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1. Introduction 

 

Monitoring and Evaluation is a process that helps improve performance and achieve results. Its goal is to improve current and 

future management of outputs, outcomes and impact. Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) has evolved over time and has mirrored 

the paradigm shifts that have occurred in management of projects. In the 1950s, M&E practice was dominated by a strong 

emphasis on prudent utilization of resources, reflecting the social scientific trend of the era. Monitoring and Evaluation sought to 

concentrate on lived experiences and give voice to as many stakeholders in a consensus-shaping evaluation process (Nyonje, 

Ndunge & Mulwa, 2012). 

 

Project evaluation is a process that involves systematic collection, analysis and interpretation of project related data that can be 

used to understand how the project is functioning in relation to its objectives. Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) need to be 

designed as an intertwined participatory exercise where all stakeholders are involved (Bamberger, 2012). M&E ensures that 

project resources and inputs are put into the intended use and that the project addresses what it initially intended to do. It also 

makes sure that the project renders its services to the targeted population. The lack of M&E has caused many government projects 

to collapse soon after establishment (Ashiku, 2014). 

 

Monitoring and evaluation has developed a progressively significant instrument within the universal determinations in 

accomplishing ecological, economic and social sustainability.  At domestic and global measures, the sustainability benchmarks 

and pointers for M&E are very vital in describing, observing and reporting on environmental, monetary and societal 

developments, following evolution towards objectives and persuading strategy and practices (Behn, 2013). Governments together 

with different establishments are existence compelled by globalization in being responsive to their interested parties, associated to 

operational growth and concrete outcomes conveyance (Mackay, 2016). 
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Abstract 

The new devolved structures of county governments and devolution with respect to development policies, programs and 

projects in Kenya has brought to light the need for a comprehensive monitoring and evaluation framework. However, most 

devolved systems have been found not to have the M&E systems in place. Due to this high number of stalled projects, 

experiences of cost overruns and extended construction periods beyond the initial completion dates may cease and save the 

country from unnecessary loss and wastage of resource which in scarce supply. The study sought to examine the effects of 

monitoring and evaluation on the performance of county government projects in Kenya, a case of Kisii County. The study was 

guided by the following objective; to establish the effect of baseline survey, on project performance in Kisii County and To 

establish the effect of monitoring and evaluation planning on performance of county government projects in Kisii County. The 

study was grounded on theory of change, program theory and agency theory. The target population for this study composed 

the county representatives, contractors and project management committee members.  A sample size of 157 for the study with 

the population of 265 was obtained using Morgan and Krejcie (1970) model. Primary data was obtained using self-

administered questionnaires. The drop and pick method were used. Data was analyzed using Statistical Package for Social 

Sciences (SPSS Version 25.0). All the questionnaires received were referenced and items in the questionnaire were coded to 

facilitate data entry. After data cleaning which entails checking for errors in entry, descriptive statistics such as frequencies, 

percentages, mean score and standard deviation was estimated for all the quantitative variables and information presented 

inform of tables. Inferential data analysis was done using multiple regression analysis. The study found that the performance 

of county government projects is determined and affected by baseline survey, monitoring and evaluation findings.  
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Monitoring and Evaluation should be integral components of the management cycle including project planning and design 

(Passia, 2013). It was also noted that project planners should include a clearly delineated monitoring and evaluation plan as an 

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

frequency of activities, sufficient budget for activities and specification of the use of monitoring and evaluation findings. Shulha, 

Caruthers and Hopson (2010) identified that the complementary roles of the two functions. Information from monitoring feeds 

into evaluation in order to understand and capture any lessons in the middle or at the end of the implementation with regard to 

what went right or wrong from learning purposes. This could lead to redesigning the project. 

 

Countries internationally have started distinguishing the significance of M&E as an essential management instrument that 

tracks advancement of programs and assist decision making. Nevertheless institution(s) obligation is to control their willingness 

within. This is normally achieved by directing a willingness valuation that will emphasize on standard statistics that specify the 

level at which an association is organized to change an M&E system. Developed countries like the USA, China and Russia have 

resorted to decentralization of resources. This has led to resuscitation of old institutions that seemed to offer opportunities for 

decentralization. Democratic decentralization is more focused on democracy pluralism and human rights. Many countries 

especially the developed ones have pursued results orientated development initiatives by adopting more effective monitoring and 

evaluation practices. As part of the broader efforts to institutionalize Managing for Development Results (MfDR), most 

Governments such as SriLanka, Canada, USA among others have taken specific steps to strengthen Results-based M&E System at 

their national level(Shulha, Caruthers & Hopson, 2010). 

 

In Ghana, after several years of implementing the national M&E system, significant progress has been made (Clear, 2012). 

However, challenges include severe financial constraints; institutional, operational and technical capacity constraints; fragmented 

and uncoordinated information, particularly at the sector level. To address these challenges the Clear report argues that the current 

institutional arrangements will have to be reinforced with adequate capacity to support and sustain effective monitoring and 

evaluation, and existing M & E mechanisms must be strengthened, harmonized and effectively coordinated. 

 

In Botswana, the government plays a huge role by bringing the much-needed services to the communities in which they 

operate. A lot of funds and other resources have been committed in the project of fight against HIV/AIDS. The donors and other 

stakeholders expect transparency, proper accountability and project performance from them. This has demanded the use of M&E 

tools to enhance transparency and accountability as well as demonstrate results. Additionally, the influence of the NGOs has 

greatly increased over the years. They currently participate officially in government working groups, policy making and serve as 

watchdog (Kensek & Noble, 2014). 

 

Rwanda has been cited as one of the best performing country in East Africa by the World Bank in its internalization of M&E 

in the projects’ success in every sector of the economy. The role of M&E in the completion of government funded projects in the 

health and education sector in Kigali, level of expertise of the personnel handling the construction projects, the availability of the 

personnel, the attitudes and perception of the projects handlers on M&E, the financial resources and geographical locations had an 

influence (Dansoh & Amoah, 2010). Institutionalized M&E has served as an integral part of the development policy programmed 

cycle in improving the performance accountability to provide effective feedback. 

 

In Kenya, there are a number of various challenges faced by the public sector when trying to enhance the ability to advance 

performance and responsibility to encounter the requirements of Vision 2030. Promulgation of the constitution of Kenya in 27th 

august 2010 gave a new era two levels of government that is the National and 47 County governments.  With devolution, as 

visualized in the Constitution of Kenya entails distribution of political, governmental and economic duties concerning the national 

and the county governments. Political reorganization involved the transmission of political power to resident level through the 

launching of county governments including democratic and administrative party restructurings (ROK, 2016). 

 

In Kenya, the Public Benefit Organization Act, 2013 first schedule, part II section 13 on monitoring, evaluation and reporting, 

calls for the organizations to work together through result-based management in order to meet the needs of their beneficiaries, 

develop transparent reporting policies and develop and use tools for monitoring and evaluation for development and impact of 

their work. They are also required to evaluate progress and success they have achieved annually (Muiga, 2015). 

 

The existence of public institutions in Kenya can be traced from the colonial times, where they mainly focused on welfare; 

however, this later changed to accommodate political actions and advocacy. Public Institutions are allocated huge sum of money, 

there have been concerns from various quarters for the institutions to account for the use of funds as well as demonstrate impacts 

of their activities. This has forced different institutions to intensify their efforts to develop M&E tools. Despite this sustained 

effort, M&E is yet to reach its acceptable level. The M&E systems are mainly concerned with inputs and outputs rather than the 

outcomes and impacts. These M&E systems are inadequate and generally weak (Nyonje et al, 2012). 

 

The Ministry of Planning and Devolution in Kenya has responsibility of providing leadership, coordination, an enabling 

environment for planning, transformed public service delivery and management of devolved system of government as envisioned 

in the agenda of vision 2030. In order to attain its goals the ministry works closely with numerous organizations and investors. 
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There is a currently stated concern that the statistics provided by M&E does not either influence decision-making or planning of 

continuing project progress and new creativities. Even if the mechanisms exist, normally they are of a subordinate priority than 

responsibility mechanisms (Britton, 2009). 

 

Kisii County is one of the forty-seven Counties of Kenya. It shares common borders with Nyamira County to the North East, 

Narok County to the South and Homabay and Migori Counties to the West. The County lies between latitude 00 30’ and 100 

South and longitude 340 38’ and 350 East.It covers an area of 1,302km2, a population of 1,152,282 people as per the 2009 census. 

Kisii County is among the most picturesque and naturally endowed counties in Kenya. Blessed with breath-taking hills and 

valleys interspersed by all-year-round clear flowing rivers, the county is a beehive of agricultural and commercial activities thanks 

to the abundant rainfall and the industrious spirit its people. 

 

Kisii County has nine sub-counties namely Bomachogeborabu, Bomachogechache, Bobasi, South mugirango, Bonchari, 

Nyaribarichache, Nyaribariborabu, Kitutuchache and Kitutuchache north. County assembly consists of the speaker, deputy 

speaker, assembly clerk, 45 elected members of county assembly with 26 nominated MCA’s. The executive consists of the 

governor, deputy governor, county secretary, Key staff, executive committee of 10 members, county public service board and 9 

chief officers. The county is divided into 10 departments. 

 

 Kisii county is located Kisii in the western Kenya. Kisii County is a major business hub in the Western region. Due to the 

massive circulation of money in the region, Kisii town has attracted a total of 17 commercial banks. About 90 percent of the 

residents rely on agriculture for economic empowerment with the main activities being subsistence farming, soapstone carvings, 

vegetable, dairy, tea, coffee and small-scale farming. Kisii receives frequent convectional rains and enjoys a great highland 

climate. The economy of Kisii County today is derived from commerce and agriculture. Kisii town is dotted with tall commercial 

buildings and is ever bustling with activity. It has several businesses dealing in food processing, health care and education. 

Although it has are few industrial setups, the county has the potential for the establishment of large agro-based industries.  

 

Kisii town also hosts large supermarket chain stores. There are also numerous other businesses such as the hospitality sector 

with hotels, bars, restaurants, sports pubs, among other commercial activities. The county has an airstrip located in South West 

Suneka where charted planes can land. Due the large population and ever-increasing demand for education, most public 

universities and colleges have set up campuses in Kisii town. In Kisii County delays and non-completion of projects from initial 

cost plan has been prevalent on urban infrastructures and other government projects. However, little has been done about it and so 

there is need to have monitoring and evaluation systems to avoid project failures. 

 

2. Research Problem  

 

It takes time to build an effective M&E system, noting that strengthening of institutions and learning from mistakes plays a 

key role. M&E has therefore emerged as a key policy development and performance management tool. There is evidence of 

negligence of M&E in organizations and this is a challenge. It is also observed that in most county governments there are no funds 

allocated for M&E despite the fact that M&E is greatly influenced by financial resources at all levels and some counties don’t 

have Monitoring and Evaluation staff. There is no-time allocation for planning for M&E, training personnel, attending meeting for 

M&E, time for research in most counties (Nabulu,2015). 

 

The new devolved structures of county governments and devolution with respect to development policies, programs and 

projects in Kenya has brought to light the need for a comprehensive monitoring and evaluation framework. However, most 

devolved systems have been found not to have the M&E systems in place. Due to this high number of stalled projects, experiences 

of cost overruns and extended construction periods beyond the initial completion dates may cease and save the country from 

unnecessary loss and wastage of resources which is in scarce supply. Even with initiative from the National Integrated Monitoring 

and Evaluation System only six out of the forty-seven counties have running offices for M&E. These are Kakamega, Nakuru, 

Meru, Machakos, TaitaTaveta and Murang’a counties (GOK, 2017). KisiiCounty does not have an office dedicated to M&E and it 

is evident that M&E has not been given the priority it deserves. There are no funds allocated for Monitoring and Evaluation in 

Kisii County. There is also no M&E staff in the county and this has led to failure in most government projects likea project on 

youth micro enterprises under Kenya Rural Enterprise Program failed (Mulwa,2016). 

 

Several studies have been done on effects of monitoring and evaluation like Mwangi (2015) did a study on monitoring and 

evaluation factors influencing performance of road infrastructural projects in NyandaruaCounty,Muiga (2015) conducted a study 

on factors influencing the use of monitoring and evaluation systems of public projects in NakuruCounty,Nabulu (2015) also 

examined factors influencing performance of monitoring and evaluation of government projects in Kenya a case of Narok County 

while Njiiri (2015) established influence of monitoring and evaluation systems use on performance of Non-Governmental 

Organizations in Murang’a County. The studies that have been done have not handled effects of M&E on government projects. 

This study thus aimed to examine effects of the use of monitoring and evaluation systems of government projects in Kisii County. 

 

3. Objectives of the Study  
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The study was guided by the following specific objectives: 

i. To determine the effect of baseline survey on performance of county government projects in Kisii County. 

ii. To establish the effect of monitoring and evaluation planning on performance of county government projects in Kisii 

County. 

 

4. Review of Literature 

 

Monitoring and Evaluation Planning is where a plan is written down on how project monitoring and evaluation will be 

conducted specifying details such as, who will be in charge, who will collect information, who will analyze data collected and so 

on showing how activities will be done. A baseline survey, simply put, is a study that is done at the beginning of a project to 

establish the status quo before a project is rolled out. Technical data management is a very key element in monitoring and 

evaluation it entails set of interrelated components that collect or retrieve, process, store and distribute project’s. Monitoring 

implementation entails the process of seeing the proposed projects being effectively and efficiently completed within the 

structured time frames, budgets, and other structured limited resources. Monitoring and Evaluation findings are the output of the 

project performance at the end of the project implementation. 

 

4.1 Performance of County Government Projects 
 

Project performance has been defined by the criteria of time, budget and deliverables. It is the overall quality of a project in 

terms of its impact, value to beneficiaries, implementation effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability (Kensek& Noble, 2014). 

The ultimate importance of project performance is achieved through avoiding the project’s failure to keep within cost budget, 

failure to keep within time stipulated for approvals, design, occupancy, and failure to meet the required technical standards for 

quality, safety and environment protection (Flanagan &Norman, 2014). Project performance ensures that enterprises maximize on 

profitability, minimize the consequences of risky and uncertain events in terms of achieving the project’s objectives and seizes the 

chances of the risky events from arising (Kuhulanga&Kuotcha,2010). The benefits of project risk management for small 

businesses lie at the point of time and budget project advantages. It is understandable why there are as many models of project risk 

management as general risk management schemes. 

 

The criteria of project performance for the project will be cost, time and quality which are basic elements of project success 

(Shulha, Caruthers & Hopson, 2010). Quality is all about the entirety of features requisite by a product to meet the desired need 

and fit for purpose. To ensure the effectiveness and conformity of quality performance, the specification of quality requirements 

should be clearly and explicitly stated in a design and contrast documents. Project performance measure for this study was defined 

in terms of cost, time, quality and profitability, as small and medium enterprises focus on earning returns over project investment. 

In Kenya, project performance has been measured through project cost, quality, customer or stakeholder’s satisfaction and 

achieving projects objectives is effective indicator to measure of project performance (Nyikal, 2011). 

 

4.2 Baseline Survey and Performance of County Government Projects 
 

A baseline survey it's a kind of survey that is being conducted during the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) process to define 

an impact of a project. Where M&E planning has been done well and information about a situation has been collected at the 

beginning of the intervention, then one has baseline data (Hogger et al, 2011). A baseline survey, simply put, is a study that is 

done at the beginning of a project to establish the status quo before a project is rolled out (Estrella & Gaventa, 2010). In a baseline 

survey, values for the identified performance indicators are collected as well. The baseline survey, which aims at collecting 

baseline data about a situation, is an early element in the monitoring and evaluation plan whose information is used to 

systematically assess the circumstances in which the project commences (Frankel & Gage, 2007). It provides the basis for 

subsequent assessment of how efficiently the activity is being implemented and the eventual results achieved a very big 

contribution to influencing project performance (Armstrong & Baron, 2013). A baseline survey gathers key information early in a 

project so that later judgments can be made about the quality and development results achieved by the project.  

 

Focusing on how project performance can be influenced by M&E, particularly by the baseline survey, a number of authors on 

M&E have given an account about the importance of baseline surveys. According to Action Aid (2008), baseline surveys are 

important to any project for the following reasons: It is a starting point for a project - One important and recommended way of 

starting a project is to carry out a baseline study. Through its results, a baseline serves as a benchmark for all future activities, 

where project managers can refer to for the purposes of making project management decisions: Establishing priority 

areas/planning - Baseline studies are important in establishing priority areas for a project. This is especially true when a project 

has several objectives.  

 

The results of a baseline study can show how some aspects of a project need more focus than others like for other activities of 

M&E, a few issues need to be considered before conducting a baseline survey (Action Aid, 2008). In their Paper Monitoring and 

Evaluating Urban Development Programs, A Handbook for Program Managers and Researchers, point out that just as the name 
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suggests, baseline surveys should be carried out at the very beginning of a project and for obvious reasons (Bamberger,2008). Any 

manager wants to ensure that any possible impact of a project is captured at evaluation. Where a baseline study is conducted after 

project activities have already been initiated, the accurate picture of the initial status cannot be reflected since the project is 

already having some impact, however little. It is therefore always best practice, to conduct a baseline before project 

implementation (Bamberger, 2008).  

 

Other important considerations to be made before a baseline survey is conducted are the identification of indicators, which are 

essentially measurable or tangible signs that something has been done or that something has been achieved (UNDP, 2009). They 

help in the designing of the questionnaire and in determining evaluation questions – dictating the type of data to collect and 

analyze. One other consideration to be made is the target population (Gosling, Lousia& Edwards, 2009). Like for any other 

activity in project implementation, for one to carry out a baseline survey, funds are needed. Almost all researchers of M&E 

identify funds as a requirement for conducting a baseline survey. Availability of funds will dictate the intensity and scope of the 

baseline study. More funds might also mean that both quantitative and qualitative methods are adopted, while limited funds might 

imply that an organization only goes for quantitative methods (Shulha, Caruthers & Hopson, 2010). 

 

4.3 Monitoring and Evaluation Planning and Performance  
 

Monitoring and Evaluation Planning is where a plan is written down on how project monitoring and evaluation will be 

conducted specifying details such as, who will be in charge, who will collect information, who will analyze data collected and so 

on showing how activities will be done. Most scholars of project monitoring and evaluation argue that planning for M&E should 

be done just at the very point of project planning while a few contend that it should be created after the planning phase but before 

the design phase of a project or intervention (Nyonje et al., 2012). Despite this difference in opinion however, almost all scholars 

agree that the plan should include information on how a project should be assessed (Cleland & Ireland, 2007). 

 

Of great importance to this study, is what the M&E plan outlines that influences project performance. From the studies 

reviewed, it has been noted that an M&E plan generally outlines the underlying assumptions on which the achievement of project 

goals depends, the anticipated relationships between activities, outputs, and outcomes- the logical framework. Other contents of an 

M&E plan are well-defined conceptual measures and definitions, along with baseline data needed; the monitoring schedule; a list 

of data sources to be used; and cost estimates for the monitoring and evaluation activities. Most plans also include a list of the 

partnerships and collaborations that will help achieve the desired results; and a plan for the dissemination and utilization of the 

information gained (Mackay, 2007). This demonstrates that planning for monitoring and evaluation takes care of all aspects that 

need to be in place so that there is early detection of progress or lack thereof.  

 

Literature also reveals that there are important considerations for an M&E plan: Brignall and Modell (2010) categorises these 

considerations into resources - how much money and time will be needed to conduct the activities. Capacity - does the project 

have internal capacity to carry out the proposed monitoring and evaluation activities; including analysis of data collected? Other 

considerations made are Feasibility- Are the proposed activities realistic? Can they be implemented? Timeline - Is the proposed 

timeline realistic for conducting the proposed activities? Ethics - What are the ethical considerations and challenges involved with 

implementing the proposed activities, and is there a plan in place for addressing those considerations? Has a protocol been 

submitted for review to a research ethics committee? With these considerations, it can be said that M&E planning is complete in 

terms of coverage for the purposes of giving an oversight on project direction during implementation. 

 

4.4 Theoretical Orientation 
 

This section discusses the theoretical foundation on which the study is anchored. The study was grounded on theory of change, 

program theory and agency theory. 

 

4.4.1 Theory of Change 
 

Theory of change was developed by Weiss (1995) who described it as a theory of how and why an initiative works. Weiss 

pointed out that it could be understood as a way to describe the set of assumptions that explain both the min-steps that lead to a 

long-term goal and the connections between these activities and the outcomes of an intervention or programme. Theory of change 

is a model that explains how an intervention is expected to lead to intended or observed impacts (Burt, 2012). According to Jean, 

Diana and Avan (2011), a theory of change is utilized in strategic planning by management and decision making as a project or 

programme develops and progresses. It can also reveal what should be evaluated, and when and how, so that project and 

programme managers can use feedback to adjust what they do and how they do it to achieve the best results. A theory of change 

methodology will also help to identify the way people, organizations and situations change as a result of an organization activities 

or services, helping to develop models of good practice (Jean, Diana &Avan, 2011).  

 

According to Woodcock (2011), some projects may, of their nature, yield high initial impacts while others may inherently take 

far longer, even decades, to show results, not because they don’t work after three years, but because it’s simply how long it takes. 
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Burt (2012) further states that the theory of change is useful during implementation as it can check on quality and thus help 

program team distinguish between implementation failure and theory failure. Burt further contends that it is essential to involve 

key stakeholder and staff in the development of the theory of social change as it will create a sense of ownership.  

 

In planning, Annie (2009) states that the theory of change can help an organization achieve a variety of results which are 

instrumental in its growth namely; strengthened organizational capacity through skills, staffing and leadership; strengthened 

alliances through level of coordination, collaboration and mission alignment; strengthened base of support through the grassroots, 

leadership and institutional relationships and alliances; improved policy through stages of policy change in the public policy 

arena, including adoption, implementation and funding; shift in social norms through the knowledge, attitude, values and 

behaviors ;changes in impact through the ultimate changes in social and physical lives and conditions. Impact is affected not just 

by policy change, but by other strategies, such as community support and changes to behaviors (Annie, 2009). This theory thus   is 

relevant to the study in relation to monitoring and evaluation planning and base line survey. 

 

4.4.2 Program Theory 
 

Program theory was developed by Bickman (2011) which consists of a set of statements that describe a particular program, 

explain why, how, and under what conditions the program effects occur, predict the outcomes of the program, and specify the 

requirements necessary to bring about the desired program effects (Sedani &Sechrest, 2013). The program theory has been used to 

guide evaluation for many years; it shows the capability of the program to fix a problem by addressing the needs in the need 

assessment. It also gives tools to determine areas of impact in evaluation (Seith & Philippines, 2012). 

 

Program Theory guides an evaluation by identifying key program elements and articulating how these elements are expected 

to relate to each other (Donaldson & Lipsey, 2014). Data collection plans are then made within the framework in order to measure 

the extent and nature of each element’s occurrence. Once collected, the data are analyzed within the framework. First, data that 

have been collected by different methods or from different sources on the same program element are triangulated (Donaldson & 

Lipsey, 2014). Stake (2016) presented a model that calls for describing the intended antecedents (whatever needs to be before a 

program is operational) transactions (activities and outputs), and outcomes of a program. The data on the program in operation are 

compared to what was intended and to what the standards are for that kind of program. 

 

Another early proponent theory, Weiss (1972) recommended using path diagrams to model the sequences of steps between a 

programs’ intervention and the desired outcomes. This kind of casual model helps the evaluator identify the variable to include in 

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

implementation that may affect the pattern depicted in the model. 

 

Program theory is thus defined in evaluation practice today as the construction of a plausible and sensible model of how a 

program is supposed to work (Pilcher, 2012) or a set of propositions regarding what goes on in the black box during the 

transformation on input to output, that is, how a bad situation is transformed into a better one through treatment inputs. It is also 

looked at as the process through which program components are presumed to affect outcomes. Rossi (2004) cited by Pilcher 

(2012) describes program theory as consisting of the organizational plan which deals with how to garner, configure, and deploy 

resources, and how to organize program activities so that the intended service system is developed and maintained. The theory 

also deals with the service utilization plan which looks at how the intended target population receives the intended amount of the 

intended intervention through interaction with the programs service delivery system. Finally, it looks at how the intended 

intervention for the specified target population brings about the desired social benefits (impacts)Rogers, as cited by Patton (2008) 

identifies advantages of the theory-based framework to monitoring and evaluation to include being able to attribute projects 

outcomes to specific projects or activities and identify unanticipated and undesired program or project consequences. Therefore, 

theory-based evaluations enable the evaluator to tell why and how the program is working. 

 

5. Research Methodology 

 

The study used a descriptive research design.A descriptive design is concerned with determining the frequency of how 

something occurs or the relationship between variables (Polit & Beck, 2013). A descriptive analysis attempts to describe 

characteristics of subjects or phenomena, opinions, attitudes, preferences and perceptions of persons of interest to the researcher 

(Malhotra, 2015). Thus, this approach is suitable for this study, since the study intends to collect comprehensive information 

through descriptions which was helpful for identifying variables. This design is also very useful in studying the inter-relations 

between the variables already mentioned in the conceptual framework (Flick, 2015). It is analytical and often singles out a 

variable factor or individual subject and goes into details and describing them. 

 

According to Sekaran and Bougie (2010), a population is the total collection of elements about which we wish to make 

inferences. The target population for this study composed the county representatives, contractors and project management 

committee members in Kisii County as shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1 Target Population 

Managerial Level Frequency Percentage 

County representatives 42 15.8 

Contractors  71 26.8 

Project Management Committee members  152 57.4 

Total  265 100.0 

Source: Kisii County (2017) 

 

Sampling is a deliberate choice of a number of people who are to provide the data from which a study drew conclusions about 

some larger group whom these people represent. The section focuses on the sampling size and sampling procedures. Sample size 

can be defined as the number of observations used for calculating estimates of a given population (Smith, 2009). Basing the 

determination of sample size with Morgan and Krejcie (1970) model, a sample size of 157 respondents were targeted. This was 

done according to the Krejcie Model. According to Krejcie Model: 

 

 
Where:   

 

n = desired sample size  

N = Target population (265) 

P = Population proportion (0.5) 

d = degree of accuracy expressed as a proportion (0.05) 

X² = 3.841 at 95% confidence level 

 

Therefore,   n = 3.841×265×0.5(0.5) 

       0.05² (265) + 3.841×0.5×0.5 

 

n =156.8 (rounded off to 1dp) 

 

=157 

 

Table 2 Sampling Frame 

Managerial Level Frequency Ratio Sample size 

County representatives 42 0.59 25 

Contractors  71 0.59 42 

Project Management Committee members  152 0.59 90 

Total  265  157 

 

The completed questionnaires were edited for completeness and consistency. The data was then analyzed using descriptive 

statistics and inferential statistics. The descriptive statistical tool (SPSS Version 25.0) helped the researcher in the analysis of the 

data. This generated quantitative reports through tabulations, percentages, and measure of central tendency. The findings were 

presented using tables and graphs for further analysis and to facilitate comparison. A multiple regression model was applied to 

determine the relative importance of each of the independent variables with respect to project performance of county government 

projects. The linear regression analysis is chosen as the approach to analyze the data.  

 

The regression model was as follows:  

 

Y= β0 + β1X1 + β2X2 + e 

Where: - 

 

Y= Project performance, β0=constant; β1, and β2, = regression coefficients, X1= Baseline Survey, X2= Monitoring and 

Evaluation Planning  

 

 

6. Data analysis and Discussion of Key Findings 

 

6.1 Descriptive Results 
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6.1.1 Monitoring and Evaluation and Performance of County Government Projects 

 

This section presents the findings for the effects of monitoring and evaluation on the performance of county government 

projects. The findings presented were for baseline survey, monitoring and evaluation planning, technical data management, 

monitoring implementation strategy, use of monitoring and evaluation findings as well as for project performance. 

 

6.1.1.1 Baseline Survey 
 

The respondents were requested to indicate the extent to which baseline survey affect the performance of county government 

projects in Kisii county. Their reactions were presented in Table 3 

 

Table 3 Extent Baseline Survey Affect Performance of County Government Projects 

 Frequency Percent 

Low extent 18 15.9 

Moderate extent 21 18.6 

Great extent 47 41.6 

Very great extent 27 23.9 

Total 113 100.0 

 

From the findings, the respondents indicated that baseline survey affect the performance of county government projects in 

Kisii county in a great extent as shown by 41.6%, in a very great extent as shown by 23.9% and in moderate great extent as shown 

by 18.6%. The respondents further showed that baseline survey affect the performance of county government projects in Kisii 

county in a low extent as shown by 15.9%. This shows that baseline survey affects the performance of county government projects 

in Kisii county.  

 

The researcher further asked the respondents to indicate the extent to which various aspects of baseline surveyaffect the 

performance of county government projects in Kisii county. Their responses were presented in Table 4. 

 

Table 4 Extent Baseline Survey Aspects Affect Performance of County Government Projects 

 Mean Std. Dev. 

Choice of Indicators 3.743 0.842 

Coverage of indicators 2.407 0.545 

Propriety Standards 3.911 0.950 

M & E checklists 4.168 0.767 

Objectives 2.451 0.567 

Who commissions 3.628 0.601 

Source of evaluator 4.142 0.789 

 

From the findings, the respondents indicated that monitoring and evaluation checklists as shown by a mean of 4.168, source of 

evaluator as illustrated by a mean score of 4.142 and propriety Standards as indicated by a mean of 3.911 affects the performance 

of county government projects in Kisii county in a great extent. Further, the respondents indicated that choice of indicators as 

shown by a mean of 3.743 and who commissions as expressed by a mean of 3.628 affects the performance of county government 

projects in Kisii county in a great extent. However, the respondents indicated that objectives as shown by a mean of 2.451and 

coverage of indicators as shown by a mean of 2.407 affect the performance of county government projects in Kisii county in a low 

extent. 

 

6.1.1.2 Monitoring and Evaluation Planning 
 

The respondents were requested to indicate the extent to which monitoring and evaluation planning affect the performance of 

county government projects in Kisii county. Their answers were presented in Table 5. 

 

Table 5 Extent Monitoring and Evaluation Planning Influence Performance of County Government Projects 

 Frequency Percent 

Low extent 10 8.8 

Moderate extent 42 37.2 

Great extent 45 39.8 

Very great extent 16 14.2 

Total 113 100.0 

 

The respondents indicated that monitoring and evaluation planning greatly affect the performance of county government 

projects in Kisii county as shown by 39.8% and moderately as shown by 37.2%. The respondents further indicated that monitoring 
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and evaluation planning affect the performance of county government projects in Kisii county very greatly as shown by 14.2% 

and lowly as shown by 8.8%. This reveals that monitoring and evaluation planning greatly affect the performance of county 

government projects in Kisii county.  

 

Further the respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which various aspects of monitoring and evaluation planning 

affect the performance of county government projects in Kisii county. Their indications were presented in Table 6. 

 

Table 6 Extent of Influence of Monitoring and evaluation planning Aspects on Adoption of Collaborative Procurement 

Practices 

 Mean Std. Dev. 

Scope of M&E 4.097 0.866 

Feasibility of data collection 3.690 0.846 

Communication & reporting 2.487 0.584 

Tools and techniques 4.027 0.871 

Coordination 4.159 0.819 

Development of project M&E log frames 2.805 0.610 

 

As per the study findings, the respondents indicated that coordination as shown by a mean of 4.159, scope of M&E as 

illustrated by a mean score of 4.097, tools and techniques as indicated by a mean of 4.027 and feasibility of data collection as 

shown by a mean of 3.690 affect performance of county government projects in Kisii county. The respondents also indicated that 

development of project M&E log frames as indicated by a mean of 2.805 and communication & reporting as shown by a mean of 

2.487 affect performance of county government projects in Kisii county in moderate and low extent respectively. 

 

6.2 Inferential Statistics 

 

6.2.1 Multiple Regression Analysis 
 

A multiple regression model was applied to determine the relative importance of each of the independent variables with 

respect to project performance of county government projects. The performance of county government projects was regressed 

against baseline survey, monitoring and evaluation planning, technical data management, monitoring implementation strategy and 

use of monitoring and evaluation findings.  

 

Table 7 Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 0.877 0.770 0.759 1.230 

 

The outcome of table 4.18 found that adjusted R-Square value (coefficient of determination) is 0.759, which indicates that the 

independent variables (baseline survey, monitoring and evaluation planning, technical data management, monitoring 

implementation strategy and training) explain 75.9% of the variation in the dependent variable (performance of county 

government projects in Kisii County). This implies that there are other factors that affects the performance of county government 

projects in Kisii County attributed to 24.1% unexplained. 

 

Table 8 Analysis of Variance 

Model  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 561.231 5 112.246 71.531 .000 

 Residual 167.903 107 1.569   

 Total 729.134 112    

 

The results shown in Table 4.12 revealed that p-value was 0.000 and F calculated was 75.531. Since the p-value was less than 

0.05 and F-calculated was greater than F-critical (2.2984), then the overall model was statistically significant. 

 

Model coefficients provide unstandardized and standardized coefficients to explain the direction of the regression model and 

to establish the level of significance of the study variables. The results are captured in Table 9.   
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Table 9 Regression Coefficients 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta 

(Constant) 0.896 0.208  4.308 .000 

Baseline survey 0.813 0.331 0.711 2.456 .016 

Monitoring and evaluation planning 0.633 0.261 0.584 2.425 .017 

 

The equation (Y = β0 + β1X1 + β2X2) becomes: 

 

Y= 0.896+ 0.813X1+ 0.633X2 

 

The findings showed that if all factors (baseline survey, monitoring and evaluation planning were held constant at zero 

performance at 0.896. The findings presented also show that taking all other independent variables at zero, a unit increase in the 

baseline survey would lead to a 0.813 increase in the scores of Performance of county government projects in Kisii County. This 

variable was significant since the p-value 0.016 was less than 0.05. 

 

The findings also show that a unit increase in the score of monitoring and evaluation planning would lead to a 0.633 increase 

in the score of performance of county government projects in Kisii County. This variable was significant since 0.017<0.05. 

Further, the findings show that a unit increases in the scores of technical data management would lead to a 0.778 significant 

increase in the score of performance of county government projects in Kisii County since p-value (0.000) was less than 0.05.  

 

The study also found that a unit increase in the score of monitoring implementation strategy would significantly lead to a 0.722 

increase in the score of performance of county government projects in Kisii County since p-value (0.023) was less than 0.05. 

Moreover, the study revealed that a unit change in use of monitoring and evaluation findings would significantly change the 

performance of county government projects in Kisii County by 0.598 since the p-value (0.006) was less than 0.05. 

 

Overall, it was established that baseline survey had the greatest effect on the performance of county government projects in Kisii 

County, followed by technical data management then monitoring implementation strategy then monitoring and evaluation 

planning while use of monitoring and evaluation findings had the least effect to the performance of county government projects in 

Kisii County. 

 

7. Conclusions and Recommendation 

 

7.1 Conclusions  

 

The study concluded that baseline survey positively and significantly affects performance of county government projects in 

Kisii County. The baseline survey involves monitoring and evaluation checklists, source of evaluator, propriety standards choice 

of indicators and who commissions. These affect performance of county government projects greatly. Moreover, it was clear that 

objectives and coverage of indicators were found to affect the performance of county government projects in Kisii county lowly. 

 

The study concluded that monitoring and evaluation planning positively affects performance of county government projects in 

Kisii County. Co-ordination, scope of monitoring and evaluation, tools and techniques and feasibility of data collection are some 

of the aspects of monitoring and evaluation planning that greatly affect performance of county government projects in Kisii 

county. Development of project M&E log frames and communication and reporting were also found to have an effect on 

performance of county government projects in Kisii county. 

 

7.2 Recommendations 

 

There is no doubt that experiential knowledge has a positive impact on monitoring and evaluation on performance. However, 

the effectiveness of monitoring and evaluation can be enhanced when project team learn how to apply technical and systematic 

methodologies in executing these activities. Formal training program can equip personnel with the knowledge of these 

methodologies and the skills required to apply these methods effectively. Therefore, the management of the county projects 

should consider offering short, formal monitoring and evaluation training courses to all youth groups that apply for funds.  

 

The study recommends that the project management discipline needs to emphasize on training project management 

practitioners on the subject of M&E. This will enhance the performance of projects. Training of personnel increases M&E 

evaluation performance by changing people’s attitude towards monitoring and evaluation. The personnel begin to appreciate the 

importance of M&E to the project and equip the personnel with the knowledge and skills that are necessary for them to execute 

monitoring and evaluation activities effectively.  
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The study recommended for a proper adoption of monitoring policy which will ensure that it is properly anchored within 

organizations projects performance. Since monitoring practice adoption are usually selected by protégés and the process provides 

opportunities for reflection and problem solving for both stakeholders and protégés in projects hence contributing significantly to 

project performance with state corporations, there is need to offer feedbacks on monitoring practices conducted. Also, there is 

need for awareness on the adopted practices by the organization on its staff.  
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