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ABSTRACT

This research project sought to establish the fadtdluencing the effectiveness of KESSP grants in
improving infrastructure in public primary schoats Nyamache District, Kenya. The study will be
guided by the following objectives; to establisk thfluence of time of disbursement on effectivenes
of Kenya education sector support programme giaritgrastructure improvement in public primary
schools in Nyamache District; to access the inftgeof level of funding on effectiveness of Kenya
education sector support programme grants in imiretsire improvement in public primary schools
in Nyamache district; to establish the influenceapacity of school management on effectiveness of
Kenya education sector support programme granisfiastructure improvement in public primary
schools in Nyamache District. In chapter onertisearcher looks into the significance of the study
statement of the problem, limitation and delimaatof study, the basic assumption and definition of
terms. In chapter two literature review of a concégvel of funding, time of disbursement, criteofa
disbursement, criteria of disbursement and capatischool management and theoretical framework
is done. In chapter three the researcher deals théhresearch methodology- target population,
sample size and sampling techniques, researchuineits, validity and reliability , data collection
procedures and analysis techniques are done. Wadidd reliability of research instruments was done
through piloting and test- retest techniques. Télkected data was analyzed using the likert saade f
rating the respondents response on the effectiseabKESSP infrastructure grants in improving
infrastructure in public primary schools in Nyamadtiistrict Kenya. In chapter four the research
covered data analysis, presentation of analyzed, diafiormation and discussion of analyzed data
based on research objectives. Chapter five givesiramary of the findings of analyzed data
conclusions and recommendations of the study. Hunigs indicated that the KESSP funds are not
released in time and the amount released is nbitismt to fund infrastructure projects in schobhe
school head teachers were found to be lacking imagerial skills and knowledge on implementation
of school projects. The study recommended thattlal stakeholders should be involved in
infrastructure constructions in schools and KESERastructure grants increased depending on the

unique needs of schools. Head teachers shouldalsained on project management.
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ABSTRACT

This research project sought to establish the fadgidluencing the effectiveness of KESSP grants in
improving infrastructure in public primary schoats Nyamache District, Kenya. The study will be
guided by the following objectives; to establisk thfluence of time of disbursement on effectivenes
of Kenya education sector support programme giartgrastructure improvement in public primary
schools in Nyamache District; to access the inftgeof level of funding on effectiveness of Kenya
education sector support programme grants in imfretsire improvement in public primary schools
in Nyamache district; to establish the influenceapacity of school management on effectiveness of
Kenya education sector support programme granisfiastructure improvement in public primary
schools in Nyamache District. In chapter onersearcher looks into the significance of the study
statement of the problem, limitation and delimaatof study, the basic assumption and definition of
terms. In chapter two literature review of a concégvel of funding, time of disbursement, criteofa
disbursement, criteria of disbursement and capacischool management and theoretical framework
is done. In chapter three the researcher deals théhresearch methodology- target population,
sample size and sampling techniques, researchumeiits, validity and reliability , data collection
procedures and analysis techniques are done. Wadidd reliability of research instruments was done
through piloting and test- retest techniques. Téilkected data was analyzed using the likert saade f
rating the respondents response on the effectiseoB&KESSP infrastructure grants in improving
infrastructure in public primary schools in Nyamadtiistrict Kenya. In chapter four the research
covered data analysis, presentation of analyzed, diaformation and discussion of analyzed data
based on research objectives. Chapter five givesiamary of the findings of analyzed data
conclusions and recommendations of the study. Hunigs indicated that the KESSP funds are not
released in time and the amount released is nfitismt to fund infrastructure projects in schobhe
school head teachers were found to be lacking imagerial skills and knowledge on implementation
of school projects. The study recommended thattledl stakeholders should be involved in
infrastructure constructions in schools and KES&Rastructure grants increased depending on the

uniqgue needs of schools. Head teachers should hbésotrained on project management.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background to the Study

Since independence Kenya’'s development objectivere w&nchored on elimination of poverty,
disease and ignorance as highlighted in Kenya'si®eal paper No. 10 of 19631 1971,
President Kenyatta eliminated primary school fems dreas with unfavourable geographical
conditions and by 1973, primary school fees waslisted for all standard I-IV in which
students were only required to purchase unifornis.3dw enrollment in primary school grow at
a rate of 8.2.% between 1972 and 1982. Increasarollment called for more teachers, more
classrooms and other infrastructure. A school Ingidevy was introduced while teaching aids,
books, classrooms amenities as desks and blackhwarel dispersed by the Kenya school

equipment scheme. (Abagi, 1997).

The Kenya government in its survey concluded thatgrimary stage of education is the most
important since it is here that basic knowledggiien to the child and foundations for an
economically productive and satisfying populatiore daid (Republic of Kenya, 1978) In
cognoscente of this, the government introduced sbating policy in the 1986, following the
economic crisis which required households to cbate towards education of their children.
The cost sharing policy that was proclaimed in Bess paper No. 1 of 1986 on economic
management for renewed growth was critical of tigé lhecurrent expenditures on education and
training and consequently required control meastodse taken to reduce such expenditure to

manageable level (Republic of Kenya, 1986).

The foundation of Africa’s education policy datemchk to the time of colonial administration.
African Ministers of education met in Addis-Abab&thiopia in 1961 to formulate Africa’s

educational objectives and strategies for the get@61-1961 (Timan, 1980). The policies were
based on the premise that education is a fundainkataan right as well as being basic to

economic and development of a just post-coloniaicAh Society.



The African government’s commitment to educatiad@lelopment is indicated by the relatively

large public allocations that go to the sector {fild 1996).

The policies on education of different countries aighlighted in their National development
plans and reflect the importance attached to etucan the United Nations first development
decade plan in the 1960’s great faith was placestlircation as the key to National development.
This induced belief in an almost automatic relaglip between education and development and
resulted in large sums of money being allocatedh imm government and oversees Aid in the
belief that it would yield high rates of return (idaman & Midgley, 1982).

Provision of social programmes like Education haggs been stressed in global development
projects since 1948, in the past regimes, finanoihgnfrastructure has been through harambee
efforts between local communities. The Kenyan gowemt and non-government organizations
were established to provide physical infrastrucamd feeding programmes in the public school

sector.

The government of Kenya appointed a presidentiaking party on education and training in

1988, to study the education sector and recommexyd wf ensuring the delivery of education
and training services within the limits of the ctvamed economic conditions. The report
recommended introduction of cost-sharing in edocatihich was accepted by the government
in the sessional paper No. 6 on Education and ihigifior the next decade and beyond (Republic
of Kenya, 1988).

Though the cost-sharing policy assisted in enhagnpartnership between the state, households
and communities, it added a new dimension, depdhbaeadth to the volume of community and
household expenditure on education services. Himidened the poor households as the cost of
education went high (Njeru and Orodho, 2003). 18QL% world conference on Education for all
(EFA) was held at Jomtien, Thailand where most kbpieg countries reaffirmed their
commitment to providing their school age childrenuniversal access to the first cycle of
education. This was further reaffirmed at anotimternational conference on education in
Darker Senegal in April 2000 with a new targetfeethe year 2015.

However the conferences failed to project the cguseces of enrolment expansion at primary
level and subsequently at secondary level (Wackidasongo, 2010)



In 2000, the United Nations (UN) presented the éfilium development goals (MAGSs) to world
leaders in an effort to promote poverty reducingatives including universal education. These
MDGS were effected in September 2000 by UN membenties. The countries were urged to
increase gender equity and provide universal pynegtucation (UPE) with the assistance of
global partnerships like Non-governmental orgamirst (NGOS), the World Bank, the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the civil g (UN-Kenya) provision of Universal

education was identified as the second most impbMiDG.

Consequently, the Government of Kenya (GOK) enatttedree primary education (FPE) Act in
2003 that abolished all primary school fees fdsljguprimary schools in Kenya immediately the
National Rainbow Coalition Government came to po@WARC) in 2003. This led to an
increase in enrolment in public primary schoolstHar putting a strain on the existing

infrastructure.

The Kenya vision 2030 reinforced the need for ursiaeeducation by emphasizing the need for
the implementation and enhancement of the FPE A2003. Vision 2030 directs the policies

which will ensure completion of MDGs. Various refo projects, programs and partnerships
were personalized to meet the current demandfiéoKenyan society. Specific short term goals

were set to be reached at each 5 year medium Repuplic of Kenya: vision 2030).

In education, the GOK intend to build 560 New selzog schools, 1 boarding school in Aid and
semi-Aid lands (ASALS) recruit 28000 teachers, potenearly childhood development and
education programmes and special needs educatibnbasic education facilities (Republic of
Kenya and UNDP, 2008).

Improving Primary school infrastructure is a highiogty among many school management
committees in public primary schools following thmplementation of FPE. Prior to these,

communities and parents have been responsibleesiments in school infrastructure.

However, over time, there has been a major baaklagfrastructure provision and a shortage of

permanent classrooms.

Existing infrastructure are generally in poor cdiodi due to lack of investment capital, poor

construction standards and inadequate maintenance.

The Ministry of Education, Science and TechnoloBOEST) in its survey in 2004 identified
four issues that affect education. The issuestiiiksh were lack of adequate infrastructure and

shortage of permanent classrooms, poor state sfixiinfrastructure due to lack of investment



maintenance, limited number of primary schools isgrpoor populations in isolated rural areas
and those living in low income areas and huge dfsmmcies in needs, depending on local
conditions subsequently (Republic of Kenya, 2004).

Subsequently, the MOEST adopted a sector wide apprto programme planning (SWAP)
through which the Kenya Education Sector suppagiamme (KESSP) was developed. Twenty
three investment programmes were identified. Tiglementation of KESSP seeks to meet the

following objectives;

Attainment of UPE and EFA by 2015, achievement tfaasition rate of 70% from primary to
secondary from the current 47% enhancement andisabtlity of access, equity and quality in
primary and secondary education, Capacity buildorg educational manager’s training,
construction and renovation of physical facilitttequipment in public learning institutions in
disadvantaged areas (Republic of Kenya: 2005).

The citizens and the government of Kenya have bedekeavily in improving both the access
and quality of education. Actually other devolvednds from the government like the
constituency development fund (CDF), Economic Shtirmyackage (ESP) and local Authorities

Transfer Fund (LATF) are allocated for purposemtrstructure construction and improvement.

A study by UNESCO on challenges of implementing FRPEKenya in 2005 found out that in
Gucha District most schools don't have adequatesotems to accommodate the large number
of pupils enrolled through FPE. It was found ouwdttimost classrooms were congested, in poor

condition and poorly lit.

Most schools had mud walled classrooms while thlbaehave permanent walls they lack doors
and their floors are not cemented (UNESCO, 2005).

Nyamache District is clearly one of the benefi@ariof various grants and it's against this
backdrop this study will be carried out to estdblihe actual influence of these massive

infrastructural investments.

The District is in Kisii County. It is bordered Bylasaba South to the East, Transmara to the
North, Kenyenya to the West and Sameta to the Sdbéspite the reliable rainfall and peasantry
farming, the District has a high prevalence of ptywvelue to poor institutional infrastructure,
high cost of farm inputs and poor market. Fundihgducational institution’s infrastructure will
play a significant role in empowering the youth dnidire generation.



1.2. Statement of the Problem

The inception of the free primary education in 2@88r the FPE Act was enacted that abolished
all primary school fees for public schools in Keryave seen a number of pupils enrolling in
public schools. The rise in enrolment has exeptedsure on existing infrastructure and as such

there are inadequate classrooms, latrines, watkdesks. (Republic of Kenya, 2005).

The Millennium Development Goals status report ffiel 12 challenges facing the education
sector in Kenya key among them overcrowding in ethm densely populated areas; inadequate

and poor infrastructure including water and saite(Republic of Kenya, 20008:13).

The government of Kenya and development partneis am initiative to improve infrastructure
by distributing funds to schools. This has beemeddhrough the school infrastructure
improvement programme (SIIP) arm of the Kenya EtapnaSector support Programmes
(KESSP). The Ministry of Education provides dirbohding to schools to carry out permanent
infrastructure projects planned by community merab&nd school management committees
(Republic of Kenya, 2005).

However, not much has been achieved despite thergment’'s efforts to improve infrastructure in
public primary schools. Previous related studiesedindicate that infrastructure still remains a
challenge. A research done in Nyamira County iriditdhat inadequate physical facilities is one of
the challenges facing the management of FPE (Ny&&d#®). A study by UNESCO on challenges of
implementing FPE in Kenya in 2005 found out thatGucha District most schools don’'t have
adequate classrooms to accommodate the large nwhbpepils enrolled through FPE. It was found
out that most classrooms were congested, in poaditton and poorly lit. Most schools had mud
walled classrooms while those that have permanetiswthey lack doors and their floors are not
cemented (UNESCO, 2005).

School infrastructural programmes have not beeoeastully implemented in Gucha District
according to the findings of (Onderi and Croll 2pa®mwoyo 2010).

A related study that sought to access the effentise of KESSP infrastructure grants on
improvement of primary school infrastructure iraKibu District established that in spite of KESSP

infrastructure funding, there was a shortage abstfucture and existing

facilities were in poor condition (Waithera, 201This study therefore seeks to examine the
effectiveness of the KESSP infrastructural granténgprovement of public primary school

infrastructure in Nyamache District.



1.3. Purpose of the Study

The study seeks to investigate the effectivenesKesfya Education sector support programme’s
infrastructural grants on improvement of infrastawe in public primary schools in Nyamache
District, Kenya

1.4 Objectives of the Study

1. To find out how time of disbursement of Kenya Ediora Sector support programme
infrastructure grants influence improvement of asfructure in public primary schools in
Nyamache District

2. .To assess how level of funding of Kenya EducaSentor support programme infrastructure
grants influence improvement of infrastructure pablic primary schools in Nyamache
District.

3. To establish the influence of capacity of schoolnagement of Kenya Education Sector
support programme infrastructure grants influemoprovement of infrastructure in public
primary schools in Nyamache District.

4. To examine how stakeholders’ participation in Kemducation Sector support programme
infrastructure grants influence improvement of asfructure in public primary schools in

Nyamache District.

1.5 Research Questions

1. To what extent does time of disbursement of Kenglachtion Sector Support Programme
grants influence improvement of infrastructure iablic primary schools in Nyamache

District?



2. How does level of funding of Kenya Education Se&apport Programme grants influence
improvement of infrastructure in public primary ecks in Nyamache District?

3. How does capacity of school management of Kenyac&thn Sector Support Programme
grants influence improvement of infrastructure pablic primary schools in Nyamache
District?

4. To what extent does stakeholders participation ieny& Education Sector Support
Programme grants influence improvement of infrastme in public primary schools in

Nyamache District?

1.7 Significance of the Study

This research finding may be useful to the govemtnire formulating policy regarding funding of

school infrastructure especially on level of furglin

The non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and natiesnal agencies who engage in projects
would find this study useful with regard to areésahool funding.

It is hoped that this study will form a basis which academic researchers can do further studies

government funding on schools infrastructure.

1.8 Limitations of the Study

Most public primary school in Nyamache District afuated in remote areas which will be hard to
access especially with the anticipated long rainsNyamache District between August and

September. The researcher has acquired gumbaatsilitate movement to these schools.

The period data collection is an exam season &g many respondents busy preparing for KCPE
exams. The researcher plans to request the respsridesacrifice one of the afternoons to respond t

the questionnaire and

1.9 Delimitation of the Study

The study will be restricted to the effectivene§&enya Education sector support programme
infrastructure grants in improvement of public paipn schools infrastructure in Nyamache

District. Nyamache District has been chosen bexédus



is quite disadvantaged in terms of infrastructargublic primary schools and its accessibility to

the researcher.

It targets 29 headteachers and 29 PTA chairperSons 29 public primary schools that are

beneficiaries of the infrastructure grants of KESSP

1.10 Basic Assumptions of the Study

The study is based on the following assumptions.

i. Each public primary school where research will beried out has a construction project
funded through KESSP infrastructure grants.

ii.  The respondents will provide true, honest and gdgiaesponses.

1.11 Definitions of significant terms used in the Study

Infrastructure : This refers to classrooms, latrines, water gsitt@ater
tanks, desks and electricity installation withihaals .
Grants : These are funds disbursed by the Ministry of Etioa
DisbursementPaying out money to schools for purposes of implating construction
of infrastructure
Level of funding: This is the amount given to schools for purposes ahplementing
Infrastructure progect
Project: Is a group of interrelatedork activities constrained lgpecific scope, budget

for purposes of funding specific infrastructureequirements in schools and schedule to

deliver capital assets needed to achieve the gicajeals of an organization

Stakeholders:These refer to the community, parents, ministrgaiication, sponsors, politicians, old
boys and girls associations

1.12  Organization of the Study



This study is organized in 3 chapters. Chapterfooeses on the background of the study, statement
of the problem, purpose of the study, objectivessearch questions, significance, limitations,
delimitations and assumptions of the study as agetlefinition of significant terms used in the stud

Chapter two focuses on literature review; concéptchool infrastructure, international experienoe o
infrastructure funding in schools, the Kenya Edigtasector support programme and KESSP status

studies, theoretical framework and the conceptaahéwork.

Chapter three comprises of research methodologhioh research design, target population, sample
size, sampling procedure, research instruments datkection procedures and data analysis

techniques are discussed.

Chapter four comprises of data analysis, interficetapresentation and discussion while chapter fiv

deals with summary of the findings, conclusionspramendations and suggestions for further study.



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Introduction

This chapter mainly focuses on the literature revoa the funding of infrastructure in schools.islt
organized into: concept of education financingelinational experience on infrastructure funding in
schools the Kenya education sector support progenmfluence of Kenya education school support

programme summary of literature review and conadgtamework.

2.2. Concept of infrastructure as projects in schde

According to Fleming (2007) a project is characiedi by scope ( a document defining operational
needs, level of service, regulatory requirementgulity of deliverables) , Schedu{éll projects
have a definite beginning and end) and Budget (Gstimates, defines a project’'s funding

requirements.)
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When schools initiate construction works of classne, latrines, school gates and staff houses they

do it based on scope schedule and budget.

The performance indicators of infrastructure inagdh as project will therefore be assessed usiag th
indicators as highlighted by Choudhury, (2002).

Time overrun A project is considered totally successful if itgeomplete on time.

Cost Overrun  The input in a project; if a project isn't mandgee,, its cost will go up and vice

versa.

Value Meeting the desired performance the right to etimicas articulated in article 26 of the
universal declaration of human rights of 1948retiognizes the intrinsic human value of educat®n a
well as being an indispensable means of unlocking protecting other human rights. Where
education is guaranteed, people’s access to angreant of other rights is enhanced. The provision
of free primary education in section 7 of the ctélds Act 2001 Cap 586) states that every child is
entitled to primary education, which shall be tksponsibility of both the government and parents
(UNESCO, 2002).

One of the conventions of the world education fb(E2FA), passed in a conference of education held
in Dakar, Senegal in the year 2002 , was to a#dircation for all (EFA) by 2015 (Njeru and Orodho,

2003). This was a follow up to another world coefee of

education for all (EFA) held in 1990 at the Jomtighailand, which saw most of the developing
countries commit to provide their school going apédren, universal access to the first cycle of
education. Following this declaration, there wasirecrease in enrollment at primary school level
throughout the developing world (Wachiye & Nason2@]0).

2.3. International experience on infrastructure furding in schools.

In the USA, individual states enhance funding dfos infrastructure in various ways. In Virginia
State for instance, the law gives the local scliddgbkions the responsibility for controlling, erex,
furnishing, equipping and maintaining necessaryosthuildings. These school divisions do not
have taxing power or ability to issue debt, scsithie related government that must provide school
construction financing. The options available arese current local revenues to fund all or aiport

of the projects or borrow funds, via a direct bdo&n. The cost, funding availability and school
consideration associated with most school construcinajor renovation projects will ultimately
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determine the preferred financial solution. Borirmyvfor construction purposes can be done through
direct local government borrowing in which it bos®below market rates and is administered by the
department of education (Michael, 2005).

The San Diego unified school District project uplgrd and repaired 165 schools and constructed 13
new ones. The project began in 1988and ended @2 2@ a cost of US Dollars 1.51 billion
(Kennedy, 2002).

In Singapore, the government set aside 560 milimyapore Dollars (396.6 million US. Dollars) to
be used from November 2009 in the constructionlohé&w primary schools along with upgrading
additional 28 existing schools. This was the fiiisase in the ministry of education’s plans to apgr
primary school infrastructure in order to facilédhe transition of primary schools to singlestass
by 2016.

The ministry projects to finally build 18 new sct®and upgrading 80 schools. Single sessions are
geared towards providing greater flexibility in #nand space for teachers to deliver a more holistic

education to their pupils. (Kumar, 2009).

The government of Chad through a program dubbedd Giducation reform support project
(PARSET) has managed to transform school infrastracfrom classrooms built on millet stalk to
complete school modules comprising classroomsn&strand wells. This was done after the African
development Bank (ADB) report on education sectgpsrt project of Chad that realized that the
sector continues to face difficulties that mighingvomise the attainment by 2015 of EFA objectives
and MDGS especially with regard to university pnignaducation due to insufficient efforts to

enhance access through construction of infrastreictu

The ADB made financial and technical contributieesards the organization of sector consultations
in addition to financing the education project. Torganization of petroleum exporting countries
(OPEC) fund resources have been used in the caotistiuof primary school classrooms, latrines,
wells and procurement of equipment and furnituféee ADB built 225 classrooms, 150 latrines, 75
wells which offered 12000 new vacancies at the arjmevel. Education in Chad draws financing
from the government, parent/teachers associati@£s and foreign agencies. (Republic of Chad,
2003).

Tanzania adopted the primary education developipeagram (PEDP) in 2002 after the realization
that primary schools across the country had inaateqand poor school physical infrastructure and
teaching resources that threatened to hinder thiexsement of UPE targets. It abolished school,fees

the UPE campaign and massive investment in prinsahpols infrastructure. The program has
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improved school infrastructure that is constructminclassrooms, teacher’s houses and learning
facilities (Mabula, 2011).

2.4 How time of disbursement of funds affects immvement of infrastructure

Irregular release of funds by the government ardydeto disburse funds by the government is a
major cause of infrastructure stalling in most pulprimary school in Kiambu District (Waithira,
2011).

Inadequate physical facilities and delay in disborent of funds by the government are cited as some
of the challenges facing implementation of projagbublic primary schools. Such delays have made
project to be behind schedule and in the long txeiching their cost.(Kipkoech and Kyalo, 2011)

The primary constraints that the projects facetheelikelihood of delay in completion time of a
project, reduction in the quality of a project ocriease in the cost of a project. On time perfooean
and on cost performance are in essence critigaldject success(Terry, 2001) Infrastructure in jubl

primary schools will miss out on the above indicaiwhen funds are released late.

The Institute of Economic Affairs (IEA) review of BSSP ands FPE of 2007 highlighted that there
were limited opportunities in terms of schools amassrooms and delays in disbursement of FPE
grants it went further to recommend that allocationinfrastructure, priority must be accorded to
overcrowded and regions with fewer schools. TheeHimancial allocations should be diligently and
transparently used during procurement to ensurerésaurces are not wasted. The devolved funds
that support education - LATF, CDF should be harizexh to avoid investing in “Dead assets”-
classrooms without teachers, more learning ingtitgt with low enrolments in terms of spatial
distances.

2.5 How level of funding affects improvement of ifrastructure

A study done in 2011 on the effectiveness of KEg&its on the improvement of primary school
infrastructure in Kiambu District established thla¢ KESSP infrastructure grants were not enough

resulting in shortage of infrastructure and exggiimfrastructure being in poor state ( Mwaura, 2011
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A research by the international institute for edioraplanning (IlEP) in cooperation with the Britis
oversees development administration (ODA) found the largest share of government budgets for
education is mostly allocated to primary educat{@aillods, 1996).

An earlier study done in Gucha District by UNESG®ealed that most schools don’t have adequate
classrooms to accommodate large numbers of pupilslled through FPE. Most classrooms were

found to be congested, in poor condition, lightisgpoor because they depended on natural light.
Most schools were mad walled and those that hataegnt classrooms did not have doors, window

panes and their floors were non-cemented (UNES©Q5)2

Government funding towards physical facilities aadching learning materials towards meeting the
demands of high enrollment since the inception &EFis in adequate this has resulted in
overcrowding in classrooms and poorly constructagdstooms ( Akoth, 2010)

According to Choudhury (2002) a project is deenmelave failed if it is abandoned half-way, kept in
abeyance, completed with a changed concept oddasn’'t produce as per the specifications in terms

of quality of produce

2.6 How capacity of school Management affects impvement of infrastructure

Most primary school head teachers experience aiggke on financial management and especially in
book keeping. Most of them have not trained onrfai@ management ( Cheruto and Benjamin,2011)

The free primary education is hampered by poomfired management skills that head teachers as
financial managers in schools face. They shoultetbee be trained on financial management (Akoth
2010) .

The KESSP grants have failed to deliver the desiné@structure needs. These have resulted to

shortages of infrastructure and the poor statiuBegéxisting ones. The major

causes of these are lack of close monitoring offainels and corruption on the part of school head
teachers and school management committees. (Mw20it4)
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A study done in Kamwangi division, Thika Distrittenya that focused on administrative challenges
facing primary school head teachers, found out lhek of adequate equipment and resources for
teaching and learning, lack of adequate knowledge skills in financial management and un

resourceful school committees are the greatestecigds. (Waweru, 2011).

Institute of policy analysis and research (IPAR)&0explains that the education sector in Kenya is
crisis because of inefficient inadequate measurgnmaonetary and evaluation of spending and
institutional changes. Inefficient management omy@s centralized education system and poor

school management practices will worsen the crisis.

A project manager takes the role of planning, oag, directing and controlling project resources.
He also adopts a more creative approach to solrgormgrammed and instructional problems. He has
to strengthen the managerial orientation of proggmls and objectives can be efficiently achieved
within the constraints of time and budget (Chand®06). He may hot have control over the

personnel’s technical competence, but he can inflei¢heir behavior by motivating them.

A PM'’'s competence in planning is important in plsng, he develops a comprehensive time plan for
construction of buildings, recruitment of personreld tender evaluations estimate resource
requirements and specify cost standards (Chan@és)2

Rwelamila (2007) proposes six competences of aptapanager as sense of ownership and mission,
political awareness, strategic influence, interpeas assessment, relationship development andhactio

orientation.

2.7 How stakeholders’ participationaffects improvement of infrastructure.

In the U.S.A, citizen participation through monit@y and evaluation of public programmes as
resulted in accountability and programmes meetimg needs of the community .(Estrella and
Gaventa,1997).The local people are involved imarfgial processes, prioritization and assessment.
Voters actual approve a school project and keegk tod the project progress .An independent bond
oversight committee to oversee project implemeomatis created. These enhances proper

implementation of school projects.(Kennedy,2002)

15



2.8 Theoretical Framework

The study will be based on the classical liberabtly. It states that social mobility will be proradt

by equal opportunity of education. The roots ds theory can be traced to writers as Rousseau
(1712 — 1778) who claimed that in the natural stateen were born equal and personal qualities
should not jeorpadize social mobility as long asiety rewards people according to their merits.
(Njeru and Orodho, 2003)

This theory is found relevant to the study becd(S8SP was introduced in the ministry of education
as a sector wide approach to pull resources inrd¢odenhance access and equity to education across
the country.

A study by uwezo (2010) found out that there weasagpointing levels of learning among primary
school children. Dominance of private schools IBRE reveals the disparity that exists between
public and private schools. The study indicated the& disparity is as a result of availability of
physical infrastructure as well as quality instraichl methods. The FPE has increased enrolment but
many students learning remains inadequate. A redtismvey comprising of over 100,000 students
aged between 3 and 16 in over 2000 schools fouhthationly 33% of children in class 2 can read a

paragraph at their level (Uwezo, 2010). The lamy lzeterogeneous classes can challenge pedagogy.

The statistics above about Gucha District out oictviNyamache District was curved from are quite

dismaying. It is clear that fairness, access aratitywof education are threatened.

By studying the factors influencing the effectivesef KESSP grants in improving infrastructure in
public primary schools and suggesting remedialmenendations, it is hoped the District’'s poor and
vulnerable will be cushioned against high scho@setbpment levies that would make the cost of

basic education to go up. In the long run, in eijealto access, quality and retention will be ezt
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2.9. Conceptual Framework

Independent variables Dependent variables

Time of Disbursement Effectiveness of KESSP grants

» e Construction of new classrooms

eInfrastructure projects

in time and within budget.
* Renovation of existing
Level of Funding infrastructure
e All projects costs met ¢ Construction of latrines on time
—>
A >
Capacity of school
management
Monitoring of work progress
Cnct manacemeaent "
Intervening variables
Government policy
Stakeholders’ participation
Funding from PTA, NGOS’, Sponsors etc
Identification of projects
—>
Commissioning of projects
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Figure 1: conceptual framework

The conceptual framework shows the Ministry of edion through KESSP as the source of funding
towards construction of classrooms and latrines msrdvation of existing infrastructure. The
independent variables are time of disbursemengl lef/funding, criteria of disbursement. All these
will determine the effectiveness of the KESSP gratite indicators of effectiveness are classrooms
constructed on time and within budget, latrinesistaucted on time, renovations of schools
infrastructure and construction of school gate. treernment of Kenya regulations on tendering and
procurement and the Ministry of public works (MOPWjfrastructure specifications are the
moderating variables. Infrastructure is also funttedugh CDF LATF, economic stimulus package
and PTA.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

This chapter deals with methods that will be usedarrying out the study. It is organized as;
research design, target population, sampling tectes and sample size, research instruments,

validity and reliability of the instruments, datallection procedures and data analysis techniques.

3.2. Research Design

Research design is a plan structure and strategpvektigation conceived to obtain answers to
research questions. It provides a framework fanping and conducting study quantitative
researchers maintain that once the research hasdeségned, it must be followed throughout the
study (Ary, 2006).

This study adopts a descriptive survey method testigate the influence of Kenya Education sector
support programme in improvement of infrastructarpublic primary schools in Nyamache District.
Descriptive survey is a process of collecting datarder to answer questions concerning the current
status of the subjects of study. (Gay, 1992). Thseign is appropriate to the study since it is
concerned with descriptive and explanation fromsiém@ple population.

3.3. Target Population

According to Mugenda and Mugenda (1996) populaigotihe entire group of individuals, events or

objects having common characteristics about whietrésearchers wishes to make generalization.
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When the target population is similar the researdeemore confident making generalizations
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). The study targets lafl 101 public primary schools head teachers and

101 school management committee chairpersons.

3.4. Sample Size and Sample Selection

A sample is a subject of a particular populatiotected for the purpose of the study to make

conclusions about the population (Mugenda & Muge2683).

This study will employ purposive sampling to singi&t head teachers and chairpersons of SMCS of
the 29 public primary’s schools in Nyamache Distidhich are the current beneficiaries of the
KESSP infrastructure grants. Purposive samplifgrseo the selection of a sample depending on the
researcher’s discretion.

According to Mugenda and Mugenda (2003) if the pajon size is small, then it is advisable that

the researcher takes a complete census of thegiimpul

3.5 Research Instruments

This study will use questionnaire, observation dcitess and interview schedules to collect data from
the sampled schools. Questionnaires will be idealcollecting data from head teachers while
interview schedules will be used to get informatimm the school committee chairpersons because
of their varied literacy levels and they will algive an in-depth data that is not possible to obifai

guestionnaires were used.

An observation schedule will be used by the re$earto make own observations on the progress of

the infrastructure projects and their very actuakpnce.

3.5.1. Instrument Validity

Validity is the extent to which a measure actuailyasures what it ought to measure (Dane, 1990). To
enhance validity, appropriate and adequate itehesant to research objectives are contained in the

guestionnaire. Colleagues and supervisors willdresglted to validate the instruments.
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The questionnaire will be piloted with 5 schoolsh®ck the reliability and validity of the tool. &h

tool will then be reviewed appropriately.

3.5.2. Reliability of the Instruments

Reliability is the degree of consistency between measures of the same thing (Dane, 1990). l&is th
consistency of the scores or answers from one aslm@tion of an instrument to another and from the

set of items to another (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006).

The questionnaire will be pre-tested to a selestedple of head teachers from other Districts that a
not part of the actual sample. Reliability will lkstablished by comparing responses for the same
items. Items that may elicit responses that haide wariations among the respondents will be
improved so as to enhance reliability. Items wihponses that are similar will be retained without

making changes.

3.6. Data Collection Procedures

Authority will be sought using an introductory lttfrom the university in order to get a permitnfro

the National council of science and technology. eMtthe District commissioner and the District
Education Officer, Nyamache District will be notifi after which the schools will be visited and the
head teachers consent sought. The questionnaiteshem be administered directly to the head

teachers.

The interview schedules will be conducted afterkiog appointments with SMCS chairpersons. The
exercise will finally involve physical assessmerit tbe projects to establish their existence,

completion and utilization.

3.7. Data Analysis Technique

According to Mugenda and Mugenda (1999) data aimligsthe process of bringing order and
meaning into raw data collected.

The data will be subjected to both quantitative godlitative data analysis techniques using the
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)ovels.0. Analysis of data will begin with defining
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analysis objectives where the relationships or @ispns to be made and the variables to be used are

determined.

The raw data will be coded and entered to SPSSsabhjected to the cleaning process to ensure
correctness. The data will then be analyzed usith bescriptive and confirmatory statistics .The
descriptive data analysis techniques to be employiddnclude; frequencies, measures of central

tendencies and dispersions.

Cross tabulations will be used to explore relathims between the factors affecting the effectivenes
of KESSP grants and the improvement of the infoastire in the schools. The hypothesis will be
tested by subjecting the cross tabulation to théSgoare §2) statistical test to establish the

statistical significance of these relationships.

The results will be presented in appropriate fomtbles and graphs).
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3.8: Operationalization of variables

Objectives/research Type of variable Indicator Measure Level of | Approz
questions. scale
analys
To find out how time of Independent -Projects completed Percentage | Ratio Quanti
disbursement of KESSP variable time of in time
funds influences disbursement
improvement of ) Delay in Ratio quantit
) ] ] Dependent variable . ]
infrastructure in public -Projects completed disbursement
primary schools in Improvement of in time and within
Nyamache District infrastructure schedule
To assess how level of Independent -Enough amount Percentage | Ratio Quanti
funding of KESSP funds variable level of received
influences improvement of | funding
) ] ] -Complete
infrastructure in public ) ) Complete Ratio Quanti
) ) Dependent variable | infrastructure
primary schools in ) projects
L projects
Nyamache District Improvement of
) Stalled
infrastructure ) Ratio guantit
projects
To establish the influence of Independent -Level of education | Percentage | Ratio Quanti
capacity of school variable capacity of . _
-Cost management | Percentage Ratio Quanti
management of KESSP fundschool management
on improvement of -Proper utilization | All amount Ratio Quant

infrastructure in public

primary schools in

Dependent variable

Improvement of

of funds

-Standard

accounted for

Usage of
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Nyamache District infrastructure infrastructure classrooms
erected Jatrines and ) )
Nominal | Quanti
water tanks
To examine how Independent -Attendance of Percentage | Nominal | Quanti
stakeholders participation in| variable stakeholders| Meetings
KESSP funds influences participation -monitoring
improvement of _ . P Percentage | Ratio Quanti
_ _ . Dependent variable -identification of
infrastructure in public infrastructure needs.
rimary schools in
p y oS Improvement of -Standard
Nyamache district infrastructure infrastructure Percentage | nominal | Quanti
projects

3.9: Ethical Consideration

The researcher will seek approval of the reseatatlysirom the department of extra mural studies

and authorization from the Ministry of Educationeé®ce and Technology. Request will be made for

respondents to give truthful and honest informatiod they will be assured of confidentiality. The

information gathered will only be used for purebademic purposes.

CHAPTER FOUR

DATA ANALYSIS, INTERPRETATION, PRESENTATION AND

DISCUSSION

4.1 Introduction
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This chapter presents the analysis of the questicmand interview schedules on effectiveness of
Kenya Education sector support programme infragiragrants on improvement of infrastructure in
public primary schools in Nyamache District, Kentfee indicators considered were time of
disbursement, level of funding, capacity of schmahagement and stakeholder’s participation. The
indicators were deemed to have influence on effentiss of Kenya education sector support

programme infrastructure grants on improvemenhfsastructure in Nyamache district, Kenya

4.2 Response Return Rate

Out of the 29 questionnaires that were issueddadgbpondents, 29 questionnaires were returned.
This showed a questionnaire return rate of 100%ebponse rate to the interview schedule

administered by the researcher was 100%

4.3 Respondents’ Demographic Information

The researcher sought to determine the demogragbrenation of the respondents. This information

included respondents’ gender and work experiengie tesponses were as shown in table 4.1

Table 4.1 distribution of respondents’ gender

Gender Frequency (f) percentage %

Male 25 86%
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Female 4 14%

Total 29 100

From table 4.1, 25 (86%) respondents were maleswh({lLl4%) were female. in all these schools a
majority of respondents were male. this implied thare was gender imbalance in decision — making

and improvements of school infrastructure in puplimary schools in Nyamache District.
The study sought to establish the years of senfitead teachers. The response is shown in table 4.

Table 4.2 respondents’ years of service

Years of service Frequency %

Below 1 1 5%
1-5 5 17%
6-10 15 51%
Over 10 8 27%
Total 29 100

Table 4.2 shows that 1 (5%) of head teachers haddbelow 1 year, 5(17%) between 1-5 years
15(51%) between 6-10 years and 8(27%) over 10 yehis findings indicate that majority of head
teachers have a long experience in managemenfragtiructure development in schools they have

had a long time fully implement the constructionrkso.

The study also sought to know the number of yeheshead teachers have served in their current

stations as shown in table 4.3
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Table 4.3, years of service of head teachers in ¢ant stations.

Years of service Frequency %
Less than 1 year 4 13%
1-5 7 24%
6-10 13 44%
Over 10 5 17%

Total 29 100

From the researcher found that 4 (13%) of heathtra had served below 1 year in their current
station, 7(24%) between 1-5 years, 13(44%) betv@etd years and 5(17%) over 10 years.

This finding indicates that majority of head teashigave had first hand experience in the utilizatio

of KESSP infrastructure grants that have beenistexce since 2005.

4.4 Time of disbursement of KESSP funds in improveent of infrastructure in public primary

schools.

The respondents were asked to state the timektftwghe funds to be reflected on the school antou
after the allocation. There responses were as shelon.

Table 4.4 Respondents’ response on time of disburaent.

Duration Frequency %
Up to 1 year 21 72%
Over 1 year 8 28%
Total 29 100
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From table 4.4 the researcher found that 21(72&tbney takes up to 1 year to be reflected in the
school accounts after disbursement while 8(28%atd that it takes over 1 year. This shows that
there is untimely disbursement of funds. This ceseuith the findings of Kipkoech and Kyalo of

2011 that there is delay of funds making delaysoimpletion of projects.

The respondents were asked whether they experieostdverruns as a result of the delay in

disbursement of funds. Below were there responses.

Table 4.5 Respondents’ response on cost overrunsalto delay in disbursement of funds.

Response Frequency %
Yes 26 90%
No 3 10%
Total 29 100

Table 4.5 shows that 26(90%) respondents indidadnfrastructural projects cost went up as a
result of delay in disbursement of funds while 3@0espondents indicated that there was no change
in cost. This shows that majority of projects vl actually be finished at a much higher cost than

earlier projected. This will in most cases leadtadling of infrastructure projects.

Table 4.6 shows the extent of increase costs duediglay in getting the funds.

Response Frequency %
Very high 2 8%
High 24 82%
Minimal 3 10%
Total 29 100

Table 4.6 shows that 2 respondents representinggg&ed that the costs increased due to delay in

getting funds,24 respondents representing 82% cmettthat extent was high while 3 respondents
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representing 10% put it at minimum. This shows thahost cases the cost of the infrastructure

project will go up if funds are delayed.

4.5 How level of funding of KSSP infrastructure grants influences improvement of

infrastructure in public primary schools.

The respondents were asked to state how they heddrids received. They were supposed to
indicate where they used the funds to begin a meyegt or renovate existing projects , whether they
have incomplete project, what has caused projedtall , the percentage of the amount required to

complete the projects and to rate adequacy of fuiltie responses are discussed below

Table 4.7 shows the responses of respondents comgéhe use of infrastructure grants

Table 4.7 use of infrastructure grants in schools.

Response Frequency %
Begin a new project 18 63%
Renovation 11 37%
Total 29 100

From table 4.7 18(63%) respondents stated thaththeg used the funds to initiate new projects in
schools while 11(37%) respondents stated thathhgg used the funds to renovate existing
infrastructure. This shows that majority of the@uls used KESSP grants to start new projects and

therefore KESSP was the main source of fundinghoals.

Table 4.8 show the respondents of respondents wungehe state of completion of infrastructure

projects in schools
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Table 4.8 state of completion of infrastructurej@cts

Response Frequency %
Yes 27 93%
No 2 7%
Total 29 100

Table 4.8 indicates that majority 27(93%) of reggents indicated that they have incomplete
infrastructure projects. Only 2(7%) respondentshaamplete infrastructure projects. this clearly
shows that funding through KESSP is insufficientteet the schools * infrastructure needs . this

concurs with the finding of Mwaura 2011 that KESBIPastructure grants were not enough.

The respondents were asked to state the causeonfipiete projects in their schools their response
were as shown in table 4.9

Table 4.9 Cause of infrastructure projects to stalin public primary schools.

Response Frequency %
In adequacy of funds 21 72%
Low projections from Mason 8 28%
Total 29 100

From table 4.9 21(72%) respondents agreed thatqgsohave stalled due to inadequacy of funds
while 8(28%) respondents indicate that incompletasi a result of wrong cost estimates given by

project staff . this clearly shows that project mot be completed if funds are not sufficient.

The researcher sought to know the respondentgratithe adequacy of KESSP grants and the

responses as given in table 4.10
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Table 4.10 Adequacy of KESSP funds in improving imstructure in schools

Response Frequency %
Very adequate 0 0%
Adequate 6 21%
Not adequate 23 79 %
Total 29 100

From table 4.10 , 23 (79%) respondents rated theésfas inadequate , 6(21%) respondents rated it as
just adequate while none found the funds as ve@egaate . from the findings above , it can be

deduced that KSSP funding towards infrastructurpiite inadequate .

4.6 How capacity of schools management of KESSP iiatructure grants influences

improvement of infrastructure in public primary sch ools.

In order to rate the capacity of school manageritentilize KESSP infrastructure grants the
researcher chose to look at the percentage oédtalfrastructure, the use of the grants ad the ofp

staff the head teachers engaged the findings aseshown below .

Table 4.11 Shows the cause of infrastructure projég to stall.

Response Frequency %
Wrong estimates 14 48%
Cost overruns 15 52%
Total 29 100
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From table 4.11, 14(48%) respondents indicatetpittgect estimates given were wrong while
15(52%) cited cost overruns as a major cause kingtaThis implies that some project managers
(head teachers) gave underestimations and emptbgeatoject staffs who are not conversant with

implementation.

Table 4.12 How the KESSP funds were used

Response Frequency %

Begin a new project 18 62%
Renovate existing infrastructure 11 %38

Total 29 100

From table 4.12 18(62%) respondents stated thgtubed the funds to start a new project

While 11(38%) said that they used the funds to vat®existing infrastructure. This implies that mos
head teachers rushed to initiate new projects wtthscertaining whether the funds will be suffitien

to complete the infrastructure projects. Thisélfare means that the head teachers have no capacity
to implement school projects thereby hinderingeffectiveness of the KESSP grants. Observations
done in the schools indicated that there are exjstifrastructures that are in poor condition while

the same time new projects have stalled.

4.6 Management capacity of head teachers in influemg effectiveness of KESSP grants in

improving infrastructure in public primary schools.

In this section the researcher sought to know h@amagement capacity of headteachers enhances
effectiveness of KESSP infrastructure in publierary schools. The headteachers training on
management, their opinion on the necessity ofitrgion project management mechanisms of hiring

technical personnel and their control on techricahpetencies were as below.

The respondents were asked to indicate whether&@yny training on management. Their response

was as shown in table4.13 below.
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Table 4.13 Head teachers’ training on management.

Response Frequency %
Yes 9 31%
No 20 69%
Total 29 100

From table 4.13, the 9(31%) respondents admittadttiey had undergone training on management
while 20(69%) admitted that they have had no trgjran management. Therefore this shows that

utilization of KESSP funds is greatly affected bgH of training in management skills.

Table 4.4 shows the responses of the Headteacheb®at the importance of training in project

management.

Responses Frequency %
Yes 29 100
No 0 0
Total 29 100

From table 4.14, the researcher found that 29(10@%pondents agreed that training on project
management is quite important to headteachersogacpmanagers in school while none was on the
contrary. Majority of PTA chairpersons also indezhthat headteachers should undergo training in
project management. These findings concur with Bméa (2007) who proposes that the project
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managers need to undergo training in project manageto avoid accidental construction works and

to overcome inadequate people management.

Table 4.15 shows the headteachers’ responses avaisethey used to hire technical personnel to

carry out construction of infrastructure in school.

Table 4.15 How technical personnel were hired.

Response Frequency %
Picked know personnel 18 62%
Through tendering 11 38%
Total 29 100%

From table 4.15, 18(62%) respondents indicatedtki®st pick personnel well known to them and
11(38%) respondents used tendering to get theitdipersonnel. Majority of PTA chairpersons
agreed that they always go to the personnel knowinem. These responses show that construction

standards are likely to be compromised and indhg fun shoddy structures are likely to be put up.

The researcher also sought to know whether thetéaetters as project managers have control over

the personnel’s technical competencies. The readts as shown in table 4.16 below.

Table 4.16 Control of the headteachers over the tenical competencies of the personnel.

Response Frequency %
Yes 24 82.7
No 5 17.3
Total 29 100
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From table 4.16, 24(82.7%) respondents agreedttbgthad control over the competence of the
technical personnel while 5(17.3%) said that difécult for the head teacher to have control other
competence of the personnel. These responses Baomajority of headteachers believed that they
can control the competencies of the technical pemsio Majority of PTA chairpersons also agreed

that headteachers have the ability to check owdhgpetencies of technical personnel.

4.7 Stakeholders participation in KESSP infrastructire grants in improvement of

infrastructure in public primary schools.

The researcher sought to know how stakeholdersi¢gaation in KESSP infrastructure grants
influences improvement of infrastructure in puliadmary schools. The stakeholders majority
parents, PTA members and the government.

The researcher asked the respondents to stateertiedly involved stakeholders in undertaking

infrastructure projects and there responses wesa@sn in table 4.17.

Table 4.17 Stakeholders participation in infrastuctural projects.

Response Frequency %
Yes 29 100%
No 0 0
Total 29 100

Table 4.17 shows that 29(100%) respondents aghe¢dtakeholders participated in the construction
of infrastructural projects while none denied. T$ti®ws that in all cases stakeholders are actually

involved Table 4.18 Stakeholders commonly partitigg

in construction of infrastructural projects. All RThairpersons agreed that headteachers involve

them in construction of infrastructure projectsamools.
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Table 4.18 Shows the responses of the Headteachetsen asked to list the stakeholders they

involve.
Response Yes No tallo

N % N % N %
Parents 19 66% 10 34% 29 100%
PTA members 29 100% O 0 29 100%
Government officials 22 75.8% 7 24.2% 29 100%
N= Number of respondents %= Percentage of respiade

Majority of respondents 29(100%) indicated thaytimvolve PTA members, 19(66%) indicated that
they involve parents while 22(75.8%) stated thaytimvolve government officials. Most PTA
chairpersons agreed that government officials waagrly concerned with documents in the office.
This shows that regulation of work standards andigation of actual presence of infrastructure

projects is lacking.

Table 4.19 shows that the responses of headteaaheBTA chairpersons concerning the stage at

which they involve the parents.

Table 4.19 Stage at which parents participate.

Stage Yes No otal
N % N % N %
Planning 6 20.7 23 79.3 29 100
Construction 8 276 21 724 29 100
Commissioning 4 138 25 86.2 29 100
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N= Number of respondents %= Percentage of resptsiden

Table 4.19 shows that the participation of parentdl the stages is minimal, 6(20.7%) at
planning,8(27.6) at construction and 4(13.8%) atnmissioning stage. This shows that parents as

key stakeholders are rarely involved in the utilzza of KESSP infrastructure grants.

Table 4.20 shows that the responses of headteamhéinge stage at which PTA members as

stakeholders are involved in infrastructure improeet in schools.

Table 4.20 Participation of PTA members in infrastuctural projects funded through KESSP.

Stage Yes No Total

N % N % N %

Planning 29 100% O 0 29 100%
Construction 29 100% O 0 29 100%
Commissioning 8 27.6% 21 724 29 100%
N= Number of respondents %= Percentage of resptgsiden

From table 4.20, PTA members were involved intadl $tages with all respondents 29(100%)
agreeing that they involve them in planning andstarctions while 8(27.6%) respondents agreed that
they involve them in commissioning. These respoisgisate that actually PTA members are

involved in construction of infrastructural project

Table 4.21 shows the analysis of responses abeuntblvement of government officials at different

stages of infrastructural construction in schools.
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Table 4.21 Participation of government officials irutilization of KESSP infrastructure funds in

public primary schools.

Stage YES No Total

Planning 2 6.8 27 93.2 29 100
Construction 5 172 24 82.8 29 100
Commissioning 3 10.3 26 89.7 29 100

N= Number of respondents %= Percentage of resptgsiden

From table 4.21, the involvement of governmentoidfs at every stage is 2(6.8%) in planning,

5(17.2) in construction and 3(10.3%) in commissigniThe participation of this key stakeholder that

checks on quality standards and prudent use ofiress clearly hinder the effectiveness of KESSP

infrastructural grants. This is in contrast withat/happens in the Virginia state of USA where
according to Kennedy (2002) an oversight state @o&Education frequently offers guidance

through the standards accrediting public schoalsséandards of quality.

Table 4.22 shows the responses concerning whetietmlders involvement enhances better

infrastructural improvement in public primary schoand the analysis was as below.

Table 4.22 stakeholders’ involvement enhances infstructural improvement.

Response Frequency Percentage
Yes 29 100%

No 0 0

Total 29 100
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From table 4.22, all the responses 29(100%) balidlvat stakeholder participation can enhance
infrastructural improvement. The participation bfstakeholders at all stages of infrastructure
projects in public primary schools could enhandeativeness of KESSP infrastructure grants to

public primary schools.

When respondents were asked to rate the inputikélsblders in implementation of infrastructural

projects in public primary schools, the responsesevas indicated in table 4.23.

Table 4.23 Rating of the input of stakeholders inmplementation of infrastructure projects in

public primary schools.

Response Frequency %
Excellent 0 0
Good 7 24.2%
Average 11 37.9%
Below 11 37.9%
Total 29 100

From table 4.23, 7(24.2%) respondents indicatedthigainput of stakeholders was good and
11(37.9%) agreed that it was average and belovagearespectively. This shows that most
stakeholders that headteachers involve lack thessacy knowledge and skills on management of
infrastructure projects. Most experts like the MOBfficials are not involved. The project works

could be standard if the experts are involvedlistages of project constructions.

When respondents were asked on what they thoughd be done to improve the KESSP

infrastructure grants, their responses were as stiotable 4.24.
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Table 4.24 what can be done to enhance the effeeness of KESSP infrastructure grants.

Response Yes No Total

N % N % N %

More allocation of funds 29 100 0 o] 29 100
Stakeholders participation 27 93.1 2 6.9 29 100
Training of managers 28 966 1 3.4 29 100

N= Number of respondents %= Percentage of respiside

From table 4.24, majority of respondents 29(10@3}93.1%) and 28(96.6%) believe that more
money should be allocated, stakeholders involveadlistages and project managers be trained
respectively . this finding concurs with Chandr@@&) who says that it is possible to meet project
goals and objectives within the constraints of tamd budget if managerial orientation is improved
especially if skills of authority ,control ,plamg ,monitoring ,and evaluation. This also concuits w
Onderi and Croll(2008) who say that funds givesdbools are hardly enough to finance the

successful implementation of any meaningful corston project.
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CHAPTER FIVE

THE SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,
RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

5.1 Introduction

This chapter summarizes the findings of the stadgclusions, recommendations and suggestions for

the further research.

5.2Summary of the findings

The findings indicate that there is delay and ualynaisbursement of funds where in some cases it
takes up to one year. The amounts are releaseghichies that are so spread to sustain timely
completion of infrastructure projects. the untimeigbursement results to cost overruns making the
cost of infrastructure projects to go up as inideby the 26(90 %) of respondents . the cost of
construction materials are shown to be going ughvii return lead to stalling of infrastructure

projects .

The study further established that whereas theS€Efsinds are used to begin new projects in
schools, 27(93 %) of respondents indicated that wiahese projects are incomplete. the state of
incompletion was attributed to inadequacy of thedfugiven as indicated by 21(72%) respondents.
the state of incompletion was also attributed tongrproject cost estimates given by the project
technical staff. The study findings also indicatieat 23(79%) respondents believed that KESSP

funds are not adequate

The study found that 20(69%) of head teachers@egirmanagers in schools do not have any
training in project management though all the resigat agreed that knowledge and skills in project
management are quite important . these findingglyithat head teachers do not have the capacity to
effectively manage KESSP infrastructure funds. Heaghers hardly carrying out tendering to
identify the best technical staff as indicated st]11 (38%).

Who carry out tendering .most head teachers pickop@el who are known to them as shown by

18(62%) respondents. however most respondents/bdlibat they have control over the technical
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competencies of the technical personnel. Lack ofatedge on project management and engaging of

‘friendly’ technical personnel makes the KESSP fuimkffective.

The finding further indicated that stakeholdersenievolved in construction works. Those that were
involved include parents, PTA and government affici Parents’ involvement in all the stages of
infrastructure construction was shown to be minimlalle PTA members are most involved in the
planning and construction stages. A few respondagrised that they involve government officials
like ministry of public works officials in all thstages. Their involvement which is supposed to be
critical is rated at 2(6.8%), 5 (17.2%) and 3(10)38all the stages appears to be compromising the
standards.

All respondents agreed that stakeholder’s partiidpaan enhance infrastructure improvement
through KESSP infrastructure grants. The inputthefstake holders involved was rate at average and
below average as shown with 11(37.9%) respondents/erage and 11(37.9%) respondents for
below average . the input can tend towards gooceanellent if head teachers involve all the stake

holders at all stages .

5.3Conclusion of the Study.

This study investigated the effectiveness of KE8fastructural grants in improving infrastructure

in public primary schools in Nyamache District, Kan

There is no timely disbursement of KSSP infrastitecgrants. The untimely disbursement of the
funds results to cost overruns and infrastructuogepts end up increasing cost. This shows that

KESSP infrastructure funding could be more effextiunoney is disbursed in time.

The study results showed that there is low fundiwgards infrastructural improvement in public
primary schools .this means that school infrastmattimprovement through KSSP grants is not
effective.

The head teachers lack management capacity tdieéfiycundertake infrastructure projects funded
through KESSP infrastructure grants in there schdthowledge and skills in project management

are important in effective implementation of pragein schools

According the results of the study stakeholderigiggtion in infrastructure improvement in public
primary schools in Nyamache District is quite mialnThis shows that if specialist is involved in
giving technical advice, standard work will be a&dized in infrastructure projects in public primary

schools in Nyamache District, Kenya.
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5.4Recommendations of The Study

As a result of these findings the researcher made=following recommendations;

1.

This study recommends that the government of Kehyaild release KESSP infrastructure
grants promptly.

There is need to increase the level of fundingualip primary schools to undertake
infrastructure projects in their schools. Thereding should be based on the needs
assessment done by the government agencies.

This study recommends that all head teachers shmadrgo training on project management
so that they can mange projects in schools efielgtiv

There is need for the school managers to give $awmstruction works to people with
technical know how. Head teachers and PTA memlhensi@ not hire people who are their
cronies.

Stakeholders should be fully involved in all thagss of infrastructure development in
schools. More emphasis should be put to ensurét@®\W officials are consulted at every

stage of infrastructure construction. This will anbe standard construction works.

Suggestions for Further Research

The study suggests that further research be cantietb establish the extent to which prioritizatiaf

infrastructure projects in schools affects infrastare project success. Further research should be

done to asses the impact of monitoring and evalnati infrastructural improvement in schools.

Study should be done to establish the extent talweivel of education affects stakeholder

participation in infrastructure implementation chsol.
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APPENDIX I: LETTER OF INTRODUCTION TO RESPONDENTS

University of Nairobi
Kisii Campus

P.O Box 2461

Kisii

10" August 2012.

Dear sir/Madam,

Re: Research on the factors influencing the effesttness of Kenya education sector

support programme_grants in_improving infrastructur € in public primary schools in

Nyamache district, Kenya.

| am a post-graduate student at the Universityaifdi pursuing a Master of Arts degree course in
Project planning and Management. | am carryingresiarch as indicated above. Following your
direct involvement in the subject of this studyuytave been selected as a participant in the study.

Kindly respond to all questions in the attachedstjopanaire as honest as possible.

The findings from this study will be used for acauile purposes. Your response will be kept

confidential.

Thank you in advance for your collaboration.

Yours Faithfully,

Philip Onyango
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APPENDIX II: HEADTEACHER’S QUESTIONNAIRE

You are kindly requested to provide answers tdaliewing items regarding your personal details as

well as issues touching on infrastructure in yaunosl.

SECTION A: DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

1. Gender : Male [ ] Female [ ]

2. For how many years have you served as headeeach

15[ ] 6-10 [ ] lessthan 1 ] over 10 [
3. For how many years have you served your custatipn as

a) Head teacher

Less than 1 year[ ] 1-5yrs [ ] 6-10yrs [ ] maoinan 10 yrs [ ]
b) As a teacher

Less than 5yrs [ ] more than 5yrs [ ]

SECTION B: SCHOOL INFRASTRUCTURE DATA

4. a) Have you heard of KESSP infrastructure gfantss [] No| ]

b) Has your school been funded though KESSP imiretsire grants?

Yes [] No| ]

5. Which projects have been funded through KES8RBstriucture grants in your school?

(Classrooms, Latrines, Water tanks, Electricityll$j&omputers )

b. Please indicate the number of each of the projdentified above
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6. a) Did you apply to get the KESSP infrastrucignants? Yes [ ] No [ ]

b) How long did it take for the funds to be refegtion the school account after the allocation?

c i) Have you experienced cost overruns as a refdklay in disbursement of funds?

Yes| ] No [ ]

ii) If yes explain

d) How can you rate the extent of increased coséstd delay in getting the funds? very high ( )
high () minimal ()

7. a) How did you use the funds relieved
To begin a new project [1]

To renovate existing infrastructure []

b) Do you have incomplete infrastructural projeéotgour school?
Yes [1] No [ 1

If yes, what has caused the infrastructure pragestall?

c.)What is the percentage of the amount that isired to complete the stalled project as compaved t

the total cost of the infrastructure?

d) How can you rate the adequacy of funds recefeedmproving infrastructure through KESSP?

very adequate ( ) adequate ( ) not adequate ( )

8. a) have you attended any course on management?

Yes () No ()
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b) do you think it is important for head teachesspaoject managers in schools to have training in

project management

yes () No ()

¢) How did you hire the technical personnel ?

i) Picked well known personnel around the schdol )

ii) Through tendering ()

d) As the project, manager | have control overtogect personnel’s’ technical competencies

Yes|[ ] No[ ]

9.a) Do you involve stakeholders in constructiod esmovation of infrastructure in your school? Yes

[] No[]

b) If yes who do you involve most from the followin
Parents ( )
PTA members ()
Government officials ()

c) at what stage do you involve parents

Planning ( )

Construction ()

Commissioning ()

d) At what stage do you involve P.T.A members

Planning ( )
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Construction ()

Commissioning ()

e) At what stage do you involve government offigial

Planning ( )

Construction ()

Commissioning ()

f) Do you think stakeholders involvement enhanceise infrastructure improvement?

Yes () No ( )

g) How can you rate the input of stakeholders iplementation of infrastructure projects in your

school?
Excellent ( )
Good ()
Average ()

Below average ( )

10. What do you think can be done to improve th&RE infrastructure grants?

THANK YOU MUCH FOR YOUR TIME
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APPENDIX IIl: WORK PLAN

The following table shows the time schedule on tlmsvresearch process will be conducted.

Activity Duration Dates

Writing the proposal 2 months Jan — Feb 2012
Typesetting and printing 2 weeks March 2012
Submission of the proposal A &lay May 2012
Preparation of research materials an® months May — June 2012

data collection

Data collection and analysis 2 months July — Augodr
Final research report writing 1 month September2201
Submission of final research report | 30" September September 2012

for approval
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APPENDIX IV: RESEARCH BUDGET

ltem Amount

Stationery (writing materials, services, printing) 15,000/=
Field Research expenses (commuter, subsistence) ooas,
Report writing expenses (printing, photocopy, b 10,000/=
Contingencies 10,000/=
Grand Total 60,000/=
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