for the meaningful participation of all stakeholders in defining the purpose and

scope of impact evaluations (Patton, 2008; Sandison, 2006;Proudlock , 2009)
\  •

The key issue is whether the questions being posed in the impact evaluation are relevant 

to these needs. If they are not, then there is a high likelihood the evaluation will not see 

substantial take-up (Patton, 2008). As Robert Chambers has put it: ‘the starting point would be to 

ask about the political economy of the evaluation: who would gain? Who might lose? And how? 

And, especially, how was it intended and anticipated that the findings would make a difference?’ 

(Chambers, 2009).

The CDF is virtually under the control of politicians who not only propose the projects in 

their constituencies but also present and vote for their estimates in Parliament. It is odd and 

against the principle of separation of powers for Members of Parliament to submit annual 

estimates to themselves for approval, take part in the actual spending and then query the spending 

themselves through Public Accounts Committee or Public Investments Committee (Ongoya & 

Lumallas, 2005). To the extent that members of Parliament have a key role in the identification 

^ d  implementation of the projects, we do expect choices are influenced by political 

maximization (Mwangj, 2005).
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Mapesa and Kibua (2006) found that majority of constituents in some selected 

constituencies in Kenya took CDF funds for the local politicians own development gesture 

extended to the people. With this kind of mentality, it is expected that when such funds are 

embezzled, the local people may not know, and if so may be unable to question or may not know 

the channels through which to complain.

The CDF Act (2003) allows Members of Parliament (MPs) to be members of the 

Constituency Development Fund Committees which must be constituted within 60 days of the 

new parliament and consists of 15 members. This includes MP as chairperson, unless he/she opts 

out where the CDFC elects, two councilors, one District Officer within the area, two religious 

leaders, two representatives of men, two representatives of women, one representative of youth, a 

representative of Non-Governmental Organizations within the area and a maximum of three other 

persons from the constituency such that the number doesn’t exceed fifteen. An officer is seconded 

by the Board as an ex-officio member (CDF Act, 2003). The structure and management of CDF 

makes it vulnerable to political manipulation.
\  •

The institutional framework, level of training (technical capacity), budgetary allocation, 

stakeholder participation (involvement) and political influence are key factors in monitoring and 

evaluation of projects.

2.4 Project Monitoring and Evaluation Process and Approaches

Monitoring and Evaluation should be integral components of the project management 

cycle including project planning and design (PASSLA, 2004). Gyorkos (2003) notes that project 

planners should include a clearly delineated monitoring and evaluation plan as an integral part of 

the overall project plan that include monitoring and evaluation activities, persons to carry out the 

activities, frequency of activities, sufficient budget for activities and specification of the use of 

monitoring and evaluation findings.
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Monitoring and Evaluation are integral parts of the Project Cycle Management as Figure 2 shows.

Analysis Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation

Figure 2. Monitoring and Evaluation in the Project Cycle 

Source: COWI (Danish Consultants), 2009

Figure 2 illustrates how an intervention makes use of resources in order to meet specific 

goals and needs. The intervention is the process designed to achieve the goals. The initial request 

for support is analyzed using Logical Framework Analysis (LFA). LFA is also used to design the 

strategy, design the intervention and specify which indicators to use when monitoring progress. 

Finally, evaluation is the tool for providing knowledge for continued implementation. Ex-post 

evaluation may be used for impact assessment (Mikkelseri, 1995).

Jody and Ray (2004) identify the complementary roles of the two functions. Information 

from monitoring feeds into evaluation in order to understand and capture any lessons in the 

middle or at the end of the implementation with regard to what went right or wrong for learning 

purposes. This could lead to redesigning the project.

2.4.1 Logical Framework Approach to Monitoring and Evaluation

The logical framework approach (LFA) has come to play a central role in the planning 

and management of development and aid interventions. It was first used by the United States 

military, and then adopted by the National Space Agency (NASA) before being used by USAID 

for development projects. European development organizations began using it in the 1980s and 

by the end of the 1990s, the LFA (or an adapted form of it) had become the standard approach 

required by many donors for grant applications (Aune, 2000: Reidar, 2003: and Kaplan and
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Garent, 2005). The result of the Logical Framework Approach shows the relationship of inputs, 

processes, outputs, outcomes and goals of the project plus underlying assumptions (Crawford and 

Bryce, 2003). Table 2.1 illustrates components of a logical framework (log frame).

Table 2.1
logical Frame Work Matrix (Log Frame)

Narrative Objectively
verifiable
indicators

Means
verifying
Indicators

of Assumptions 
the

Final Goals
(Developmental
Objective)

Impact

Goal OutcomeProject Purpose
(Immediate
Objective)

Outcome Indicators Surveys

Output Output Indicators Surveys Output outcome

Processes/ Activities Process Project Reports Activity Output 
Assumptions

Input Input Indicators Project Reports 
\

Input activity 
Assumptions

Source: Adapted from AusAID, 2000

Inputs are the resources used in the project to produce outputs. These include equipment, 

financial and human resources. The tasks carried out to implement the project are referred to as 

processes or activities. Outputs are information, products, or results produced by undertaking 

projects activities. Outputs usually reflect a result achieved in a relatively short time period (0-2 

years) (McCoy, 2005). Outcomes are immediate impact of the out puts of the projects on the 

community.

Goals or impact are the long term outcomes of the project. McCoy (2005) defines impact 

as the overall and long-term effects of an intervention/project usually over a longer period (5-10 

years). Goals are usually general desirable conditions the project should bring about: the goal 

may be divided into smaller objectives. These objectives should be Specific, Measurable, 

Achievable, Realistic, Achievable and Time bound (SMART) (Reijer, 2002).
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Indicators enable managers to track progress, demonstrate results, and take corrective 

action to improve project performance (World Bank, 2004). Uitto (2004) defines indicators as 

Quantitative or qualitative measures that can be used describe situations and changes in them over 

a period time. Indicators in the simplest terms tell us about the situation, they signal the status of

a situation.

The logical framework has the vertical axis presenting a logical hierarchy of objectives 

ofld assumptions based on cause and effect logic known as ‘Vertical logic” of the project. The 

horizontal axis of the matrix can be verified at each level in the vertical logic and is known as the 

“horizontal logic” of the project (Crawford and Bryce, 2003).

According to the International Federation of Red Cross (2001), the LFA is used to

monitor whether finances, personnel, materials are available in right amounts and in time and quality.

The activities will be checked whether they are being done within schedule and cost. They will be

monitored to check whether they lead to the right outputs and outcomes.
\  •

2.4.2 Theoretical Framework for Monitoring and Evaluation in Projects

Chen (1990) described theory as a frame of reference that helps humans understand their 

world and how to function within it. The first major boom in evaluation occurred in the United 

States in late 1960s and 70s under the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations, when social 

programs were developed on a grand scale and heavily supported by federal funding under the 

policies of the "War on Poverty" and the "Great Society" (Rossi, Lipsey, Freeman, 2004). New 

theories of evaluation practice, methods, and tools are being developed and refined to address a 

much broader and diverse range of evaluation practice challenges. The Evaluation Theory 

consists of Social Science Theory and Program Theory.

Social Science Theory can play several important roles in evaluation practice. Such theory 

prior research can be very informative for initial needs assessment and program design. A 

careful examination of available literature, including primary studies, may turn up knowledge 

about effective strategies for dealing with the problems of concern, lessons learned about what
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does not work, which may save program designers and evaluators time and resources (Donaldson, 

2001; Lipsey, 1990).

Program Theory on the other hand guides an evaluation by identifying key program 

elements and articulating how these elements are expected to relate to each other. Data collection 

plans are then made within the framework in order to measure the extent and nature of each 

element’s occurrence. Once collected, the data are analyzed within the framework. First, data that 

have been collected by different methods or from different sources on the same program element 

are triangulated (Denzin, 1970; Greene, Caracelli, and Graham, 1989; Mathison, 1988). Second, 

the pattern of relationships found in the data is compared to the pattern of relationships articulated 

in the program theory (Marquart, 1990; Scott & Sechrest, 1989; Trochim, 1989; Yin, 1994). 

Stake (1967) presented a model that calls for describing the intended antecedents (whatever needs 

to be in place before a program is operational), transactions (activities and outputs), and outcomes 

of a program. Then data on the program in operation are compared to what was intended and to 

what the standards are for that kind of program.
\  •

Another early proponent of program theory, Weiss (1972) recommended using path 

diagrams to model the sequence of steps between a program's intervention and the desired 

outcomes. This kind of causal model helps the evaluator identify the variables to include in the 

evaluation, discover where in the chain of events the sequence breaks down, and stay attuned to 

changes in program implementation that may affect the pattern depicted in the model.

Program theory is defined in evaluation practice today as the construction of a plausible 

and sensible model of how a program is supposed to work (Bickman, 1987) or a set of 

propositions regarding what goes on in the black box during the transformation of input to 

output, that is, how a bad situation is transformed into a better one through treatment inputs 

(Lipsey, 1993). It is also looked at as the process through which program components are 

presumed to affect outcomes.

Rossi (2004) describes program theory as consisting of the organizational plan which 

deals with how to gamer, configure, and deploy resources, and how to organize program
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activities so that the intended service delivery system is developed and maintained. The theory 

jjso deals with the service utilization plan which looks at how the intended target population 

receives the intended amount of the intended intervention through interaction with the programs 

service delivery system. Finally, it looks at how the intended intervention for the specified target 

population brings about the desired social benefits (impact).

Rogers, as cited by Uitto (2000) identifies advantages of the theory based framework to 

monitoring and evaluation to include being able to attribute project outcomes to specific projects 

or activities and identify unanticipated and undesired programme or project consequences.

Theory based evaluations enable the evaluator to tell why and how the programme is working 

(Weiss, 2003: and Birkmayer and Weiss, 2000).

2.5 The Main Concerns

There is therefore a concern about the organizational and management structure of the 

CDF since the politicians (MPs) control the project formulation and disbursement of the finances. 

Besides they control the CDFC and at times are chairmen or patrons. The latter title does not even 

exist in the Act (Ongoya and Lumallas, 2005). This essentially means they are likely to influence 

what aspects of a project to monitor and what information to be shared with other stakeholders.

Secondly, the Logical Framework Approach of project formulation and implementation is 

largely ignored. Some of the projects in the education and health sectors are idle due to lack of 

personnel (KHRC, 2010). Projects are prioritized not because of the immediate socio-economic 

needs but for political maximization (Mwangi, 2005). Besides community mobilization is likely 

to suffer due to the feeling that the CDF money is free. This causes ‘fiscal illusion’ (Mwangi, 

2005). Finally, projects cutting across locational or constituency borders will be avoided since 

communities want to ‘own’ their own projects and as such they wouldn’t prioritize or consider 

projects whose benefits seep over to neighbouring constituencies, clans or tribes (Mwangi, 
2005).
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2 6 Conceptual Framework

Figure 3 below shows the relationship among the variables.

Independent Variables Dependent Variable

Moderating Variable

Figure 3. Conceptual Framework

The Conceptual Framework gives a depiction on how the variables relate to one another. 

The variables defined here are the independent, dependent and moderating variables. An 

independent variable influences and determines the effect of another variable (Mugenda 1999). 

The independent variables in this study are level of staff training, institutional framework, 

budgetary allocation and stakeholder participation. Dependent variable is that factor which is 

observed and measured to determine the effect of the independent variable (Nyandemo). The 

dependent variable is effective monitoring and evaluation of CDF projects. The moderator 

variable is that which is measured, manipulated to discover whether or not it modifies the
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relationship between the independent variable and the dependent variable (Nyademo).The 

political influence is identified as a moderating variable.

Evaluations should be carried on with the relevant skills, sound methods, adequate 

resources and transparency, in order to be of quality (Jones et al, 2009). This implies the training 

of personnel largely determines the effectiveness of monitoring and evaluation.

The institutional framework for doing the monitoring process must equally be very clear. Impact 

evaluation is influenced by institutional factors (Braun et al, 2006).The organizational governance 

and leadership structure is obviously a factor in monitoring and evaluation.

Another crucial factor to consider is the budgetary allocation. A monitoring and 

evaluation budget can be clearly delineated within the overall project budget to give the 

monitoring and evaluation function the due recognition it plays in project management (Gyorkos, 

2003: and McCoy et al., 2005).Greater participation is equally necessary. Rogers (2008) suggests 

the use of multi-stakeholders dialogues in data collection, hypothesis testing and in the 

intervention, in order to allow greater participation and recognize the differences that may arise.

Apart from a coherent framework, politics also plays a very huge role. As Robert 

Chambers has put it: ‘the starting point would be to ask about the political economy of the 

evaluation: who would gain? Who might lose? And how? And, especially, how was it intended 

and anticipated that the findings would make a difference?’ (Chambers, 2009).

2.7 Summary of Chapter

This chapter has differentiated monitoring from evaluation in projects. Although 

monitoring is continuous; evaluation is periodic and aims at addressing relevance, effectiveness 

and impact of projects. It has also looked at institutional framework, training, budgetary 

allocation, stakeholder participation and political influence as factors that influence monitoring 

and evaluation of projects. The Evaluation Theory consisting of Program and Social Science sub

theories and their interrelationships was described. The Logical Framework Approach to 

monitoring and evaluation was equally discussed. The Conceptual Framework diagram was then 

drawn and the factors explained.
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the research design and the methodology used in this study. It also 

highlights the research design, target population, sampling technique and sample size, the 

methods of data collection, the instruments for data collection and procedures, quality control 

which includes validity, reliability and ethical considerations.

3.2 Research Design

This study used descriptive survey research design to ascertain and make assertions on

how level of training of personnel, institutional framework, budgetary allocation, stakeholder

participation and political influence affect effectiveness of Monitoring and Evaluation of CDF

projects. Descriptive research studies are those studies which are concerned with describing the

characteristics of a particular individual or of a group and ascertain whether variables are

associated (Kothari, 2004). Survey research seeks to obtain information that describes existing
\  •

phenomena by asking individuals about their perceptions, attitudes, behaviour or values 

(Mugenda and Mugenda 1999).

The descriptive survey method was chosen by the researcher as the appropriate method 

for the research at hand because it is the most appropriate in collecting data about the 

characteristics of a large population in terms of being cost effective and within the constraints of 

time available. Moreover, the questionnaire is employed as the main tool for data collection 

(Harrison and Clock, 2004, and Kelley et aL, 2002). It also produces data based on real world 

observation which makes the data empirical. Descriptive data are typically collected through a 

questionnaire survey, interview or by observation (Mugenda and Mugenda, 1999).

3.3 Target Population

A population can be defined as the complete set of subjects that can be studied: people, 

objects, animals, plants, organizations from which a sample may be obtained (Shao, 1999).

The target population consisted of all the Project Management Committee members charged with 

moiutoring and evaluating all the 29 CDF projects within Likoni Constituency (CDF Office,
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2 0 \\). These included the Location Development Committees and Project Management 

Committees found in Mtongwe, Shika Adabu, Ganjoni, Likoni, Bofu and Timbwani wards.

Self administered questionnaires were purposively given to key informants who had relevant 

information such as District Education Officer (DEO), District Development Officer (DDO), 

CDF Project Coordinator and Fund Accounts Manager. Subsequent meetings were also arranged 

with these officers to clarify some answers given in the questionnaires. This population was 

chosen on the basis of their mandate to monitor and evaluate projects undertaken under 

Constituencies Development Fund (www.cdf.go.ke)

3.4 Sample size and Sampling Procedure

Researchers usually cannot make direct observations of every individual in the population 

they are studying. Instead, they collect data from a subset of individuals (a sample) and use those 

observations to make inferences about the entire population (Zickmund 1991).

A purposive sample of projects within schools was extracted from the list of all projects in
\  •

the constituency. With the help of the Constituency Fund Accounts Manager, a list of all active 

projects within schools aimed at infrastructural developments was then prepared. There were 6 

Primary schools and 3 secondary schools where CDF projects were active. These Projects were 

within various wards (locations) in Likoni Constituency namely: Mtongwe, Shika Adabu, 

Ganjoni, Likoni, Bofu and Timbwani. Most projects involved infrastructural development like 

painting, roofing, flooring and constructing new classrooms, installing electricity and plumbing. 

It was discovered that projects within the schools were run largely using existing School 

Management Committees in primary schools and Project Management Committees in Secondary 

schools which replaced the Location Development Committees. A purposive sample consisting of 

Chairmen, Secretaries and Treasurers of these Committees was then selected since they were 

more likely to be involved in the monitoring and evaluation of the projects under their 

jurisdiction.

All the 9 schools were then included in the study because the area of study was reachable. 

A total of 27 project management officials from the schools and 4 key informants were thus 

^geted for this research.
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fhe population studied was as shown in Table 3.1. 

Table 3-1 Population o f Study

Category Number
Project Management Committee/School Management 

Committee officials

27

Fund Accounts Manager 1

Project Coordinator 1

District Development Officer 1

District Education Officer 1

Total 31

3.5 Data Collection Instruments

Gathering of information and selection of data included both quantitative and qualitative 

methods. A questionnaire was used to gather primary data. Shao (1999) defines a questionnaire as 

a formal set of questions or statements designed to gather information from respondents that 

accomplish research objectives. 4 •

A series of structured and unstructured questions were used. The self administered 

questionnaires were dropped and later picked from the respondents through the secretaries of the 

committees who were the school head teachers. The key informants’ questionnaires were 

delivered personally. The data was collected between May 20 and June 15, 2011. In order to 

improve response rates, the researcher maintained telephone contacts with the head teachers to 

follow up on data collection.

The first part of the questionnaire collected personal information, the next concentrated on 

location of projects and committee membership. The subsequent sections asked questions on 

training and budgetary allocation of funds. Other sections also asked questions on monitoring and 

evaluation practice. Key informants were then met to clarify and get opinions on monitoring and 

evaluation of CDF projects. Secondary data was drawn from CDF records, journals and theses on 

the internet. The data was used as a basis through which the research was carried out.
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^5.1 Validity of Research Instruments

Validity indicates the degree to which an instrument measures what it is supposed to 

measure while reliability of an instrument is when it gives consistent results (Kothari, 2004). 

Internal validity was achieved by ensuring questions counterchecked one another. The answers in 

some questions were used to verify or clarify earlier given answers. The questions were also 

phrased logically and sequentially in simple language.

3.5.2 Reliability of Research Instruments

Reliability refers to the degree to which a research instrument yields consistent results or 

data after repeated trials (Mugenda and Mugenda, 1999). The questionnaire was pilot-tested to 

some selected subjects with the outcome being used to improve it by ensuring the data obtained is 

largely relevant to the subjects.

3.6 Methods of Data Analysis and Presentation Techniques.

The data was edited to eliminate mistakes and ensure consistency. The data was then,
> •

coded using Ms Excel Software and classified into meaningful categories for analysis. This was 

to assess whether any associations between the variables existed. The data was then tabulated to 

capture salient details of the questionnaire. Summaries were then drawn using tables, frequencies, 

percent ages, mean averages and standard deviations as appropriate. Descriptive analysis of the 

data collected was mainly in narrative form but greatly making use of the values where 

appropriate to clarify details.

3.7 Ethical Considerations

The study participants were informed of the aims of the study. Questions involving levels of 

education may have been embarrassing and demoralising particularly to those with extremely low 

levels of education. For this reason, the following ethical considerations were taken into account:

a) Response to the questionnaire and participation in the study were purely voluntary.

b) The respondents were assured of confidentiality.

c) Permission was sought from the University of Nairobi which has ownership of this 

research and the Ministry of Education, through the area District Education Officer. 

Approval to collect data was also obtained from the District Commissioner’s office.
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3.8 Operational Definition of Variables

fable 3.2 shows the types of variables, their indicators and how they were measured.

Table 3.2
Operationalisation o f  Variables

V a r i a b l e T y p e  o f  V a ria b le In d ic a to r M e a su rem en t Scale

"vlonitoring and
Evaluation

W eak
A d eq u a te

G ood

Dependent M & E M eetings 

Reports

0 per m onth=W eak
1 per m onth=A dequate
2 and m ore per month 
=  G ood
0 Q uarter ly=W eak
1 Q u a r te r ly  Adequate
2 or m ore= Good 
Presen t^  Yes 
A bsen t^  N o

Ordinal

Level o f staff 
training in M & E 
Excellent 
Very G o o d  
G ood
S a tis fa c to ry
W eak

Independent -Level o f  training in M &E.

-No. o f  W orkshops attended 
in M & E

G raduate = Excellent 
D iplom a= V. Good 
C ertificate=  Good 
W orkshops= Satisfactory 
N o tra in ings W eak 
0= W eak 
1= A dequate 
D escriptive statistics

Ordinal

Institutional
Framework

Yes or N o

Independent -Presence o f  Docum ented 
M & E Guideline 
-Person in charge o f  M & E 
-Planning for M &E

P resen t^  Yes 
A bsent^  N o

D escriptive statistics

N om inal

Budgetary 
Allocation for 
M&£
H igh
A d eq u a te
Low

Independent -Percentage o f  Project Cost 

Presence o f  M &E Budget

M ore than 5% =High 
5% = A dequate 
Less than 5% = Low 
P resen ts Yes 
A bsent=  N o 
Percentages

Ordinal

N om inal

Stakeholder
Participation
A d eq u a te
Low

Independent -Percentage in M & E 
Com m ittee

-Com petence

50%  and above= 
A dequate
Less than 50% = Low 
G raduate =  Excellent 
D iplom a= V. Good 
O f A  level Certificate= 
G ood
Prim ary= Satisfactory 
B elow  Prim ary^ W eak

Ordinal

Political Influence
H igh
Low

M oderating
Variable

D istribution o f  Projects in 
w ards

- Length o f  m em bership in 
Com m ittees

40%  and above= High 
Less than 50% = Low

1-3 Y rs=  Presence o f  
interference

M ore than 4 yrs- 
A bsence o f  interference

Ordinal
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CHAPTER FOUR

DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

4#1 Introduction

This chapter presents the findings of the study and analysis from data collected fr0m 18

primary School Management Committee and 9 secondary school Project Management Committee

members purposively selected due to their role in monitoring and evaluating CDF projects The

response rate and the demographic characteristics and the respondents are presented. The

operational definition of variables in chapter three guided the formulation of the questionnaire

items which subsequently addressed the study objectives. Five major themes addressing the

factors affecting effective monitoring and evaluation of projects were addressed by the study

These were the level o f training o f committee members, institutional framework, the budgetary

allocation, stakeholder participation and political influence. The analysis and discussion in this

chapter focuses on these themes. After validation, the questionnaires were used for gathering

data. Simple descriptive statistics such as frequencies, percentages, mean averages and standard

deviations were used where appropriate for data analysis. The findings were presented in tables
\  •

4.2 Questionnaire Return Rate

A total of 27 self administered questionnaires were sent to the School and Project 

Management Committee members who had CDF projects active in their schools. These 

respondents were purposively selected due to the role they play in monitoring and evaluation of 

CDF projects according to the CDF Act (2003). Of these, 21 were completely filled and returned 

enabling a return rate of 78.8%. Baruch (2004) analyzed 175 surveys as reported in academic 

journals and found an average response rate of 36.1% with a standard deviation of 13.1% The 

questionnaire response rate was therefore acceptable.

4.3 Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

Six primary schools and three secondary schools were involved in the study. Four key 

mformants were purposively selected to fill up questionnaires. They consisted 0f the 

Constituency Project Coordinator, Fund Accounts Manager, District Education Officer and the 

District Development Officer. Follow up meetings were conducted to clarify and get their 

°Pmions on how CDF projects were being monitored and evaluated.
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In the committees, the study needed to establish the age, gender and educational level of 

each committee member. This was necessary to determine whether the committees had the right 

ualiflCati°ns to benefit from any training in monitoring and evaluation or participate optimally in 

projects during implementation. The gender characteristics would determine whether both 

genders would be represented equitably in the projects.

The other analyses were done according to the themes based on the objectives of the study.

Table 4.1 Ages o f Committee Members

Age in Years No. o f Respondents Percent

Below 30 0 0.0
31to 49 11 52.4
50 and Above 10 47.6

Total 21 100.0

The committees were analysed according to ages represented. This was important to 

provide indicators on whether the members would be easily available for training in monitoring 

and evaluation of projects. From Table 4.1 it is apparent there is no committee member less than 

30 years of age. All the committee members were above 30 years. Without the availability of the 

young people, it appears that there would be poor turnout even if training were to be availed for 

monitoring and evaluation. Conducting the training would be strenuous too, considering the 

majority of the committee members’ advanced age.

The respondents were then analysed based on gender. This was necessary in order to find 

out whether there is enough representation for both genders in projects.

Table 4.2 Gender o f Committee Members
Gender No. o f Respondents Percent

Male 13 61.9

Female 8 38.1

Total 21 100.0
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According to Table 4.2, the males were 61.9% while females were 38.1%. It appears the 

projects that would take care of the female gender in schools would not be adequately monitored 

or evaluated relevantly.

In order to participate meaningfully in monitoring and evaluation process or project 

management altogether, the committees’ level of education should enable this to be done easily. 

The respondents were asked to state their level of education according to Table 4.3.

Table 4.3 Educational Level o f Committee Members

Qualification No. o f  
Respondents

Percent

Primary and other 9 42.9

O/A Level Education 7 33.3

Diploma 2 9.5

Degree 3
\  •

14.3

Total 21 100.0

The majority of the respondents had Primary Level education and Lower at 42.9%. 

Degree and Diploma holders combined were 23.8%. The Degree holders were mainly the head 

teachers of secondary schools who participated in the study. It appears gainful contribution to the 

needs of the schools could be hampered by the low level of education exhibited by the majority of 

the respondents. The O and A Level Certificate holders were only 33.3%. This percentage is 

likely to have represented the head teachers in the primary schools who participated in the study. 

This means the heads of schools are largely working with illiterate members of the committees 

particularly in primary schools. As one head teacher confessed when the researcher called to 

confirm return of questionnaires, “Give me more time since I have to translate this questionnaire 

to the majority of my committee members.”

4.3.1 Level of training as a contributing factor to Monitoring and Evaluation

This analysis was done based on the first objective of study. These tables were then set 

acc°rdingly to help analyse the relationships.
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fable 4.4 shows the frequency of the number of committee members trained as distributed across 

wards from which schools were drawn.

fable 4.4 Distribution o f Training in Project Management

'Training Wards
Mtongwe Bofu Timbwani Shika Adabu Total Percent

frained 0 5 0 2 1 33.3
Mot Trained 8 1 3 2 14 66.7

'TotaF 8 6 3 4 21 100.0

The number of those trained in Table 4.4 shows that the majority of the committee 

members (66.7%) are not trained in any way concerning project management and specifically 

monitoring and evaluation of projects. Those trained are also found in two wards, Bofu (5) and 

Shika Adabu (2) only. It appears training of committees has not been part of the CDF program 

and if so, it is yet to reach project localities. Mtongwe has the largest number of members (8) but 

no training has taken place according to the results. According to the CDF Board, the main 

problem with capacity building is high turnover of the CDF committee members (CDF Strategic 

Plan, 2011). Training falls under capacity building. Those trained were also asked questions on 

use of baseline survey, Logical Framework Analysis and monitoring and evaluation planning. All 

the respondents did not carry out these.

In Timbwani, 100% of the respondents have not received any training yet they are in 

charge of projects; some of which involve millions of shillings.

The study sought find out the level of training prevalent among committee members. Table 4.5 

shows the level of training in Project Management and specifically Monitoring and Evaluation of 

projects.

«*•
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fable 4.5 Level o f  tra in ing  in M onitoring  and  Evaluation

ĵTvel of Training Number Trained Percent
^Degree 0 0.0
Diploma 0 0.0
Certificate 1 4.8
VVorkshop/Seminar 6 38.1
No Training 14 57.1

^FotaT 21 100.0

From the figures in Table 4.5, only one person had a certificate training where as the other 

six had only attended workshops and seminars. It appears therefore that the most common mode 

of training was through workshops and seminars (38.1%). It was not possible to tell whether this 

training was organised by the CDF or another body.

It became necessary to find out how many times the training had taken place in the past 

year since these projects were in progress. Table 4.6 shows the number of times the committee 

members were trained in the past year. * •

Table 4.6 Number o f Trainings Within the Past Year

No. of Trainings______________________ - Wards
Mtongwe Bofu Timbwani Shika

Adabu
Total Percent

Not Trained 8 4 3 2 17 81

Trained once 0 2 0 2 4 16

Trained twice 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 8 6
•

3 4 21 100

From Table 4.6 it appears only 16% of the respondents had been trained in the past one 

year. Besides, they had only been trained once in a calendar year. Considering that projects 

operate in conceptualization, feasibility, implementation and evaluation cycles, it is not possible 

to tell which of the cycles was targeted for training. It appears therefore, that all those who got the 

brining may have not trained in monitoring and evaluation wholly. None of the respondents had 

trained twice.
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When data from the key informants was examined, only one had training in monitoring 

^  evaluation. The key informant decried the inability to carry out monitoring tasks due to lack 

f expert^ m field of monitoring and evaluation. His role was reduced to a supervisory one, 

* -imply showing up to ensure some activity is on the ground’. One of the key informants had this 

feply on training, ‘that is the job of Ministry of Planning and Vision 2030 and the relevant line 

ministries.

It appears from the line ministry that the monitoring and evaluation of CDF projects has 

been left to the relevant Monitoring and Evaluation government units under the Ministry of 

planning and thus the subsequent training of committees are not taken care of. There is no clear 

structure on how these committees, the line ministry and the Ministry for National Planning and 

Vision 2030 engage.

Since some of the respondents had declared they were trained, their responses were

subjected to analysis on what constitutes best practice in monitoring and evaluation. This was
% •

lone with regard to how they planned and monitored their projects, how project information was 

lisseminated and finally, how they used Logical Frame Analysis. For this research, training in 

nonitoring and evaluation included knowledge on how to conduct needs assessment, plan for 

nonitoring and evaluation, use monitoring and evaluation tools such as Logical Framework 

Analysis and how to monitor activities and funds. The respondents who indicated they had been 

rained (16%) did not show any knowledge in these processes or tools, 

fhe criteria for measuring these practices were as shown in Table 4.7.

able 4.7 Criteria for Measurement

Response Scale
Never done 1
Sometimes done 2
Done all the times 3

^en the respondents’ data was analysed, the results were as shown in Table 4.8

«*• i
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Table 4.8 Implementation o f M&E Best Practices in CDF Projects

Best Practice Mean Standard
Deviation

Interpretation

Needs Assessment 2.3 1.9 Done but not always

Planning for M&E 1.4 0.7 Not done generally

Monitoring Project Expenditure 1.5 0.8 Not done generally

Monitoring Project Schedules 1.3 0.6 Not done generally

Disseminating Project Information 1.6 0.8 Not done generally

Documenting lessons leamt 1.3 0.5 Not done generally

Using Logical Framework Analysis 1.1 0.4 Not done generally

From Table 4.8, apart from ‘needs assessment’, all the mean averages are below two

which means planning, monitoring of expenditure and schedules, dissemination and

documentation of information are largely not done in the projects studied. The exception is seen
\  •

in needs assessment probably because it is a prerequisite for project approval. However, the 

standard deviation of 1.9 means it highly varies among the respondents. The majority of the 

practices indicate a standard deviation of less than 1 which means there is no variation in the 

respondent answers. This shows that in all the projects studied, the practices for monitoring and 

evaluation are not being observed consistently.

4.3.2 The effect of Institutional framework on Monitoring and Evaluation

The respondents’ data was then analysed to gauge their opinion on the level of awareness, 

satisfaction and implementation of monitoring and evaluation guidelines on a Likert Scale from 1 

to 5 as shown in Table 4.9

Table 4.9 M&E Guideline Measuring Criteria Scale

Opinion Scale
Extremely Dissatisfied 1
Dissatisfied 2
Neutral 3
Satisfied 4
Extremely Satisfied 5
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fable 4.10 shows the opinion of the respondents on existing awareness of how CDF projects are

being monitored and evaluated using current guidelines.

fable 4.10 Level o f Awareness o f Monitoring and Evaluation Guidelines

Opinion Respondents from Different Wards.—*■--------- Mtongwe Bofu Timbwani Shika
Adabu

Total Percent

Extremely Dissatisfied 1 0 0 1 2 9.5

Dissatisfied 6 4 0 0 10 47.6

Neutral 1 1 0 4 5 23.9

Satisfied 0 1 3 0 4 19.0

Extremely Satisfied 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

Total 8 6 3 4 21 100.0

In the study, the respondents were asked for their views on the level of awareness on 

monitoring and evaluation guidelines according to the CDF Act (2003). A total of 57.1% of the 

respondents were not satisfied with the level of awareness amongst the committee members with 

9.5% being extremely dissatisfied. Those who were neutral were 23.9%. This means 81% of the 

respondents were not aware of how monitoring and evaluation of CDF projects should be done. 

Besides, the majority did not even know which body is responsible for monitoring and 

evaluation.

The respondents were then asked whether they had assigned any of their members to be 

responsible for monitoring and evaluation of the projects under their care, or whether they knew 

to whom they should report monitoring information. In their response they indicated there was 

nobody assigned to monitor or evaluate projects. Besides they had nobody to report to directly on 

monitoring and evaluation issues.
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'fable 4.11 Level o f Satisfaction with Monitoring and Evaluation Guidelines

Opinion Respondents from  
Different Wards

gxtremely
pissatisfied

Mtongwe
1

Bofu
1

Timbwani
0

Shika Adabu Total 
1 3

%
14.3

pissatisfied 6 4 0 0 10 47.6

Meutral 1 0 0 3 4 19.0

Satisfied 0 1 3 0 4 19.0

Extremely Satisfied 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

TbtaP 8 6 3 4 21 100.0

The respondents were then asked of their opinions on whether they were satisfied with the 

monitoring and evaluation guidelines as they were at the moment in Table 4.11. A total of 61.9% 

were dissatisfied with 14.3% being extremely dissatisfied, 19% were neutral. In total 81% of the 

respondents were not satisfied with the monitoring and evaluation guidelines as constituted 

currently.

Table 4.12 Level o f Satisfaction with Implementation o f Monitoring and Evaluation Guidelines.

Opinion_______________________  Respondents from Different Wards
Mtongwe Bofu Timbwani Shika

Adabu
Total %

Extremely Dissatisfied 1 0 0 0 1 4.8

Dissatisfied 7 5 0 0 12 57.1

Neutral 1 0 0 3 4 19.0

Satisfied 0 1 3 0 4 19.0

Extremely Satisfied 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

Total 8 6 3 4 21 100.0

In table 4.12 the respondents’ opinions were sought on whether they were satisfied with 

how monitoring and evaluation guidelines are being implemented currently. The respondents

Seated 80% dissatisfaction with how the guidelines are implemented with 61% reporting not
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very satisfied. It appears the guidelines are unknown to the respondents, they are not satisfied 

with the status of implementation or how they are being implemented. It appears this is the main 

reas0n why projects either stall or are left incomplete. A head teacher in one of the high schools 

^der construction had this to say,” Up to now the plumbing work has not been done. Students 

can not access the wash rooms.” This was in response to an ablution block that has been idle for 

close to one year now. Yet another wrote on the questionnaire,” two class rooms are not yet fully 

completed yet they are occupied.” All the respondents, according to the survey indicated the 

project contractors were only monitored by the CDF office and they played minimal or no role at 

all in this respect. All these show that contractors work under less or no monitoring and claim 

payments with incomplete work. A key informant in the line ministry informed the researcher he 

plays no role and only goes to open the premises when they are complete.

The variations regarding respondents was then analysed using the mean averages and

standard deviations. The criteria for analysis was based on the Likert scale given earlier where

any mean average below 4 meant the ‘respondents were dissatisfied’ whereas a mean average

above 4 indicated ‘being satisfied’. Table 4.13 shows the results.
\  •

Table 4.13 Respondent Reaction to Monitoring and Evaluation Guidelines.

Opinion Item Mean Standard
Deviation

Interpretation

Awareness of Guidelines 2.57 0.98 Majority are consistently not 
aware.

Satisfaction with Guidelines 2.43 0.98 Majority are consistently 
dissatisfied.

Implementation of Guidelines 2.43 0.87 Majority not happy with 
implementation.

All the respondents indicated a mean average below three which means they were 

dissatisfied or extremely dissatisfied on each of the questions seeking their opinion on the 

bareness and implementation of monitoring and evaluation guidelines. All the questions 

^turned a standard deviation less than 1 indicating less variability on their responses.
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r
fable 4.14 D issem ination o f  M on itoring  a n d  Evaluation in form ation through m eetings

^Uedn8sin
past one
Months_____

Wards

Mtongwe Bofu Timbwani Shika
Adabu

Total Percent

None 7 5 0 1 13 62.0

One 1 0 0 3 4 19.0

2 or more 0 1 3 0 4 19.0

'Total 8 6 3 4 21 100.0

One of the major pillars of monitoring and evaluation is the availability of disseminated 

information in order to make informed decisions. After the respondents indicated they 

disseminated project information through meetings and reports, in Table 4.14, the committee 

members were asked how often they disseminated project information to the stakeholders through 

meetings. The majority (62%) of the committee members have not disseminated any project 

information to the CDF office or other community members formally in any forum. Only 38% 

had done so either once or twice in the past month. It appears it is not only difficult to get ready 

information from the committee members but also project related documents easily.

Table 4.15 Dissemination o f Monitoring and Evaluation information through Reports

Reports in 
past one 
Month

Wards

Mtongwe Bofu Timbwani Shika 
Adabu

Total Percent

None 1 5 0 2 14 66.7
One 1 1 0 1 3 14.3

2 or more 0 0 3 1 4 19.0

pfotal 8 6 3 4 21 100.0

The respondents were then asked according to Table 4.15 how often they disseminated 

formation through reports. In total, 66.7% had not prepared any reports, 14.3% had prepared 

°ne while 19% had prepared two or more reports in the last three months. Project reports aid in
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formal and summative evaluations. They can help in detecting whether the project is 

proceeding towards the intended goals or whether the right materials are being used. This would 

êlp stakeholders make timely decisions. It is therefore not surprising to find some projects 

stalling due to lack of information which could not be corrected in time due to unavailability of 

timely information through reports. One of the key informants totally felt the committee members 

vvere not aware about the existing guidelines on monitoring and evaluation. When asked about 

satisfaction and implementation of these guidelines, the informant was extremely dissatisfied, 

however, one key informant while agreeing the existing guidelines and their implementation 

were not satisfactory stated that the District Projects Committee was very aware of the CDF 

projects monitoring and evaluation guidelines.

4 j  J  Effect of Budgetary Allocation on Monitoring and Evaluation

The respondents were asked questions on their awareness of their project budget, the proportion 

of monitoring and evaluation budget as compared to the total project budget and whether their 

projects ended within budget.Table 4.16 shows awareness of Project Budget among committee
\ t

members.

Table 4.16 Level o f Awareness o f Project Budget

No. of
Respondents

Wards

Yes
Mtongwe

1
Bofu

2
Timbwani

3
Shika Adabu 

2
Total

8
Percent

38.1

No 7 4 0 2 13 61.9

Total 8 6 3 4 21 100.0

In Table 4.16, the respondents were first asked whether they knew the budget of their

project within the current financial year. The respondents who had no knowledge of the project

budget or allocation were 61.9% while those who knew were only 38.1%. It appears the

committee members were not in a position to calculate the budget variances since they couldn’t

tell budget levels. When asked whether they knew how long the project phases were to last, the

results resembled the ones above. This therefore means it is not possible to calculate schedule

variances or monitor project activities to ensure they are within scope, quality and cost. It thus

does not surprise that‘projects that ordinarily would take shorter periods took longer times to
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c0mplete. Mtongwe ward had the most number of respondents (7) unaware of the project budget,

^ is  could be as a result of being one of the most rural wards.

fable 4.17 Awareness o f Composition o f the Monitoring and Evaluation Budget within the 

project Budget

o f Respondents Wards
Mtongwe Bofu Timbwani Shika

Adabu
Total Percent

Yes 0 0 3 0 3 14.3

No 8 6 0 4 18 85.7

"Total 8 6 3 4 21 100.0

The respondents were then asked whether they were aware: of the composition of

Monitoring and Evaluation vote on the project budget as per Table 4.17. The respondents who did 

not know were 85.7% while those who knew were only 14.3%. Besides, when asked whether 

they were aware that the project budget includes monitoring and evaluation, they all responded in 

the negative. It appears therefore, that the School and Project Management Committees do not 

know the value of projects they are being asked to monitor or evaluate. They do not seem be 

eager to know either. They either don’t know how to, or don’t care since it is free. They do not as 

a result seem to care whether those contracted are doing their work or not.

Table 4.18 Project Completion within Budget

No. o f Respondents Wards
Mtongwe Bofu Timbwani Shika

Adabu
Total Percent

Yes 2 3 3 0 8 38.1

No 6 3 0 4 13 61.9

Total 8 6 3 4 21 100.0

In table 4.18, the respondents were then asked whether their project phases had completed 

within budget. The respondents who responded in the negative were 61.9% which formed the 

Majority. Only 38.1% indicated their projects were completed within budget. Some respondents
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indicated it is the contractors who knew the answer. On the budgetary allocation, one key 

informant clearly stated that no monitoring and evaluation is done in CDF projects. One of the 

informants stated,” Some projects are not completed within budget due to unforeseen costs on 

land ownership and fluctuation of cost of materials.”

4.3.4 Effect of Stakeholder Participation in Monitoring and Evaluation

In order fmd out the stakeholder involvement in committees, their composition in committees and 

occupations were analysed.

Table 4.19 Stakeholder Participation in School Management Committees

Groups represented No. of 
Respondents

Percent

School/Ministry of Education 9 43

Community 12 57
Provincial Administration 0 0
Religious Groups 0 0

CDF Nominee 4 ' 0 0
Total 21 100
Table 4.19 shows the representation of stakeholders in school management committees. 

The community is represented in the committee by 57% of the respondents. The other 43% are 

teachers who represent the Ministry of Education. It is important to note that these committees 

are active during project inception only. It appears therefore that the schools needs get articulated, 

proposed and forwarded to the CDF for consideration through the School Management 

Committee and that is all that the schools do. However, during implementation the schools are 

not party to the decisions involving projects in their schools. One of the head teachers had this to 

say to the researcher,” I do not have control over who works in this project. I only see materials 

brought, contractors do their work and go. I am not involved in any decision that takes place.” In 

yet another school which is being constructed involving millions of shillings, the head teacher 

does not have any stake. The project is being supervised by one of the MP’s close relatives. One 

of the key informants who should have every detail of projects said, “I am in charge of all 

projects but I have to rely on returns from the line ministries which should reach me every month. 

However, I don’t receive any.” Even though the head teachers are to represent the ministry of
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Table 4.20 Occupation of Committee Members

education’s interests, no reports or returns are forwarded to the DEO’s office. The key informant

I am involved when the facilities are being opened.”

Occupation No. o f  
Respondents

Percent

Teacher 9 42.8

Peasant Farmer 8 38.1

Business 4 19.1

Total 21 100.0

The committee members were then analysed based on their occupations as shown in Table

4.20. This was necessary in order to provide indications on how much time they would have for

monitoring project activities and meetings. The farmers were 38.1% while those engaged in

business were 19.1%. This gave a total of 57.2% which makes it appear the majority of the
\  •

committee members would be unavailable to supervise and evaluate the projects continuously or 

consistently. One head teacher had this to say, “I hold most of my meetings on a Sunday since 

during the week, the committee members are largely unavailable due their commitments.” 

Effective stakeholder participation is equally hindered by age, gender and low levels of education 

as seen in the demographics.

43.5 Effect of Politics on Monitoring and Evaluation

The data was then analysed for evidence of political interference. This was done by studying the 

distribution of projects and the length of service of committee members.

Table 4.21 Distribution of Projects Within the Constituency Wards

Schools Wards
Ganjoni Likoni Mtongwe Bofu Timbwani Shika

Adabu
Total %

Primary 0 0 3 2 0 1 6 t
Secondary 0 0 1 0 1 1 3
Total 0 0 4 2 1 2 9 1<
Percent 0 0 44.4 22.2 11.1 22.2 100.0
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In order to determine how much politics affected the monitoring and evaluation of 

projects, the respondents were asked to indicate the location of their projects. According to Table 

4 21 the projects in Mtongwe were 44.4% compared to Bofu and Shika Adabu with 22.2% while 

Likoni had none. Most of these projects were continuing projects. They were initiated in the 

previous political term. The former MP was a resident of Mtongwe ward. No doubt the 

concentrations of these projects are seen in the area. The current MP is a resident of Shika Adabu 

vvhich at 22.2% is gaining ground already. Projects seem not to be used as rewards but also to 

court support in areas where the MP is hunting for votes and this shows why a multi-million 

project is currently going on in Timbwani ward. Preference has also been given to primary 

schools (66.7%). This could be because the impact and appeal to voters will be felt widely.

Table 4.22 Length o f Time Served by Incumbent Committee Members

Duration in Office (in Yrs) No, o f  
Respondents

Percent

0-1 3 14.3

2-3 * 14 66.7
4-5 1 4.7
Over 5 3 . 14.3

Total 21 100.0

The respondents when analysed on their terms in office as committee members, 

According to Table 4.22, the majority had served between 2 and 3 years (66.7%). Those who had 

served over 5 years tied with those less than 1 year at 14.3%. A close examination of the majority 

group indicates they came into office at the earliest, in 2008 and this was shortly after the general 

elections in December 2007. This meant after these elections most of the committees changed 

leadership to reflect the political realities of the day. One of the respondents had this to write on 

the questionnaire when asked whether their project phases do end in time, “Our project has 

stalled due to political differences.’’One of the Project committee members on site of a new 

secondary school being built and a relative to the MP when asked why the secondary school head 

doesn’t seem to have more information on the project said, “we are protecting Mzee’s (MP’s) 

votes.” One of the key informants confessed the CDF would do quite a lot on the ground were it

Dot for political interference in the management of projects. With this influence, monitoring and
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aluation of the CDF projects would greatly be affected, 

rdinator is recruited by the MP and does errands more

Besides, the constituency project 

for the MP than supervise project

activities.



CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter represents the summary of the findings of the data collected, discussions, 

conclusions and proposed recommendations. They were based on the five objectives of the study 

one of which was to determine the influence of level of training of CDF committee members on 

effective monitoring and evaluation of CDF projects. The second and third were to assess the 

effect of institutional frame work and budgetary allocation on effective monitoring and evaluation 

of the CDF projects. The study also sought to establish the influence of stakeholder participation 

and politics on effective monitoring and evaluation of CDF projects.

5.2 Summary of findings

The findings of the study managed to address both the research questions and objectives. 

The study had set out to establish factors affecting'the effectiveness of monitoring and evaluation 

of CDF projects within the education sector in Likoni constituency, Likoni District.

On the effect of level of training, the study found there was low level of training of 

committee members charged with monitoring and evaluation of the projects under the CDF. 

Those not trained were 66.7% of the respondents. Besides, those trained had only attended 

workshops and seminars (38.1%). Even amongst these, only 19% had trained once in the past 

calendar year.

The study revealed that the committee members were not aware of the monitoring and 

evaluation guidelines (81%). They were also not satisfied with how they were being implemented 

(80%). A large number of the respondents disseminated the monitoring and evaluation 

information through meetings which were not regular with the majority (62%) not having held 

any meeting in the past month. They didn’t prepare monitoring and evaluation reports either with 

66.7% of the respondents not having prepared any monitoring and evaluation reports in the last 

three months on projects under them. This means there are no records with data to aid project
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jjAplementers on future similar projects. These findings agree with those of Aukot, Okendo and 

jCorir (2010), who argue that skills for effective monitoring information sharing may be lacking 

gniong the community members in CDF projects. They further agree there is no mechanism for 

information dissemination on ongoing projects including commencement and completion time, 

cost, those involved in the implementation and how.

The study found out that the respondents were not aware of the monitoring and evaluation 

budget for their projects (85.7%). They therefore could not tell what percentage it was of the total 

project budget. The biggest surprise was that the respondents could not tell how much they had 

been allocated for their projects as well (61.9%). Another 61.9% could not tell whether their 

project phases had been completed within budget. One of the respondents wrote down 

misappropriation and embezzlement of funds as one of the reasons the projects were never 

completed in time and within budget.

The study found out that the majority of the primary beneficiaries were represented in the 

projects at formulation stage (57%) only. They had little or no role after the projects were 

approved during implementation. Mapesa and Kibua (2006) fault the utilization of the fund on 

grounds of poor management and low community involvement.

It was also apparent the majority had low level of education as a hindrance to meaningful 

contribution in the monitoring and evaluation of the projects. Those with Primary Level 

education and below were 42.9% of the respondents. Although the teachers were at A/O Level 

and above in educational level, they were left as the main opinion leaders. The majority of the 

teachers may not have been trained in monitoring and evaluation of projects. Mwangi (2005) 

agrees that the average level of education in a constituency is expected to influence the 

involvement of the community and also the extent to which they are able to monitor the 

utilization of funds. It is therefore expected that CDF projects will be more in line with priorities 

in areas where the average level of education is higher.

The occupations of the stakeholders indicated they were farmers and businessmen (57.2%). 

This means they would hardly have time to monitor projects or get time for their evaluation.
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/vukot, Okendo and Korir (2010) agree with these findings stating that information collection has 

a time component which directly translates to a financial implication. Directly this may mean 

paying someone to collect the information while indirectly it may mean the cost forgone by the 

person who opts to collect information rather than engage in an economic activity. Besides, the 

ages of the respondents were quite advanced. Those over 50 years were 47.6%. This would make 

training them quite an arduous task even if they were to be available.

Other findings indicated that politics played a big role on how projects were distributed and

being run. Mtongwe Ward had a majority of the projects (44.4%) since the former Member of

parliament was from the area. The majority of the respondents had served for only between 2 and

3 years (66.7%). This means most of them came into office after the 2007 and elections. Some of

the projects with large budgetary allocations were being supervised by supporters or relatives of

the MP. For unknown reasons, the secondary school head teachers participating in the study

complained of being sidelined during the project implementations. The Projects Coordinator had

no training on Project Management and like the Constituency Development Fund Committee
%

members; he was under the control of the area MP. These findings agree with others which 

clearly indicated that projects under the CDF are for political patronage as opposed to local 

community development as was envisioned in the CDF Act (Awiti 2008; IE A 2006; Gikonyo 

2008; Mapesa and Kibua 2006; Mwalulu and Irungu 2007). This makes efficiency in the projects 

difficult since efficiency is primarily determined by the degree of involvement by local 

communities and also the capacity for the beneficiaries to hold politicians and those in charge of 

implementation accountable (Mwangi, 2005).

5.3 Discussions
This study indicated that the monitoring and evaluation of Constituency Development 

Fund Projects within Likoni Constituency is not effective. It has also shown that the level of 

training is largely inadequate and that there is no effective institutional framework for monitoring 

and evaluation of projects. The budgetary allocation for monitoring and evaluation appears on 

paper but not effected on the projects. Even though the school administrations are stakeholders, in 

some instances they are left as observers. Politics plays an overbearing role on Constituencies 

Development Fund. ^
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The research study found that even though monitoring and evaluation ought to be done by 

the local communities and projects implementation committees (www.cdf.go.ke, April 2011), 

they were not trained on how to do this. Further, implementation challenges still dog the CDF 

particularly with regard to issues of governance (KJPPRA, 2006: CGD, 2007).

The study found that essential skills for monitoring and evaluation lack even within the 

CDF personnel and therefore training needs to be done. Foresti, (2007) argues this means not just 

training, but a whole suite of learning approaches: from secondments to research institutes and 

opportunities to work on impact evaluations within the organization or elsewhere, to time spent 

by programme staff in evaluation departments and, equally, time spent by evaluators in the field.

The baseline survey study which should be undertaken before the project commences so 

that the condition prior to the implementation of the project is determined (Webb and Elliot, 

2002: and Gyorkos, 2003) is not done. The monitoring and evaluation plan which should be 

prepared as an integral part of project plan and design (PASSLA, 2004: and McCoy et al., 2005) 

is never in place. It is therefore difficult to determine what methods are appropriate to the users’ 

needs, the given context, and issues of data, baselines and indicators (Hulme, 2000) in the CDF 

projects.

Monitoring and evaluation expertise such as design skills particularly Log Frame design, 

indicator setting: both qualitative and quantitative, design of data collecting instruments including 

questionnaires, focus discussion guides are non existent. Other necessary skills including data 

collection skills such as conducting interviews, conducting focus group discussion, data analysis 

and report writing skills (Hughes d’Aeth, 2002: and Gibbs et al., 2002) are not there altogether. 

Use of best practices like LFA adopted to aid both the planning and the monitoring and 

evaluation functions during implementation (Aune, 2000: and FHI, 2004) because of the 

structured approach are not in use.
Processes or activities to be done on the project are tracked with aid of a project schedule 

or project timeline. At regular intervals actual schedule of activities done is compared with the 

planned schedule to determine whether the project is within schedule or over schedule (Crawford
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and Bryce. 2003). This practice is entirely not being followed on the ground and some projects 

are not completed in time or within budget.

There is no clear structured institutional framework for monitoring and evaluation 

according to the findings. The Location Development Committees do not exist in certain projects 

and the CDF uses existing structures such as the School Management Committees for projects in 

schools. There is no individual within the CDF directly responsible for monitoring and 

evaluation. According to Kelly and Magongo (2004), AUSAID (2006), Gyorkos (2003) and 

McCoy et al. (2005), there should be an individual who is directly in charge of the monitoring 

and evaluation as a main function and an identification of different personnel for the different 

activities of the monitoring and evaluation such as data collection, analysis, report writing, 

dissemination of the monitoring and evaluation findings. The District Development Officer’s 

involvement in the management of all devolved funds is wanting since the district line ministry 

officials are not directly answerable to the Constituencies Development Fund Board. Although 

the fund managers are supposed to be politically independent, in some cases, interference from 

area MPs continues, with subsequent transfer of fund mangers (KHRC, 2010).

The monitoring and evaluation budget, although stated by the CDF Board at 2% (CDF 

Strategic Plan 2011: CDF Act, 2003), is not reflected in the CDF projects on the ground. 

According to Kelly and Magongo (2004), IFRC (2001) and AIDS Alliance (2006), the 

monitoring and evaluation budget needs to be about 5 to 10 percent of the total budget. The 

Likoni constituency budget has assigned only 1.1% of its budget to both capacity building and 

monitoring and evaluation (CDF, Likoni Office). Besides, financial resources should be tracked 

with a project budget. The project activities should have costs attached to them, and a comparison 

made of what has been spent on project activities with what should have been spent as per 

planned expenditure in the budget (Crawford and Bryce, 2003). Without proper records in the 

projects, this is not being achieved in CDF projects.
According to the study, stakeholders for school projects are largely used during project 

conceptualization. After this, they are entirely passive during the implementation. According to 

Chambers (1997) and Chitere (1994), stakeholder participation means empowering development 

beneficiaries in term£*of resource and needs identification, planning on the use of resources and
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actual implementation of development initiatives. This is not done with regard to these 
projects under the CDF.

The findings agree with Mungai (2009), who found that the community participates in the 

identification of projects depending on how the MP shapes the boundaries of engagement. There 

are those who will be invited and those who will not be invited in the identification of projects in 

CDF. The projects identified by those close to the MP are said to be passed as having been 

identified by the community.

Mwangi (2005), explains the passivity of CDF Project beneficiaries by saying they are not 

motivated to monitor how the fund is used in projects since the fund is seen to be free causing 

what he calls ‘fiscal illusion’. The stakeholders are equally not entirely representative with 

61.9% being male and 38.9% female. These findings agree with Aukot et al(2010), who say that 

attributes such as gender, disability status and age balance are not clarified in the term 

‘community’.
\  •

The study found profound influence of politics on project management and by extension 

monitoring and evaluation. This agrees with the findings of Ongoya and Lumallas (2005) that 

found the fund to be under the control of politicians who not only proposed the projects in their 

constituencies but also presented and voted for their estimates in Parliament. It is against the 

principle of separation of powers for Members of Parliament to submit annual estimates to 

themselves for approval, take part in the actual spending and then query the spending themselves 

through Public Accounts Committee or Public Investments Committee. An MP can easily use his 

patronage networks to influence memberships of committees in order to determine which projects 

are identified and prioritized in the locations the MP got the highest votes or where there is hope 

for future votes (Mwalulu and Irungu, 2007). This has been compounded by the fact that citizens 

base their decision to re-elect their MP on a number of factors, including how the contending 

MPs manage the CDF, (Gutierrez-Romero, 2010).
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5.4 Conclusion

The study found that the Committee members were not trained on monitoring and evaluation 

0f projects. This is because a few of them did needs assessment before initiating projects, 

however, no planning was done for monitoring and evaluation, there was no monitoring of 

project schedules and expenditure, no dissemination of information or documentation of lessons 

learnt. The LFA was not used, too.

The study results indicated no clear institutional framework for doing Monitoring and 

Evaluation. There was low awareness for guidelines for monitoring and evaluation among the 

committee members. The committee members were not only dissatisfied with these guidelines 

but also did not approve of how they were implemented.

The study found that the committee members were not aware of the budgetary allocation for 

monitoring and evaluation or what proportion it was of the total project budget. Surprisingly, they 

could not tell the current budgets for their projects,.too.

The results showed that primary beneficiaries of the projects partially participated only during 

project conceptualization. At the implementation stage, the projects are largely under the CDF 

staff. It was also found that the primary stakeholders had very low education levels and very old. 

This compromised their capacity to participate optimally in projects. Besides they were mainly 

business people or farmers making it difficult for them to get time for monitoring projects.

Finally, the study found profound influence of politics on the projects under CDF. The 

projects were distributed either in areas where the MP hailed from or where he was hunting for 

votes. Critical stakeholders such head teachers in secondary schools seemed disenfranchised 

since these projects are run by the MP’s supporters or relatives.

5.5 Recommendations

It is evident that several factors affect monitoring and evaluation of CDF projects. CDF has 

numerous weaknesses, which if not redressed will seriously undermine the success of the fund. 

These include low levels of stakeholder participation in the monitoring and evaluation of projects
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being implemented and low representations of other groups such as women; poor compliance 

vvith CDF regulations and procedures; the powerful role of the MP , which has in several cases, 

been abused; lack of transparency and accountability especially in the monitoring of project 

expenditure; lack of access to information which hampers the ability of the public to effectively 

monitor CDF usage; and poor feedback mechanisms between the different committees and 

government organs in the monitoring and evaluation process.

The researcher has the following recommendations to make with regard to monitoring and 

valuation of CDF projects.

1. Training. The findings found a critical lack of expertise in monitoring and evaluation of 

projects implemented by the CDF. The respondents indicated 66.7% were not trained in 

monitoring and evaluation. The CDF Board in conjunction with the line ministries and the 

monitoring agencies within the Ministry of National Planning and Vision 2030 should 

institute programmes to impart CDF projects monitoring and evaluation skills amongst 

the various CDF committees.

2. Institutional Framework. The CDF structure should include clear structures for 

monitoring and evaluation of projects. They must create an office for a Monitoring and 

Evaluation Officer who will coordinate all the activities under his office. There is need to 

strengthen collaboration between the CDF structures and line ministry officers. The CDF 

will gain from the officer’s technical know-how thus avoiding wastage of public funds 

from poorly planned projects and poor workmanship. It also ensures a smooth handover to 

the relevant government authorities once a project is completed. In order to ensure 

efficiency in CDF management and project implementation, there is need for capacity

building of the School/Project Management Committees and district administrative 

structures on needs assessment project design, implementation, monitoring and 

evaluation. The CDF Act should outline specific guidelines for members to be appointed 

to the Project Management Committees so that School Management Committees 

particularly in the primary schools have qualified people to steer them. The respondents in 

a majority of the schools (42%) had low literacy levels.
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3. Budgetary Allocation. The CDF projects must dearly define what percentage of project 

cost would go to Monitoring and Evaluation. Capacity building costs should clearly be 

delineated from monitoring and evaluation for the sake of accountability and 

transparency.

4. Stakeholder Participation. The primary beneficiaries need to be included even at project 

implementation stages. As of now they are confined to project conceptualization. After 

this the CDF office takes over all functions. They should play an active role since they are 

the consumers of the projects for the sake of sustainability. The term ‘community’ should 

equally define how the various marginalized groups such as the female gender and 

disabled will be represented.

5. Politics. The influence of politicians should be controlled through an Amendment of the 

CDF Act. They should not get involved in the choice of Constituency Development Fund 

Committees. This will reduce cronyism, Aepotism and use of projects as a reward or 

otherwise for political gain. It is therefore recommended that the MPs play the watchdog 

role of monitoring the use of CDF and should not chair or influence any of the committees 

under the CDF.

5.6 Recommendation for further research

1. Further research needs to be carried out to establish how other CDF projects in the health 

and water sectors are being monitored and evaluated.

2. Other researchers could also look at how to strengthen primary stakeholders in CDF 

projects particularly how to ensure the beneficiaries can participate effectively in monitoring 

and evaluating their projects.

58



REFERENCES
Alkin, M. C. & Christie, C. A. (2004). An evaluation theory tree revisited. In American 

Evaluation Association (2005). Guiding Principles for Evaluators., from 
http://www.eval.org. Retrieved April 20, 2011.

Aukot, Okendo and Korir (n.d), Decentralised Fund Regimes in Kenya, A Guide to 
Community Participation, Legal Advice Centre.

Awiti, P. V. (2008) 'An assessment o f The Use and Management o f Development Funds:
The case of Constituencies Development Fund in Kenya'. MA thesis, Institute of 
Social Studies, The Hague.

Briceno, B. and Gaarder, M. (2009) ‘Institutionalizing Evaluation: Review o f International 
Experience ’. 3ie Research Paper. London: 3iE
(www.3ieimpact.org/admin/pdfsjpapers/50.pdf)- Retrieved April 20, 2011.

Carolien M. Klein Haarhuis and Frans L. Leeuw, “Fighting Governmental Corruption: The 
New World Bank Program Evaluated”, Journal o f International Development, vol. 
16, 2004, pp. 547-561.

Casley D and Kumar K. (1988): The collection, Analysis and use o f Monitoring and
Evaluation Data. Maryland: World Bank.

% •

Centre for Governance and Development (2007), National Devolved Funds Report, 
Institutional Procedures and structures. Nairobi: Kenya

Chambers, R. (2009) So that the Poor Count More: Using Participatory Methods for 
Impact Evaluation in Designing impact evaluations: different perspectives. 3ie 
Working Paper 4. London: 3iE (www.3ieimpact.org/admin/pdfs_papers/50.pdf).

Cheema and Rondinelli (1983), Implementing Decentralisation Policies. An Introduction in 
Decentralisation and Development: Policy Development in Developing Countries. 
Sage Publications

Chen, H. T. & Rossi, P . H. (1983). Evaluating with sense: The Theory-Driven Approach. 
Evaluation Review 7, 283-302.

Chen, H. T. (1997). Applying mixed methods under the framework of theory-driven 
evaluations. New Directions for Evaluation, 74, 61-72.

Chitere, O. P & Ireri, O. N (2004). District Focus for Rural Development in Kenya: It ’& 
Limitations as a Decentralization and Participatory Planning Strategy am  
Prospects for the Future. Nairobi: Institute for Policy Analysis and Research.

Chiweza L. A (2010), Public Sector Reforms and Decentralisation o f Public Sector 
Services,: Lessons from Malawi (1994-2006), books.google.com

59

http://www.eval.org
http://www.3ieimpact.org/admin/pdfsjpapers/50.pdf)-
http://www.3ieimpact.org/admin/pdfs_papers/50.pdf


Constituencies Development Fund Board (2011), 2010-2014 Strategic Plan, Equitable 
Development for Kenyans, Government Press.

CORE (2006): Participatory monitoring and evaluation o f Community and Faith Based 
Programs. Washington. USAID.

Crawford P & Bryce P. (2003): Project Monitoring and Evaluation: A method of enhancing 
the efficiency and effectiveness of aid project implementation. International 

Journal o f Project Management, 21(5): 363-373

Crook Richard (2003), Decentralisation and Poverty Reduction in Africa: The Politics 
of Local Central Relations, Public Administration Development, 23, 77-78

Donaldson S & Lipsey M (2003), Roles For Theory in Contemporary Evaluation Practice: 
Developing Practical Knowledge, Evaluating Social Programs and Problems: 
Visions for the new Millennium (ppl 11-142)

Gikonyo, W. (2008) The CDF Social Audit Guide: A Handbook for Communities. Nairobi: 
Open Society Initiative for East Africa.

GOK (2008), District Development Plan, Kilindini District, Government Press

Government of Kenya (2003) Constituencies Development Fund Act 2003.
http://www.cdf.go.ke/images/docs/revised%20cdf%20act%20_armotatedversion.pdf 
http://www.cdf.go.ke Retrieved 11th April 2011.

Government of Kenva (2003L Interim Povertv Reduction Strateev Paner 
2000/03. Government Press

GOK (2008), Kenya Vision 2030, Government Press.

Gutierrez-Romero R. (2010), Decentralization, Accountability and the 2007 MPs Elections 
in Kenya (Vol.2): London: University of Oxford

Gyorkos T. (2003): Monitoring and Evaluation of large scale Helminth control 
programmes A  eta Tropic, 86(2): 275-282

Hulme, D. (2000) ‘Impact Assessment Methodologies for Microfmance: Theory,
Experience and Better Practice’, World Development 28 (1): 79-98.

IFAD -  Managing for impact in Rural Development. A guide for Project M&E

Jody Z and Ray R. (2004): Ten Steps to a result based monitoring and evaluation system: A 
Handbook for Development practitioners. Washington: World Bank

**■

60

http://www.cdf.go.ke/images/docs/revised%20cdf%20act%20_armotatedversion.pdf
http://www.cdf.go.ke


Johan M  Owen and Patricia J. Rogers, Program Evaluation: Forms and Approaches 
(London: Sage, 1999).

Jones, N. et al. (2009) 'Improving Impact Evaluation Coordination and Use ’. A Scoping 
Study commissioned by the DFID Evaluation Department on behalf of NONIE 
(www.odi.org.uk/resources/download/3177.pdf). Retrieved June 15, 2011.

Kelly K and Magongo B. (2004): Report on Assessment o f Monitoring and Evaluation 
Capacity o f HIV/AIDS organizations in Swaziland. Swaziland: NERCHA.

Kenya Human Rights Commision (KHRC, 2010) and Social and Public Accountability
Network (SPAN, 2010)-Harmonisation o f Decentralised Fund in Kenya, Towards 
Alignement, Citizen Engagement and Accountability, Government Press.

Khan, M. Adil (1989) A South Asian Regional Study on Current Thoughts and Practices in 
Monitoring and Evaluation. Washington DC: Economic Development Institute of 
the World Bank.

Kibua, N.T. (2006) An Assessment o f the Management and Utility o f the Constituency 
Development Fund in Kenya. Nairobi: Institute of Policy Analysis and Research.

Kimani F., Nekesa P. and Ndung’u B (2009), Best Practices in Constituency Development 
Fund, Collaborative Centre for Gendef Development

KIPPRA, (2006) Baseline Survey on Decentralized Funds in Kenya, Harmonisation o f 
Decentralised Development KIPPRA: Nairobi Kenya

Kothari C.R (2004), Research Methodology, Methods and Techniques (Second Revised 
Edition), New Delhi: New Age International Publishers.

Leeuw F. L, Reconstructing Program Theories and Problems to be Solved American 
Journal o f Evaluation, vol. 24, no. 1. (2003), pp. 5-20;

Litvack (2000), Rethinking Decentralisation at the World Bank., Washington DC: World 
Bank

Makokha, J (1985). The District Focus: Conceptual and Management Problems.
Nairobi: East African Research Bureau.

Manor and Cook (1998), Democracy and Decentralisation in South Asia and West Africa. 
Participation, Accountability and Performance, Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press

Mapesa, B. M & Kibua T. N (2006). An Assessment o f the Management and 
Utilization o f the Constituency Development Fund in Kenya. Nairobi:
Institute/or Policy Analysis and Research

61

http://www.odi.org.uk/resources/download/3177.pdf


Mawhood (1993), Local Government in the third World: Experience of Decentralisation in 
Tropical Africa

Mugenda O and Mugenda A (1999), Research Methods, Quantitative and Qualitative 
Approaches, Nairobi: Acts Press (1999)

Mulwa F. W (2008), Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation o f Community Projects,
Community Based Project Monitoring, Qualitative Impact Assessment, and People 
Friendly Evaluation Methods, Nairobi: Paulines Publications Africa (2008)

Mulwa, F.W & Nguluu, S. N (2003). Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation: A 
Strategy for Organization Strengthening. Nairobi and Eldoret: Zapf Chancery and 
Premise-Olivex Publishers.

Mungai(2009), Civil Society’s Role in Enhancing Accountability and Community’s 
Participation in the Management o f Public Funds: The Case o f the Constituencies 
Development Fund in Kenya ( MA Thesis, Hague: The Netherlands).

Muzinda M (2007), Monitoring and Evaluation Practices and Challenges o f Gaborone 
Based Local NGOs Implementing HIV/AIDS Projects in Botswana, (Master of 
Project Planning Thesis)

% •

Mwalulu, J. and D, Irungu (2007) CDF The Constituency Fund for Development or 
Campaigns? Nairobi: The Youth Agenda.

Mwangi S. Kimenyi (2005), Efficiency and Efficacy of Kenya’s Constituency Development 
Fund: Theory and Evidence. Economics Working Papers paper 
200542(www.digitalcommons.ucon.edu) Retrieved April 23, 2011.

Ochoki Nyamori(2009), Making Development Accountable, A critical analysis o f the 
systems o f accounting and accountability for the Constituency Development Fund in 
Kenya, School of Accounting, La Trobe University, Melbourne Australia 
(www.emeraldinsight.com). Retrieved May 20, 2011.

OECD. (2002): Glossary of Key terms in Evaluation and Results based Management. Paris: 
OECD.

Ongoya ZE and Lumallas E (2005), A critical Appraisal o f the Constituency Development 
Fund Act, Nairobi, Kenya

Owusu G (2004), Small Towns and Decentralised Development in Ghana: Theory and 
Practice, Africa Spectrum 39(2004)2; 165-195

PASSIA: Civil Society empowerment: Monitoring and Evaluation.
www.passia.org/seminars/2002/monitoring.htm (Accessed on 21/4/2011)

62

http://www.digitalcommons.ucon.edu
http://www.emeraldinsight.com
http://www.passia.org/seminars/2002/monitoring.htm


Patton, M. Q. (2010) Developmental Evaluation: Applying Complexity Concepts to 
Enhance Innovation and Use. New York: Guilford Press.

PML (2004): A Guide to the Project management Book o f Knowledge. New York: PMI

Khasnabis R (2005), Resources for Autonomy- Financing the Local Bodies, Salt Lake City: 
Manirban Calcutta Research Group

Reidar D. (2003): The logical frame work: an easy escape, a straightjacket, or a usefully 
planning tool. Journal of Development in Practice, 3(1): 57-70

Rogers, P. (2009) Matching Impact Evaluation Design to the Nature o f the Intervention and 
the Purpose o f the Evaluation in Designing impact evaluations: different 
perspectives. 3ie Working Paper 4. London: 3iE 
(www.3ieimpact.org/admin/pdfs_papers/50.pdf).

Romero R (2009), Decentralisation, Accountability Vol.2: London, University Press.

Shapiro J. (2004): Monitoring and Evaluation. Johannesburg: CIVICUS

Smoke (2003) Decentralisation in Africa: Goods, Dimensions, Myths and Challenges, 
Public Administration and Development, Vol 23.

Steffenson Jasper Per Tidemand (2004), A Comparative Analysis o f Decentralising Kenya 
Tanzania and Uganda. Country Study-Uganda vol 1&2 Washington D.C: World 
Bank

Tambulasi R. (2010), Reforming the Malawian Public Sector: Retrospectives and 
Prospectives, African Books Collective

Uitto JA. (2004): Multi-country co-operation around shared waters: Role of Monitoring and 
Evaluation. Global Environmental Change, 14(1): 5-14

UNDP (2006) .Handbook on Monitoring and Evaluation for Results, UN: Millennium 
Development Goals Report 2006

Vanesa W. and Gala D. (2011) Sound Expectations: From Impact Evaluations to Policy 
Change Center for the Implementation of Public Policies Promoting Equity and 
Growth (CIPPEC)

Weiss H. (2004): On Theory-Based Evaluation: Winning Friends and Influencing People. 
Evaluation Exchange, 9(4): 2-7

Work (2002), Overview o f Decentralisation Worldwide. A stepping stone to improved 
Governance and Human Development. A paper presented at 2nd International

63

http://www.3ieimpact.org/admin/pdfs_papers/50.pdf


Conference on Decentralisation Federation: The future ot Decentralising states at 
Manila Pilippines 25-27 July

World Bank. (2004): Monitoring and Evaluation: Some Methods, Tools and Approaches. 
World Bank: Washington, DC

64



Appendix 1: Letter of Transmittal

26'1' April, 2011

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 

pear Respondent,

RE: FILLING IN OUESTIONAIRES

pm a student at University of Nairobi (UoN) pursuing a Masters degree in Project Planning and 

Management. As part of the course requirement, I am doing a research project on factors 

affecting Monitoring and Evaluation Constituency Development Funds Fund Projects with 

special reference to Education Projects in Likoni Constituency. I humbly request you to complete

the attached questionnaire. Any information given will be used for this study only.
% •

Yours faithfully,

David Ochieng Oloo 

L50/78037/2009

cc.

CDF Fund Accounts Manager, Likoni Constituency 

CDF Project Coordinator, Likoni Constituency 

District Education Officer, Likoni District 
District Development Officer, Likoni District 

District Commissioner, Likoni District
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Appendix 2 Questionnaires
RESPONDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

i am a Student at the University ot Nairobi who is doing a research on “Factors attecting Monitoring and 
Evaluation of Constituency Development Fund Projects in the Education Sector, Likoni Constituency”.

1 h u m b ly  re q u e s t y o u  to  till  in th is  q u e s tio n n a ire  by  re sp o n d in g  to  th e  q u e s tio n s  c o n c e rn in g  th e  p ro je c t(s )  
you h a v e  p la y e d  an  a c tiv e  ro le  in . T h e  in fo rm a tio n  g a th e re d  sh a ll b e  tre a te d  in c o n fid e n c e  an d  sh a ll be 
used fo r  th is  re se a rc h  o n ly .

The success of this exercise largely depends on the information you will give.

Thanks in advance for your cooperation.

{Personal Information

D ate_______________________________

O ccupation_________________________

A g e _______________________________

G ender U M a le  □  F em ale

W hat is y o u r level o f  E ducation?

□  P rim ary  C ertifica te  Q / A  C ertifica te  d ip lo m a  D g r e e  ( Q e r

K ommittee Membership!

1. W hich  C om m ittee (s) do  you  be long  to  '  •

Q  L ocation  D evelopm en t C om m ittee

□  S chool M anagem ent C om m ittee

D  C onstituency  D evelopm en t F und C om m ittee

□  D istric t P ro jec t C om m ittee

□  C onstituency  B ursary  C om m ittee

2. In w h ich  L ocation /W ard  is y o u r p ro jec t located?

□ G a n jo n i  C L ik o n i d jv lto n g w e  | 3 o f u  D m b w a n i  Q k a A d a b u  d f r e  o f  the  above

3. F or how  long  have you  been  a  m em ber o f  th is  com m ittee?

□  0-1 y r □  2-3 Y rs □  4-5  Y rs □  m ore th an  5 yrs O t h e r

4. W hich  o f  the  fo llow ing  groups do you  rep resen t?

□ S c h o o l [H o c a tio n /W a rd  D e o  D o v e m m e n t O i g i o u s  G roup  O F  B oard 

□ C o m m u n ity

5. H ow  d id  you  becom e a  m em ber?

□ N o m in a te d  □  E lected  [^ A p p o in te d

6 . In y o u r op in ion , to  w ha t ex ten t does po litics in fluence w ho  b ecom es a  co m m ittee  m em ber

□ N e v e r  □ S o m e tim e s  □  th e  tim es
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[Monitoring and Evaluation Training!

I  H ave you  re c e iv e d  any  tra in in g  in m an ag em en t o f  p ro jects?

□  Y es _ □  N o

8. H ow  m a n y 'tim e s  have y o u  been  tra in ed  in the  past one year?

□  o [ ]  1 CD 2 n  3 or more IZiOther
9. W hat level o f  P ro ject M anagem en t tra in in g  have you  received?

□  D egree  □  D ip lom a □  C ertifica te  □  W orkshop /S em inar [ jD th e r  

j 10. D id you r tra in in g  include M o n ito rin g  and  E valua ting  P ro jects?

Q Y e s  □  N o

(Monitoring and Evaluation Budget

11. H ow  m uch has been a lloca ted  to  y o u r p ro jec t(s) th is  year?

□  K sh 0 -500000

□  K sh 5000001-1 m illion  

| K sh  lm -1 .5 m illio n

□  K sh 1 .5m -2m illion

□  A bove K sh 2m illion

□  N o t K now n { •

12. T he M on ito ring  and  E valua tion  ac tiv ities  in th is  p ro ject have:

Y es N o

A separa te  budget w ith  a  specia l vote

N o  specia l vote arrangem en t ^

wVcblSii i V r 
O K U Y U  U 2K /W  

•J  O .  Sox SOI97 
^AIROpj

\Ukit

□
□

13. M o n ito ring  and  eva lua tion  ac tiv ities a re  no rm ally  a lloca ted  a  percen tage  o f  the to tal p ro ject budget, in is  is
in  the  reg ion  of:

Less than  5% Q  5-9% Q  10% o r m ore []  N o t K now n □

14. H ave  the  prev ious p ro ject phases been  com ple ted  on  tim e as p lanned?  Y es O  N o  0

R eason_______________________________________________________________ _______________________________

15. H ave  the  prev ious p ro jec t p hases been  com ple ted  w ith in  b u dget?  □  Y es N o  □

R eason______________ ________________________________________________________________

A re  you  aw are  there  is a  M on ito ring  and  E valua tion  B udget for every  C D F  P ro jec t?

Y es □  N o  □

{Monitoring and Evaluation Process)

16. B efo re  em bark ing  o n  any  p ro jec t you  norm ally  co nduct a  needs assessm en t

Qtever S Q e t im e s  A ll O  tim es
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*/• Y ou no rm aiiy  have  a p lan  tha t gu ides m onito ring  and  ev a lua tion  w hen im plem enting  the  pro jects 
tha t you ca rry  ou t on:

Q l e v e r  Q m e t im e s  A ll O  tim es
1 8 . W e no rm ally  use  the  L ogical F ram ew ork  A pproach  (lo g  fram e) in a id ing  the m on ito ring  and 

eva lua tion  o f  p ro jects  w e ca rry  out

□ e v e r  S Q ie tim e s  A IIQ e  tim es
19. H ow  do  you d issem ina te  m on ito ring  and  eva lua tion  Findings? ( p le a s e  t i c k  m o r e  th a n  o n e  i f  y o u  h a v e  

m o r e  th a n  o n e  w a y  o f  d i s s e m in a t io n )

□  N o d issem ination  |3 e p o r t  to  C D F  O ffice  Q m m u n ity  m eetings

0  O n  the no tice board  □  R eport to  M in istry  o f  E ducation

20. T he pro ject finances are norm ally  m onitored  by co m p arin g  the  p lanned  budgeted  expend itu re  against 
ac tua l expend itu re

0  N ev er □ m e t im e s  { 3  the  tim es

21. W e norm ally  m on ito r and  con tro l the activ ities o f  th o se  co n trac ted

□  N ev er □ > m e tim e s  jQ  the  tim es

22. Y ou  docum en t lessons learned  on  the pro ject im plem en ta tion?

0 Never Q m e tim e s  A ll Q  tim es
Beside each of the following Questions please indicate whether you are Extremely Dissatisfied, 
Dissatisfied, Neutral, Satisfied, or Extremely Satisfied,

KEY

1= Extremely Dissatisfied 2= Dissatisfied 3= Neutral 4= Satisfied 5= Extremely Satisfied

Ind icate y o u r level o f  sa tisfac tion  w ith

23. E x isting  gu ide lines fo r m onito ring  and eva lua ting  C D F  Pro jects.

□  1 D 2  Q 3  D 4  D 5

24. Im plem entation  o f  these  gu ide lines to  m onitor and  ev a lu a te  C D F  projects.

□  l D2 D3 CU 05
25. Y o u r C o m m ittee ’s aw areness o f  these  gu idelines.

□  l D 2  D 3  □  4 D 5

•NlVfch'tif! r Ur 
rtlKUYU k A R Y  
J o. So* 30197 

NAIROBI
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Respondent Questionnaire: The Fund Accounts Manager, DEO, DDO, Project Coordinator
| am  a  S tu d e n t a t th e  U n iv e rs ity  o f  N a iro b i w h o  is d o in g  a  re se a rc h  o n  “ F a c to rs  a ffe c tin g  M o n ito r in g  a n d  
E valua tion  o f  C o n s titu e n c y  D e v e lo p m e n t F u n d  P ro jec ts  in th e  E d u c a tio n  S e c to r, L ik o n i C o n s t i tu e n c y ”.

1 h u m b ly  re q u e s t y o u  to  till in th is  q u e s tio n n a ire  b y  re sp o n d in g  to  th e  q u e s tio n s  c o n c e rn in g  th e  p ro je c t(s )  
you h av e  p la y e d  an  a c tiv e  ro le  in . T h e  in fo rm a tio n  g a th e re d  sh a ll b e  tre a te d  in c o n fid e n c e  a n d  sh a ll be  
used  fo r  th is  re se a rc h  o n ly .

The success of this exercise largely depends on the information you will give.

Thanks in advance for your cooperation.

O ff ic e r :_____________________________________________

{Committee Membership!

1. W hich  C om m ittee(s) do  you  b e long  to

Q j L ocation  D evelopm en t C om m ittee

□  S chool M anagem en t C om m ittee

I I C onstituency  D evelopm ent F und  C om m ittee

□  D istric t P ro jec t C om m ittee

□  C onstituency  B ursary  C om m ittee

2. F o r ho w  long  have you  been a  m em ber o f  th is  com m ittee?

□  0-1 yr ' □  2-3 Y rs □  4-5 Y rs D n o r e  than 5 y rs O t h e r

3. Ind ica te  the  num ber o f  the E du ca tio n  P ro je c ts )  w ith in  th is constituency____________________

4. W hich  o f  th e  fo llow ing  groups do  yo u  rep resen t?

□ S c h o o l  Q ,o c a tio n /W a rd  D N G O  Q io v e m m e n t [H elig ious G ro u p  D D F  B oard

5. H ow  d id  you  becom e a  m em ber?

I 1 N om inated  L 1 E lected  □  A ppo in ted

|Training, Monitoring and Evaluation!

6 . H ow  m any p ro ject m eetings o r field  m onito ring  v isits have you  had  in the  past one m onth?

□  N one  □ o n c e  □  2 o r m ore C p t h e r

7. H ow  m any p ro ject reports  have  yo u  rece ived  th is  year?

[- j N one  □  1 □  2 O O th e r

8 . W ho  p repares these  reports?

□ C h a i r m a n  Secretary  □  T reasu re r □ C o m m it te e  m em bers

9. H ave  you  received  any  tra in in g  in m anagem en t o f  pro jects?

q  Y es □  N o

10. H ow  m any tim es have you  been  tra ined  in the  past one  year?

c p  □  i □ 2  □  3 o r m ore □  O th er
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11. W hat level o f  P ro ject M anagem ent tra in ing  have you received?

[D D egree Q  D ip lom a C te r t i f ic a te  EH W orkshop /S em inar Q ) th e r

12. D id your tra in ing  include M o n ito rin g  and  E valuating  P ro jects?

□  Y es □  N o

(Monitoring and Evaluation Budget]

13. H ow  m uch has been a llocated  to  the  C D F  pro jects in the E du ca tio n  sec to r th is year?

□  K sh 0-500000

ED K sh 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 -lm illio n  

ED K sh lm -1 .5 m illio n  

n  Ksh 1.5m -2m illion

□  A bove Ksh 2m illion  

ED N o t K now n

14. H ow  m uch has been  b udgeted  fo r m onito ring  and field v isits  in th ese  p ro jects this year? 

E > 10000 0)001-20000 ED0001-30000 D001-40000 Q w e  40000  O t  K now n

15. H ave the  prev ious p ro ject phases been  com pleted  on tim e as p lanned?  O  Y es EH N o

K e a s_ .__________________________________________________________________________________

16. H ave the  prev ious p ro jec t phases been  com pleted  w ith in  b u dget?  ED Y es N o  ED
R eason____ ________________________________________________________________________

17. Has the quality of the projects been satisfactory? □  Yes ED No ED Not Sure
Beside each of the following Questions please indicate whether you are Extremely Dissatis fied. Dissatis fied. 
Neutral, Satisfied, or Extremely Satisfied.
KEY

1= Extremely Dissatisfied 2= Dissatisfied 3= Neutral 4= Satisfied 5= Extremely Satisfied

Indicate your level of satisfaction with
18. Existing guidelines for monitoring and evaluating CDF Projects.

□  1 0 2  0 3  □  4 0 5
19. Implementation of these guidelines to monitor and evaluate CDF projects.

□  l D 2  ED3 □  4 D S

20. Your Committee’s awareness of these guidelines.

□  l □  2 ED3 ED4 D 5

21. The amount of money budgeted for Monitoring and evaluating of CDF projects

□  l ED2 0 3  D 4  □  5
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