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ABSTRACT

Project monitoring and evaluation is an integraltpaf the project cycle and of good
management practice. An effective monitoring anal@ation system is fundamental if the goals
of a project are to be achieved. Through settingongper monitoring and evaluation systems,
planning, efficiency and proper funds utilizatioranc be achieved thus enhancing the
performance of projects. This study sought to arethe determinants influencing effectiveness
of a monitoring and evaluation system for AMREF Ka&WASH programme. The research was
guided by the following objectives; to establiske textent to which availability of funds
influences the effectiveness of M&E system, to sssthe extent to which stakeholders
participation influence the effectiveness of M&Estgm and to determine the extent to which
organization leadership influences the effectiven&#sM&E system. The study was guided by
the program theory, theory of change and the dyoaaypabilities theory. The study adopted a
descriptive survey research design in solving tegearch problem. The study targeted 66
employees of AMREF Kenya working under the WASHguesnme and in human resources,
finance and administration departments. Due ta graell number, a census was conducted. The
response rate was 88%. The study utilized a quesdice in collecting primary data. An
interview guide was also used to interview key infant persons in the organization who
included departmental heads, senior managers, M§feres and consultants. A pilot test was
undertaken where questionnaires were administer&@ tespondents from other programmes to
assess the reliability and validity of the datarun®ents. The instrument’s content and construct
validity were determined through the help of expedgment who assessed the instrument and
found out it answered the phenomenon under stud@r@nbach alpha test was conducted to
measure the internal consistency and reliabilitthefdata collection instruments and was found
out to be 0.85 meaning the instruments were raiabbllected data was edited, sorted, cleaned
and coded for data analysis using SPSS statigimeatage. The findings were analyzed using
means, standard deviation, percentages and freiggethen presented using tables. Availability
of funds, stakeholders participation and organtrateadership were found to have a positive
correlation with effectiveness of M&E system witbrielation coefficients of 0.489, 0.565 and
0.736 respectively. The level of association betwtee independent and dependent variables
was assessed by estimating a linear regressiogsimahd the coefficient of determinatior?)R
was 0.755. The findings further indicated that Ahaléocates funds to M&E activities and has a
separate allocation for M&E but the funds are noffigent and the M&E unit is not
independent. On stakeholders participation, involeet is mainly on lower level activities but
not adequate in higher level activities. Finally, was established out that organization’s
leadership greatly influences effectiveness of M&ystem. However, majority of the
respondents felt that the leaders were not doirogigimto support and enhance effectiveness of
the M&E system within the organization.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Study

Project management is the application of knowleddd]s, tools and techniques to project
activities to meet project requirements. Many o ffrocesses within project management are
iterative in nature partly due to the existencamd the necessity for progressive elaboration in a
project throughout the project life cycle. It inves planning, organizing, directing and
controlling of organization’s resources for a rielelly short-term objective that has been
established to complete specific goals and objesti¥roject management utilizes the systems
approach to management (PMBOK, 2001). A proje@ set of activities where resources are
used in expectation of returns and which lenddfitsgplanning, financing and implementing as
a unit. A project has a well-defined sequence eks&tment and production activities and a
specific group of benefits that can be identifieghantified and valued, either socially or
monetarily. A project can also be said to be a wmigrocess consisting of a set of coordinated
and controlled activities with start and finish eltundertaken to achieve specified objectives
that usually conform to specific requirements ihatude constraints of time, cost and resources

(Nyonje, Kyalo & Mulwa, 2015).

Monitoring and evaluation of projects is not ontyportant to projects but it is part and parcel of
project design (PMBOK, 2001). Monitoring and evaioma has been used globally over the last
several decades as a tool in project managemeanecPmonitoring and evaluation is an integral
part of the project cycle and of good managemeattme (Olive, 2002). Olive observes that

monitoring and evaluation is fundamental if thejgcb goals, objectives and success are to be



achieved. M&E improves overall efficiency of prdjeglanning, management and
implementation. According to UNDP (2002) the ovepairpose of monitoring and evaluation is
the measurement and assessment of performanceder ty more effectively manage the
outcomes and outputs known as development restutislps improve performance and achieve
results. Monitoring and evaluation also enable wizgions extract relevant information from
past and ongoing activities that can be used asb#ws for programmatic fine tuning,
reorientation and future planning. Without effeetimonitoring and evaluation, it would be
impossible to judge if work is going in the rightettion, whether progress and success can be

claimed, and how future efforts might be improvedNDP, 2009).

Monitoring and evaluation of projects activitievatves tracking, reviewing, and regulating the
progress to meet the performance objectives defméte project management plan. Monitoring
includes status reporting, progress measurementfardasting. Performance reports provide
information on the project’s performance with rej#r scope, schedule, cost, resources, quality
and risk which can be used as inputs to other pesse(PMBOK, 2001). World Bank (2011)
describes monitoring as the process of regularsgatbtmatic collection, analyzing and reporting
of information about a project’s inputs, activitieatputs, outcomes and impacts. It is a way of
improving efficiency and effectiveness of a projdey providing the management and
stakeholders with project progressive developmedtachievement of its objectives within the

allocated resources.

Evaluation is a scientific based appraisal of ttiengths and weakness of the project (Hunter,
2009). It is a comparison of the actual results whdt was planned or expected. Evaluation is a
means of checking efficiency, effectiveness andaichpf a project. There are three main types
of evaluations: Formative evaluation, which is atrout before the project commences; Process

2



evaluation carried out when the project is ongang Summative evaluation which is carried
out after the completion of the project. Evaluationolves: looking at what the project or
programme intended to achieve, assessing progressds what was to be achieved and impact
on targets, looking at the effectiveness of thejgatostrategy, efficient use of resources,
opportunity costs and sustainability of the prgjeahd the implications to the various
stakeholders (Hunter, 2009 and Shapiro, 20EMaluation is a systematic and objective
assessment of the ongoing or completed projectsprogrammes in terms of; design,
implementation and results in order to judge isssiesh as project or program relevance,

effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustaingb{@ECD, 2002).

Monitoring and evaluation of projects is of greapirtance to various players including project
sponsors and it goes further to ensure similareptsjare replicated elsewhere and not only
revolving around a few areadMonitoring and to some extent evaluation, fall untte control
functions of project management. It provides regtdadback that helps the organization track
costs, personnel, implementation time, organizadievelopment, economic and financial results
and compare what was planned to actual perform@iBoenanuel, 2015). Monitoring and
evaluation, although very essential in improvingrfgenance, is also very complex,
multidisciplinary and involves skill intensive pesses (Engela & Ajam, 2010). Building a
resulted based M&E system is a requirement fogtiogving pressure to improving performance
which is also one of the requirements by the NGk @donors to check on the effective use of
the donor funds, impact and benefits brought bypregects. Hence, there is a need for the
establishment of rules for constructing minimumapaeters for monitoring and evaluation of
projects that can be used to track progress amttaféness (Jha, Abhas, Barenstein, Phelps,

Pittet and Sena, 2010Adequate skilled staff and financial resources \atal ingredients in



developing an effective M&E system (Surran, Tunad &Kath, 2003). Failure to ensure a
reasonable proportion of resources is spent ondaspect of project management is likely to

impede internal learning and result in the poorapen of the M&E system.

Globally, NGOs are currently in the process of eaxng ways in which M&E can achieve
greater consistency and effectiveness (World B&0K38). According to UNDP (2009), M&E
enable NGOs to judge the impact of projects as aglbbtain recommendations on how future
interventions can be improved. However, one shariog of the M&E system on a global
perspective is that there are no set standardméasuring its quality (Chaplowe, 2008). It is
therefore subjective and relies on the rule of thuAlthough monitoring and evaluation is used
mainly for checking the impact of a project as vaslestablish whether it meets its objectives, it
is also a mandatory requirement for most of dopensored projects where donors use them to
determine effective use of their funds by recipienganizations. According to the national
survey of NGOs report (2009), NGOs in Kenya reagishs 68, 825, 005, 222.00 as funds to
various projects in the year 2005/6, from differdonors. The Global perspective also shows

that 10% to 15% of all aid to development countrseshanneled through NGOs (Askari, 2011).

Global fund (2004), acknowledges that monitoring amaluation is one of the cornerstones of a
country’s response to fighting HIV and AIDS, TB aMhlaria and strengthening health and
community systems. It provides the information regsetb make evidence-based decisions for
program management and improvement, policy formanaand advocacy. According to Wong
(2012), M&E ensures that results at levels of inbpaatcome, output, process and input can be
measured to provide the basis for accountability iaformed decision making at both program
and policy levels. Actually the Ministry of Finan¢MOF) of China which is leading in the
world’s economic growth expressed the keennessréagthen mechanisms of monitoring and
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evaluation to ensure funds are well-spent (Won@220M & E has been used extensively by the

USA government to measure its performance at variexels (Pfeiffer, 2011).

In Chile, the M & E systems for public organizasowere introduced in 1994. M & E systems
formulation and setting up was initially tendered deft to external consultants, however, with
time the government introduced methodologies aawdsirdized measures for all agencies acting
within public domain. Through the set standard roess and technologies, the agencies have
been able to adopt better budget analysis and bear&ng of their performance (Rojase, 2005).
In his study, Alotaibi (2011) observed that Saudalia lacked an appropriate construction
contractor for performance evaluation framework #malidentification and exploration criteria
and sub-criteria for selection of an evaluationmieavork. Lack of an M & E framework has a

negative effect on the effectiveness of the systehish impedes the success of projects.

In Ghana, despite the numerous government’s stuppora harmonized monitoring and
evaluation system, there have been a myriad ofletggds ranging from gross financial
mismanagement, lack of adequate operational arthiteal capacity and lack of coordination
between stakeholders and those in charge of psoj€otovercome this, there is need to develop
better institutional capacities that will help toemgthen the effectiveness of the monitoring and
evaluation systems (CLEAR, 2012). Ministry of youéffairs in Kenya highlights that
monitoring and evaluation systems have been widglgrated in local youth projects and
programs thus highlighting the success of thesegrpms (NYSAP, 2009). Through the
information sourced in the course of these projdbis management can be able to make more
informed decisions as well as enhance the perfaceahprojects. In regard to the determinants
of effective monitoring and evaluation systems ienka, there is lack of a standard monitoring

and evaluation policy (Bornd, 2013). Bornd alludeat the majority of the baseline systems

5



adopted are merely guidelines and policies as wagllworking papers written by different
stakeholders. He further highlights that to addtlass problem, firms should increase resources
allocation to M & E systems as well as involveralevant stakeholders, enhance the capacity of
the systems and ensure better communication iblss$ted within organizations. Monitoring and
evaluation systems are widely hindered by bothrivateand external pressure and factors that
manifest themselves in the project cycle as diffestakeholders push for the fulfillment of their

agenda (Otieno, 2014).

The major phase in the evolution of M&E in Kenyaswhe introduction of the Kenya Vision
2030 in 2008, replacing the Economic Recovery 8gwt{ERS) as the country's development
blueprint. Vision 2030 became the principle drieérdevelopment in Kenya and therefore the
basis for National Integrated Monitoring and Evélua System (NIMES) (GoK, 2007). NIMES
was established in 2004. It was created to traekrttplementation of policies, programmes and
projects during the Economic Recovery Strategygaerwhich ended in 2007. One of the
problems that NIMES was to address was the inadecpugply of data for planning and policy
making, particularly at lower levels (villages, &ions, divisions and districts). Also, the data
collected at these levels was usually forwardedards/ to respective headquarters and hardly
shared vertically with other line ministries andik&tholders or fed back to lower levels.
However, during its implementation, NIMES has facednumber of challenges including
inadequate resources and capacities for performaaddng, weak M&E culture, weak linkages
with other reform programmes, and a lack of timatygl reliable data and lack of local training
institutions (GoK, 2007). Centrally executed M &sgstem across government is therefore a
relatively recent phenomenon in Kenya, althoughowsr projects and programs incorporated

notions of M&E since 1980s. A good example was Bigrict Focus for Rural Development



(DFRD) which was introduced in 1983 (GoK, 2007)rrRalized M&E system was introduced
with the approval of Kenya’'s Interim Poverty Redoot Strategy Paper (I-PRSP) in August
2000. From 2006 — 2008 performance contracting vigtin the results for Kenya Program,
which was implemented through the Cabinet OfficeoK(G2012). This program started to
introduce service charters and reinforce a messagestomer orientation in government. In the
then, Ministry of Finance and National TreasuryplRuExpenditure Management (PEM) was
being reinforced by a number of reforms aimed girowing transparency and accountability.
The Government Financial Management Act, 2004 sdp@d”ublic Expenditure Management

by providing a legal framework for managing pubiimances.

In most cases, the element of effectiveness of M&&tems is not evidently emphasized. There
has been growing pressure to improving projectfopmance and show results in many
organizations especially those relying on donodfunM&E is leaning towards results hence
emergence of results based M&E. This study endeavto delve into the determinants of
effectiveness of a monitoring and evaluation systemprojects in AMREF Health Africa in

Kenya. The variables under study were availabiifyfunds, stakeholders’ participation and
organization’s leadership. The study aimed at dateng the extent to which these factors

influence the effectiveness of M&E system.

1.11 AMREF Health Africa in Kenya
AMREF Health Africa in Kenya is the country prograoffice of AMREF Health Africa,
Africa’s largest International Health NGO. Thistlse largest and oldest country program in

Africa with an average annual budget of USD 40iomll AMREF Kenya implements projects



in all counties nationwide and currently has fowodal programs. These are: Reproductive,
Maternal, Newborn, Adolescent and Child Health (RGHN; HIV/AIDS, TB and Malaria,
Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH); and APHIA pIIMARISHA program. AMREF
Health Africa in Kenya believes that the powerremsform Kenya lies within the communities.
Its vision is lasting health change in Kenya, ahé mission is to improve the health of the
people in Kenya by partnering with and empoweringnounities and strengthening health
systems. Knowledge is a core product of AMREF Hwedlfrica in Kenya’'s activities. It
implements projects to learn and shares this eveldased knowledge with others to advocate
for change in health policy and practice. Basedhanbelief that health is a basic human right,
AMREF Health Africa in Kenya seeks to empower comities to take control of their health
and to establish a vibrant and participatory healtd system made up of communities, health

workers and governments (https://www.amref.org).

The area of study for this research will be AMREalh Africa in Kenya which has
implemented successful projects and has been conduunonitoring and evaluation. The study
will provide information on the determinants of exffiveness of a monitoring and evaluation

system and the corresponding outputs, outcomesgratts.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Monitoring and Evaluation is becoming an area awgng importance for many organizations
and development community at large. It allows thiaselved in development activities to learn
from experience, to achieve better results andetmbre accountable. There is increased interest
in M&E among the development community due to argjer focus on the results produced by
interventions. M&E processes allow those involvedissess the impact of a particular activity,
determine how it could be done better and show vawiion is being taken by different
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stakeholders. This should translate into a morecéffe and transparent way of working (World
Bank, 2002). In the absence of effective monitoang evaluation, it would be difficult to know
whether the intended results are being achieveglamed, what corrective action may be
needed to ensure delivery of the intended resatid, whether initiatives are making positive

contributions towards human development (World B&k 1).

Badly designed and managed monitoring and evahmtican do more harm than good.
Misleading results can undermine the effective aleting and use of resources. Establishing
international standards for methodological rigothiaal practice and efficient management
processes in monitoring and evaluation is an ongahnallenge. Done well, M&E has the

potential to make enormous contributions to develept practice and theory. Good M&E can

make projects work better, assess the impacts; stedegy, increase stakeholder ownership,
build the capacity of stakeholders to hold progfamanciers and implementers to account and
share learning more widely (Kusek and Rist, 20@)suring the completeness, quality and
integrity of M&E systems and processes is vital feaching accurate and reliable conclusions
about what works and what does not work in projectd programs. International standards
emphasize the need for impartiality, appropriatekilled experts conducting the process,
stakeholders’ participation, proper tools and tégphes, timeliness, support from the

management, adequate funding and identificaticappfopriate indicators (World Bank, 2011).

An elaborate and effective M & E system is a nemgssequirement for the projects and
programs to be successful and meet set goals gadtigbs. With the changing dynamics in the
donor community, it is highly improbable for any o agency to release funds without
adequate monitoring and evaluation system and framebeing put in place by the beneficiary

organizations (Emmanuel, 2015). Many organizatibage been carrying out monitoring and
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evaluation as a formality just because it is on¢hefrequirements to get funds from donors. In
large organizations, M&E activities are consideasdpart of ordinary projects’ activities. It is
not allocated autonomy and resources it deservemsare its effectiveness. AMREF Health
Africa in Kenya projects are unique dealing witihs@ve and delicate matter of health and such
an organization will experience major hurdles irr@xion of monitoring and evaluation. The
three independent variables discussed in this stu@yely; availability of funds, stakeholders’
participation and organization’s leadership, hddgh propensity of influencing effectiveness of
monitoring and evaluation systems. There are lahigtudies on the factors determining
effectiveness of monitoring and evaluation systepspecially in large donor funded
organizations such as AMREF Health Africa. Thuds thtudy sought to fill the gap by
undertaking a study on the determinants of effeciss of a monitoring and evaluation system
for projects. The study aims at establishing theemx to which availability of funds,

stakeholders’ participation and organization lealdigrinfluence effectiveness of M & E system.

1.3 Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to establish therchetants of the effectiveness of a monitoring
and evaluation system for projects: A case of AMRERya WASH programme.
1.4 Research Objectives
1. To establish the extent to which availability ofnéls influences the effectiveness of
monitoring and evaluation system for AMREF Kenya BHAprogramme.
2. To assess the extent to which stakeholders’ ppaticin influence the effectiveness of
monitoring and evaluation system for AMREF Kenya BHAprogramme
3. To determine the extent to which organization’sdd&ahip influenceshe effectiveness of

monitoring and evaluation system for AMREF Kenya BHAprogramme
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1.5 Research Questions

1. To what extent does availability of fundduehce the effectiveness of M&E system for
AMREF Kenya WASH programme?

2. To what extent does stakeholders’ partiograinfluence the effectiveness of monitoring
and evaluation system for AMREF Kenya WASH prografim

3. To what extent does organization’s leaderstflpence the effectiveness of monitoring and

evaluation system for AMREF Kenya WASH programme?

1.6 Significance of the Study

This study might particularly help NGOs, privatedgrublic organizations staff, donor agencies
and project managers in better understanding oM&E systems and how to improve them to
be able to better monitor and evaluate and alsd theeexpectations of the stakeholders, as well
as provide valuable information for future intertiens. It may inform policies towards setting
up of monitoring and evaluation systems, and show M&E can be used as a powerful
management tool to improve the way organizationd atakeholders can achieve greater
accountability and transparency. The study mayefioeg, be beneficial to NGOs, donor
agencies, project managers, and project manageshgtgnts who are involved in the designing

and implementation of result-based and effectivé K systems.

Findings may be used for organizational learningd ammprove projects planning,
implementation, and management. It might enable pglgect managers and other staff to
understand and appreciate the ever-changing emwagoth The result of this study may be

adopted by any government realistically to plan fomohulate its projects policies that are geared
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to improving the overall performance. It may furtlggve a deeper insight to those who are

charged with M & E to effectively implement the ueg@d processes.

The academicians, policy planners, and researchigyist also benefit by getting new areas of
study and improvements. Overall, the study recontagons might improve effectiveness of
monitoring and evaluation in projects and programmed provide comprehensive guidance on
how to set up and implement a monitoring and evalossystem by avoiding the pitfalls that
may lead to its failure. The study also identifee@as related to M&E field that might require

more research, hence a basis for further research.

1.7 Limitations of the Study

The research was limited contextually to the aspeahht determine the effectiveness of
monitoring and evaluation systems. This might hiavated the scope of the aspects that the
researcher could have assessed in relation to imirence on monitoring and evaluation
systems. The research was further limited geogcaphito AMREF Health Africa in Kenya
only. This might have impeded the number and vditglof the respondents that the study could

have targeted.

Some respondents were unavailable and others dithve enough time to give required
information due to their busy schedule which hiedeeffective data collection and findings.
However, the researcher addressed this problemabynign a follow-up to allow them respond at

their most convenient time.
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Data collection, analysis and other activities dgrthe study required huge financial outlays
largely due unforeseen activities which were notigaied and this may have impeded the

effectiveness of the study.

Lastly, the research might have been limited byeeaispof confidentiality and availability of the
respondents. The researcher observed that somendesgs were unwilling to avail their
feedback due to fear of victimization from theirpstors. To some extent, some of the

respondents might have been unwilling to parti@patthe study or be time barred.

1.8 Delimitations of the Study

The study focused on establishing how availabitifyfunds, stakeholders’ participation and
organization leadership affect the effectivenessmohitoring and evaluation system for projects.
The study was carried out at AMREF Health Africakienya. Focus was on the organization’s
WASH programme. The study was limited on seeking #mswers to research questions.
Basically, the study was trying to identify the efatinants of an effective monitoring and
evaluation system and establish key system featha¢support it.

1.9 Assumptions of the Study

The researcher assumed that the sample was a eefatdge of the population and the

respondents would be available and answer questimmestly and correctly. That the

organization and respondents would cooperate aatke sShformation on their M&E systems,

operations and projects by answering the questionsectly and accurately. This study also
assumed that the respondents had a good undergjasfdihe determinants of the effectiveness
of a monitoring and evaluation system. There was an assumption that the data collection
instruments and method were the most appropriateraasured the desired constructs.
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1.10 Definition of Significant Terms used in the Stdy

Effectiveness of Monitorin

and Evaluation System:  The measure or the ability of M&E system to meeintended or
set objectives. It is the ability of the systenptoduce expected

and relevant findings or results.

Evaluation: Evaluation is the episodic or periodic assessmemsyally
midterm of an ongoing project and after completdra project
to determine its actual impact against the expedtegact,

efficiency, sustainability and effectiveness

Monitoring: Monitoring is the routine continuous tracking oétkey elements
of the project implementation process, inputs @y and
outputs through methods like record keeping anduleeg

reporting.

Organization leadership: These are individuals tasked with making key deossiand
policies in an organization. These include diresitosenior

managers, departmental managers, line managers etc.

Stakeholders’ participation: The process where organizations involve people wiay be
affected by decisions it makes or can influence the

implementation of its projects.
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1.11 Organization of the Study

Chapter one outlines the background of the studythe statement of the problem. The chapter
further outlines the objectives and research goestthat guided the study then significance of

the study. Lastly, the chapter states the limitegjaelimitations and assumptions of the study.

Chapter two outlines the theoretical underpinniafythe study as well as the review of all the
literature that is relevant to the study varialdsavell as a summary of the research gaps from all
the reviewed materials. The chapter also contdiasconceptual framework which outlines the

association between the study variables. Findlly research gap is discussed.

Chapter three outlines the study methodology tres fellowed in the course of answering the
research questions. The chapter specifically aeglthe research design and sampling techniques
that was adopted, the target population, the dataation instruments and procedures as well as
the data analysis methods adopted. The chapteltyfidascribes the ethical considerations,

reliability and validity tests that were observed.

Chapter four is on the analysis of the data cadl@dtom the field. Data was analyzed using
means, standard deviation, percentages and fregsenkhe analyzed data was presented in

tables. Further the chapter has interpretatioh@findings in write up to explain the tables.

Chapter five finally describes the summaries oflifigs with regard to the objectives of the
study. Main findings are discussed at length witkdges to existing knowledge. The chapter
finally has a conclusion of the study and sugggsissible recommendation of the study

problem.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter reviews all the literature relatedn® study variables. The chapter will review the
concept of effectiveness of monitoring and evabratsystem for projects and discuss the
independent variables (availability of funds, stalders’ participation and organization’s
leadership) and how they determine effectivenessnohitoring and evaluation system for
projects. The chapter also outlines the theories dmchor the study. Finally, the chapter will
offer a graphical representation of the associdberveen independent and dependent variables

in the form of a conceptual framework.

2.2 Concept of Effectiveness of Monitoring and Evahtion System for Projects

Monitoring and evaluation are thinly distinct elemgwithin the project management cycle but
are highly dependent and mutually of significanpartance to project sustainability (UNDP,
1997). Monitoring is the process through which ¢issential aspects of project implementation
such as reporting, usage of funds, record keepid) raview of the project outcomes are
routinely tracked with an aim of ensuring the pebjes being implemented as per the plan
(Mackay, (2007). Monitoring is undertaken on a awmus base to act as an internal driver of
efficiency within the organization’s project implemtation processes and its main agenda is to
develop a control mechanism for projects (Crawfand Bryce, 2003). Evaluation is a definite
and systematic approach geared towards reviewirangaing project to ensure that it meets the
goals or objectives that were fundamental to itdemtaking (Uitto, 2004). Monitoring and
evaluation should offer comprehensive and reledatd that will support decision making (Jody

and Ray, 2004). Project evaluation serves variampgses; first, to inform decisions for project
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improvement by providing relevant information foreaiksion making concerning setting
priorities, guiding resource allocation, facilitagi modification and refinement of project
structures and activities and signaling need fatitamhal personnel (Mulwa, 2008). Secondly,
evaluation provides a process of learning. By legrfrom the past, one is able to improve the
future. Further, evaluation helps project managemdevelop new skills, open up to the capacity
of constructive self-criticism, to objectivity and improve on future planning as a result.
Through evaluations the organization in extensi@mdacts a SWOT analysis since the
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and challenfgbe projects are taken into account
(Spaulding, 2014). Evaluation creates future berarhmto guide evaluations of other projects.
It also helps in creating a knowledge bank for ngan@ent which is an ideal trend in
contemporary world where organizations are leatowgards knowledge management in project
management (Calder, 2013). Lastly through evalnatiproject managers are able to access how
projects faired in terms of meeting the budgetanyitt as well as in terms of efficiency

(Spaulding, 2014).

A monitoring and evaluation system is a componesgighed to screen, track and make a
comparison of the project outcomes against thedtat planned targets (SAMDI, 2007). It is a
comprehensive undertaking that offers guidancehe dcreening and tracking of an ongoing
project, recording data and systematically evahgathe data for comparison purposes in line
with the project’s set goals and objectives (Kerz2813). M&E system is an integral system of
reflection and communication supporting project lienpentation that should be planned for and

managed throughout a project’s life (Nyonje, Kyafw Mulwa, 2015).

Key aspects of monitoring and evaluation are theéngeup of the system, implementing the

system, involving all stakeholders and communigptthe results of the monitoring and
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evaluation process. A monitoring and evaluatiortesysshould be as relevant as possible to the
organization to ensure its reliability and indepemek (Gaarder & Bricefio, 2010). An effective
M & E system should be able to offer conclusiveoinfation that can effectively be utilized
towards better project success. Through the system stakeholder should be able to identify
the potential benefits of the project, ways of emdwag screening and tracking of the project as
well as offer an outline of the successes, chalengnd opportunities for future projects

undertakings (Briceno, 2010).

In order to foster the support of the employeesefé@ctive monitoring and evaluation system
should seek to enhance communication and interaetimong the personnel which will help to
build up teamwork within the project. Similarly,ethinvolvement of the project stakeholders
should not be downplayed as these are the peopteomim and are directly affected by the

project successes and impacts (Blackstock, KelliAagsey, 2007).

Effectiveness of the M&E system focuses on expecded achieved accomplishments,
processes, examining the results chain, contexéictdrs and causality, in order to understand
achievements or the lack of achievement. Objectivksa development project should be
consistent with the requirements of beneficiariesl arganization’s strategies, and also the
extent to which they are responsive to the orgaiozs corporate plan and human development
priorities such as empowerment and gender equélgyelopment initiatives and their intended
outputs and outcomes should also be consistent waititonal and local policies and priorities
(Kusek and Rist, 2004). Monitoring and evaluatictiveties enable the stakeholders determine
whether the body undertaking project implementatias adequate legal and technical mandate
to implement projects on their behalf (Kimenyi, 8l0Post completion assessment is done to

correlate between plans and real impact of theeptojEvaluation looks at what the project
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managers planned, their accomplishments so fahandthey achieved them. This can be done

at the early stages of the project life or at the ef the implementation (Mulwa, 2007).

Resources allocated to projects should be usedoetoally since they are limited. When
running a project and are concerned about itsa&pility or about going to scale, then it is very
important to get the efficiency element right. Uske monitoring and evaluation system is
therefore a basis for evaluating the effectiverségzoject delivery processes (Naoum, 1991 and
Ling & Chan, 2002). They describe monitoring andilasation system as the assessment of
project success and use objective factors, inctudime, cost and quality objectives, and
subjective factors, which are concerned with theessment of stakeholders' satisfaction.
Successful project managers diligently and regulaeview progress against the schedule,
budget and quality elements of the project. Reg@aiews allow problems to be identified early
so that corrective action can be taken to keepptbgect on track. The reviews can provide a
clear and adequate provision for monitoring anduaten events. A monitoring and evaluation
budget should be delineated within the overall gubjcosting to give the monitoring and
evaluation function the due recognition it playgmoject running (Mackay, 2007). Efficiency of
project planning improves overall monitoring andalesation of projects, management and
implementation with the sole aim of having an impat the socio-political and economic status
of the community. Project information should beadhéed in an orderly and sequential manner as
the project is on-going. Monitoring is done in actance to the prior set targets and its activities
are predetermined during the planning phase. Taetbéties ensure that everything is on track
and will enable the project team detect early ehowfen deviations occur. If monitoring is
conducted as expected, it is a very important mamagt tool that acts as a basis for project

evaluation since through it, sufficiency and adeguaf available resources is determined.

19



Basically, project monitoring involves a systemadiod continuous assessment of how the
project is being implemented against initially pitns, activities, and other deliverables (Mulwa,

& Nguluu, 2003).

It is important to ensure project sustainabilitydafor this to be achieved, three essential
dimensions must be considered; Project, institali@md environmental sustainability and also
household and community resilience. Institutiosiadtainability is where functional institutions
will be self-sustaining after the project ends. Belwld and community resilience focuses on
resilient communities which are readily able toi@pate and adapt to change through clear
decision-making processes, collaboration, and nme&magt of resources internal and external to
the community. Environmental sustainability conssdéhat an environmentally sustainable
system must maintain a stable resource base, averdexploitation of renewable resources and
preserve biodiversity and structural change whéee dtructural dimensions of poverty are
addressed through the empowerment of the poor andimalized rural households (Cooke, Bill,
&Uma, 2001). Other factors, such as external pdi@and institutional context, will also have a
direct influence on project monitoring and evaloatibut are typically outside project control
(IFRC, 2011). For example, the sustainability ofmoounity based projects-supported
interventions is likely to be compromised in areasracterized by weak institutions, lack of
markets, lack of income-generating opportunitiesndragile states experiencing civil conflicts.

(World Bank, 1980).

Projects must systematically identify, analyze aedpond to risks in a way that ensures
continuation of project benefits after completi@uéfield, 1975). Projects should seek ways to
strengthen the capacity of individuals, househatdsymunities, formal and informal institutions

that will help them cope with future shocks (IFAPQ05a). Projects should cause ‘no harm’ to
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the environment and should meet the needs of theept generation without compromising the

ability of future generations to meet their ownae@FAD, 2005).

Monitoring and evaluation helps to determine anésuee the impact of an intervention. Impact
refers to the direct or indirect, intended or uantded positive or negative changes produced by a
development intervention. Measuring the impact ime® ascertaining the effects of an activity
on economic, social, environmental and other degratnt indicators. Assessment of impact is
important because it generates useful informatimm decision-making process and supports

accountability for delivery of results.

2.3 Availability of Funds and Effectiveness of a Moitoring and Evaluation System

The project budget should provide a clear and aateqorovision for monitoring and evaluation
activities. The M&E budgetary allocation shouldarly be delineated from the main project
budget so that M&E unit is accorded some autonomutilization of its resources (Gyorkos,
2003). M&E budget should be about 5 to 10 peroémdtal projects’ budget which will give the
M&E unit adequate resources to ensure its effen@ge (Kelly and Magongo, 2004). However,
according to Gitonga (2012), there is no specifiezcpntage to be allocated for M&E but
normally varies between 2.5% and 10% depending wthith overall budget and the project.
Gitonga further states that the more participatd&E is, the higher its budget. Frankel and
Gage (2007) concur with Gitonga by stating thatréhis no set formula for proportion of
project’s budget to be allocated to M&E. Most danand organizations recommend between 3
to 10 percent of the project’s budget. The generdal of thumb is that the M&E budget should
not be too little as to affect the accuracy andlitigty of results and neither should it consume

much resources to the extent of interfering witheotprojects activities. M&E activities and
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their cost should be estimated and properly bengdror to ensure funds needed are sufficiently
allocated. This should be done at the project desigge so that funds are allocated specifically
to M&E and are available to implement M&E tasks &pBlowe, 2008). Resources allocation
should be undertaken within organizations towahasrtmonitoring and evaluation system in a
controlled manner to ensure that this does not poskallenge to the implementation of their
strategy (Mugambi and Kanda, 2013). This moresalshibe assessed keenly for donor-funded
programs where the availability of funds is not endhe organization’s control. Lack of
adequate resources is an impediment to the suoté#lss system and process and organizations
should ensure they have set aside sufficient fotmdsipport monitoring and evaluation activities
(Gwadoya, 2011). Oluoch (2012) also observes #ukt of sufficient funds hinders performance

of the monitoring and evaluation systems.

In some organizations, there are no funds spelifialocated for M&E despite having
sufficient funds for the projects. This has legptmr performance of the M&E system leading to
poor performance and failure of projects (Chaplo2@0)8). In a study by Mushori (2015) on
determinants of effective M&E of county governm@nbjects, he noted that M&E is usually budgeted
for but there is no specific allocation for itsigittes. Barasa (2014) in his study observed thalusion

of M&E budget in the strategic plan is crucial amne projects had stalled or performed poorly due
to underfunding. He also notes that a budget shbealdll-inclusive taking into account all cost and
expenses likely to be incurrgdinancial availability is key to implementing anplevating a strong
and effective monitoring and evaluation system. DFf2002) observes that most developing
countries are being faced with the challenge ofi@menting a sound monitoring and evaluation
due to lack of control on their financial resourcé&herefore, the donors need to put more

emphasis on the establishment of sound monitori evaluation systems through factoring
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this in the funding (World Bank, 2002). This is tbely way to ensure that projects achieve set

goals and have lasting and sustainable impactseohdneficiaries.

Public Finance Management Reform Coordinating Whinistry of Finance Kenya (PFMR,
2008), explains many different kinds of trackingteyns as part of the government management
toolkits. Every government needs the three leggedl sof good human resource systems,
financial systems, and accountability systems. tBely also need good feedback systems. A
results-based monitoring and evaluation systenssgrgially a special public management tool
governments can use to measure and evaluate owgcanmethen feed this information back into
the ongoing processes of governing and decisioningaabinet. It further addresses the
credible answers to the accountability concernstakeholders, give public sector managers
information on progress toward achieving statedyats and goals, and provide substantial
evidence as the basis for any necessary mid-caasections in monitoring and evaluation

policies.

2.4 Stakeholder Participation and Effectiveness ad Monitoring and Evaluation System

Stakeholders in M&E are those people who have kegtathe projects and programmes. They
are persons who take decisions using the M&E dadiefiadings. These include; the community
whose situation the programme seeks to changeeqirfipld staff who implement activities;
programme managers who oversee programme impletimemtéunders and other decision-
makers who decide the course of action relatedheéoptogramme; supporters, critics and other

stakeholders who influence the programme environifigavies, 1998).

The growing interest within the international aidmumunity in participatory approaches to

development programming emanates from lessonstlgathe past (Aubel, 1999). It was found
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that participation of the programme stakeholdeentral level decision makers, local level
implementers, and communities affected by the p@uogne, in programme design,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation, impropesgramme quality and helps address local
development needs. It increases the sense of mhteomd local ownership of programme
activities and ultimately promotes the likelihodwat the programme activities and their impact
would be sustainable. However, exactly what prognanstakeholders are involved in M&E
varies according to the purpose of M&E and the ganastitutional receptiveness to the use of
participatory approaches. In each instance, progr@amanagers must decide which group of
stakeholders should be involved, to what extent aod/ (UNDP, 1997). The extent of
stakeholder participation in evaluation, howeveepehds on the evaluation questions and
circumstances. Participatory evaluations are paddity useful when there are questions about
implementation difficulties or programme effects different stakeholders or when information
is wanted on stakeholders’ knowledge of programoesggor their view of progress. The use of
stakeholders in assessments is not undisputed, ieowsome authors question how far
stakeholders can be trusted to correctly assessdhmplex environment in which they are
immersed, to reach consensus and how tendenciesdewelf-interest can be tackled (Hacking
and Guthrie, 2006; Coglianese, 1999). A generablpro concerning stakeholder participation
processes is that these tend to quickly lead taique solution to a complex problem that is

difficult to scale-up or apply in other contexts.

The level to which different partners and stakebrddare involved at different steps in the
process will vary (UNDP, 2002). Some need onlyrdermed of the process while it would be
important for others to be involved in a decisioakimg capacity. Because M&E has important

capacity development and learning dimensions, gessabout who is involved and to what
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degree will impact upon the results. In generad, gneater the level of involvement the more
likely it is that evaluative knowledge will be uselt is important to note that greater
participation of partners or stakeholders or bdtkroimplies greater costs and sometimes can
lead to a reduction in effectiveness and efficiendgvertheless, by strategically involving
stakeholders and partners, participatory M&E casitpely influence the degree of ownership
of the results and sustainability. Partnering dipséth key stakeholders throughout the M&E
process promotes shared knowledge creation amingahelps transfer skills, and development
of capacity (UNDP, 2002). The stakeholders alswidevaluable feedback that can be used to
improve performance and learning. In this way, gpoakctices at the heart of monitoring and
evaluation are continually reinforced, making aifss contribution to the overall effectiveness
of development. Participation depends on the etialuaquestions and circumstances.
Participatory M&E is particularly useful when thesre questions about implementation

difficulties or programme effects on different sthklders (Hacking, 2006).

A key feature of the process of monitoring and eatibn is the identifying of the key
participants or stakeholders who have a vestedesitén the process (Patton, 2008). Those with
a direct or indirect interest in the program inmpéntation are essential in ensuring the success
of a monitoring and evaluation system (PhillipsP20 Through engaging stakeholders, there
will be acceptability and reliance in the resulfsttte monitoring and evaluation process. The
entire process of monitoring and evaluation retiasthe analysis of those who are particularly
interested in the results of the process; thusoitild be prudent to work in tandem with the
beneficiaries (Bamberger, 2009). This is importaspecially for projects that are highly
dynamic, which leaves the main stakeholders asdied ones in tackling any shortcomings or

change in situations. However, too much stakeholdeolvement could crowd out the
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independence of the unit due to enormous pressustakeholders dominating the process to
meet their goals (Patton, 2008). A studyAskari (2014) established that stakeholders’ ingotent

in M&E is very crucial but too much involvement é¢dlead to undue influence on the process.

Stakeholders will be more concerned with the mamtpand evaluation process if they are
involved from the beginning (Njoki, 2008). Thusdhgh the involvement of stakeholders, there
will be unanimous support for the process. Thermgttion that is collected by the monitoring
and evaluation exercise can only be credible alabte if it will in the end meet both the needs
of the program and those of the stakeholders (0ti2012). Thus, it is highly important to work
with those in need of the monitoring and evaluatioformation to ensure its relevance.
Furthermore, the involvement of the managementhi@ operations of a monitoring and
evaluation system impedes the effectiveness okyiseem (Wanijiru, 2013). This occurs mostly
where the management involvement is widely low ighly suppressive. Excessive pressure by
stakeholders will make it hard for the monitoringlavaluation systems to meet their objectives

(Oluoch, 2012).

A study by Thayer and Fine (2001) in the Unitedt&taof America involving 140 non-profit
organizations found that selection of monitoringlsowas the most popular purpose for
conducting recently completed, as well as currengluation and there can be little doubt
regarding the value of focusing on results and fisn® participants. A number of studies have
addressed the changing trends and focus in mamgtamd evaluation performance measurement
in project management (Carman, 2007). The evolubibtrends in monitoring and evaluation
from focusing on financial accountability, prograearautputs, quality of service, participant-
related measures, key performance indicators dadtdatisfaction to the more recent trend to

measure achievement project outcomes (Plantz, @nesnand Hendrick, 1997).
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Hanik (2011) from UNDP and Shah (2007) from WorlaR argue that Indonesia has continued
to undertake major reforms since the 1998 econaenscs. These reforms have taken place in a
highly challenging environment, where the numbet gpe of stakeholders have become more
complex triggered particularly by Indonesia’s newdiecentralized government structure.

Reforms in planning, budgeting, financial managenae reporting systems of the central and

local governments include issue of the state firatreasury and audit laws.

2.5 Organizational Leadership and Effectiveness @& Monitoring and Evaluation System

Organizational leadership is increasingly beingardgd as a salient theme on the effectiveness
of monitoring and evaluation. The organization’aders should support and be involved in the
M&E activities for the process to be effective aswlccessful. Project managers should be
involved directly but the organization senior magragnt involvement should be indirect. Infact,
they should carry out some monitoring activitiespast of their overall work and from time to
time monitor and evaluate their operations. Managennvolvement enhances the credibility of

the M&E process and ensures increased acceptanice fihdings (Khan, 2003).

The management plays a big role in allocation efources, designing the system,
communication of results and making key decisiomsciv affect projects and monitoring and
evaluation activities. Their commitment to the ieplentation of monitoring and evaluation
system is paramount. It is through this that thelf ensure that adequate funds and other
resources are allocated to M&E. If there is no gatidand support from organization’s
management, then the M&E system will perform potebding to ineffectiveness (World Bank,

2011).
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The organization’s leaders involvement in impleraéinh and throughout the project or program
cycle ensures ownership, learning and sustaingbitif results and creates effective
communication, mobilization of resources to fillpga This also ensures use of information
obtained and lessons learnt in future interventammd in decision making (Chaplowe, 2008). An
effective M&E system should be able to provide mnfation for short and long term decisions
and planning (CARE 2012). Results from M&E shou@dused to improve the project strategy
and operations. Project progress and problems brushared with all relevant stakeholders to
enable learn and find solutions together. In hedyt Wanjiru (2013) observed théte role of
leaders in M&E is very important in ensuring thegess is effective and successfllhe management
should utilize information from M&E in decision miak. They shouldact promptly to project demands
and improvementsReports to funding agencies need to balance theesa and mistakes, and

above all, be analytical and action-oriented.

Communication of information and results is thepaassibility of the senior management with
the support of project managers (Nyonje, Kyalo &Way 2015). The M&E process should be
committed to improving the lateral linkages amongjgct and programme staff, including
feedback processes, for learning purposes. Anabfsike existing or possible linkages across
programmes and projects should be as critical,ctibe and exhaustive as possible. Managers,

including at the senior level, must be involvedha entire process (Hunter, 2009).

Organizational leadership in building M & E systemsolves ensuring that strategic policy
frameworks exist and are combined with effectiveergight, coalition-building, regulation,

attention to system design and accountability. feed for greater accountability arises both
from increased funding and a growing demand to aestnate results. Accountability is therefore

an intrinsic aspect of governance that concernsntai@agement of relationships between various
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stakeholders in NGOs, including individuals, houddl, communities, firms, governments,
nongovernmental organizations, private firms antepientities that have the responsibility to

finance, monitor, deliver and use health servi&#edm, Standing, & Joshi, 2006).

Furthermore, the credibility of findings and assessts depends to a large extent on the manner
in which monitoring and evaluation is conductedhia community based projects (Ben, 2002).
Good leadership focuses on results and follow-ud@B, 2000). It looks for what is going well
and what is not progressing in terms of progresstds intended results (Pfohl, 1986). It then
records this in reports, makes recommendationdalwivs-up with decisions and action. Good
and effective monitoring and evaluation depends targe extent on proper and appropriate
design (Ben, 2002). If a project is poorly desigoedased on faulty assumptions, even the best
monitoring or evaluation is unlikely to ensure steccess. Particularly important is the design of
a realistic results chain of outcome, outputs asttviies (UNDP, 1997). Organizations should
avoid using M&E for correcting recurring problemisat need permanent solutions. Good
monitoring requires regular visits that focus osutes and follow-up to verify and validate

progress.

Koffi-Tessio (2002) did a study on Efficacy and iE#ncy of Monitoring-Evaluation
Systems (MES) for Projects Financed by the Banku@iia Burkina Faso, Mauritania, Rwanda
and Mozambique. The findings showed that M&E systeare not meeting their obligatory
requirements as decision making tools by the manage Instead their activities are viewed as
controlling by a bureaucratic management. The poquisition of the appropriate M&E systems
by NGOs is also attributed to the organizationsdéeship overemphasis on the physical
infrastructure such as computer equipment rathem thethodological and conceptual training.

Information and data can be collected and analgtexhy and all levels to provide feedback at
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many points in time. In this way, the informatioancbe used to better inform key decision
makers, the general public, and other stakeholdéwositoring and evaluation can and should be
evident throughout the life cycle of a project, gnam, or policy, as well as after completion.
M&E with its continuing streams of data and feedb&as added value at every stage from

design through implementation to impact.

2.6 Theoretical Review

The study was based on Program Theory, Theory ah@d and Dynamic Capabilities Theory.

The theories were explained below.

2.6.1 Program Theory

Program theory of evaluation has grown in use dlier past decade. It assesses whether a
program is designed in such a way that it can aehits intended outcomes.The program theory
is a guidance theory in the evaluation of projexdsit shows the capacity of the program to
attend to specific problems that need to be reviewihin projects. It further offers guidance on

what areas need to be emphasized on during theathal process (Donaldson, 2012).

The use of program theory presents the advantagdfefing information that could lead to
additional explanations regarding the problem, sb&utions and the alternate actions to be
carried out in order to obtain the intended reswtsther, it can be used to enhance decision
making and expand conceptions of solutions to argjept problems (McClinttock, 1990).
However, this theory is limited by its approachestaequires excessive reliance on a collection
of data to guide in the evaluation process, ansl iy be costly for projects that are working

under tight budgetary allocations.
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2.6.2 Theory of Change

Theory of change when applied to social change gasEs represents a thinking action
alternative to other more rigid planning approaces logics. A theory of change defines pieces
and steps necessary to bring about a long term faabo describes the types of interventions

that bring about results hoped to or expected $P2005).

Theory of Change consists of a set of assumptiomk abstract projections regarding how
stakeholders believe reality could be untold infiltere. This is based on a realistic analysis of
current context, self-assessment about their chjiediof process facilitation and a crucial and
explicit review of the study, assumptions of comityininvolvement in monitoring and
evaluation and a process that helps monitor couslyioand critically individuals and also

collective way of thinking (Rogers, 2008).

This theory helps to describe how altercations megur within different stages of a project

without any sure prediction being made. It furtheghlights how these changes can be altered
through strategic intervention measures. This theas key to the study as it enables project
team and stakeholders to focus energy on specificd realities that are fundamental to the

success of the project aspects.

2.6.3 Dynamic Capabilities Theory

Dynamic capability is the firm’s ability to integes build upon and reconfigure internal and
external organizational resources and functionahpetencies to deal with the environment
which is constantly evolving (Teece, Pisano and eBhul997). It is a firm's behavioral
orientation constantly to integrate, reconfiguenaw and recreate its resources and capabilities
and most importantly, upgrade and reconstructate capabilities in response to the changing
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environment to attain and sustain competitive athgas (Wang and Ahmed (2007); Teece et
al., 1997). Dynamic capability is the firm’s potiahto systematically solve problems, formed by
its propensity to sense opportunities and threaatspake timely and market-oriented decisions
and to change its resource base (Barreto, 201@enGihe mixed use and interpretation of
terminologies, the definitional issues of dynamapabilities, attempt to reconcile the concept of

dynamic capabilities by intrinsically linking it tmarket dynamism (Wang et al., 2007).

Building dynamic capabilities relates especiallythe environmental and technological sensing
apparatus that the firm has established, the choicerganizational form and the ability to
strategize. Companies with strong strategic posstisave more options and a higher probability
of success in times of turmoil. This is becauseréterns of market leaders are not only higher
than those of market followers, they are also nsbadle. This theory will be of importance to
this study in anchoring how the organization iseail generate sufficient resources capacity in
terms of personnel and availing sufficient fundiegmonitoring and evaluation. Further, this
theory helped conceptualize how the organizaticaitdeith external issues such as regulatory

and compliance in enhancing its M&E systems.

2.7 Conceptual Framework

A conceptual framework elaborates a research pmolaled summarizes the variables and their
indicators in relation to the study objectives araViewed literature. The framework is
summarized in a schematic diagram that presents vire@ables and their hypothesized
relationship. It shows the relationship of the ahles under study and helps to keep the research
work focused on the objectives of the study. His tstudy the independent variables are

availability of funds, stakeholder’s participatiamd organization’s leadership. The dependent
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variable is effectiveness of a monitoring and eaatin system for projects while organization’s

policy is the moderating variable.

Independent Variables

Avalilability of Funds

-Adequacy/sufficient
-M&E budget allocation

- Timely allocation
-funds used for M&E activities

Stakeholder Participation

-Planning and design of system
-ldentification of indicators
-Data collection

-Results /findings Analysis
-Use of information/feedback

Organization Leadership

-Decision making
-Communication of findings
-Resources allocation
-Designing the system
-Training/capacity building

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework

Moderatg Variable

Organization policy

— 3l
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Dependent Variable

Effectiveness of M&E
System

-Relevant and useful results
-Activities within schedule
-Cost within budget

-Timely results/feedback
-Economical use of resources
- Clear duties/responsibilities
- Achievement of objectives



2.7.1 Interpretation of the Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework shows the relationshipveen the three independent variables and
the dependent variable. The study sought to estalitie extent to which availability of funds,
stakeholders’ participation and organization lesdigr influence the effectiveness of a
monitoring and evaluation system. The frameworlo aiglicates the indicators to be used to

measure the variables.

Funds should be available to ensure M&E activides carried out. The funds should be
adequate. The budgetary allocation to monitorind ewaluation should clearly be delineated
from the main project budget so that M&E unit is@ced some autonomy in the utilization of
its resources (Gyorkos, 2003). The allocation shda timely to ensure acivities are carried out
as scheduledstakeholder participation plays a major role ireefiveness of an M&E system since
people who may be affected by activities, outputc@ames and decisions made about a project or
can influence the implementation and operationa pfoject and the M&E procesStakeholders
will be more concerned with theI&E process if they are involved from the beginning and
throughout the process. Thus, through the involveroéall relevant stakeholders, there will be
unanimous support for the process and ownershimadihgs. Organization’s leadership is very
important in ensuring effectiveness of an M&E systdhe management plays a big role in
allocation of resources, designing of the systammraunication of results and making other key
decision which affects M&E and projects’ activiti€gheir commitment to the implementation

and operation of M&E system is paramount.
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2.8 Research Gap

Concern about absence of effective monitoring amaluation in regard to factors such as

stakeholders’ participation, availability of fundsd organizational leadership means that there is

a high likelihood of influence by these factors the effectiveness of the system and process.

Evidence from literature point out that in Sub-SahaAfrica substantial M&E achievements on

the ground are rare (Mackay, 2007; UNICEF, 2009hstMistudies done in Kenya focus on

specific projects or specific areas and thereforgken it difficult to generalize to large

organizations' projects and this study attemptgllitohe gap. The three independent variables

had high propensity of influencing effectiveness mbnitoring and evaluation systems in

AMREF Health Africa in Kenya. The study will theogé focus on establishing this influence

and try to give an insight, hence the reason falewaking this research.

Table 2.1: Research Gap

Variables Indicators Author Title of study Findings Knowledge
(year) gap

Availability of | -Adequacy/ sufficient| Mushori -Determinants of | -It was established| -Study did not

funds -Budget allocation (2015) effective M&E of | that the budgetary establish whethe

-Timely allocation

-Funds used for M&H
activities

county
government
funded
infrastructural
development
projects, Nakuru
East constituency
Nakuru County,
Kenya

allocation had a
high influence on
project completion.

-M&E was budgeted
for but there was no
specific allocation

M&E budgetary
decisions and
utilization of
funds are
independent.

-Didn’t establish
whether funds
allocated for
M&E are used
only for M&E
activities.
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Barasa Influence of M&E | -Inclusion of The study
(2014) tools on project | budget in the focused on
completion in strategic plan was _Bl;ldget h
Kenya: a case of | crucial., Influence on the
constituency Proiects had level of project
devel ctund - rojects ha completion but
e\{e opmen ung stalled due to not direcﬂy on
projects in underfunding. M&E.
Kakamega - A budget should | -Budget was
County, Kenya | pe 5il-inclusive and Studied as a too
go beyond bill of _and not an input
tities In prOJect_or
quan resource in
projects and
mé&e activities
PFMR Allocation of | A resyits-based fThe Stlédy
(2008) M&E budget to | mqnitoring and focusg Ion
Government | evaluation system clcr)“r?tnrzllatools
Projects is essentially a ;
) . used in
special public tool
government
governments can .
rojects and not
use to measure ar )
GO’s
evaluate outcomes
Stakeholders’ | -Planning and design| Askari Factors -Stakeholders are | -The study didn’t
Participation | of system (2014) influencing involved in M&E establish the
-ldentification of effective -Too much extent and level
indicators implementation off stakeholders’ of stakeholders’

-Data collection
-Results /findings
Analysis

-Use of information/
feedback

M&E practices in
donor funded
Projects in Kenya
A case of Turkand
district

involvement could
lead to undue
influence on the

L process
-Patrticipation
reflects the
community needs
and stimulate
people's interest in
implementation of
M&E.

whether

participation. i.e.

participation is
throughout the
process and in
lower and higher
level activities.
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Hacking(200
6)

Aubel
(1999)

The involvement
of stakeholder
participation in
M&E system

The influence
of stakeholder
participation in
the M&E system
within the
international aid
community

Participation

depends on the
evaluation question
and circumstances

- Participatory M&E
is particularly useful
when there are
questions about
implementation
difficulties or
programme effects
on different
stakeholders

-Participation of the
programme
stakeholders
improves
programme quality
and helps address
local development
needs.

Participation of the
programme
stakeholders
improves
programme quality
and helps address
local development
needs.

The study didn’t
s establish the
extent and level
of stakeholders’
participation. i.e.
whether
participation is
throughout the
process and in
lower and higher
level activities.

The study didn’t
establish the
extent and level
of stakeholders’
participation.
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Organization
Leadership

-Planning and design
of system
-ldentification of
indicators

-Data collection
-Results /findings
Analysis

-Use of information/
feedback

Wanijiru
(2013)

World Bank
(2011)

Determinants of
effective M&E
Systems in non-
governmental
organizations
within

Nairobi County,
Kenya

-The role played
by management il
allocation of

resources in M&E

-Role of leaders in
M&E was
considered to be
very important.

-Management
utilized information
from M&E in
decision making

-The management
acted promptly to
project demands an
improvements.

-Their commitment
nto implementation
of monitoring and
evaluation system ig
paramount

- Management
should ensure
adequate resources
are allocated

-Management
should ensure there
is separate
budgetary allocation
for M&E

- Did not specify
and identify the
specific role the
management
play in M&E

-The study did
not state what
management
should do to
ensure effective
M&E

- The study only
focused on
management role
in resources
allocation.
Management
makes decisions
which influence
M&E in many
ways.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the research methodology insdwe study. It specifically addresses the
following: research design, target population, slamgpsize and sampling procedure, data
collection instruments, validity and reliability odsearch instruments, data collection procedure,

data analysis techniques, ethical consideratioddiaally operational definition of variables.

3.2 Research Design

The study adopted a descriptive survey researclyrd@s an attempt to answer the research
problem. A descriptive survey research design aléw an in-depth analysis and understanding
of a particular phenomenon as it exists in thegmesondition (Cooper and Schindler, 2008). In
descriptive survey research design, objectives mesletermined allowing data collection
relevant and sufficient to the study problem (Koth2004). By combining both quantitative and
gualitative data collection procedures, descriptesearch design allowed a researcher to gather
exhaustive information in a way that reduces cdghe data collection. This research design
therefore assisted in drawing inferences aboutrahi@nts of effectiveness of a monitoring and
evaluation system for projects at Amref Health édrin Kenya. The research design was chosen

due to its adequacy to fulfill the research objexgi

3.3 Target Population

Target population or population of interest refeyghe group of people of interest whom the

researcher desires and intends to investigate.tdiget population for this study was staff in
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AMREF Kenya WASH programme and personnel in the iagtnative, finance and human
resource departments. There are 46 employees vgoukider Wash Programme and 20 working
under administrative, finance and human resourparti@ents making a target population of 66

employees. Their distribution is shown in Table 3.1

Table 3.1 Target Population

Programme/ Department Number of Employees
M&E office 24
Wash Programme management 22

Other departments

Human Resource 4
Finance 5
Administration 11
Total Target Population 66

3.4 Sample Size and Sampling Procedure

A survey study was conducted on all the personrekiwg under Wash Programme and in
administrative, finance and human resource depatsr@nce their number is small (Cooper &
Morgan, 2008). The sample size for the study tloeeetconsisted of all the 66 employees
working under Wash Programme and in administratiieance and human resource

departments.
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3.5 Data Collection Instruments

The study utilized primary data that was colleatsthg semi-structured questionnaires that had
both open and close-ended questions. The questiersansisted two parts. The first part asked
about demographic information of the respondentdewthe second part contained questions
about the three independent variables (availabiityfunds, stakeholder participation and
organization leadership) and the dependent varidBféectiveness of M&E System). An
interview guide was also used to interview key infant persons within the organization. These

included heads of departments, M&E experts and gemsa

3.6 Validity and Reliability of Research Instrumens

The researcher administered a set of structureduasttuctured questionnaires through a pilot
study to appraise the questionnaire soundnessafdaims and to estimate time that was required
to answer the items. The pilot study involved 1€pmndents from other programmes other than
Wash Programme. The number was arrived at by @dingl 10% of the sample size (Mugenda
and Mugenda 2003). Six respondents were considered few and 4 were added to get 10
respondents. The results of the pilot study weesewtised with the respondents to make the

required adjustments. The aim was to test theunsnt reliability and validity.

3.6.1 Validity of Research Instruments

Validity is defined as the accuracy and meaningfsfnof inferences, which are based on the
research results. In other words, validity is tegrée to which results obtained from the analysis
of the data actually represents the phenomena wstddy (Golafshani, 2003 ). Validity is the

degree to which a test measures what it purportsié¢asure (Riege, 2003). The researcher

determined the instrument’s content and constratitity through the help of expert judgment
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(the supervisor) who assessed the instrument amdifout if it answered the phenomenon under
study. The researcher removed bias in the res@astiument by constructing it in line with the

objectives of the study.

3.6.2 Reliability of Research Instruments

Reliability is defined as a measure of the degoeehich a research instrument yields consistent
results after repeated trials. Before actual datéeation, piloting of the questionnaire was
carried out (Golafshani, 2003). The questionnaies went out to 10 respondents working in
various programmes other than Wash Programme. timber of respondents was arrived at by
calculating 10% of the targeted population/ samgpi ((Mugenda and Mugenda, 2003). 6
respondents were considered few and as a resuftpré were added making a total of 10
respondents. Piloting enabled the researchesstdlrte reliability of the instrument. A Cronbach
alpha test was conducted to measure the intermaistency and reliability of the data collection
instruments. Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha is congouusing SPSS to determine how items
correlate among themselves. Reliability of at 16430 or higher is recommended for Social
Science Research (Mugenda and Mugenda, 2003). Towb&ch’'s reliability coefficient was

0.85 which was more than 0.7 and therefore theunsints was deemed to be reliable.

3.7 Data Collection Procedures

The researcher administered the questionnaire paigdo the respondents. The advantage of
researcher administered questionnaires is thatjtlestions can be clarified to the respondents
during the interview. This ensured that the respoitsl understood the questions, thereby
enabling the researcher to obtain the right kindindbrmation required to meet the study

objectives. A researcher-administered questionnigiralso a more efficient method of data
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collection in terms of research time (Whiting, 2DO&terviews were conducted with key
informant persons within the organization. Thesguded heads of departments, M&E experts,
consultants and senior managers. This enabledrgadldéional information which may not have

been captured by the questionnaire.

3.8 Data Analysis Techniques

The data collected was classified into sub-samphes1 be edited and cleaned to reduce
ambiguity. The cleaned data was coded into SPS$oR223ubsequent data analysis through
descriptive and inferential statistics. Qualitatstatistical techniques were used to describe and
summarize data. The results were then interpratethe form frequencies and percentages.

Descriptive statistics were represented using mesiasdard deviation and percentages.

The study used multiple linear regression equati@msl the method of estimation was an
Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) to develop a link leetwthe determinants and the effectiveness
of a monitoring and evaluation system. Ordinarsiesuares (OLS) is a statistical method of
estimating the unknown parameters in a linear ssypa model by minimizing sum of observed
responses and the predicted responses, thus, m@vidinimum-variance mean-unbiased

estimation (Silverman, 2010).

The significance of the factors was tested at didence level of 95%. Correlation analysis was
used to describe the degree to which one varialale welated to the other. The regression

eguation was as follows;

Y = a + B1X1 + B2Xz + BaXst X4=¢g)

Where;
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Y = Dependent variable (Effectiveness of a moniipand evaluation system)

a = the model intercept

= Coefficient of independent variables

X1, X2, X3 (X1 — Availability of funds, % — Stakeholders’ participation, 3%~ Organization

Leadership)

[1=Error Term

3.9 Ethical Considerations

The study was conducted in an ethical manner. €searcher explained to the respondents the
purpose of the study and assured them that therniatton given would be treated as
confidential, and their names would not be divulgeformed consent was sought from all the
participants that agreed to participate in the aese Further, the researcher sought approval

from all the stakeholders associated with the study

3.10 Operational Definition of Variables

This section dealt with the operational definitmirstudy variables, along with other components
of the conceptual framework. The independent vésabvere the availability of funds,
stakeholder participation and organization leadprsfhe dependent variable was effectiveness

of a monitoring and evaluation system for projett8MREF Health Africa in Kenya.
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Tables 3.2: Operational Definition of Variables

Objective Type of | Indicators Level Data Data
variable of Scale| Collection Analysis

To establish the determinants| Dependent -Relevant and useful| 5 Point | Questionnaire | Descriptive
of the effectiveness of a variable results Likert Interview guide | Regression
monitoring and evaluation -Activities within Scale Correlation
system for AMREF Kenya Effectiveness off schedule
WASH programme. M&E system -Cost within budget

-Timely results/

feedback

-Economical use of

resources

-Achievement of

objectives

- clear duties/

responsibilities
To determine the extent to Independent -Adequacy /sufficient| 5 Point | Questionnaire | Descriptive
which availability of funds variables -M&E budget Likert Interview guide | Regression
influence the effectiveness of | Availability of | allocation Scale Correlation
monitoring and evaluation funds - Timely allocation
system for AMREF Kenya -funds used for M&E
WASH programme activities
To assess the extent to which Stakeholders’ | --Planning/ design 5 Point | Questionnaire | Descriptive
stakeholders’ participation participation -ldentification of Likert Interview guide| Regression
influence the effectiveness of indicators Scale Correlation
monitoring and evaluation -data collection
system for AMREF Kenya -Results /findings
WASH programme analysis

-use of

information/feedback
To determine the extent toOrganization’s | -Decision making 5 Point | Questionnaire | Descriptive
which organization leadershipeadership -Communication of | Likert Interview guide | Regression
influence the effectiveness of findings Scale Correlation
monitoring and evaluation -Resources allocatior
system for AMREF Kenya -Designing the

WASH programme

system
-Training/capacity
building

Source: Researcher, (2014)
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS, PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents data analysis and interpretaf the research findings. The chapter is
presented in three different sections. All threetises present study responses on the
determinants of the effectiveness of a monitorind avaluation system for projects, a case of
AMREF Health Africa in Kenya. First, the researasponse rate has been computed and
presented. Secondly, the demographic informationthef participants has been described.
Thirdly, the findings on the three key objectiveeas of the study have been presented and

interpreted. The responses were analyzed usingipige and inferential statistics.

4.2: Response Rate

Out of 66 questionnaires which had been adminidtéoethe interviewees, 58 of them were
returned for analysis. This translates to 88 pedroeturn rate of the respondents. According to
Mugenda & Mugenda (2003), a response rate of ni@e 80% is sufficient for a study. Table

4.1 shows the response rate.

Table 4.1: Response Rate

Category Frequency Percentage (%)
Responded 58 88
Did not respond 8 12
Total 66 100
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4.3 Demographic Information of the Respondents

The respondents were requested to provide infoomain their gender, age bracket, level of

education and work duration.

4.3.1 Gender of the Respondents

Respondents were requested to indicate their gemikfindings are as shown in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2: Gender of the Respondents

Gender of the Respondents Frequency Percentage (%)
Male 34 59

Female 24 41

Total 58 100

From the findings, majority of the respondents, 5@4) were male while 41% (24) of the
respondents were female. The results indicatemlatlyl larger percentage of men were involved
in filling the questionnaires as compared to tHdemale thus insinuating that a large number of
male working for AMREF Health Africa in Kenya paipated in the study. This
overrepresentation of male employees is a cleaicatidn of gender imbalance in staff
distribution at AMREF Health Africa in Kenya espaty in M&E which may have a negative
impact on the effectiveness of M & E system. Majoaf the respondents were from the M&E
unit which is an area generally dominated by mdns Ts due to the nature of the work which

involves a lot of field work and travelling and nyamomen tend to shy away from such jobs.
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4.3.2 Age Bracket of the Respondents

The respondents were requested to indicate theibearket. Table 4.3 illustrates the findings.

Table 4.3: Age Bracket of the Respondents

Age Bracket of the Respondents Frequency Percenta(fs)
25-30 years 4 6.9

31-40 years 37 63.8

41-50 years 15 25.9

Above 50 years 2 3.4

Total 58 100

From the findings, majority of the respondents,863.(37), indicated that they were of age
bracket 31-40 years. A sizeable number, 25.9% (bf)cated that they were between 41-50
years while 6.9% (4) and 3.4% (2) of the resporslemdicated that they were of age 25-30 years
and above 50 years respectively. The findings tberereveal that majority of employees at
AMREF Health Africa in Kenya are at their most puctive age bracket and are mature people
who are advantaged with knowledge in M&E and thaus keelp in determining effectiveness of

monitoring and evaluation system of projects.
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4.3.3 Level of Education of the Respondents

The respondents were also requested to give infameegarding their highest education level.

Table 4.4 exemplifies the findings.

Table 4.4: Level of Education of the Respondents

Highest Level of Education Frequency Percentage (%)
Tertiary/College 1 2
Undergraduate 26 44.9
Postgraduate 31 53.1

Total 58 100

From the findings, majority of the respondents,15% (31), indicated that they had achieved
postgraduate as their education level while 44.96) (indicated that they had attained
undergraduate level. Only one respondent (2%) atddacthat had tertiary/college as the level of
education. The findings implied that most of theptoyees of AMREF Health Africa in Kenya

had obtained postgraduate and undergraduate ashipkeest education level indicating had the

knowledge, capacity, skills and management exgerti€onduct M&E activities successfully.

4.3.4 Work Duration of the Respondents

The respondents were requested to indicate howttaghad been working for AMREF Health

Africa in Kenya. The findings are illustrated intla 4.5.
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Table 4.5: Work Duration of the Respondents

Work Duration of the Respondents Frequency Percentge (%)
Less than 1 year 1 1.7

1-3 years 16 27.6

4-6 years 22 37.9

7-9 years 14 24.1

9 years and above 5 8.6

Total 58 100

From the findings, majority of the respondents,9%7.(22) stated that they had worked for
AMREF Health Africa in Kenya for a period of 4-6are followed by respondents whose time
lagged between 1-3 years these were 27.6% (16er@éspondents, 24.1% (14) and 8.6% (5)
stated that they had worked for AMREF Health AfrieceKenya for a period of 7-9 years and 9
years and above respectively. Only one respondents) indicated had worked for less than 1
year. The results indicate that most employees%041), had worked in AMREF Health

Africa in Kenya for a long duration of over 4 yeansd thus had sufficient information on the
organization’s M&E processes, system and on stdiels} participation, availability of funds

and organization’s leadership which influences aiteness of monitoring and evaluation

systems.
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4.4 Information on Availability of funds

This section covers information on the allocatiéfunds for M&E, statements on availability of

funds and influence of availability of funds onexffiveness of M&E systems.

4.4.1 Allocation of Funds for M&E

The respondents were requested to indicate if ttyganization allocates funds for M&E

activities. The findings are indicated in the Tadlé.

Table 4.6: Allocation of Funds

Allocation of Funds Frequency Percentage (%)
Yes 55 94.8
No 3 5.2
Total 58 100

From the findings, majority of the respondents,8%4.(55) indicated that the organization
allocates funds for M&E activities. A relatively sth number of the respondents, 5.2% (3)
indicated that the organization did not allocateds for M&E. The results therefore indicated
that AMREF Health Africa in Kenya allocates funds M&E activities. There are some few
projects or instances where funds are not allocaedenced by the small number of
respondents who said ‘No’. The researcher howased other questions to determine whether
there is separate sufficient allocation of fundsl amhether there is independency in the

utilization since this is necessary for the M&Etgys to be strong and effective.
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4.4.2 Statements on Availability of Funds

The study sought to determine the extent to whiespondents agree or disagree with the
following statements concerning M&E in relationttee organization’s projects. The responses
were rated on a five point Likert scale where: Strongly agree, 4 — Agree, 3 - Not sure, 2 —

Disagree, 1 — Strongly disagree. Table 4.7 showsrtéan and standard deviations.

Table 4.7: Statements on Availability of Funds

Std.

Avalilability of Funds Mean Deviation
The organization provides sufficient funds for M&Etivities (5%-10%

of projects budget) 2.18 0.623
There is a separate budget allocation for M&E syste 4.29 0.460
There is independency in the budgetary decisiong®oM&E unit. 2.12 0.475
The organization ensures there is timely provigibfunds for M&E 3.80 0.800
Funds allocated are used for M and E activitieg onl 1.18 0.385

From the findings, majority of the respondents adrevith the statement that there is a separate
budget allocation for M&E system with a mean sauird.29. Some of the respondents were not
sure with the statement that the organization @sstirere is timely provision of funds for M&E

with a mean score of 3.80. However, majority of tegpondents disagreed with the statements

that the organization provides sufficient funds tlee monitoring and evaluation activities (5%-
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10% of project budget) and that there is indepecglan the budgetary decisions for the
monitoring and evaluation unit with mean score2.d8 and 2.12 respectively. Majority of the
respondents also strongly disagreed with the sttethat funds allocated are used for M and E
activities only with a mean score of 1.18. This ngethat some projects management activities
which are not part of M&E are funded from monit@riand evaluation allocation. The findings
therefore show that most staff in AMREF Health Adriin Kenya disagree that the organization
provides sufficient funds for the monitoring andakaation activities (5%-10% of project budget)
and there is independency in the budgetary dedsionthe monitoring and evaluation unit.

Sufficient funding is very crucial for the systemlie effective and M & E process to take place.

4.4.3 Availability of funds and its influence on dectiveness of M & E systems

The projects funds should have adequate provisboonnfonitoring and evaluation activities.
M&E funds should certainly be more carefully estieth and actual expenditure on the
evaluation more carefully monitored and donors &hqut emphasis on ensuring that this is

budgeted for before approving any proposal for fngd

The availability of finances will determine whatncéde achieved as far as implementation,
strengthening and sustainability of monitoring agwhluation system is concerned. A key
function of planning for monitoring and evaluatiento estimate the costs, staffing, and other
resources needed for monitoring and evaluation wdéirks important for monitoring and

evaluation specialists to weigh in on monitoringd agvaluation budget needs at the project
design stage so that funds are allocated spedyfimathe implementation of key monitoring and

evaluation tasks. Program managers often ask wiogbgion of a project’s budget should be

allocated to monitoring and evaluation. Many aushemd M&E specialists recommend about 5-
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10% of the projects’ budget. A general rule of thuis that the M&E budget should not be so
small as to compromise the accuracy and credilofityesults, but neither should it divert project

resources to the extent that programming is imgaire

4.5 Information on Stakeholder Participation

This section presents findings on involvement oéksholders, level of stakeholders’

participation and issues pertaining to stakeholgedicipation.

4.5.1 Involvement of Stakeholders

Respondents were requested to indicate if stakemldre involved in M & E activities and

process. The responses are illustrated in Table 4.8

Table 4.8: Involvement of Stakeholders

Involvement of Stakeholders Frequency Percentage (Yo
Yes 55 94.8
No 3 5.2
Total 58 100

From the findings, majority of the respondents,8%4 (55) indicated that they involve the
stakeholders in the M & E activities and processelatively small number of the respondents,
5.2% (3) indicated that they do not involve thekstelders in the M & E process. The results

therefore indicated that most respondents werggieeanent that the organization involves the
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stakeholders in M & E thus leading to high levelpaiticipation and this influences to a large

extent the effectiveness of M & E system towardseaéng expected results.

4.5.2 Level of Stakeholders Participation

The study requested the respondents to indicatextemt to which they agree or disagree with
the level stakeholders participate in the followagpects of M&E process. The responses were
rated on a five point Likert scale where: 5 — Sglgnagree, 4 — Agree, 3 - Not sure, 2 —
Disagree, 1 — Strongly disagree. The mean and atdmtkviations were bred from SPSS and are

indicated in Table 4.9.

Table 4.9: Level of Stakeholders Participation

Std.
Stakeholders Participation Mean Deviation
Stakeholders are adequately involved in designintypanning of M
and E systems and activities 3.50 0.985
Stakeholders participate in planning of formal nmegt for M& E 2.12 0.475
Stakeholders feedback is sought during M& E proeess 4.43 1.269
Stakeholders are involved in M & E decision makimgcess 2.76 1.464
Stakeholders are involved in M & E data collectpocess 4.25 1.093
The organization involves stakeholder in identiiiza of indicators 2.08 1.111
Stakeholders are involved in preparation of M&Edtables 4.06 1.008
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The organization assigns clear responsibilitiesstkeholders for

planning. 3.86 1.342

M & E results and findings are communicated tostakeholders 3.41 1.169

From the findings, majority of the respondents adravith the statements that stakeholders’
feedback is sought during M&E processes and sta#teis are involved in M & E data
collection process with a mean score of 4.43 aR& 4espectively. Majority also agreed that
stakeholders are allowed to take part in prepattegtimetable for M&E system with a mean
score of 4.06. Some of the respondents were netwiih the statements that stakeholders are
adequately involved in designing and planning of BA&ystems and activities, that the
organization assigns clear responsibilities to edtalders for planning and M & E results and
findings are communicated to the stakeholders waiban scores of 3.50, 3.86 and 3.41

respectively.

Some of the respondents disagreed with the statenteat stakeholders are involved in M & E
decision making process, stakeholders participatehe organization's planning of formal
meetings for M& E and that the organization invehatakeholders during the identification of
indicators with mean scores of 2.76, 2.12 and B8Bectively. The results therefore indicate that
most staff employees working for AMREF Health A&itn Kenya disagreed that stakeholders
are involved in M & E decision making process, stalders participate in the organization's
planning of formal meetings for M& E and the orgaation involves stakeholders during the
identification of indicators. It is therefore, bdstinvolve key stakeholders such as volunteers,

community members, local authorities, partners dodors, as much as possible in the entire
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M&E process since their participation helps to easdifferent perspectives are considered so
that all relevant stakeholders can own the findiagsl results and such serve the purpose

intended.

4.5.3 Issues Pertaining To Stakeholders’ Participain

Participation of stakeholders reflects the communéeds and stimulates people's interest in the
implementation of M&E and the community-based M&#&nhework reinforces the connections

between the implementation of monitoring & evaloatactivities.

Stakeholder involvement has become increasinglgsszsy as large and more complex projects
are planned and implemented. Stakeholders carcipate at various levels of which the lowest
is information sharing at a higher level is corsudty for decision making. At higher level the
developer can collaborate with stakeholders in essyect of decision making including the
development of alternatives and the identificatdrihe preferred solution. However, too much

stakeholder participation could lead to undue ®rfice on the evaluation.

4.6 Information on Organization Leadership

This section illustrates findings on commitment tdp leadership and statements on

organizational leadership.

4.6.1 Commitment of Top Leadership

The respondents were requested to indicate thatetxtavhich the level of commitment of top
leadership determines the effectiveness of monigoand evaluation system for projects. Table

4.10 shows the findings.
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Table 4.10: Commitment of Top Leadership

Commitment of Top Leadership Frequency Percentage)
Very great extent 49 84.8

Great extent 8 13

Moderate extent 1 2.2

Total 58 100

From the findings, a high percentage of the respots] 84.8% (49) agreed to a very great extent
that the level of commitment of top leadership deire the effectiveness of monitoring and
evaluation system for projects while 13% (8) of thepondents agree to a great extent that the
level of commitment of top leadership determine ¢ffectiveness of monitoring and evaluation
system for projects. Only 1 respondent (2.2%) afjteea moderate extent that the level of
commitment of top leadership determine the effectess of monitoring and evaluation system
for projects. These findings suggested that mat storking for AMREF Health Africa in
Kenya agree that the level of commitment of topdérahip determine the effectiveness of a
monitoring and evaluation system for projects iatttop leadership makes key and crucial

decisions that affect projects M&E greatly.

4.6.2 Statements on Organizational Leadership

Furthermore, the study asked the respondents ticaitedthe extent to which they agree or

disagree with the following selected attributesa@ning organization leadership. The responses
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were rated on a five point Likert scale where: Strongly agree, 4 — Agree, 3 - Not sure, 2 —

Disagree, 1 — Strongly disagree. The findings lbustrated in Table 4.11.

Table 4.11: Organizational Leadership

Organizational Leadership Mean Std. Deviation
The organization uses M & E findings in decisiorking 3.75 1.181
Leaders always and clearly communicate M & E rasult 2.31 0.812
Leaders take active part in designing the M & Bays 2.24 1.784
Management ensures sufficient resources are tddta M & E 2.02 1.191
Leaders ensure that staff are trained on M&E retula 3.49 1.377
Organization's policy supports M & E 4.20 1.329
Senior management recognizes and supports thefrtes: E 4.14 0.849

The management takes part in some of the M & Evities 4.92 0.440

There is supportive supervision and guidance freadlérs 3.00 1.114

From the findings, majority of the respondents adr@ith the statements that management takes

part in some of the M & E activities, organizatiernpolicy supports M&E and that senior

management recognizes and supports the role of BMvéith mean scores of 4.92, 4.20 and 4.14

respectively. Some respondents were not sure whttaeorganization uses M & E findings in

decision making, leaders ensure that staff arendgdhion M&E regularly and that there is
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supportive supervision and guidance from leaderts \mean scores of 3.75, 3.49 and 3.00
respectively. However, some of the respondentgyceea with the statements that leaders always
and clearly communicate M & E results, leaders &dté/e part in designing the M & E systems
and that the management ensures sufficient resbareeallocated to M & E with mean score of
2.31, 2.24 and 2.02 respectively. The results fberandicate that most employees at AMREF
Health Africa in Kenya disagree that leaders alwagd clearly communicate M & E results,
leaders take active part in designing the M & Beays and the management ensures sufficient
resources are allocated to M & E. Most of the Sfelff that the organization’s leadership has a
great and crucial role to play in ensuring that Mi&E system operates maximally and that the

process is smooth.

4.7 Effectiveness of M&E System

This section covers statements on the effectivenéddl & E System and determinants of

effectiveness of M&E systems.

4.7.1 Statements on the Effectiveness of M & E Sgsh

The respondents were requested to indicate thetetdaevhich they agree or disagree with the
following selected attributes concerning effectiess of M&E System. The responses were rated
on a five point Likert scale where: 5 — Stronglyesy 4 — Agree, 3 - Not sure, 2 — Disagree, 1 —

Strongly disagree. Table 4.12 shows the findings.
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Table 4.12: Effectiveness of M & E System

Effectiveness of M & E System Mean Std. Deviation
Results from M & E are relevant and useful 4.22 06.3

The M & E activities are carried out within scheelul 411 1.101

The cost of M & E is always within the budget 209 1131

Results and feedback from M & E are timely 4.33 2b.1

M&E resources are economically utilized 2.22 0.979

The M & E objectives are largely achieved 3.10 3.16

The M & E responsibilities and duties are cleanylioed 3.31 1.230

The findings in the table 4.5 indicate that majoaf the respondents agreed that results from M
& E are relevant and useful, the M & E activities aarried out within schedule and results and
feedback from M & E are timely with mean scoresAdt2, 4.11 and 4.33 respectively. Some
respondents disagreed with the statements thabsteof M & E is always within the budget and

that M&E resources are economically utilized witmaan of 2.09 and 2.22 respectively. Some

respondents were not sure whether M & E objectases largely achieved and that M & E

responsibilities and duties are clearly outlinethvéi mean score of 3.10 and 3.31.
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4.7.2 Determinants of Effectiveness of M&E System

The respondents were requested to choose the thetpiconsidered as the highest determinant

of effectiveness of a monitoring and evaluatiortesys The findings are shown in Table 4.13.

Table 4.13: Determinants of Effectiveness of M&E Sgtem

Determinants of Effectiveness of M&E System Frequency Percentage (%)
Avalilability of funds 5 8.2

Stakeholder participation 9 16.3
Organizational leadership 44 75.5

Total 58 100

From the findings, majority of the respondents5%6(44) indicated organizational leadership as
the highest factor of effectiveness of a monitoramgl evaluation system while 16.3% (9) of the
respondents indicated stakeholder participationthes highest factor of effectiveness of a
monitoring and evaluation system. Some of the nedents, 8.2% (5) stated availability of funds
as the highest factor influencing the effectiveness monitoring and evaluation system. The
results insinuate that most employees agreed tiganzational leadership is the highest factor
determining effectiveness of a monitoring and ea@dun system as it results to interaction

between the employees, procedures, data, technatutjitey stakeholders.
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4 .8 Inferential Statistics

This section sought to illustrate a descriptiorthed variables by use of averages and standard

deviations in describing the relationship betweanables. Table 4.14 present the results.

Table 4.14: Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean Std. Deviation
Effectiveness of M & E system 58 3.8992 41727
Availability of funds 58 3.9373 48413
Stakeholders participation 58 4.1176 31616
Organizational Leadership 58 4.9717 49980

From Table 4.14, there were 58 observations whielnewised in the study. The mean and
standard deviation for the dependent variable (Effeness of M & E system) was 3.9 and

0.417 respectively. Availability of funds had a mestore of 3.94 with a standard deviation of
0.484, stakeholder participation had a mean sdofel@ and a standard deviation of 0.316 while
organizational leadership had a mean score of@@7a standard deviation of 0.5. The findings
indicate that organizational leadership and stakkemgarticipation had the highest mean scores

in that order. This shows that organizational lesldi@ and stakeholder participation are the
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strongest determinants of the effectiveness of M&tem among the three independent

variables.

4.8.1 Correlation Analysis

The study applied Pearson correlation to examimediterminants of the effectiveness of a

monitoring and evaluation system for projects. Témlts are shown in Table 4.15.

Table 4.15: Correlation Analysis

Effectiveness Availability Stakeholders Organizational
of M & E offunds participation Leadership

system

Effectiveness 1

of M & E
system
Pearson Availability of 0.489* 1

Correlation funds
Stakeholders  0.565* 0.302* 1
participation
Organizational 0.736* 0.374 0.364 1

Leadership

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level @ted).
The findings show a strong positive correlation wesn organizational leadership and

effectiveness of M & E system with a correlatioreffwient of 0.736. This implies that if
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organizations use effective leadership, the leV@fi@ctiveness of M & E systems projects will

increase.

The findings also show a positive correlation bemvavailability of funds and effectiveness of
M & E system with a correlation of 0.489. This ingsl that if funds are readily and adequately
available, the process of monitoring and evaluapoojects will increase thus contributing to

increase in effectiveness of these projects.

The study shows a strong positive correlation betwestakeholders’ participation and
effectiveness of M & E system with correlation 0585. This implies that better enforcement of
stakeholders’ participation within AMREF Health &fa in Kenya can significantly improve the

effectiveness of M & E system.

The findings illustrate the results obtained frohe tcorrelation analysis for the sampled

population for the period of study at a 0.05 siigaifice level.

4.8.2 Regression Analysis

Regression analysis was conducted to determineetagonship between availability of funds,
stakeholder participation and organizational lesllgr and the effectiveness of monitoring and

evaluation system as presented in Table 4.16.

Table 4.16: Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square |Std. Error of thé
Estimate
1 0.869° 755 493 3871
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a. Predictors: (Constant), Effectiveness of M & yistem, Availability of funds, Stakeholders

participation and Organizational leadership.

From the analysis above, the coefficient of deteation (R) equals 0.755 that is; availability of
funds, stakeholders’ participation and organizatioteadership explains 75.5% only of

effectiveness of M & E system leaving 24.5 peragréxplained.

Table 4.17: ANOVA

ANOVA?
Model Sum of| Df Mean Square |F Sig.
Squares
Regression [1.303 3 434 2.758 003
1 Residual 7.403 47 158
Total 8.706 50

a. Dependent Variable: Effectiveness of M & E siste

b. Predictors: (Constant), Organizational Lead@ishiStakeholders participation,

Availability of funds

The findings (P- value of 0.03) in the table abe®w that there was a strong significant
relationship between the independent variables ilébisty of funds, stakeholders’

participation and organizational leadership) angdetelent variable (effectiveness of M & E
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system). An F ratio represents the variance betwleeigroups, divided by the variance within
the groups. A large F ratio indicates that therenae variability between the groups (caused
by the independent variable) than there is wittanhegroup, referred to as the error term. A
significant F test indicates that we can rejectrthi hypothesis which states that the population

means are equal.

Table 4.18: Coefficients Distribution

Coefficients
Model Unstandardized Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error |Beta
(Constant) 1.837 .803 2.287 |.027
Availability of funds |.053 124 .061 425 .673
1 Stakeholders
.230 190 174 1.212 |.232
participation
Organizational
228 119 273 1.916 |.061
Leadership

a. Dependent Variable: Effectiveness of M & E siyste

From the regression model:

Y =a+B1X1 +PBaXo+BaX3+ e
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According to the analysis, the equation (Yo = 1X;1 + B2X2 + BsX3 + €) becomes: Y= 1.837 +
0.061X1 + 0.174X2 + 0.273X3. The regression equailzo indicates that taking all the three

variables at zero, effectiveness of monitoring enaluation was 1.837.

The regression coefficient for availability of funds 0.061. This means that the relationship
between the availability of funds and effectiveneskl & E system is positive. This implies that
effective availability of funds results to bettectians during monitoring and evaluation of

projects thus resulting to better M & E system aiog versa.

The regression coefficient for stakeholders’ pgtton is 0.174. This means that the
relationship between the stakeholders’ participatémd effectiveness of M & E system is
positive. This implies that an increase in effestigss of stakeholders’ participation results to an

increase in effectiveness of M & E system and veesa.

The regression coefficient for organizational leat® is 0.273. This means that the relationship
between organizational leadership and effectivenésd & E system is positive. This implies

that an improvement in organizational leadershagl l® effective M & E system and vice versa.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the summary of the findingsgnted in chapter four according to the
study objectives. This chapter also presents thmelasions and the recommendations to the

study.

5.2 Summary of Findings

In regard to availability of funds, majority of threspondents, 94.8% (55) indicated that the
organization allocates funds for M&E activities.rélatively small number of the respondents ,
5.2% (3) indicated that the organization does Hotate funds for M&E. The findings showed a
positive correlation between availability of fundad effectiveness of M & E system with a
correlation of 0.489. Majority of the respondentsoaagreed that there is a separate budget
allocation for M&E system with a mean score of 4.P8wever, most of the respondents
disagreed with the statements that sufficient fuftisthe M&E were provided, provision of
funds is timely and that there is independencyhim budgetary decisions for M&E unit with
mean scores of 2.18, 3.80 and 2.12 respectivel§icimt funding play a crucial role in M & E
project function in that enough funds are requii@dthe process to be carried out successfully
and effectively. There was found to be a positeationship between the availability of funds
and effectiveness of M & E system. The availabibfyfunds can also determine what can be
achieved as far as implementation, strengtheninigsastainability of monitoring and evaluation

system is concerned. It is important for monitorengd evaluation specialists to weigh in on
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monitoring and evaluation budget needs at the prajesign stage so that funds are allocated

specifically to the implementation of key monitayiand evaluation tasks.

The study found that the organization involves staltders in M & E activities. Majority of the
respondents, 94.8% (55) indicated that they invtihnestakeholders in the M & E activities and
process. A relatively small number of the respoislef.2% (3) indicated that they do not
involve the stakeholders in the M & E process. Hasveit was established that participation is
limited to only some lower level activities. Theselude data collection, seeking feedback and
coming up with M&E timetables. Stakeholders are adequately involved in key areas and
higher level activities like decision making progesidentification of indicators and
communication of M & E results and findings. Stadieler involvement has become increasingly
necessary as large and more complex projects aregd and implemented. Stakeholders can
participate at various levels of which the lowestinformation sharing at a higher level is
consultancy for decision making. At higher levekganizations should collaborate with
stakeholders in each aspect of decision makingidieg the development of alternatives and the
identification of the preferred solution. There & strong positive correlation between

stakeholders’ participation and effectiveness oM system with correlation of 0.565.

The study found that the level of commitment of ke@dership in the organization determines to
a great extent the effectiveness of monitoring awdluation system for projects. A high
percentage of the respondents, 84.8% (49) agreedviry great extent while 13% (8) of the
respondents agreed to a great extent. Only 1 regpbdii2.2%) agreed to a moderate extent that
the level of commitment of top leadership determthe effectiveness of monitoring and
evaluation system for projects. The findings showeedtrong positive correlation between
organizational leadership and effectiveness of ME &ystem with a correlation coefficient of
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0.736. The study also found that leaders do noaydvand clearly communicate M & E results,
leaders don't take active part in designing the ME&Yystems and the management does not
ensure sufficient resources are allocated to M &eBpite these aspects playing a great role in
effectiveness of the system and process. The agi@om’'s leadership is critical to achieving

effectiveness of M&E due to the crucial role thégypn an organization.

5.3 Discussion of the Findings

The study found a positive relationship betweenavalability of funds and effectiveness of M
& E system. It found that adequate funds resultsbétter actions during monitoring and
evaluation of projects thus resulting to better ME&ystem. This was in agreement with James
(2001) on programme evaluation standards that atiatu planning budget could certainly be
more carefully estimated and actual expenditureghanevaluation more carefully monitored.
This then supports the cause for donors’ keenastaxith the budgetary allocation. The findings
showed that M&E has separate budgetary allocatiagreement with Chaplowe (2008) but the
funds were not sufficient to carry out planned\atés. The amount allocated was not between
5-10% of the projects budget and the funds wereused specifically for M&E activities as
Kelly and Magongo (2004) recommends. There is atsindependency in budgetary decisions

for the M&E unit and utilization of funds which shid be the case as stated by Gyorkos (2003).

The study also found a positive relationship betwdlee stakeholders’ participation and

effectiveness of M & E system. It was found out thareased stakeholders’ participation results
to an increase in effectiveness of M & E systenis Toncurs with Patton (2008) who states that
stakeholders’ involvement is paramount for an M&[Stem to be effective. He however argues
that too much involvement could lead to undue ®rfice and bias in the process. He further

argues that participation of stakeholders reflélstss community needs and stimulates people's
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interest in the implementation of M&E. This viewsapported by IFAD (2002) on the role of
stakeholder in M&E process that stakeholders pewaluable insights on priorities and
appropriate processes during the design phasejradettake some of the implementation of the
project and /or M&E. It was found out that Amrefegdiately involve stakeholders in lower level
activities like data collection, getting feedbapkeparation of M&E timetables but participation
IS poor in activities like identification of inditars, decision making, designing and planning of
systems which are very crucial. Partnering closely key stakeholders throughout the entire
M&E process promotes shared knowledge creation laathing, helps in transfer of skills,

development of capacity and enhances ownershigsoits (UNDP, 2002).

Furthermore, when formulating interventions to aghi certain outcomes, program managers
should consider how to encourage the participatioall partners in the M&E process according

to John & Khilesh (2008). This requires knowing Wwhiengths each partner brings to the table.
For monitoring and evaluation, program managers draw on partners in a number of ways as
cited by World Bank (1980), such as involving partand other stakeholders in the selection of
indicators and targets, in data collection andyaig| as participants in field visits or as members
of an evaluation team, using already-established daurces and statistics of key partner
agencies, which helps reduce the costs of dataatmih (Pfohl, 1986). Working with partners to

analyze outcome progress and determine how beshhance a collective strategy, program
managers should engage various types of partnees variety of activities associated with

monitoring and evaluation (Yang, Sun & Martin, 2D08

The study also found a positive relationship betwesganization’s leadership and effectiveness
of M & E system. It found that an improvement imanizational leadership lead to effective M
& E system. This concurs with World Bank (2011) efhstates that organizational leadership is
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a fundamental factor in the production of M&E résuM&E being a new professional field,
organizational leadership is paramount in buildamgeffective M&E human resource capacity
both in quality and quantity (World Bank, 2011). iNerous organizational leadership manuals,
handbooks and toolkits have been developed for N&If in order to provide them with
practical tools that will strengthen M&E awareneksffi-Tessio (2002), states that the poor
acquisition of the appropriate M&E systems by NGEmild be attributed to their lack of
emphasis on methodological and conceptual leagerdhszcolt et al (2010), recommends that
NGOs need to have appropriate leaders in ordert@ldp technical skills among the M&E

specialists.

The study found out that the organization's potiapports M & E and that senior management
recognizes and supports the role of M & E. The rganeent also takes part in some of the M &
E activities. This in agreement with Khan (2003)ondtated that all organization’s leaders and
managers should carry out some M&E activities as glatheir overall work and from time to
time evaluate their operations. Khan further ndteet management involvement enhances the
credibility of the evaluation process and ensuneseased acceptance of the findings. However,
the findings also indicated that leaders in theanization don’t take active part in designing the
M & E systems and they do not always and clearipmainicate M & E results. Majority of the
respondents also indicated that the management igeen to ensure that sufficient resources are
allocated to M & E and do not offer sufficient sopjive supervision and guidance to those
conducting M&E. World Bank (2011) notes that anamgation’s management commitment to
the implementation of a monitoring and evaluatigstem is paramount. They ensure that

adequate funds and other resources are set asidé&ie. If there is no goodwill and support
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from organization’s management, then the M&E systeithpoorly be designed and operated

leading to its ineffectiveness and inaccurate figdi

5.4 Conclusion

Regarding the first objective which endeavored é&erdmine the influence of availability of
funds on effectiveness of M & E system, the stuoilyctuded that there is a positive relationship
between the availability of funds and effectivenesM & E system. The organization provides
a separate budgetary allocation to M&E activities the funds are not sufficient (less that 5%-
10% of project budget). There is also no indepeaglen the budgetary decisions for the
monitoring and evaluation unit and utilization dietfunds. The organization should allocate
enough funds for M & E activities. According to Baand Samuel (2006), adequate funding need
to be devoted to implementation and running of Mi&Eits potential to be realized in a project.
Insufficient financing is a major factor in poor mi@nance of M&E processes which, in turn, is
often cited as a reason for project failure. Gagp899) also asserts that the financing process,
such as raising and maintaining adequate fundspfoject activities, is clearly of critical
importance to the progress of a project. AMREF Hedfrica in Kenya should ensure that
adequate funds are set aside for M&E because fiom this basis that projects will have a

lasting impact on the beneficiaries.

The study also concluded that stakeholders’ padt@n has a positive influence on
effectiveness of an M&E system. However, it wasedothat participation is only limited to
some lower level activities and stakeholders ateadequately involved in key areas and higher

level activities. It was found out that increaséakeholders’ participation results to an increase
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in effectiveness of M & E system concurring withttBa (2008) who argues that stakeholders’

involvement is paramount for an M&E system to Hedive.

Finally, the study found out that the level of coitment of top leadership and management in
the organization determines to a great extent ffecteveness of monitoring and evaluation
system for projects. The study revealed that lsademot always and clearly communicate M &
E results and also do not take active part in a@sggthe M & E systems. Majority of the
respondents also disagreed that management erssififieent resources are allocated to M & E.
This is against World Bank (2011) which states ttia# role played by the organization
leadership dictates the effectiveness of the M&&teay. The organization leadership is like the
central nerve to an effective M&E system. It cooades the processes of the M&E system
ensuring its success and manages the M&E humanuroeso Furthermore, organization
leadership as a factor has tremendous effect ondfi@etive M&E practices will be successful to
a project as it is through these trainings thagvaht skills and other M&E gaps are addressed to
staff in order to increase their understanding prgject performance. Leaders should therefore
work closely with employees and all stakeholdergnsure that they provide required support

and guidance to ensure the M&E system is effe@naek operates maximally (Shapiro, 2011).

5.5 Recommendations

The following are recommendations based on tharfgedof the study:

1. The organization should allocate sufficient fundsM&E activities (5-10% of overall

projects budget) and ensure there is independenatlization of the funds.
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2. Stakeholders should be involved adequately in M &chvities. Participation should be in
both lower and higher level activities from thetiai to the last stage. This will ensure

ownership of findings and ensure projects are sgleto the beneficiaries needs.

3. Organization leaders should take active part ingté@sgy M & E system and offer timely
support and guidance to projects’ staff and enddg& activities are well executed and

results and findings communicated and used in mgcmaking and planning.

5.6 Suggestions for further Research

The empirical study has indicated a number of meievssues that the research project did
not investigate, but which might be important fartfier research. Further research should be
done on other determinants of effectiveness of M&&tem for projects other than availability

of funds, stakeholders’ participation and organaretl leadership.
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APPENDICES

Appendix I: Introduction Letter

Amos Weru Njama

C/O University of Nairobi,

P.O Box, 36276

Nairobi, Kenya

Dear Sir/Madam

RE: REQUEST TO COLLECT DATA FROM YOUR ORGANIZATION

I'm a student at the University of Nairobi currgntindertaking Masters of Arts in Project
Planning and Management. | have successfully caegbley course work and as part of the

university requirements, | am supposed to underalesearch study.

My research will focus on the determinants of tifeativeness of a monitoring and evaluation

system for projects: A case of AMREF Kenya WASHgreonme.

The purpose of this letter is to request your pssion to collect data for research purposes. All
information collected will be treated with utmostnéidentiality and will only be used for

academic purposes.

| will highly appreciate your support and considena

Yours Sincerely,

Amos Njama
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Appendix Il: Questionnaire

Determinants of Effectiveness of a Monitoring and Ealuation System for Projects

This questionnaire aims at establishing; Deterntsaof effectiveness of monitoring and
evaluation system for projects: A case of AMREF IHedfrica in Kenya Wash Programme.
The questionnaire is designed to collect datawllihelp achieve the objectives of this study. |
am kindly requesting you to participate in thisdstuby responding to all the questions as
candidly and precisely as possible. Your honesty@nioperation in responding to the questions
will highly be appreciated. All information providewill be treated with utmost confidentiality
and will be used purely for academic purposes.

Part. A: Demographics.
1. Gender of the respondent
Female Male

2. What is your age bracket?

1. Below 25 years ( )
2. 25-30 years ()
3. 31-40 years ()
4. 41-50 years ()
5. Above 50 ()
3. What is your level of education?
1. Primary ()
2. Secondary ()
3. Tertiary/College ()
4. Undergraduate ()
5. Postgraduate ()

4. How long have you worked for AMREF Health Africa in Kenya?
Less than 1yr ()
1-3 years ()
4-6 years ()
7-9 years ()

a kr 0N e

9 yrs & above ( )
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Part. B: Determinants of the Effectiveness of Monitring and Evaluation System for

Projects.

) Availability of funds

5. Does the organization allocate enough funds foritnong and evaluation activities?
Yes [ 1] No [ ]
6. By ticking in the space provided, indicate the akt® which you agree or disagree with

the following statements concerning M&E in relattorprojects in the organization.

5 — Strongly agree 4 — Agree 3 - Not sure 2 - Digag 1 — Strongly disagree

Avalilability of Funds 1 2 3 4 5

The organization provides sufficient funds for ntoring and

evaluation activities (about 5%-10% of projects dpefdl

There is a separate budget allocation for M&E

There is independency in the budgetary decisiomstte

monitoring and evaluation unit.

The organization ensures there is timely provisibfunds for

M&E

Funds allocated are used for M&E activities only
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7. In your own words in what other ways does availgbibf funds influence the

effectiveness of monitoring and evaluation systems?

) Stakeholder Participation

8. Are stakeholders involved in the M&E process?

Yes [ ] No [ ]

9. By ticking in the space provided, indicate the akt® which you agree or disagree with

the level stakeholders participate in the followaspects of M&E process

5 — Strongly agree, 4 — Agree, 3 - Not sure, 2 —dagree, 1 — Strongly disagree

Stakeholder Participation 1 2 3 4 5

Stakeholders are adequately involved in designimgl |a

planning of M&E Systems and activities

Stakeholders participate in the organization’s piag of

formal meetings for M&E

Stakeholders feedback is sought during M&E processe

Stakeholders are involved in M&E decision makinggass

Stakeholders are involved in M&E data collectiongass

The organization involves stakeholders in iderdtficn of
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indicators

Stakeholders are allowed to participate in pregarthe

timetable for M&E activities.

The organization assigns clear responsibilitiestéxeholders

during M&E process

M&E results and findings are communicated to the

stakeholders

10. What other issues pertaining to stakeholders’ gagtion would you acknowledge as

having an effect on monitoring and evaluation syste

11)) Organization’s Leadership

11. In your view, to what extent does the level of coitment of organization leadership/
management determine the effectiveness of mongaind evaluation system for projects?

Very great extent [ ]
Great extent [ ]
Moderate extent [ ]
Less extent [ ]
Not at all [ ]

12. By ticking in the space provided, indicate the ekt® which you agree or disagree with

the following selected attributes concerning orgation leadership and M&E.
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5 — Strongly agree, 4 — Agree, 3 - Not sure, 2 —dagree, 1 — Strongly disagree

Organization Leadership 1 2 3 4 5

The organization uses M&E findings in decision nmaki

Leaders always and clearly communicate M&E results

Leaders take active part in designing the M&E syiste

Management ensures sufficient resources are adidtatM&E

Leaders ensure that staff are trained on M&E retula

Organization’s policy supports M&E

Senior management recognizes and supports thefrbl&E

The management takes part in some of the M&E dietsvi

There is supportive supervision and guidance fremalérs

IV)  Effectiveness of M&E System
13. By ticking in the space provided, indicate the ext® which you agree or disagree with

the following selected attributes concerning effestess of M&E System

5 — Strongly agree, 4 — Agree, 3 - Not sure, 2 —dagree, 1 — Strongly disagree

Effectiveness of M&E System 1 2 3 4 5

Results and findings from M&E are relevant and ukef

The M&E activities are carried out within schedule

The cost of M&E activities is always within the med
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Results and feedback from M&E are timely

M&E resources are economically utilized

The M&E objectives are largely achieved

The M&E responsibilities and duties are clearlylioed

14. From the below factors, which would you consider laghest determinant of

effectiveness of a monitoring and evaluation sy&tem

Availability of funds

Stakeholder Participation

Organization’s Leadership
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Appendix IlI: Interview Guide

How would you describe the input of the stakehader the M&E system, process and
activities? In your own opinion are the stakehatdsmtequately involved?

. Who funds the monitoring and evaluation activitgthin the organization? How would you

describe the funding? Is it adequate?

Does monitoring and evaluation section has sepatideation in the budget? Is allocation
and provision of funds done in time?

Does the organization management support monit@magevaluation of projects?

Is the support sufficient and if not what more dddbey do?

Does M&E contribute in the decision made in theamigation? May you describe how in
your own words.

From your own observation how would you describe khowledge of the organization’s

personnel on the existing monitoring and evaluasigstem?

Does the organization engage in training of the legges on monitoring and evaluation
systems? How often?

Does the organization involve external expertissatiing up the monitoring and evaluation

systems and during M&E processes?

10.What factors would you rate as the main determsantthe effectiveness of a monitoring

and evaluation system for projects?
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