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ABSTRACT

This project work was prepared with the objectifeidentifying challenges that affected the
M&E system of PASIDP at the Ministry of Agricultu&eRural Development-National Program
Coordination and Management Unit. To achieve itgdiive, the study employed descriptive
research approach and used both primary and seagndata. Questionnaire, interview, and
document review were used as data collection tdélsthermore, it employed purposive or
judgmental sampling technique. Data was analyzéaguStatistical Package for Social Science
(SPSS) and was presented in the form of tablesisgdvequencies & percentages with detail
interpretation. The study revealed that the M&Etsgsof PASIDP at the NPCMU had several
challenges. Some of the M&E problems identifiedewack of separate M&E plan, lack of MIS
to facilitate the M&E activities, staff capacityriitation, inability to prepare baseline survey to
facilitate program evaluation, problem of ensuridi@gta quality coming from regions, and
inadequate project progress monitoring. Based an fthdings of the study, recommendations
were given to strengthen the M&E system of PASID®Hich is in the first of its seven years
program, at the NPCMU. Recommendations include qnieg separate M&E plan for PASIDP
Il, developing MIS system to facilitate M&E actied, providing adequate & relevant training to
develop capacity of M&E and other experts at theCNRJ, preparing baseline survey within the
first year of PASIDP Il implementation, developimgchanism to ensure data quality coming
from regions, conducting timely and consistent @cbprogress monitoring.

Key Words: M&E plan, MIS (Management Information System),j&bProgress Monitoring,
Data Quality, Staff Capacity,



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1.Background of the study

Agriculture is the back bone of the Ethiopian egogan terms of income, employment and
generation of export revenue, its contribution @R; although showing a slight decline over the
years has remained very high at approximately 48&sym et al., 2009). Ethiopia’s agricultural
policy is based on the agricultural developmentitatistrialization (ADLI), where increasing
agricultural productivity in smallholder agriculauris the government’s top priority (MOA,
2010).

However, in many parts of the country, agricultudgvelopment is hampered by recurrent
drought, which over the year has increased bofreguency and severity. In government policy
documents, irrigation development has already beentified as a means for sustainable
economic growth and rural development, and is camed as a cornerstone of food security and
poverty reduction (MoWR 2002, MoFED 2006). Accoglino FAO (2003), smallholder
irrigation development has shown throughout theettgnung world that it can be used as a key
drought mitigation measure and as a vehicle fogtamm agricultural development.

In light of this, the International Fund for Agritural Development (IFAD) and Ministry of
Agriculture and Rural Development (MOANR) had beeorking on Participatory Small Scale
Irrigation Development program (PASIDP), which waseven year program (March 2008 to
March 2015) with a total cost of US $57.7 Milliolh.was financed by International Fund for
Agricultural Development (IFAD) through loan & gtanGovernment of Ethiopia, and
beneficiaries. The program’s main goal was to imprtibod security, family nutrition and poor
farming households in Amhara, Oromia, Tigrai and\NBIR regional states. Its primary objective
was to develop a sustainable, farmer-owned and geahasystem of small-scale irrigated
agriculture. It had three components: (i) instao8’ development; (ii) small-scale irrigation

development; and, (iii) agricultural developmenrA@DP design document, 2007).

The Program was supervised directly by IFAD whhe National Steering Committee (NSC)
provided guidance in management, coordination, emplementation of the program. The
National Program Coordination and Management UNPGQMU) at the MoANR were

responsible for the overall project coordinatiord aansured that the proposed program was

1



executed in accordance with the plan. Program Goation and Management Unit (RPCMU)
regional agriculture bureaus, Woreda, and kebajarozations were also key implementers

the program.

It is important that such huge projects with vemti@al objectives should have a stra
Monitoring and Evaluation system. According to Barh et al. (2011), implementation
development project is important to reduce poventyl achieve sustainle livelihood. The
success and speed with which development projecactsieved depends in part on
performance of the institution working to promdte development project. Thus, any institut
working in implementing development project is ceme( with the need to assess ¢
understand its performance and to improve relevaeffectiveness and efficiency of proje
through M&E.

Consequently, it igery crucial to asse«challenges that affected M&E system of PASIDP al
NPCMU and provide recomamdations to strengthen M&E system of PASIDP I& gnogran
that is in its first year of implementation at tMeANR. PASIDP Il has three times the budge
PASIDP hence, needs a very strong M&E sys

) Ethiopia
& Participatory Small-Scale lirigation Development Programme
‘-»JJL Programme Area

WFAD

i

-/",f Programme Area

Sudan

Somali ; e /

e
488 e G 160 B 300 Mies
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Tre designations emaloyec and the presentation of the material in ths map do net imply tne expression of any opinicn whatsoever on the part of IFAD corcerning the delimitation of the frontiers
or bouncaries, or the authorities thereof

Fig 1.1: Map of the Program Aree



1.2.Statement of the Problem

The Ethiopian government is undertaking severaklbgpment programs with and without the
support of International partners. Most of thesejguts are intended to alleviate social and
economic burdens of the society. The stakes ofgrhppnanaging and supervising these projects
goes beyond the mere purpose of completing prottsme, cost, quality or meeting desired
expectations. For a country like Ethiopia whereadtie shortage of resources, especially finance,
development projects don't afford to blunder. Hoem\assessment of monitoring and evaluation
capacity in Ethiopia reveal gaps in both institnéib and individual skills development for
monitoring and evaluation, according to a reportapacity building in Africa (Ethiopia) by the
World Bank (2006). According to Ethiopia CountryoBram Evaluation (ECPE, 2010), in
Ethiopia, most of the government organizations ad have appropriate monitoring and
evaluation system for their projects. There are ynaasconceptions and myths surrounding
M&E like; it's difficult, expensive, requires higlevel skills, time and resource intensive, only
comes at end of a project and it is someone elsesponsibility (International Finance
Corporation, IFC,2008). IFC evaluated that thereoften a sense of frustration because
expectations of M&E activities appear to outstegaurces and skill sets (IFC, 2008).

The researcher’s preliminary review on M&E systenthe program found out that there was no
written policy framework for carrying out the M&Ectvities at the NPCMU. For US $57.7
Million program, it was wrong not to have a formaitten M&E policy framework. In addition,
even though the program was completed in Septer@b&b, there was no separate study
conducted on the efficiency and effectiveness ef M&E system at the NPCMU that was
managing and supervising the program for seversy&ar this reason, challenges that affected
M&E activities at the NPCMU were not properly idigied.

According to supervision report conducted by IFAlle M&E activities of the program required
strengthening. The same document recommended rémggiening of the M&E system at the
National Program Coordination and Management UNPECMU). In addition, the design

document of the project indicated that there wdagdh delay in deploying the services of M&E

experts both at national and regional program doatn and management units (PCMUS).



Despite the fact that one of the program componemt$ASIDP was assisting Program
Management, M&E, and Knowledge Management, the raragcompletion report stated that
there were significant challenges with the M&E systof the program. These facts call for
conducting a study on the M&E system of PASIDP e NPCMU. Consequently, these
challenges had to be identified and recommendafwuld be given to strengthen the M&E
system at the NPCMU that is currently managing séqahase of the program, PASIDP II; US
$145.3 Million seven years program, which is irfitst year of implementation.

It is critically important that development projeduch as PASIDP with pertinent development
objectives and huge budget have to be monitoredesalliated strictly. Failure to seriously set
up sound Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) policiegtocedures, guidelines, and tools to
conduct project monitoring and evaluation wouldutes a very catastrophic situation and the
country can't afford to waste scares resources tbatd be used on other highly strategic
development projects. As a result, the study isedino assess M&E practices at the NPCMU
and to identify challenges that affected the M&Eteyn of PASIDP. The study findings are
believed to strengthen M&E system of PASIDP Ilret NPCMU.

1.3.Research Questions

In order to investigate issues stated in the probd¢éatement, the following research questions
were addressed:
* What were the Monitoring and Evaluation practicetsvities at the National Program
Coordination and Management Unit
* What were the challenges that affected Monitorind Bvaluation system of PASIDP at
the NPCMU
1.4.0bjectives of the study
The study has the following general and specifiectves:
1.4.1. General Objective
The general objective of the study was to identifallenges that affected the M&E system of
PASIDP at the National Program Coordination and &fgment Unit in the Ministry of

Agriculture & Rural Development.



1.4.2. Specific Objectives
Based on the general objective of the study anddbkearch questions above, the study had the
following specific objectives.
* To assess the M&E practice at the NPCMU.

* To identify challenges that affected the monitorargl evaluation system of PASIDP at
the NPCMU

1.5.Significance of the Study

Monitoring and evaluation is an important ingredief the project management concept. If
implementation of projects is not regularly mongty the path that will take the project to attain
its objectives will not be paved and correctiva@att shall not be taken in case projects are off
track. Besides, program evaluation will help orgatiobns to assess whether they have met the
purposes of the entire project. If evaluations raoe properly conducted with clear and precise
baseline indicators, impact of the program would be identified. Hence, the research had
studied the M&E practice and identified challentfest affected the M&E system of PASIDP at
the NPCMU and forwarded recommendations to stramgtihe M&E system of PASIDP II.
Findings of the study would help the Ministry of daulture and Rural Development (MOANR)
to strengthen the M&E system of PASIDP Il whichinsits first year of implementation. In
addition to this, the study has the following sfgraince:

* Development partners of the project such as Intenma Fund for Agricultural
Development may find results of the study usefulsteengthen the M&E system of
PASIDP Il or to draw lesson for future projects

* The study would be reference to other governmemN®@O owned development projects
to strengthen their M&E system

* Other researchers who are interested to conduesesarch in M&E may find important
points from the findings of the study

1.6.Delimitation of the Study

PASIDP was implemented in four regional states twedM&E system was stretched from the
National program Coordination and Management UNPCMU) to the regional program
Coordination and Management Units (RPCMU), woredas, kebeles. These bodies play their
own roll to complete the full picture of the M&E stgm of the project. However, the study was



limited to the National Program Coordination andndgement Unit situated at the federal level.
The study didn’t investigate M&E system at fourioe@l bureaus, woredas, and kebeles rather
focused on the project coordination unit at theefatlevel.

1.7.Limitations of the Study

The study has the following limitations:

* Ministry of Agriculture and Natural Resources (MoRNhas several projects. The study
is limited to PASIDP project.

* The study is based on data collected from peoptaeaNPCMU and IFAD and did not
contact regional program coordination and managémeit (RPCMU), woreda and
Kebele implementers.

* The time available to review the M&E system in eaegion, woreda, and kebele is
limited

1.8.0Operational Definitions
The definitions of terms according to the contéwyt are used in the research are stated as

follows:

Monitoring: It is the routine collection and analysis of inf@tion to track progress against set
plans and check compliance to established standitasips identify trends and patterns, adapt

strategies and inform decisions for project/prograanagement (IFRC M&E Guide 2011).

Evaluation: is an assessment, as systematic and objectiveossibfe, of an ongoing or
completed project, program or policy, its desigmpliementation and results. The aim is to
determine the relevance and fulfillment of objeetiy developmental efficiency, effectiveness,
impact and sustainability. An evaluation shouldvte information that is credible and useful,
enabling the incorporation of lessons learned ihédecision-making process of both recipients
and donors (IFRC M&E Guide 2011).

Project/Program: is a temporary endeavor undertaken to create @uanproduct or service

(Project Management Body of Knowledge 2001).



Irrigation: FAO briefly defines irrigation as the supply of teato agricultural crops by
artificial means, designed to permit farming indarégions and to offset the effect of drought in
semi-arid region (FAO, 1997).

Practice: Is meant to mean the actual application or usmafitoring and evaluation system

within the organization.

1.9. Organization of the study

The study is organized in five chapters. The futspter discusses about the introduction of the
study. The second chapter presents theoreticahtitee, empirical evidence and conceptual
framework of the study. Chapter three discussesabearch methodology. Chapter four presents
data presentation, analysis and interpretationemtie fifth and final chapter discusses about

conclusions and recommendations of the study.



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter presents the related literature reviewpirical evidences and conceptual

framework of the study. It is organized in threetmms. The first section presents theoretical
review of related literature in Monitoring and Ewvalion. The second section presents empirical
literature review while the third and final sectipresents conceptual framework of the study.

2.1. Theoretical Literature Review
2.1.1. Monitoring and Evaluation
2.1.1.1. Project Monitoring

Different scholars and organizations have givenessdvdefinitions to project Monitoring.
(USAID, 2012) defines it as an ongoing process fhdicates whether desired results are
occurring or not. It aims to measure progress tdvpdainned results, usually through preselected
indicators. World Bank (2011) defines it as a comitig function that uses systematic collection
of data on specified indicators to provide managenamd main stakeholders of an ongoing
development intervention with indications of thetes® of progress and achievement of
objectives and progress in the use of allocateddu(iUNDP, 2009, 16) defines Monitoring as a
continuing function that aims primarily to provitlee management and main stakeholders of an
ongoing intervention with early indications of pregs, or lack thereof, in the achievement of
results. (EMI, 2014) defines Monitoring as a toot project managers to use in judging and
influencing the progress of implementation, it isvanagement activity carried at different levels
aimed at ensuring that the progress of a projectocms to its plan. International Federation of
Red Cross and Red Crescent Society M&E guide 2@dtessthat Monitoring is the routine
collection and analysis of information to track gmess against set plans and check compliance
to established standards.

According to MoFED (2008), Monitoring is defined asystematic and continuous process of
collecting, analyzing, and using information foe ghurpose of management and decision making
Moreover, Berhanu et al. (2010) and MoFED (200&test that monitoring involves the
collection of routine data that measures progreasitds achieving project objectives and helps

to understand progress in the intervention perfogaaver time. It is an internal project activity



and an integral part of day-to-day activities whiotolves establishing indicators of efficiency
and effectiveness, analyzing information and usimformation to inform day-to-day
management.

According to International Union for ConservatiohMature [IUCN] (2005), the main aim of
monitoring is to be able to detect problems at amyestage where it is still possible to change
aspects of the project and thus turn it towardsi@essful outcome. Furthermore, monitoring
contains elements of accountability in that it aon$ whether projects conform to agreements
and project plans. However, it is important tha¢ ghroblem solving and forward looking
perspective is stressed.

International Federation of Red Cross and Red @rgsBocieties M&E Guide 2011defines
Monitoring as the routine collection and analysisirdormation to track progress against set
plans and check compliance to established standitdslps identify trends and patterns, adapt
strategies and inform decisions for project/prograamagement. Key monitoring questions in

relation to the log frame are depicted in the fwlltg diagram.

Logframe objectives Monitoring questions

Measuring changes at goal-level requires a longer time frame,
¢ and is therefore dealt with by evaluation and not monitoring.

Ny Are outputs leading to achievement
of the outcomes?
g How do beneficiaries feel about the work? Wiiat is causing
delays or unexpected
P Are activities leading o the expected outpuis? i
Activities _|: . * ’ — |s there anything
< — e o happening that should
— af'ur?i ac‘_t;mebs l;em% implemented on scheduls lead management to
it [ttt 26 modify the operation’s
p _ implementation plan?
;i Are finance, personnel and materials available
on time and in the nght quantities and quality?

Source: International Federation of Red Cross agdl ®&escent Societies M&E Guide 2011

Fig 2.1: Monitoring Questions and the log frame



2.1.1.2. Project Evaluation
Different scholars and organizations have givenes®vdefinitions to Evaluation. MoFED
(2008) and Berhanu et al. (2010) defined it as acgss that attempts to determine, as
systematically and objectively as possible, theieagment of result in light of relevance,
efficiency, effectiveness, impacts and sustaingbiif project activities. It is the process of
determining the worth or significance of a devel@ntactivity, policy or program to determine
the relevance of objectives, the efficiency of dasand implementation, the efficiency of
resource use, and the sustainability of resultsexaduation should incorporate lessons learned
into the decision-making process of both partned danor. Ethiopian Social Accountability
Program Il (ESAP II, 2013) defines Evaluation as fystematic and objective assessment of

ongoing or completed interventions, covering theigle implementation and results.

UNDP (2009) define evaluation as a selective ezercattempting to systematically and
objectively assess progresses toward achievemewiumbme, meaning evaluation is not a
onetime event, but an exercise involving assessramdiffering scope and depth carried out at
several points in time in response to evolving segd evaluative knowledge and learning
during the effort to achieve an outcome. Evaluagosures assessment of the projects and their
variables in terms of their. relevance to expectedicomes, effectiveness in dealing with
identified problems, efficiency of the use of resms, impact of the project outcome, and
sustainability.

The IFRC’s M&E guide 2011 defines evaluation asaasessment, as systematic and objective
as possible, of an ongoing or completed projedgmm or policy, its design, implementation
and results. The aim is to determine the relevamzefulfillment of objectives, developmental
efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainabilAn evaluation should provide information
that is credible and useful, enabling the incorponeof lessons learned into the decision-making
process of both recipients and donors. The follgwiiagram summarizes key evaluation
guestions as they relate to the log frame’s ohjestiwhich tend to focus more on how things
have been performed and what difference has bede.ma
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Logframe objectives Evaluation questions

Impact Sustainability
+ \What changes did the project = Are the benefits likely to be maintained
bring about? for an extended period after
¢ \Weare there any unplanned assistance ends?
or unintended changes?
Effectiveness Relevance
+ \Were the operation's » Were the operation's objectives
objectives achieved? consistent with beneficiaries’
+ Did the outputs lead needs and with Red Cross Red
to the intended outcomes? Crescent policies?
Activities Efficiency
* Were stocks of itams available on time and
4 in the nght quantities and quality?
I + Were activities implemented on scheduls and within budgst?
nputs + Were outputs delivered economically?
-

Source: International Federation of Red Cross agutl ®escent Societies M&E Guide 20111
Fig. 2.2: Evaluation Questions and the log frame

Evaluation can be divided in terms of periods onicWhthe evaluation is conducted, who

conducts the evaluation and evaluation Technicalitiylethodology. In terms of the periods on

which the evaluation is conducted there are fopesyof evaluations: Ex-ante evaluation, mid-

term evaluation, terminal evaluation and ex-posi@ation.

1. Ex-ante Evaluation (Start-up evaluation) is a form of evaluation conducted prior to
start up of implementation of a project/programsitarried out in order to determine the
needs and potentials of the target group and #s@rment, and to assess the feasibility,
potential effects and impacts of the proposed @nogproject. At a later stage the effects
and impacts of the program/ project can be compargd this base line data (EMI,
2014).

2. Mid-term Evaluation: This type of evaluation is carried out while theojpct is
underway or in progress. Such evaluations are aiaduelatively early in the mid-term
of the project life and are usually external assesgs. What distinguishes it from
terminal and ex-post evaluations is that it fagibs correction to the project based on

findings and recommendations after the evaluativil( 2014).
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3. Terminal/Summative Evaluation: It is conducted when the funding for the interventi
or the whole project activity comes to an end. tBig may not mean that the services and
inputs being supplied by the program/project teaten In the terminal evaluation, in
addition to the existing records, documents anghust an inquiry should be made for
secondary data that are relevant for comparisorcomendations from terminal
evaluation are primarily directed to improve tharpling and design of future projects.

4. Ex-post /Impact Evaluation: is an in-depth study carried out after the program
completed to assess the impact of the program. usually conducted within 3-5 years
after the program is completed. Its purpose istess the program’s impact on the target
groups.However, it is rarely done due to lack of willingiseto fund from the financers of
the program/project.

Based on who conducts the evaluation, evaluatiarbeanternal or external.

1. Internal Evaluation: is performed by people involved in the program/gctj On-
going or formative evaluation is usually carriedt &y the program implementation office or
main financer of the program.

2. External Evaluation: it is carried out by people from outside the progf@aroject.

Terminal and ex-post evaluations are often conduicyeexternal evaluators. Donors often prefer
external evaluators because it is believed that th@ bring a range of expertise and experience
that might not be available within the organizatiand they may have more independence and
credibility than an internal evaluator.
Based on evaluation Technicality or Methodologyaleation can be Real-time evaluations,
Meta-evaluations, thematic evaluations, Clustetéseevaluations, and Impact evaluations.
AAUSC, project Monitoring and Evaluation, distano@dule 2016 discuss each of the above
evaluations as follows:

1. Real-time Evaluations (RTEs)are undertaken during project/program implemeonati
to provide immediate feedback for modificationsigprove ongoing implementation.
Emphasis is on immediate lesson learning over itng@aduation or accountability. RTEs
are particularly useful during emergency operations

2. Meta-Evaluations are used to assess the evaluation process i&mifie key uses of
meta-evaluations include: take inventory of evaaret to inform the selection of future

evaluations; combine evaluation results; check d@ampe with evaluation policy and
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good practices; assess how well evaluations arsemimated and utilized for
organizational learning and change, etc.

3. Thematic Evaluations focus on one theme, such as gender or environrmgmcally
across a number of projects, programs or the wbrglanization.

4. Cluster/Sector Evaluationsfocus on a set of related activities, projects mgpams,
typically across sites and implemented by multgoiganizations (e.g. National Societies,
the United Nations and NGOs).

5. Impact Evaluations focus on the effect of a project/ program, rattigen on its
management and delivery. Therefore, they typicadlgcur after project/program
completion during a final evaluation or an ex-pegaluation. However, impact may be
measured during project/program implementationrgutonger projects/ programs and
when feasible.

2.1.2. Differences and Complementarities of Monitong and Evaluation

According to IFRC M&E guide 2011, the main diffecenbetween monitoring and evaluation is
their timing and focus of assessment. Monitoringoigyoing and tends to focus on what is
happening. On the other hand, evaluations are adedwat specific points in time to assess how
well it happened and what difference it made. Manniig data is typically used by managers for
ongoing project/program implementation, tracking tpos, budgets, compliance with
procedures, etc. Evaluations may also inform impletation (e.g. a midterm evaluation), but
they are less frequent and examine larger charmggsofmes) that require more methodological
rigor in analysis, such as the impact and relevafea intervention.

Hunter (2009) stated that project monitoring isagnagoing activity that tracks the progress of
the project during its lifetime. Therefore, monit@y is an integral part of our day-to-day
operational management. Berhanu et al. (20109&thiat evaluation information is necessary to
address questions of change being achieved anekisslated to strength and weaknesses of the
project design and implementation that remain wwansd by monitoring activities. They further
noted that evaluation is a more reflective procaissed at assessing an intervention and its
results according to agreed criteria such as éfEuess, efficiency, quality, relevance, impact
and sustainability. For them, in terms of scop&l@ation is wider than monitoring as it deals
with making an assessment of overall achievemdtsiter (2009) added that monitoring
continuously assess the progress made with theegireyhen viewed against its goals and
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objectives. Thus, project monitoring helps us tgriave the efficiency and effectiveness of
project works. One can understand that monitoraitg does not provide the basis for attribution
and causality for change, nor for evidence of hdwnges are being achieved. Monitoring
cannot address the strengths and weaknessesdegiyg and implementation of a project.
Monitoring as depicted in table 2.1, it is a bgsact of project management objectively focus on
determining efficiency so as to facilitate an eatjjustment, is a continues feedback system,
involve tracking of inputs, process, output and kvplian, whose result primarily used by project
implementers. Evaluation on the other hand objebtifocuses on assessing impact, carried out
periodically, and its result usually is used by a@n and other stakeholders in future
program/project design.

Table 2.1 Major differences of Monitoring and Evalwation.

Differences Monitoring Evaluation

Objectives To determine the efficiency.| To determine whether
To facilitate an early objectives set were realistic ar
adjustment not and assess impacts of

project activities

Frequency Continuous Periodical

Focus Inputs, process, output & warRelevance or impact and cost-
plan effectiveness

Primary Users Mainly project implementers  Exteswath as donors,

Government

Type of Data Primarily quantitative Primarily quative

Actors Internal Internal/External

Analysis Simple In-depth and Comparative

Source: - USAID/Ethiopia, Performance Monitoring Wakshop Handout, March 1997.

Though monitoring and evaluation as illustratedttos above table have differences, they have
complementary function in development programsgmis. Berhanu et al. (2010) stated that
monitoring and evaluation are two different funospand yet complimentary to each other. EMI
(2014) stated the relationship and complimentaayuiees of the two as follows:

* Both monitoring and evaluation employ similar dedélection and analysis system
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* Indicators for monitoring could be included in thenge of information required for
evaluation.
Recognizing their differences, it is also importenhote that both monitoring and evaluation are
integrally linked; monitoring typically provides @afor evaluation, and elements of evaluation
(assessment) occur when monitoring. For exampl@jtoring may tell us that 200 community
facilitators were trained (what happened), but iaymalso include post-training tests
(assessments) on how well they were trained. Etialuanay use this monitoring information to
assess any difference the training made towardsyérall objective or change the training was
trying to produce (IFRC M&E guide, 2011).
The document released by MoFED (2008) noted thajegr monitoring and evaluation is
synergistic and indispensable project managemenhtaiod tends to be used as a single phrase,
and in many ways closely linked. Thus, there ismuzh point in doing monitoring if one cannot
evaluate it, and one cannot evaluate somethingssim®nitoring is conducted earlier (MoFED,
2008).
2.1.3. Monitoring & Evaluation Frameworks
As there is no such thing as perfect frameworkieddht frameworks are used for different
organizations, three of the most common are: - eptual frameworks, results frameworks and
logical frameworks/logic models (Frankel & Gage,02DThe main purpose of using one of
these frameworks for monitoring and evaluatiorteaysis: developing a clear understanding of
the goals and objectives of a project, focusingdamtifying measurable objectives, short-term
and long-term, to define the relationships betw&ew factors for the implementation and
success of the project (Frankel & Gage, 2007). ffinee types of frameworks are discussed
briefly in the next session.
2.1.3.1 Conceptual Frameworks

Conceptual frameworks are diagrams that clarify dludtrate relationships among relevant
organizational, individual and other factors thaaymnfluence a program and the successful
achievement of goals and objectives (Frankel & Ga@®7). They assist to determine which
factor highly influence the project or mainly theogram, and sketch how each factors interact
with each other like culture, economy, politicslidees and so many others that might relate to
and influence the outcome. They cannot be usedseasskfor monitoring and evaluation instead

they can help to explain program results (FrankeG&ge, 2007). According to Frankel and
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Gage (2007), conceptual framework places healthlgno in a wider context, one that considers
the various factors that can affect the progranmtarvention, clarifies the causal relationships
between these factors and identifies those thanhteevention may affect. It is used for program
design rather than for program M&E.
2.1.3.2 Result Frameworks
Result framework sometimes called strategic framiewexplains the direct relationships
between the result outputs or the intermediateltest activities and the overall objectives and
goals. They show the causal relationship betweegram objectives and outline how each of
the intermediate results/ outputs and outcomeseek® and facilitate the achievement of each
objective, and how objectives relate to each o#imer the ultimate goal. Result frameworks do
form the basis for monitoring and evaluation atigg at the objective level (Frankel & Gage,
2007). They stated that Result frameworks showctnesal relationships between the various
intermediate results that are critical to achievihg strategic objective. The effectiveness of
these activities can be measured at each step tilervgay.
2.1.3.3 Logical Frameworks

Logical frameworks or logic models provide a linelmgical interpretation of the relationship
between inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes amghcts with respect to objectives and goals.
Logical frameworks outline the specific inputs neg@do carry out the activities/processes to
produce specific outputs which will result in sgiecoutcomes and impacts. It can be used as the
basis for monitoring and evaluation activities tigbout the program (Frankel & Gage, 2007).
The authors stated that Logic models help to shmvidgical connections between the inputs,
processes and outputs of an activity, and how limyto the program’s objectives (outcomes)
and goals (impacts). They also clarify the linealationships between program decisions,
activities and products.
According to Gage and Dunn (2010), Logic modelsvataable tools for:

* Program Planning and Developmentin consideration to the program strategy the logic

model helps to clarify where the program is andnetibe program should be.

* Program Management: Because it "connects the dots" between resourctisjtias,
and outcomes, a logic model can be the basis fegldeging a more detailed management

plan. Using data collection and an evaluation pkae, logic model helps track and
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monitor operations to better manage results. It sEmwe as the foundation for creating

budgets and work plans.

e Communication: A well-built logic model is a powerful communicatis tool. It can
show stakeholders at a glance what a program isgd¢activities) and what it is
achieving (outcomes), emphasizing the link betwteertwo.

Reaching at a decision to which framework is beside is not simple. Programs should select
the type of framework that best suits their strig®@nd activities and responds to institutional
requirements.

2.1.4. Importance of Monitoring and Evaluation

A well-functioning monitoring and evaluation systei® a critical part of good project
management and accountability. As Berhanu et @l noted timely and reliable monitoring
and evaluation have the following importance: Fitstprovide timely and useful information to
decision-maker and stakeholder feedback, espedmheficiaries, to provide input into and
perceptions of work, modeling openness to criticiamd willingness to learn from experiences
and to adapt to changing needs. Secondly, good tarmmy and evaluation system helps
governments and organizations to develop knowlédge of the types of projects, programs and
policies that have worked and did not work, and whijzirdly, monitoring and evaluation
systems can be used to promote greater transpaae@dcgccountability within organizations and
governments.

According to MoFED (2008), the major objective abject monitoring and evaluation is to
serve the following five basic purposes. Thesd@eate good ground for day-to-day informed
decision making in all matters of the project, pdevinformation to key stakeholders, enable
accountability requirements to be met, help imprpegformance and achieve results and to
enhance the promotion of institutional learning &ndwledge sharing. With regard to purposes
of M&E, The Ethiopian Management Institute summeadizhe multiple purposes of M&E as:
forecasting performance, gather information for lyeawarning, identify lessons, asses
beneficiaries, asses output/results, track progrssck schedule, asses project activities, asses
objectives, enhance team work, mobilize stakehs|dptan program improvement, practice

benchmarking, ensure accountability, and ensurbtguanagement (EMI, 2014).
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2.1.5. Methods and Techniques of Monitoring and Evaation

The core of monitoring and Evaluation, in genetaimprises data gathering and analysis and so
as to gather data properly one need to employ appte methods. Addis Ababa University
(2009:17) defines Methods as the range of apprsacbed in research to gather data which are
to be used as a basis for inference and interpeidor explanation and prediction. There are
many kinds of methods to gather monitoring and watadn data. Some are used to monitor &
evaluate the progress of the project targets; soele to asses project/program structure and
organization and others serve to assess the effetiie program activities on people. Depending
on the type of data in need, two major categorfesi@hods can be employed: Qualitative &
guantitative.

According to Hunter (2009) and MoFED (2008), projemnitoring and evaluation methods
include keeping project records, formal surveyseriiews, direct observation, focus-group
discussions and mapping. The project evaluationramgw technique organize schedules and

coordinates all project events in the form of avoek chart.

2.1.6. Steps to Conduct Project Monitoring and Evaiation

According to International Federation of Red Cr8sfked Crescent Societies (IFRC) M&E
guide 2011 there are six steps to conduct projemtitdring and Evaluation. These steps are to
guide planning for and implementing an M&E systeon the systematic, timely and effective
collection, analysis and use of project/programarimfation. The steps are stated as follows:

1. Identify the purpose and scope of the M&E system
Plan for data collection and management
Plan for data analysis
Plan for information reporting and utilization
Plan for M&E human resources and capacity building
Prepare the M&E budget

S e o

Step 1 — Identify the Purpose and Scope of the M&Bystem
The purpose and scope of the M&E system answery, avh we need M&E and how

comprehensive should it be? It includes the foltayypoints:
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A. Review the project/program’s operational design(log frame): The log frame is a
summary of the project/program’s operational desigased on the situation and problem
analysis conducted during the project/ program’sigie stage. It summarizes the logical
sequence of objectives to achieve the project/praty intended results (activities, outputs,
outcomes and goal), the indicators and means dfication to measure these objectives, and
any key assumptions. When reviewing the log fraine important to check it for logic and
relevance. An important consideration in the lognfe is the use of industry-recognized,
standard indicators.

B. Identify key stakeholder information needs and gpectations: Planning an M&E
system based on stakeholder needs and expectaidps to ensure understanding, ownership
and use of M&E information. It is essential to havelear understanding of the priorities and
information needs of people interested in or affdcby the project/program. This includes
stakeholder motivations, experience and commitmast,well as the political and other
constraints under which various stakeholders operhtis especially important that local
knowledge is sought when planning M&E functionsetasure that they are relevant to and
feasible in the local context, and that M&E infotioa is credible, accepted and more likely to
be supported.

C. Identify any M&E requirements: Important informational needs worth specific
attention are those that arise from any donor dimiele and requirements, governmental laws and
regulations, and internationally- agreed-upon steshsl These requirements can include very
detailed procedures, formats and resources, andftame non-negotiable. Therefore, it is best to
identify and plan for them early in the M&E plangiprocess.

D. Scope of major M&E events and functionsThe scope of the M&E system refers to
its scale and complexity. It can be highly complexh a variety of activities and requiring
considerable expertise and resources, or it caelagvely simple, relying on internal resources
and capacities. Each of the topics discussed aplays a key role in determining the scope of
the M&E system. For example, the complexity of ej@ct/program’s design (e.g. how many and
the type of outcomes it seeks to achieve) can fawagnificant impact on the scale and
complexity of the M&E system. Likewise, donor regunents can largely determine the
precision and methodological rigor needed in the BM&ystem. Some other important

considerations for the scope (size) of the M&E aysinclude:
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The geographic scale of the project/program anmeeuding accessibility to program
areas

The demographic scale of the project/program, oholg specific target populations and
their accessibility

The time frame or duration of the project/prograncjuding any pre- and post-project
M&E needs

The available human resources and budget

Scoping the M&E system helps to identify major M&Etivities and events — the overall scope

(size) of the M&E system. While specific M&E funatis should be addressed in more detail

later in the planning process, an initial inventafykey activities at this stage provides an

important overview or “map” to build upon for plang for funding, technical expertise,

capacity building, etc.

Step 2 — Plan for Data Collection and Management

Once you have defined the project/program’s infdromal needs, the next step is to plan for the

reliable collection and management of the datatsmam be efficiently analyzed and used as

information. Both data collection and managemeatfamly linked as data management begins

the moment it is collected. The following shoulddessidered under the second step:

A. Develop an M&E plan table: M&E plan is a table that builds upon a project{peim’s

log frame to detail key M&E requirements for eacidicator and assumption. It
summarizes key indicator (measurement) informationa single table: a detailed
definition of the data, its sources, the methodds timing of its collection, the people

responsible and the intended audience and use afatia.

B. Assess the availability of secondary dataSecondary data refers to data that is not

directly collected by and for the project/prograbut which can nevertheless meet
project/program informational needs.

Determine the balance of quantitative and qualitatre data: When planning for data
collection, it is important to plan for the extepiantitative and qualitative data will be

used.

. Triangulate data collection sources and methodsfriangulation is the process of using

different sources and/or methods for data collecti@ombining different sources and
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methods (mixed methods) helps to cross-check dataeduce bias to better ensure the
data is valid, reliable and complete.

. Determine sampling requirements:Sampling (the process of selecting a sample) is a
critical aspect of planning the collection of priypaata.

. Prepare for any surveys: Surveys are a common method of gathering data for
project/program M&E.

. Prepare specific data collection methods/toolsThe best practices for preparing data
collection methods/tools will ultimately dependttwe specific method/tool

. Establish stakeholder complaints and feedback mech&ms: A complaints and
feedback mechanism provides a means for stakelsotdgorovide comment and voice
complaints

Establish project/program staff review mechanisms: project/program staff and
volunteer performance information is an importamturse of data for ongoing
project/program monitoring and management.

Plan for data management:Data management refers to the processes and syBiems
how a project/program will systematically and rehastore, manage and access M&E
data.

. Use an indicator tracking table (ITT): An ITT is an important data management tool
for recording and monitoring indicator performand¢e inform project/program
implementation and management. An important functb the ITT is that it helps to
determine variance, a key measure of indicatoroperdnce. Variance is the difference
between identified targets and actual results preentage of target reached.

. Use a risk log (table):While the ITT tracks planned indicator performanites also
important to track any risks that threaten profoigram implementation. Such risks can
include those identified and expressed as assungpiiothe project/program log frame,

as well as any unexpected risks that may arise.

Step 3 — Plan for Data Analysis

Data analysis is the process of converting colte¢taw) data into usable information. This is a

critical step of the M&E planning process becaushapes the information that is reported and

its potential use. It is a continuous process thhoawt the project/program cycle to make sense of

gathered data to inform ongoing and future progrargnSuch analysis can occur when data is
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initially collected, and certainly when data is Bped in data reporting. It includes the

following activities:
A. Develop a data analysis plan, identifying the:
* Purpose of data analysis
* Frequency of data analysis
* Responsibility for data analysis
* Process for data analysis.
B. Follow the key data analysis stages:

* Data preparation

Data analysis (findings and conclusions)

Data validation

Data presentation
* Recommendations and action planning.

Step 4 — Plan for Information Reporting and Utilization

Having defined the project/program’s informationseds and how data will be collected,

managed and analyzed, the next step is to planthewata will be reported as information and

put to good use. Reporting is the most visible parthe M&E system, where collected and

analyzed data is presented as information for kakesolders to use. Reporting is a critical part

of M&E because no matter how well data may be ctdlé and analyzed, if it is not well

presented it cannot be well used — which can benaiderable waste of valuable time, resources

and personnel. Sadly, there are numerous examgiesewaluable data has proved valueless

because it has been poorly reported on. The faligwbints should be considered in this step:

A. Anticipate and plan for reporting:
* Needs/audience
* Frequency
* Formats
* People responsible.
B. Plan for information utilization:
* Information dissemination

» Decision-making and planning.
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Good reporting should be relevant & useful, timagmplete, reliable, simple & user-friendly,
consistent and cost effective.

Step 5 — Plan for M&E Human Resources and Capacitiuilding

An effective M&E system requires capable peoplsupport it. While the M&E plan identifies
responsibilities for the data collection on eaddtigator, it is also important to plan for the peopl
responsible for M&E processes, including data mansnt, analysis, reporting and M&E
training. This section summarizes key considerationplanning for the human resources and
capacity building for a project/program’s M&E syste When planning for M&E human
resource and capacity building, we have to conshiefollowing:

» Assess the project/program’s human resources capagifor M&E

» Determine the extent of local participation: Ideally, data collection and analysis is
undertaken with the very people to whom these mseE®and decisions most relate

» Determine the extent of outside expertiseOutside specialists (consultants) are usually
employed for technical expertise, objectivity amédibility, to save time and/or as a
donor requirement.

» Define the roles and responsibilities for M&E: It is important to have well-defined
roles and responsibilities at each level of the M&/fstem.

* Plan to manage project/program team’'s M&E activities: Whether project/program
staff, volunteers, community members, or otherrgasd involved in the M&E system, it
is important to develop tools and mechanisms toaganheir time and performance.

* ldentify M&E capacity-building requirements and opportunities: Once roles and
responsibilities have been determined, it is imgartto specify any M&E training
requirements.

Step 6 — Prepare the M&E Budget

It is best to begin systematically planning the M&&dget early in the project/program design
process so that adequate funds are allocated amthlde for M&E activities. The following
summarizes key considerations for planning thegatprogram’s M&E budget.

* Itemize M&E budget needs: such as human resources, capital needs (factisysc
office equipment and supplies, any travel and acoodation, computer hardware and

software, printing, publishing and distributing M&®cuments, etc.)
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* Incorporate M&E costs into the project/program budget

* Review any donor budget requirements and contributns

* Plan for cost contingency
Same document state that the following points shdnd considered when using M&E steps
stated above:

» The M&E steps are interconnected and should be viesd as part of a mutually
supportive M&E system. For example, what data is collected will largelyp€ed on the
data needed to be reported — one step is integthktother step and would be planned at
the same time.

 M&E planning should be done by those who use the farmation. Involvement of
project/program staff and key stakeholders ensdessibility, understanding and
ownership of the M&E system.

* Begin planning for your M&E system immediately afte the project/program design
stage Early M&E planning allows for preparation of adede time, resources and
personnel before project/program implementation

* A project/program M&E system builds upon the initial assessment and project/
program design

* When appropriate, it is useful to build on existingM&E capacities and practices.If
existing M&E practices are accurate, reliable amekly, this can save time/resources and
build ownership to coordinate with and compleméeit.

» Particular attention should be given to stakeholderinterests and expectations
throughout the M&E process. In addition to local beneficiaries, it is also inmfamt to
coordinate and address interests and concernsditioen stakeholders.

* M&E should be tailored and adjusted to the real-wotd context throughout the
project/program’s life cycle. Projects/programs operate in a dynamic settind,M&E
activities need to adapt accordingly. Objectivey rlaange, as will the M&E system as
it refines its processes and addresses arisinglggngb and concerns. Like a
project/program itself, the M&E system should benitared, periodically reviewed and

improved upon.
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* Only monitor and evaluate what is necessary and siidient for project/program
management and accountability.It takes time and resources to collect, manage and
analyze data for reporting. Extra information isrenoften a burden than a luxury. It can
distract attention away from the more relevant arséful information. It can also
overload and strain a project/program’s capacity ability to deliver the very services it
is seeking to measure.

Berhanu et al. (2010) stated that M&E system inglsdlecting indicators at different level of
performance chain, setting baselines and targeifecting data on indicators about inputs,
activities and results, analyze and comparing @sgmgainst baseline and targets, identifying
deviations from work plans, explaining causes aofia&ons and sharing results with others.

2.1.7. Overview and Types of Indicators

Indicators are critical component of an effectiv&Bsystem. It provides a simple and reliable
means to measure achievement, to reflect the cearm®ected to an intervention or to help
assess the performance of a development actorcalods are required for each aspect
(monitoring, evaluation and impact) and at all lsw& a project (inputs, outputs, outcomes and
impact). There are several types of indicators angjtative and qualitative, direct and indirect,
activity and process and representing the diverdigtakeholders — it is likely that a mix will be
required. Indicators can be expressed in quam#dgrms-where numbers are used to measure
changes (such as percentage, rate, and ratio)naqdailitative terms-where words are used to
describe changes for example, perception on wetighequality of life and quality of diet.
Indicators do not have to be many, a few good atdis are better than having many indicators.

Table 2.2: Types of Indicators and Purpose

Types of Indicators Purpose

Impact Indicators Measure the extent to whichawerall

program goals are being achieved

Outcome Indicators Measure the extent to whiclptiogect
objectives are being met

Output Indicators Measure project deliverables

Input Indicators Measure the extent to which tlamped

resources e.g. money, materials, personnel are
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being utilized

Performance Indicators Measures of inputs, presssaitputs,
outcomes, and impacts for development
projects. Performance indicators enable
managers to track progress, demonstrate
results, and take corrective action to improve

project objectives and goal achievements.

2.1.8. Drivers of Monitoring and Evaluation Worldwide

Building on Segone (2006) division of M&E evolutistages, it can be inferred that the start of
M&E adoption was mainly by US-based developmennaigs then by European development
organizations and finally it reached other deveigmountries after the Paris Declaration on Aid
Effectiveness which led to country—led M&E Systemsivers and reasons for adopting M&E
from a worldwide perspective are presented asviaio

a) Monitoring and Evaluation for Accountability: One of the main and most significant
drivers for conducting M&E is accountability towardlifferent actors for different purposes
(Loveridge, 2011). According to Edwards and Hulh®95), accountability is the mechanism by
which individuals and organizations are responsibleront of a recognized authority and
accordingly, are held responsible for their act&£QD (2010) defines accountability, in
development terms, as the obligations of partnersatt according to clearly defined
responsibilities and roles with an efficient anéeefive use of the resources. For evaluators, it
implies the responsibility of providing accuratdjextive and credible monitoring reports and
performance assessment (OECD, 2010). Ebrahim ansb@rel (2007) further identify four core
components of accountability, which are: transpayenanswerability or justification,
compliance, and enforcement.

b) Monitoring and Evaluation for Learning and Knowledge Acquisition: Learning and
knowledge acquisition is another main driver fondocting M&E in non-profit organizations
(Unicef, 2006). The Inter-American Development B4hR97) clarified lessons generated from
M&E findings are transformed into knowledge wheneythare analyzed, systematized,
disseminated and internalized within an organiratldowever, before transforming the lessons

to knowledge, lesson learnt should meet certaiter@i in order to have effective results.
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According to NASA (2001) lesson learnt is knowledgeunderstanding gained by experience.
The experience may be positive, as in as succegsiubr mission, or negative, such as failure.
A lesson must be significant in that it has a regdact on operations and valid that is factually
and technically correct. It should be applicablahat it identifies a specific design or process
that reduces or eliminates the potential failuned eeinforce a positive result (NASA, 2001).
Patton (2001) observed that M&E has moved from yegenerating findings about certain
programs to meet donor requirement to generatiogviedge.

c) Organizational Learning, Change and Strategic Planning: (Preskill and Torres,
1997; Lysyk, 1997; Cousins, 1995) stated that v noncept of evaluation as a function of
organizational learning and strategic planningasg accepted at both the development agency
level and at the academic level. Preskill and ™(d997) defined organizational learning as a
continuous process of organizational growth andrawgment that is integrated with work
activities. It uses information and feedback abprdgcesses and outcomes to make changes.
Organization learning does not imply only the ukenformation, but is based on the concept of
knowledge construction. This means gathering relewgormation, processing, analyzing and
communicating it to other members inside the omgion, and it is being understood and
accepted and internalized as part of the orgaoizaticulture. This process facilitates behavior
and attitude change among organization memberseaatiles continuous adaptation of the
organization according to internal and environmieoteanges (Lysyk, 1997). However, it is
argued that the continuous improvement processiresga commitment to learning; therefore,
the absence of a learning culture within an orgaion can prevent M&E results from being
used for program improvement. The knowledge ansbles acquired, learned and built through
the M&E process is a fundamental input to and stpioo this strategic organizational process
(Segone, 2006).

d) Improving Program Performance and Effectiveness. M&E systems provide an
extremely useful tool for all stakeholders to mamaggoing activities, identify successes, and
plan effectively for new initiatives and progranasd thus using the allocated resources most
efficiently (UNICEF, 2006). According to Rossi aRteeman (1982), the purpose of M&E is to
improve planning, administration, implementationffeetiveness, and utility of social
interventions. For the U.S. Environmental Protectikgency (2004), program M&E determines

how well a program is working and why these resalts occurring. It can help program
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managers and staff: identify areas needing impreveras well as those that are working well;
design strategies to effectively achieve programggand improve program data collection and
measurement of results.

According to Kellogg Foundation (1998), to ensuregoam effectiveness, M&E should focus
on the following three aspects: Examine how thgeatafunctions within the economic, social,
political environment of its community and projesdtting (context evaluation); Help with the
planning, setting up and carrying out of a projestwell as the documentation of the evolution
of a project (implementation evaluation); and asskse short and long term results of the project
(outcome evaluation)

2.1.9. Monitoring and Evaluation Practices

(Toitske et al., 2009) stated that Monitoring amédleation programs have become a big industry
within the development sector, but practices seess developed with regard to government
sector interventions. Toitske et al. (2009) desdiberms such asimpact, performance, results
and accountability- have assumed a new prominence in M&E over the fiast years.
Generally, the following are best practices assediavith monitoring and evaluations.

I. Monitoring and Evaluation Plan: The project should have a monitoring and
evaluation plan. The plan should be prepared asimgral part of project plan and design
(Palestinian Academic Society for the Study of fdnédional Affairs (PASSIA, 2004) and
(McCoy, Ngari and Krumpe, 2005). The integrationf@s clear identification of project

objectives for which performance can be measured.

Il. Coherent Framework: Monitoring and evaluation should be aided by a ocehie
structured conceptual framework. The framework amdsdentifying the logic behind project
elements and performance measurement, how theglated and the underlying assumptions.
One of the best practices that have been adoptaiibe of its structured approach is the use of
the logic framework approach (LFA) as a tool to hath the planning and the monitoring and

evaluation functions during implementation (Aun@0@ and FHI, 2004).

lll. Monitoring and Evaluation Budget: The project budget should provide a clear and
adequate provision for monitoring and evaluatiotivdies. A monitoring and evaluation budget
can be clearly delineated within the overall projgedget to give the monitoring and evaluation

function the due recognition it plays in projectmagement (McCoy et al., 2005). Some authors
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argue for a monitoring and evaluation budget toabeut 5 to 10 percent of the total budget
(Kelly and Magongo, 2004). The intention with thpsactice is not to be prescriptive of the
percentage that is adequate, but to come up wifitcisat funds to facilitate the monitoring and

evaluation activities. Provision of a budget for mtoring and evaluation ensures that
monitoring and evaluation are not treated as pergdtfunction.

IV. Schedule of Monitoring and Evaluation: The monitoring and evaluation activities
of the project should be included in the projechesiule so that they are given the due
importance they require, not only done at the whohghe project manager (Handmer and
Dovers, 2007; and McCoy et al., 2005).

V. Individuals for Monitoring and Evaluation Activitie s: There should also be an
individual who is directly in charge of the monitgg and evaluation as a main function (Kelly
and Magongo, 2004) and an identification of différpersonnel for the different activities of the
monitoring and evaluation such as data collectaoralysis, report writing, dissemination of the
monitoring and evaluation findings (AusAID, 2006davicCoy et al., 2005).

VI. Specification of the Frequency of Data Collection:There should be a clear
specification of how often monitoring and evaluatidata is to be collected and from whom.
There should also be a specification of a scheftulenonitoring and evaluation reports to be
written (Walter, 2014). The monitoring should bendaegularly in order to be able to track the
project and identify problems early enough befdreytgo out of hand. The regularity of
monitoring could be a function of the size of theject, but a monthly frequency would be
adequate, monitoring every 3 months would stilabeeptable (AusAID, 2006). The monitoring

would involve collecting data, analyzing and writia report at the specified frequency.

VII. Stakeholder Involvement: Involvement of all stakeholders (beneficiaries,
implementing staff, donors, wider communities) lie imonitoring and evaluation process of the
project is very important. Participatory approaohnonitoring and evaluation is viewed as an
empowerment tool for the beneficiaries and othakettolders of project who in most cases are
not consulted in this function. It is also demoastn of downward accountability i.e.
accountability to the beneficiaries. There is adbemphasis on upward accountability (Aune,
2000). This obsession with upward accountabiligates a barrier between the project and other

stakeholders in terms of monitoring and evaluatithris result in the process being geared
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towards satisfying the demands of the donor at ekpense of the other stakeholders.
Involvement of the beneficiaries in monitoring aevhluation gives them a sense of ownership
and contributes to long term sustainability lontgathe project donor has ceased financing the
project and also increases the chance of more iceneds to take up the services of the project.
Other key neglected stakeholders are the field stablved in implementing the project.

VIII. Inputs: The different inputs of the project need to be rameid effectively to
ensure that they are used optimally on projecwiiets in order to produce the desired outputs.
The recommended practices for monitoring each efitiputs as identified by the log frame
approach include the following.

a) Financial Resources: Financial resources should be tracked with a ptdjedget with
the project activities having cost attached to theusith comparison of what has been spent on
project activities with what should have been spentper planed expenditure in the budget
(Crawford & Bryce, 2003). This information of exmhture is obtained from the individual in
charge of project accounts. This comparison ofaatpenditure versus planned expenditure
should be done regularly to determine if the projeanot going over budget. Norman (2005)
stated that M&E should have a separate budget. $wajects have a specific budget for M&E
activities, in others a specified percent of tdvaldget might be set aside, whilst in others
nothings is provided and all activities must bedeeh from—regular budget.

b) Human Resources. Human resources on the project should be givenr glaa
allocation and designation that is suitable tortle&pertise. If there is skill gap, training should
be given to them. For projects with staff that seat out in the field to carry out project actesi
on their own there is a need for constant and swenon site support to the outfield staff
(Reijeret, Chalimba and Nakwagala, 2002). Normad0%2 explained that it is important to
identify a capable person in the project office wégrves as the coordinator for all M&E
activities.

IX. Activities: There are activities that are very important foe tpracticality of
monitoring and evaluation system. Processes ovites to be done on the project are tracked
with aid of a project schedule or project timelirst regular intervals actual schedule of
activities done is compared with the planned scleettudetermine whether the project is within

schedule or over schedule (Crawford and Bryce, 2003
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X. Outputs: For monitoring outputs of the project, it is imgort to use a mix of both
gualitative and quantitative indicatorQuantitative indicators look at outputs in terms of
numbers, such as number of people reached, nunfbé&mainings carried out, number of
materials distributed (Huge$deth, 2002). Quantitative information such asratsnces, people
served, is best captured by a standardized form th#rmation is aggregated at regular
intervals (Gyorko, 2002)Qualitative Indicators describe situations and give an in-depth
understanding of issues of the outputs. Methodé siscfocus group discussions, observation,
interviews are used with qualitative methods of itwing. For evaluation of both the outcomes
and goals, both qualitative and quantitative meshai recommended in order to get clear in-
depth understanding into the success of the prjaaghes-d Aeth, 2002)

XI. Outcomes and GoalsOutcomes and goals are best evaluated with botlitafiwee
and quantitative data. Data from project recordgely vital and should be kept securely up to
the end of the project and even longer (Muzind®720This helps in getting the whole picture

of the project and is cost effective.

XIl. Capture and Documentation of Lessons LearnedlLessons learned from the
implementation should be captured and documentedinimorporation into the subsequent
projects and sharing with other stakeholders. ®ssdns would include what went right in
implementation and what went wrong and why so that mistakes are not repeated in the
subsequent projects (Reijeret et al., 2002). Thessons should be shared with the implementing
staff.

XIll. Dissemination of Monitoring and Evaluation Findings There should be a
monitoring and evaluation findings disseminatioarplM&E findings should be disseminated to
stakeholders by way of a report. Depending on #muirement, disseminate report to the
community and beneficiaries and to the implemensigff to improve their implementation
practices and strategies (McCoy et. al., 2005).

XIV. Reporting and Follow up of Monitoring and Evaluation: MoOFED (2008) stated
that, once project monitoring and evaluation isnpkd and implemented, thoroughly analyzed
findings must be reported. Based on provided recenuations, follow up activity is very

crucial to take corrective measures, to take lessahre-planning.
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XV. Objectivity by an External Facilitator: Obijectivity in evaluations is enhanced by
an outside facilitator that would come in to ai@ tkevaluation. This is in contrast to the fully
participatory advocating authors who argue thatedbjity is not that important, but
empowering the stakeholders to learn from the et@lno, so evaluations should be subjective
and done by the stakeholders (Aune, 2000). A comj@® position is recommended, whereby
an external facilitator comes in for objectivitydaan outward opinion but the stakeholders are
actively involved in the process for learning angp@ewerment.

2.1.10. Approaches of Monitoring and Evaluation

It is important to consider the prevailing M&E appches available for project management.
There are two types of approaches to monitoring Bwdluation: Traditional approach and
participatory approach.

2.1.10.1. Traditional Approach
The traditional approach to monitoring and Evalwataccording to the World Bank (2004) is an
approach to monitoring and evaluation where by igfigctrained experts are involved. This
approach is criticized by planners by the fact thatnderstates the central idea that projects
belong to beneficiaries.

2.1.10.2. Participatory Approach
Jerry & Anne (2008) define participatory M & E aspeocess in which primary and other
stakeholders collaborate and take an active passessing and evaluating the performance and
achievement of a project or an intervention. Irs tapproach, ideally all the stakeholders are
involved in identifying the project, setting objeets, and identification of indicators that will be
used in monitoring and evaluation. Participationlddoe enhanced if Monitoring and Evaluation
systems are simple and easy for application bgtileeholders. Thus, during project formulation
stage organizations need to give adequate attettidasign simple and locally applied systems
and tools.

2.1.11. Designing Monitoring & Evaluation Systems

Monitoring and evaluation system is the primarywoent to guide the design of the monitoring

system in terms of the detailed tasks and resouh@dsneed to be controlled in order for the

project to achieve its time, cost, and performagmals. Samuel J. et.al (2001) define monitoring
and evaluation system as an action plan that iiehtivhat is being done, when, and the planned

level of resource usage for each task and subitaske project. Setting up monitoring and
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evaluation system is an important management teohause it helps in providing insights in
achievement and lessons learned on what works aatidees not.

The main elements of an M&E system, according tadGViNternational are: logical framework,
instructions for data collection, timeframes arefjfrency of data collection, Reporting system as
well as the responsible persons for data colleciite common errors in setting up monitoring
systems are monitoring easy measures insteadedMargl measures, monitoring activity in place
of results, monitoring inputs as surrogates forpatd, and monitoring measures that don't
change from one period to the next.

2.1.12. Data Management in M&E System

International Red Cross and Red Crescent Sociéli&& guide book 2011 defined Data
management as the processes and systems for howjeatfprogram will systematically and
reliably store, manage and access M&E data. Itastieal part of the M&E system, linking data
collection with its analysis and use. Poorly manbgata wastes time, money and resources; lost
or incorrectly recorded data affects not only thaligy and reliability of the data but also all the
time and resources invested in its analysis and Datéa management should be timely and
secure, and in a format that is practical and trsemdly. It should be designed according to the
project/program needs, size and complexity. Typic@roject/program data management is part
of an organization’s or project/program’s largetadmmanagement system and should adhere to
any established policies and requirements. Theoiotlg are seven key considerations for
planning a project/program’s data management sy8feRC M&E Guide 2011):

1. Data Format. The format in which data is recorded, stored ewehtually reported is
an important aspect of overall data managemenhd8tdized formats and templates improve
the organization and storage of data. Generatedodaes in many forms, but are primarily:

a. Numerical (e.g. spreadsheets, database sets)

b. Descriptive (narrative reports, checklists, feym

c. Visual (e.g. pictures, video, graphs, maps, rdiag)

d. Audio (recordings of interviews, etc).
Data formats can be physical, such as written fostaged in an office filing cabinet, or
electronic, such as a spreadsheet stored in a dempgatabase. Sometimes, donors or key

partners, such as government ministries, may déinwethe data should be recorded and stored.
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Whatever format, it is important that it is usaefidly, whether its user is a community member,
field staff member or project manager.

2. Data Organization. A project/program needs to organize its informatiato logical,
easily understood categories to increase its aces$use. Data organization can depend on a
variety of factors and should be tailored to thers'sneeds. Data is typically organized by one or
a combination of the following classification logic

a. Chronologically (e.g. month, quarter, year)

b. By location

c. By content or focus area (e.g. different objexgiof a project/ program)

d. By format (e.g. project reports, donor repddshnical documents).

3. Data Availability. Data should be available to its intended users sewlire from
unauthorized use. Key considerations for data alaily include:

a. Access. How permission is granted and contrdlbedccess data (e.g. shared
computer drives, folders, intranets). This includles classification of data for security
purposes (e.g. confidential, public, internal, degartmental).

b. Searches. How data can be searched and fognd¢eording to keywords).

c. Archival. How data is stored and retrieved igufe use.

d. Dissemination. How data is shared with others
4. Data Security and Legalities. Projects/programs need to identify any security

considerations for confidential data, as well ag lagal requirements with governments, donors
and other partners. Data should be protected fromauthorized users. This can range from a
lock on a filing cabinet to computer virus and \edl software programs. Data storage and
retrieval should also conform to any privacy clauard regulations for auditing purposes.

5. Information Technology (IT). The use of computer technology to systematize the
recording, storage and use of data is especiayulior projects/programs with considerable
volumes of data, or as part of a larger progranwloich data needs to be collected and analyzed
from multiple smaller projects/ programs. Some egl@s of IT for data management in M&E
include:

* Handheld personal digital assistants (PDAS) tonesarvey findings
* SPSS, Excel spreadsheets, or other tools for gtasnganizing and analyzing data

* Microsoft Access to create user-friendly databagester and analyze data
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» Share point, a web-based intranet to store, smreliscuss M&E data
* An integrated planning management system with d@earnet platform for inputting,
organizing, analyzing and sharing information
IT can help to reorganize and combine data fromowuar sources, highlighting patterns and
trends for analysis and to guide decision-makirtgisl also very effective for data and
information sharing with multiple stakeholders iffetent locations.

6. Data Quality Control. It is important to identify procedures for cheakiand cleaning
data, and how to treat missing data. In data maneagg unreliable data can result from poor
typing of data, duplication of data entries, indetent data, and accidental deletion and loss of
data. These problems are particularly common withngjtative data collection for statistical
analysis. Another important aspect of data quadityersion control. This is how documents can
be tracked for changes over time. Naming a docuraerifinal” does not help if it gets revised
afterwards. Versions (e.g. 1.0, 1, 2.0, 2.1, efar) help, but it is also recommended to use dates
as well.

7. Responsibility and Accountability of Data Managemen It is important to identify
the individuals or team responsible for developargl/or maintaining the data management
system, assisting team members in its use anda@mfoany policies and regulations. Also, for
confidential data, it is important to identify wilaoithorizes the release/access of this data (IFRC
M&E Guide 2011).

2.2. Empirical Literature Review

Even though there was no material found on momitpand evaluation of irrigation projects that
is related with this study, the researcher reviewtger important Monitoring and Evaluation
researches conducted on development, natural m@sgonservation, and business organization

projects.

The first empirical review was on a thesis papeibgnesgen in 2004 titled “An Assessment of
Project Monitoring and Evaluation: The case of Omidealth Bureau Hospitals Construction
Projects”. The objective of the study was to asshesproject monitoring and evaluation of
Oromia Health Bureau in relation to hospital comstion. The study employed descriptive
research approach and the participants were seél¢iateugh judgmental sampling. Data was

analyzed both qualitatively and quantitatively. Thelings of the study showed that there was
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no organized monitoring and evaluation plan, latkvell-organized monitoring and evaluation
unit for Hospitals construction projects in the dauw, lack manuals which shows procedure,
principle, criteria and standards of monitoring @waluation for Hospital construction projects.
Generally, findings of the study indicated thatréheas weak monitoring and evaluation practice
in Hospital construction projects in the Bureawndfly, the study recommended that, the Bureau
should organize well-structured monitoring and eadbn department, prepare monitoring and

evaluation guidelines, using systematically orgadiplanning.

The second review was on a thesis by Eckman. Ineadohg development projects monitoring
and evaluation practices and gaps, Eckman (199#dumed case study on how non-
governmental organizations monitor projects for actg. The study was guided by three
research objectives: to describe current monitoaing evaluation practices, to identify gaps and
to identify the degree of local participants invadvin the project monitoring and evaluation
process. The study employed descriptive researdigmleand used mailed questionnaires,
interviews and document reviews. It involved a ltath 172 respondents selected through
purposive sampling. Findings of the study suggesthdt both socio-economic and
environmental impacts are inadequately monitoneslfficient time, transport, and resources for
project monitoring, poor local participation both the process of project monitoring and
decision making, and monitoring is generally ovekied as a management tools. Based on the
findings Eckman (1994) forwarded the following majemedies: decentralizing the monitoring
process to local communities, provide adequateuress for monitoring; create organizational
flexibility and use precautionary monitoring appzbes.

The third review was on a thesis prepared by OummacBn in 2010 titled “Factors Influencing
Effective Monitoring & Evaluation of Small and Menin Enterprise Projects iRachuonyo
District”. The study was aimed t@nalyze factors that influenced the monitoring amdluation
effectiveness of projects in Rachuonyo Districte@fic objective of the study was to determine
the effect of project management training of kegjget officers on M&E effectiveness, find the
effect of original project design on the subsequUd&E exercise, identify the specific M&E
practices that are implemented in SME projectserd@ne the role of project stakeholders in
M&E effectiveness. The study adopted a descriptegearch design and judgmentally selected
50 samples out of a total of 15®&esults showed that M&E officers are crucial in the

achievement of organizational goablnd that their trainingknowledge and skills are also
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important However in many businesses in Rachyontrained expertise in this area are lacking
even though on the ground many of the M&E actigittein be seen being playegd ibformal
personnelvho happen to have experience in the M&E areasdditian, stakeholders were also
seen helping in the evaluation and monitoring #@as. Recommendations of the researcher
includes providing training for M&E officers, conduworkshopsseminars and conferences on
the significance of M&E activities in organizatignsicrease networking and collaboration
between organizations and stakeholders so as tmwwmM&E activities in organizations, urge
stakeholders to actively support M&E activitieongankrations.

The fourth review was on a study by Uisso. The sitmhducted by Uisso (2009) in Tanzania
sought to explore the effectiveness of the locahmmuinity participation in forest management
and conservation project monitoring and evaluation,Kisarawe and Kibaha districts of
Tanzania. A total of 86 respondents were involvedhe study from which data was obtained
through questionnaires, structured & unstructurdgdrviews and focus group discussion. Data
was analyzed using both quantitative and qualga@pproaches. The findings of the study
marked that there were ineffective participationtloé local community in project monitoring
and evaluation. The study recommended the impagtahcapacity building and motivating the
local community to ensure the sustainability oe&irmanagement and conservation projects.
The fifth review was on a research conducted bylEnal. (2012). The case study conducted in
Tanzania by Emel et al. (2012) under the fifeoblems with reporting and evaluating mining
community development project” raised question alweporting and evaluation of community
development project that was undertaken by Anglid gshanti Company in a community of
Nyakabale and Nyamalembo, Geita District, miningjget in the Lake Victoria goldfield of
Tanzania. They employed descriptive research desargh obtained data through field visit,
interviews, questionnaires and use of archival apglied both quantitative and qualitative
analysis approach. Their findings revealed thatcthvporate reporting is misleading, ambiguous
and avoided some parts. They proposed the followiaigedies: increasing government
inspection and fines, citizen involvement in monirtg and reporting process.

The final review was on a thesis by Lyons. Lyon90@ conducted a case study on
Administrative Management Design (ADMADE) ProgramZambia. This study examined an
effective monitoring framework for community basedtural resource management project in

relation to game management areas. It was guideithireg research objectives: (1) to test the
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adequacy of the effective monitoring framework {8) describe and guide analysis of the
monitoring system of an actual community basedmatesource management project and (3) to
describe the components of ADMADE’s monitoring &g, to analysis its major bottlenecks
and strength and plan intervention. The study eygulalescriptive design taking a total of 540
respondents through purposive and random samplethods. Data was analyzed qualitatively
and quantitatively. The study findings showed thia¢re were M&E reporting; lack of
transparency in financial flow which breeds condnsand mistrust; the impact of the community
development project has not been well studied; poammunity capacity building to participate
in monitoring and evaluation activities. The stddywarded recommendations on the need to
improve financial monitoring, importance of projectpact evaluation to ensure the benefits of
the project to the community and the need of coatibn with the concerned monitoring
initiatives and stakeholders.

Findings of the researchers suggests that develuppnejects’ monitoring and evaluation tools
are inadequate for addressing complex projectstwhire aimed at changing socio-economic
well-being of the community. In addition, the mamihg and evaluation systems should have a
mechanism to involve all stakeholders of the prsjend develop capacity of those involved in

the monitoring and evaluation activities.
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2.3. Conceptual Framework of the study

A conceptual framework maps out the actions redumehe course of undertaking the study. As

McGaghieet al. (2001) put it: The conceptual framework “sets stege” for the presentation of

the particular research question that drives thedtigation being reported based on the problem

statement.

Fig: 2.3. Conceptual Framework of the study
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Source:Adopted from UNDP Handbook on Planning, Monitorargd Evaluation for

Development (2009, p55) with modification
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This chapter presents the research methodologygadtilin the study. Research methodology
considers the context of the research and thetsesulorder to achieve meaningful research
outcomes. Moreover, the selection of an appropniagearch design involves several steps,
beginning with identifying the problem, purposetloé study and in depth literature review. This
process of conducting research can either be daavé or qualitative. Accordingly, this chapter
presents details of the methods employed in thaysitihas different sub sections that describes
and justifies the method and processes that wewe insorder to answer the research questions.
3.1. Research Design
Designing a study helps researchers to plan antemgnt the study in a way that will help them
obtain the intended results, thus increasing trenoés of obtaining information that could be
associated with the real situation Burns and Grd¥93). The design used in the study was
descriptive research. Descriptive research desmgwsed to describe an event or phenomena as
it exists at present and is appropriate when tlhelysis concerned in specific predictions,
narrative of facts and characteristics concernimdjviduals or situations (Kothari, 2003). The
study utilized a mixed research approach. Henc#h haalitative and quantitative data were

used in the course of undertaking the study.

3.2. Target Population

The target population for this study was employaeethe National Program Coordination and
Management Unit at the Ministry of Agriculture aRdral Development. This included program
coordinator, M&E specialists, and other expertsadidition, the study involved member of the
National Steering Committee and concerned indiMidwen International Fund for Agricultural
Development who was supervising the program. Tingetapopulation is believed to obtain
sound M&E experience and provide necessary infaondb carry out the study.

3.3. Sample Size

According to Neuman (2006), the question of howdaa sample should depend on the kind of
data analysis the researcher plans to use, howaedhe sample has to be for the researcher’s
purposes and the population characteristics. Dué¢h¢onature of the research, only those
involved in the Monitoring and Evaluation system tbe project at the National Program

Coordination and Management Unit and those who wesponsible for supervising the project
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were selected as sample of the study. Hence, sashfile study constituted all employees at the
National Program Coordination and Management Urat had direct relation with the project
M&E system and those involved in the overall mamaget and supervision of the program.
Concerned individuals from International Fund forgrigultural Development who was
supervising the program were also samples of theystin addition, member of the National
Steering Committee that had the overall resporntsibdf providing program coordination,
guidance and policy direction was sample of theystu

As a results, samples of the study were thoseanNRCMU that were involved in the M&E
system, such as M&E experts, other experts, teahfifficers, Program Coordinator, and higher
level supervisor in the National Steering Commiid&C). In addition, the sample included an
individual from IFAD. Data was taken in the form gdiestionnaire and in-depth reviews from

the samples.

3.4. Sampling Technique

The study adopted a purposive sampling technigee,the participants were selected using
judgment sampling technique. Judgmental sampling iform of sampling in which the
population elements are selected based on the pgwlgof the researcher. The researcher, by
exercising judgment of expertise, chooses the etésrte be included in the sample because he
or she believes that they are representative opdipeilation of interest or otherwise appropriate
(Naresh, 2007, p. 390). According to Price (20Q®)rposive sampling is a form of non-
probability sampling in which decisions concernthg individuals to be included in the sample
are taken by the researcher, based upon a varfetyiteria which may include specialist
knowledge of the research issue, or capacity atithgness to participate in the research. Some
types of research design necessitate researchkirsg ta decision about the individual
participants who would be most likely to contribajgpropriate data, both in terms of relevance
and depth.

Purposive or judgmental sampling enables you toyase judgment to select cases that will best
enable you to answer your research question(sjanteet your objectives. This form of sample
is often used when working with very small sampgldsuman, 2005) cited in (Saunders et al,
2009). Accordingly, total number of employees wogkiat the NPCMU was ten out of which
eight were selected as samples to respond to #&iqganaire and one, the program Coordinator

for the interview. In addition, an individual froffAD and member of the National Steering

41



Committee were judgmentally chosen for the intewansidering their well versed experience
and understanding of the program reviewed.
3.5. Data Source & Data Collection Tools and Techques

3.5.1. Data Source

Both Primary and secondary data sources were oseallect data for the study. Questionnaires
and interviews were used as primary data sourcds wicument review was used as secondary

data source.

3.5.2. Data Collection Tools and Techniques

The main data gathering instruments implementedher study was questionnaire, in-depth

interview and document review.

a. Questionnaire

Wilkinson and Birmingham (2003) stated that questaire is a preferred data gathering tool
which enables to effectively collect data in a planned aranageable ways. Furthermore, the
guestionnaire can be very detailed, help to covamnyrsubjects or issues and can be easily and
quickly analyzed once field data gathering work pteted. Therefore, the researcher developed
qguestionnaire to collect detailed information abM&E system of PASIDP in the National
Program Coordination and Management Unit at the MBA Questions in the questionnaire
were in the form of multiple choice, rating and opended. Respondents were requested to
clarify their response in some questions in ordeslitain a descriptive opinion of the participant
and for triangulation purpose.

b. Interview

The researcher used interview to gather data regarthe study problem from program
stakeholders at the NPCMU and International Fumdhfgicultural Development. Interview was
appropriate to get depth information from bettesiponed individuals. The interview was held
with several prominent individuals involved in tbeerall coordination and supervision of the
program. These include the Program Coordinatorhat NPCMU, member of the National
Steering Committee, and an individual from IFAD.rg the interviews, a set of complied
guestions with brief background for conducting tlesearch study was presented to each

respondent.
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c. Document Review
Almost all necessary documents related to areheostudy were reviewed. It included PASIDP
design Document, PASIDP mid-term review, PASIDP dgtpAssessment, sample semi-annual
and annual reports, etc.
3.6. Procedure of Data Collection
Questionnaire of the study was hand delivered spardents and collected once respondents
had filled them to ensure that they received thestjannaire and returned it appropriately. This
administration method is believed to ensure veghhesponse rate. Another advantage of self-
administration method of questionnaire is that rbsgearcher will have a personal contact with
the respondents to clarify issues that might arise.
3.7. Data Analysis Method
Data analysis is the process of collecting, modetind transforming data in order to highlight
useful information, suggesting conclusions and etppy decision making (Sharma, 2005). The
data gathered from several sources was analyze8tdystical Package for Social Science
(SPSS). The findings of the study were presentefigures & tables with frequencies and
percentages and brief interpretation.
3.8. Ethical Consideration
The researcher took into account the ethical otiiga to all involved in the study. The
researcher had gained consent of all respondeius tpr administering the questionnaire and
maintained their anonymity. In addition, the resbar ensured that findings of the study shall

only be used for academic purposes. No ethicaéssarere identified in study.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

This chapter deals with presentation, analysis emerpretation of data obtained through
guestionnaire, interview and document review. Téwiits of the study are presented in the form
of figures and tables by usingtatistical Package for Social Scien(@&PSS). The data was
obtained from M&E and other experts in the Natigoralgram office, the program coordinator in
the National program Office, an individual from IBAand member of the National steering
committee of the program.

The presentation, analysis and interpretation a@cted in three sections. The first section
shows presentation, analysis and interpretationespondents’ response to the questionnaire.
The second section presents interviews conductéu tiwe National program Coordinator, an
individual from IFAD and member of the National esieg committee. The third and final

section presents results of documents analyzed.

4.1. Response Rate

Questionnaires were distributed to all M&E and otlexperts at the National program
Coordination and Management Unit. In addition, imiwvs were undertaken with concerned
stakeholders of the program, i.e. IFAD and the &vati Steering Committee. Accordingly, all
selected for the questionnaire had responded thaljjuestions. Hence 100% response rate was
achieved. In addition, all of the planned intervsgwe. three interviews had been accomplished.
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4.2 Demography and General Background of Respondents
The demography and general background of the relgmbs is summarized in the following

table:
Table 4.1.Demography and General Background of Respdents
No. | Items Category Frequency| Percentage
1| Gender Female 1 12.5%
Male 7 87.5%
Total 8 100%
2 | Age 31-40 2 25%
41-50 4 50%
Above 50 2 25%
Total 8 100%
3 | Academic Qualification BA/B.sc. 2 25%
MA/M.sc. 6 75%
Total 8 100%
4 | Position Middle Management 2 250
M&E Expert 2 25%
Other Expert 4 50%
Total 8 100%
5 | Service year in the NPCMU Below 2 years 1 12.5%
3-5 Years 3 37.5%
6-10 Years 3 37.5%
Above 10 Years 1 12.5%
Total 8 100%

Source: Own Source May 2017

As shown in the above table, out of the total numbk staffs at the National Program
Coordination and Management Unit (NPCMU) there néyaone female (12.5%) the rest, i.e.
87.5% are Male. Out of the total staff at the NPCHdur are within 41-50 years of age category
(50%), there are two staffs above fifty years of §85%) and two staffs are within 31-40 years
of age category (25%). It can be inferred thatNlRCMU contains mature staffs that can have
extended years of experience to handle activitiethea NPCMU. Out of the total staff at the
NPCMU six of them have MA/M.sc degree (75%) whik@tstaffs have BA/B.sc degree (25%).
Considering the academic qualification of the resjamts, it can be stated that the National
program office obtains qualified personnel. As sute there shall be a good opportunity for the

program to utilize the qualification of its stafh realization of the program objectives. The
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NPCMU has two M&E Experts (25%), two middle levebiNagement staffs (25%), and four
other experts (50%). The other experts are congpoesewo Engineers, a Watershed Specialist,
and Training officer. During the interview with Iothe National program Coordinator and
employee of IFAD, it was identified that the pragrhad only one M&E expert at the beginning
of the program. They stated that currently, ther@dequate number of staff at the NPCMU
comprised from relevant disciplines to fulfill tmequirements of the proceeding program, i.e.
PASIDP Il. There is one staff that has below twargeexperience (12.5%), there are three staff
with 3-5 years and 6-10 years experience (both7&898), and there is one staff with above 10
years experience (12.5%) in the NPCMU. It can bensieom the table that majority of the
program’s staff have experience of more than orakdo three years of experience in the
NPCMU with the exception of one staff who has betow years experience. As a result, it can
be inferred that the program has experienced stafindertake M&E and other program
activities.
4.3. M&E Plan
This part contains response of respondents regattim type of M&E approach and Plan that
the NPCMU utilized in the execution of the prograkguestion aimed at investigating whether
the NPCMU had written M&E plan was asked to resgortsl and their response is presented in
the table below.

Table 4.2. Stakeholders Involvement in the M&E Plan

Frequency| Percent| Valid | Cumulative
Percent| Percent
Only National & Regional
program Coordln'atlon an 1 125 125 125
Management Units are
involved
valid Only done by Ngtiqnal

Program Coordination an 1 12.5 125 25.0
Management Unit
There was no Separate
M&E plan P 6| 750  75.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0f 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As depicted in the above table, six respondent$o]7&ated that there was no separate M&E
plan designed by the NPCMU. One (12.5%) responstated that the M&E plan was only done
by the NPCMU while another staff (12.5%) respondeat the M&E plan was designed by
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National and regional PCMUs. Majority of the resgents disclosed that the NPCMU did not

have separate M&E plan to guide the M&E systemhefrogram. Differences in respondents’

response indicate that all staff at the NPCMU dithave similar information on the M&E plan.
Table 4.3. Type of M&E plan

Frequency | Percent| Valid | Cumulative
Percent Percent

Incorporated within main 1 125 125 125
proposal

valid Incorporated into the
routine work plan of the 7 87.5 87.5 100.0
NPCMU
Total 8| 100.00 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As shown in the above table, 87.5% of the respasdgated that the M&E plan of PASIDP was
incorporated into the routine work plan of the NP@Mhile 12.5% responded that M&E plan
was incorporated within the main proposal of thajgmt. It can be understood from the response
that PASIDP had no separate M&E plan rather iitlsee incorporated with the main proposal or
was part of the routine plan of the program. Tha flaat the NPCMU had no separate M&E plan
shows that the unit had not given the M&E system #mphasis needed considering the
magnitude of the program budget and objectives.
Table 4.4. Reason for not Having M&E Plan

Frequency | Percent| Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

Lack of Expertise at the

~ NPCMU 7 87.5 87.5 87.5
Valid
Not sure of the Reason 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As shown in the above table, seven respondent&¥@7stated that lack of expertise at the
NPCMU was the reason for not having a separate Mddh at the NPCMU while a single
respondent (12.5%) stated that the reason foraohb the M&E plan is not known. This shows

that the NPCMU did not give the required emphasidasigning M&E system of the program.

47



All respondents replied that the program used EIJgW&E framework. The government M&E
system that the program was using was mainly fatteeards outputs of the program. This
contradicts with the response of respondents tmatprogram was using logical framework,
which is input, process, output, outcome and impactsed. In addition to this, majority of
respondents have agreed that the routine M&E wtak psed by the NPCMU had identified
important components such as what data to be tetlebow often data is collected, and person
in charge of M&E activities. However, they statdahit the work plan missed important
components such as clear roles & responsibilite$f&E staff and schedule of M&E activities.
Lack of having schedule for M&E activities mightveacaused delays in program execution.
Project completion report of IFAD confirmed thatetb were execution delays in some
components of the program.

4.4. M&E Staff Capacity

The following four tables show respondents’ respomegarding adequacy of budget allotted for
M&E capacity building, adequacy & consistency @fiting provided to M&E staff, adequacy of
number of M&E experts and experience sharing & tatag of best practices of M&E at the
NPCMU.

Table 4.5. Was there Adequate Budget for M&E Trainng

Frequency | Percent| Valid Cumulative

Percent Percent

Yes 6 75.0 75.0 75.0
Valid No 2 25.0 25.0 100.0]
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As shown in the above table, six respondents (758led that there was adequate budget
allotted for M&E training while two respondents 2% stated that there was no adequate budget
allotted for M&E training at the NPCMU. Majority dhe respondents believe that the budget for
M&E training was adequate. Interviews conductechwiite Program Coordinator and employee
of IFAD had also asserted that the budget for M&parity building of the program was

adequate.
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Table 4.6. Was there Adequate and Consistent M&E
Training at the NPCMU

Frequency | Percent| Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Yes 1 12.5 12.5 12.5
Valid No 7 87.5 87.5 100.0]
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As depicted in the above table, majority of thepmeglents (87.5%) answered that they have not
received adequate and consistent M&E training wiiile respondent (12.5%) answered that the
training was adequate and consistent. Even thowjbrity of respondents think that there was
adequate budget allotted for capacity buildingifire), most of them were not satisfied with the
M&E training they received. The interview with tliRrogram Coordinator also suggested that
there were problems with content of the M&E tragiprovided and there was a gap in that

regard.

Table 4.7. Were there Adequate M&E Experts

Frequency| Percent| Valid [ Cumulative
Percent Percent
Yes 3 37.5 37.5 37.5
No 1 12.5 12.5 50.0
Valid
Not as Expected 4 50.0 50.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017

As shown in the above table, three respondent$¥d7stated that there were adequate M&E
experts at the NPCMU. One respondent (25%) answbetdhere were no adequate M&E staff
while four respondents (50%) stated that the nunobeM&E staff at the NPCMU was not as
expected or demanded. Majority of the respondef&5¢6) think that there was either
inadequate number of staff at the NPCMU or thember was not as expected or desired by the
program. Interview with the program coordinatorealed that there was only one M&E officer
at the NPCMU for PASIDP and adequate manpower veadulfilled in time to facilitate the
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M&E of the program. For this reason, there weremiiicks in the first three to four years of the
program. Interview with employee of IFAD also confed that there were problems regarding
recruitment of M&E and other pertinent staff at (lECMU before the commencement of the
program.

Table 4.8. Experience Sharing & Adaptation of BesPractices

Frequency| Percent| Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Absent 3 37.5 37.5 37.5
Valid Only to some exter 5 62.5 62.5 100.0
Total 8| 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As shown in the above table, three respondent&%d)/stated that there was no experience
sharing and adaptation of best practices of PASiDiRe NPCMU and five respondents (62.5%)
stated that the experience sharing and adaptafibest practices was done but not in a sound
manner. Interview conducted with the Program Cowmtir revealed that there were some
discussions on experiences of the program but wasvell documented so that it can facilitate
adaptation of best practices of the program
4.5. M&E Data Management and Quality

Respondents’ response regarding M&E data or infaomamanagement and quality related
guestions are summarized as follows.
Table 4.9. MIS to Assist M&E

Frequency | Percent| Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Valid No 8| 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As indicated in the above table, all of the resmms (100%) stated that there was no MIS to
assist the M&E and knowledge sharing activitiethef program. The interview with the program
coordinator and employee of IFAD also revealed #ssone of the biggest challenges of the
program at the NPCMU. For this reason, the NPCMUlawt be able to facilitate the M&E

activities especially in recording, analysis, reépagy, and storing of the program effectively and

50



efficiently. Project completion report prepared IBAD also revealed that lack of MIS at the
NPCMU had contributed to failure in detecting cbafies early on and slowed decision-making.

Table 4.10. Data Quality Controlling Mechanism

Frequency | Percent| Valid Cumulative

Percent Percent

Yes 2 25.0 25.0 25.0
Valid No 6 75.0 75.0 100.0]
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As indicated in the above table, six responderi&d/answered that there was no mechanism to
control data quality coming from regional PCMUs lerivo respondents (25%) stated that there
was a mechanism to control data quality coming froegional PCMUs. Majority of the
respondents believe that there was no mechanisrantivol data quality coming from regional,
woreda, and kebele levels. Low quality of data ecapirom federal, regional, woreda and kebele
levels was stated as one of the challenges of i&E M project completion report conducted by
IFAD. Low quality of data compromises quality opoating from the NPCMU and reliability of
overall program performance.

Table 4.11. Standard Data Collection Tools Exist

Frequency| Percent | Valid | Cumulative

Percent Percent

Yes 3 37.5 37.5 37.5

No 2 25.0 25.0 62.5
Valid

Partially 3 37.5 37.5 100.0

Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As shown in the above table, three respondent§%d/stated that there was standard M&E data
collection tools at all levels of the program whaerother three respondents (37.5%) answered
that there was partial use of standard data caledbol at all levels. One respondent (25%)
replied that there was no standard data collectohused at all levels of the program. Majority
of the respondents (62.5%) believed that there weasr inconsistent M&E data collection tool
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at all level of the program. In addition, the iniew with the program coordinator revealed that
there was inconsistent use of M&E data collectioal tthat caused problems in monitoring

progress of the program especially in the firseéhto four years of the program. This might have
led to data quality problems that were reportegroject completion report prepared by IFAD.

Table 4.12. Consistent use of Data Collection taoét all levels
of M&E System

Frequency| Percent| Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Yes 3 37.5 37.5 37.5
. 2 25.0 25.0 62.5
Valid .
Partially 3 37.5 37.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017

The above table shows that three respondents (37tBptied that other M&E levels use
consistent data collection tools to that used leyNIPCMU. Two respondents (25%) stated that
there was no consistent usage of data collectioh dablower M&E level to that used at the
NPCMU. Three respondents (37.5%) answered thate thveais partial utilization of data
collection tool by lower level M&E offices to thaised at the NPCMU. Majority of the
respondents (62.5%) had stated that there wasr gthtial consistency in usage of data
collection tools or no consistency at all. The fiett there are inconsistent data collection tools
might have lead to collection of wrong data thasweelevant to the M&E system.

Table 4.13. Document Lessons Learnt

Frequency| Percent| Valid [Cumulative
Percent Percent
Yes 1 12.5 12.5 12.5
No 4 50.0 50.0 62.5
Valid
Partially 3 37.5 37.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As indicated in the above table, one respondenbfap stated that there was documentation of
lessons learnt during the program execution. Fespandents (50%) stated that there was no
documentation of lessons learnt from the progranmewthree respondents (37.5%) responded
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that there was partial documentation of lessonsitda the course of executing the program.
Majority of the respondents (87.5%) stated thatettveas either partial recording or no recording
of lessons learnt during the program execution.ii@uanalyzing documents the researcher
couldn’t find documentation regarding lessons le&om PASIDP.

4.6. Program Progress Monitoring

Questions were asked with the aim of identifying EI@rocess of the program. The following

four tables illustrate the respondents’ responggarceng time, cost, evaluation and actual
progress monitoring of the program.

Table 4.14. Regular Data Collection based on the &

Frequency| Percent| Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Yes 2 25.0 25.0 25.0
. No 2 25.0 25.0 50.0
Valid _
Partially 4 50.0 50.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As shown in the above table, two respondents (288¢d that there was regular data collection
at all levels of the program based on the plan.r Fespondents (50%) revealed that there was
partial execution of regular data collection atlellels of the program while two respondents
(25%) answered that there was no regular dataatalieat all level of the program based on the
plan. Majority of the respondents (75%) believetttizere was either irregular or partial

execution of data collection at all levels of thegram based on the plan.

Table 4.15.Monitoring actual progress of the program against he Plan

Frequency| Percent| Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Quarterly 3 37.5 37.5 37.5
Valid Bi-annually 5 62.5 62.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As shown in the above table, three respondent&¥d7replied that actual performance of the
program was monitored quarterly while five respondd62.5%) stated that actual performance
of the program was monitored semi annually. Th@gm coordinator also stated that the actual

progress of the program was monitored semi annudbtyvever, during document review it was
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found out that the NPCMU was not making adequat@ness review meetings with all level
implementers as per the plan. This would have aleno because actual progress couldn’t be
monitored and timely corrective action couldn’trhade if program was derailed.

Table 4.16. Monitoring Progress of Project ActivitySchedule

Frequency| Percent | Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Yes 3 37.5 37.5 37.5
Valid No 5 62.5 62.5 100.0}
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As depicted in the above table, five respondei2s506) replied that there was no monitoring of
project activity schedule while three respondeBf.5%) stated that there was monitoring of
project activity schedule. The interview with theo§ram Coordinator reveal that there were
problems with monitoring progress of project adyivdschedule because of this there were delays
especially in the first three to four years of gfnegram. The fact that majority of the respondents
and the program coordinator revealed that there poas project activity monitoring indicates
that there was a gap in monitoring of some progpamgress in the allotted timeframe.

Table 4.17. Monitoring Financial Performance

Frequency| Percent| Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Valid Quarterly 8 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As depicted in the above table, all of the respatgistated that financial performance of the
program was monitored every quarter. Document arslypnade also shows that there was
consistent follow up of the financial performandeh® program.
Table 4.18. Timely Reporting

Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Yes 6 75.0 75.0 75.0
Valid No 2 25.0 25.0 100.0]
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
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As shown in the above table, six respondents (7&&igd that there was timely reporting to all
program stakeholders from the NPCMU while two resjents (25%) answered that there was
no timely reporting from the NPCMU. Interview witihe National Program Coordinator at
IFAD revealed that there was timely reporting fraee NPCMU. However, considering
inconsistency in using similar data collection #oat all levels raises eyebrows about quality of
reports presented to stakeholders. In additionjrilieterm evaluation report prepared by IFAD
and Ministry of Agriculture revealed that completiof the report, data consistency and timely
submission of quarter reports are common problentiseoregions that the NPCMU had to deals
with.

4.7. Baseline Survey

The following table illustrates the response ofpmeglents whether the NPCMU prepared
baseline survey for the program. The second tahlstriates whether the baseline survey
satisfied all stakeholders’ requirements. The ttatlle shows whether there had been an external

consultant to do the evaluation of the program.

Table 4.19. Baseline Survey Conducted

Frequency | Percent| Valid Cumulative

Percent Percent

Yes 1 125 12.5 12.5
Valid No 7 87.5 87.5 100.0}
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
The above table shows that seven respondents (33ta%d that there was no baseline survey
prepared for the program while only one person5%a.replied that there was a baseline survey
prepared. The fact that baseline survey of theraragwvas not prepared made it impossible to
conduct meaningful evaluation. Both interviews aaetdd with the program coordinator at the
NPCMU and IFAD Country Program Officer revealedtttree NPCMU did not prepare baseline
survey of the program. Hence, mid-term and posgjarm evaluation was a big challenge for all

stakeholders.
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Table 4.20. All stakeholders Satisfied with the Badine

Frequency| Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Valid No 8( 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017

The above table depicts that all of the respondstated that all stakeholders were not satisfied
with the baseline survey. The interview with thedgtam Coordinator revealed that the baseline
survey that the NPCMU tried to prepare couldn’ilfete the impact evaluation of the program
as it was prepared very late. Interview with thegPam Coordinator and employee of IFAD
revealed that there was mid-term and summativeuatiah of the program by external
consultant. However, both revealed that due to jpaseline survey, conducting the evaluations
was a problem, especially the mid-term evaluation.
4.8. M&E Practices
This part contains response of respondents regaM&E practices or activities at the National
Program Coordination and Management Unit (NPCMU).

Table 4.21. Reporting practice of the NPCMU

Frequency| Percent| Valid [ Cumulative
Percent Percent

Lenient 3 37.5 37.5 37.5
.. Strict 4 50.0 50.0 87.5
Valid :
Very Strict 1 125 125 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As depicted in the above table, three respond&it&%o) stated that there was leniency of M&E
reporting from the NPCMU while four respondents%@0and one respondent (12.5%) stated
that there was strict and very strict M&E reportprgctice from the NPCMU respectively. It can
be analyzed that majority of the respondents (62 58keve that the M&E reporting practice of
the NPCMU was strict. However, during document eavit was found out that the NPCMU

was facing problems of getting timely reports froggional bureaus.
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Table 4.22. Indicators linked to the Objective

Frequency| Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Yes 5 62.5 62.5 62.5
Valid No 3 37.5 37.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As indicated in the above table, majority of thep@ndents (62.5%) stated that the indicators
were clearly linked to the objectives of the pragranhile three respondents (37.5%) stated that
the indicators were not linked to the objectivestttd program. The response shows that the
indicators of the program were linked to the obyad. This was verified by looking into the
program design document of IFAD and during inteaswenducted with different stakeholders.
Table 4.23. Indicators linked to Inputs, Outputs, Qitcomes

and Impact of the Program

Frequency| Percent | Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

Yes 1 12.5 12.5 12.5
Valid No 7 87.5 87.5 100.0}
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As shown in the above table, seven respondent§S¥@7answered that indicators of the program
were not linked to Inputs, Outputs, Outcomes, amghaict of the program while only one
respondent (12.5%) stated that indicators wereetindo Inputs, Outputs, Outcomes, and impact
of the program. It was found out in the documenalysis that the program was using
government M&E system which was mainly output faexsConsequently, other important
components such as inputs, outcomes, and impat¢heofprogram were not linked to the

indicators. This was also identified during theemtew with program coordinator.
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Table 4.24. Do you use Consistent Indicators at dkvels of the
M&E system

Frequency| Percent| Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

No 2 25.0 25.0 25.0
Valid Partially 6 75.0 75.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As shown in the above table, 75% of the respondemgg/ered that there was only partial use of
consistent indicators at all levels of the M&E €ystwhile 25% of the respondents answered
that there was no consistent usage of indicatdris ifdicates that there was problem with using
consistent indicators at all levels of the progrdinis is a big hurdle in monitoring progress of
the program.

Table 4.25. Mechanism to measure Indicators Perforance

Frequency| Percent| Valid Cumulative

Percent Percent

Yes 1 12.5 12.5 12.5
Valid No 7 87.5 87.5 100.0]
Total 8 100.0 100.0

Source: Own source May 2017
As depicted in the above table, seven respond8iitS%) stated that there was no mechanism to
measure performance of each indicator while onky @@spondent (12.5%) stated that there was
a mechanism to measure performance of indicatdrs. ifiterview with Program Coordinator
also revealed that there was no mechanism to meegmrformance of each indicator of the
program.
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4.9. M&E Challenges of PASIDP at the NPCMU

The following table summarizes response of respotsdéo an open ended question of
challenges that affected M&E system of PASIDP athtPCMU.

Table 4.26 M&E Challenges of PASIDP at the NPCMU

No. | Reason Frequency Percentage
1 No separate M&E plan designed 7 87.5%

2 Capacity shortage of M&E staff 8 100%

3 Lack of MIS to facilitate efficient ang8 100%

effective M&E and knowledge

D

management

4 Poor data quality and timely collectiorb 62.5%
of data

5 Inadequate training and awareneds 87.5%

creation to all program staff

6 Inadequate supervision 2 25%
Staff turnover 3 375
8 Commitment and attention from alll 12.5%

stakeholders at all levels

Source: Own source May 2017

As depicted in the above table, majority of resprd had given lack of separate M&E plan,
capacity of staff, inadequate training, poor dateliy and timely data collection and staff
turnover as major challenges that affected M&Eeaystf PASIDP at the NPCMU.
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4.10. Interview Analysis

As planned in the methodology section of this stuahout three individuals were planned to be
the interviewed. Accordingly, the Program Coordanaif PASIDP at the NPCMU, an employee
of IFAD, and member of the National Steering Conteeit were interviewed. The overall
interview result is presented as follows

Interview with an employee of IFAD on 03 May 2017

The country program Officer responded that all skellders of the program had participated in
the course of undertaking the program design ofIPRSHe stated that IFAD outlined the roles
and responsibilities of staffs in the NPCMU andioegl PCMU in the program design
document. However, the NPCMU together with bran€iM®s had the responsibility to devise
M&E plan of the program. Nevertheless, separate MgIEn was never fully functional
principally due to lack of human resource capaaitg high staff turnover.

In response to adequacy of M&E budget, he respotiggidthe amount of money allotted for
setting up the M&E system of the program was adeqi#e stated that the budget for M&E was
included together with budget for learning and klemge management, training and capacity
building. He stated that budget allotted was adeqdar setting up well functioning M&E
system suiting the M&E requirements of the program.

Regarding capacity issues, he responded that wesecapacity gap concerning M&E staff and

other staff at the NPCMU. He emphasized that theBvidystem was not designed by the

NPCMU due to lack of staff capacity. He stated @mathe amount of payment provided to these
staff is increased, the better it will be to findm capable staff to handle the M&E activities of

the program at the NPCMU. He also revealed thas#me problem exists at regional PCMUs.

Regarding number of staff at the NPCMU, the couptggram manager responded that the unit
was equipped with adequate number of staff howearacity of staff had to be strengthened.

Regarding training provided by IFAD, he repliedtthtéAD had provided all necessary training
to staff of both national and regional PCMU on M&tndard and indicators of the program at
the beginning of the program and at different phadethe program. He stated that NPCMU on

its own had training plan to provide to its stagpending on the circumstances of the program.
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Regarding reporting trend of the NPCMU, he stated the NPCMU provides timely reports to
IFAD, i.e., quarterly and annual reports. Regarding baseline survey, the country program
officer responded that the NPCMU was late to prefhe baseline survey of the program and
what had been prepared was not up to the standard¢@uldn’t facilitate proper evaluation of
the program. He stated that the unit was 3 to 4sykde to prepare the baseline survey that

should have been prepared within the first yedhefprogram’s commencement.

Regarding challenges that affected M&E of PASIDRhet NPCMU he stated that the main
challenges were lack of MIS to facilitate the M&€&tigities, capacity gap of M&E staff, and low
guality of data from all levels of the program. stated that these problems have to be addressed
by the national and regional PCMUs in order torgitken the M&E system of PASIDP Il which

is in its first year of operation.

Interview with Program Coordinator (NPCMU) on 11 May 2017

The program coordinator responded that PASIDP ceteglon schedule and budget. However,
there were problems in the first four years ofgghegram implementation. Regarding M&E plan,
the program coordinator stated that there was parate M&E plan carried out by the NPCMU.
For this reason, the first four years were espigcegathallenge to coordinate the monitoring and

evaluation activities of the program.

In response to M&E budget adequacy, the programdooator stated that the budget allotted for
M&E system and capacity building was adequate. édied that the NPCMU tried to provide
training to its staff but there were challengepri@paring training need assessment and designing
content of M&E trainings. In addition, he statedttithere was staff capacity problem at the
NPCMU and also at regional bureaus. Consequendsfopnance of the unit in carrying out
routine M&E activities was limited especially inetlirst three to four years. Moreover, fact that
there was only one M&E staff at the beginning,iliég up the pressure of the NPCMU.

In response to the question of baseline surveyptbgram coordinator responded that baseline
survey was not made and what has been made aftéirghthree to four years was not adequate
and couldn't facilitate evaluations conducted. Rdomy report dissemination of the unit, he

stated that the NPCMU produced quarterly reportstaieholders and conducted semi-annual

supervision aimed at assessing program progressepfied that during supervision, quality of
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data coming from regions, woredas, and kebeles wieeeked for their quality. However, he
admitted that there were data quality problems @mtucting semi-annual supervision was not

enough to guarantee the quality of data coming fregions, woredas, and kebeles.

The program coordinator at the NPCMU stated thek [af MIS, poor quality of data coming
from branches, capacity of M&E staff, and commitmehhigher level stakeholders especially
those in the National Steering Committee in termhgroviding direction and solving problem
were among the challenges that affected the M&esy®f PASIDP at the NPCMU.

Interview with member of the National Steering Comnittee (NSC) on 11 May 2017

The National Programme Steering Committee (NPSCinbee started by elaborating the

structure of the NPSC and the Regional Programmeeriay Committee (RPSC) that were

established under Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) and the regional agriculture bureaus

respectively. He stated that NPSC committee inclutie State Minister of Natural Resources,
MoA as chair person and members of the committeadrbf the Marketing Department, Head
of Small-scale Irrigation Department from MoA, Ceogtive agency, senior representative from
MOFED, representatives from the Agriculture Resednstitute and (Environmental Protection

Agency) EPA. The regional PSC had similar compasitnd responsibilities as the NPSC. He
stated that the committee’s main responsibility wasto: provide policy guidance on small-

scale irrigation development; ensure the timelylengentation of the program; review financial

statements, progress and audit reports; and prowalgagement guidance to the NPCMU and
RPCMU.

Regarding questions related to the involvementhef NSC in program design, he stated that
some members of the NSC were involved. As to tbgnam baseline survey, he stated that there
were hurdles because the NPCMU didn’'t make thelipassurvey where as he replied that

majority of program indicators were appropriatarteasure progress of the program. Regarding
capacity of staff, he answered that the NPCMU respdisclosed that there were challenges

related to staff capacity at the NPCMU and at neglio

Regarding the budget allotted for the M&E systenthaf program, he responded that there was
adequate budget allotted. Regarding timing andityuaf reporting, he responded that the
NPCMU sent semi-annual reports and the committe# eld semi annual meetings. He
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revealed that there were problems from the NSCaroycout consistent review meetings to
assess program progress. In addition, since themitb@e was organized with staff of several
governmental ministries, there were gaps in hatiregintended level of commitment from all
committee members. In response to challenges tfedtted M&E system of PASIDP at the
NPCMU the NSC committee member stated that lackdefquate staff capacity, computerized
MIS to facilitate the M&E activities, failure to @pare baseline survey, and data quality

problems were among the challenges.

The mid-term review report disclosed that that tdoenmittee at all levels was not working

proactively to its responsibility and that they diok have periodical review meetings.
4.11. Document Analysis

In the course of undertaking the study, the re$esartried to review several documents
regarding the program. This includes PASIDP progiaesign document, PASIDP Mid-Term
review report, PASIDP program Completion Report,SH2P Impact Assessment Report, and
Reports (Annual and Quarterly). The design docunoérRASIDP comprehensively presented
details of the program design, i.e. all componemsessary in the overall undertaking of the
program. It also included details regarding the M&stem of the program, responsibilities of
stakeholders in M&E system, indicators of the pamgy etc. in the opinion of the researcher, the
design document could have been a good steppimg $to the NPCMU to design the M&E
system of the program.

The mid-term evaluation report prepared by IFAD 8idistry of Agriculture in 2013 provided
a comprehensive overall assessment at mid-pointhef program and critically assessed
administrative, technical, strategic issues andatedl constraints. The review made
recommendations relating to strategies, approaahesactivities that would improve the chance
of the program to meet its objectives and achieymeeted outcomes within the set time frame.
The findings of the Review were incorporated in tlemaining period of the program
implementation to improve the program performanicprovided an opportunity to re-think the
different program components, realigned institwiorarrangements and re-program or
redistribute the resources for the remainder adlyears.
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PASIDP program completion report was prepared me 2016 after closure of the program. The
document identified that M&E system of the prognaas never fully in place and weaknesses in
monitoring and low quality of data collected atdeal, regional, Woreda, and Kebele levels. The
document also stated that there was no MIS toitatel M&E and knowledge sharing activities.
The document asserted that the program was usiatingxgovernment M&E system which was
mainly output oriented and it varies from regiorrégion. According to the document, the MIS
system was not functional due to lack of humanueses capacity and high staff turnover. In
addition, it was reported that even though impletaigons of the program should have been

discussed by all stakeholders quarterly, it hadoeen done adequately as planned.

PASIDP Impact Assessment Report June 2016 statgdhé program has been using existing
government M&E system, though it varies from regiorregion. The document stated that the
mid-term review was undertaken by the NPCMU throweghsultants and about 70% of the

project achievements were carried out after battka was solved based on the midterm review

results.

Sample annual reports of the program prepareddoWBCMU were reviewed by the researcher.
The report included information regarding progresshe program, other activities performed,
and constraints faced. In the opinion of the regdes; contents of the annual report prepared by
the NPCMU contained relevant information that shaitders can use to make informed

decisions.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The final chapter presents the findings of the wtaffer data gathered through questionnaire;
interview and document review is analyzed. Accagtlinconclusion and recommendation of the

study are presented as follows.
5.1. Conclusions

Based on the findings analyzed from questionnaiiaggrviews and document review,
conclusion is made in line with the objective am$earch questions of the study. It was
identified that M&E activities at the NPCMU weretnap to the expected standard; they were
not planned and coordinated. Staff capacity linotgtproblem of timely reporting from regions,
inconsistent use of indicators, poor data qualitgdequate program monitoring, poor baseline
survey, lack of MIS to facilitate the M&E activisevere among the challenges at the NPCMU.
It was identified that there was no separate M&&nptio guide the monitoring and evaluation
activities at the NPCMU. In addition, support anddgnce of the National Steering Committee
to the NPCMU was not adequate. The following cosidn is made regarding challenges that
affected PASIDP’s M&E system at the NPCMU:

+« It was found out that the M&E system of the progrdian’'t have M&E plan of its own.
What it had was a routine work plan and the programs basically using the
government’'s M&E system which was entirely outpuented. This means that other
necessary contents such as inputs, outcomes, pes;esnd impact was not properly
addressed in the course of undertaking the progviie system as expected in the
logical M&E framework.

s Lack of MIS in order to facilitate the monitoringéevaluation activities of the program.
Well functioning MIS would have facilitated easytaaecording, analysis, reporting, and
storing (documentation). Having a computerizedesysto lead the M&E of the program
would have been ideal as it would have added eficy and effectiveness to the
program’s M&E system.

+ There were staff capacity shortages at the NPCMit/imdered the unit from designing

the program’s M&E system, conducting baseline synaevising a mechanism to
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ensuring quality of data collected from regionsyedas and kebeles. In addition, in the
course of reviewing documents, it was found out ghaff capacity problem was also a
problem at regional program coordination bureal® feason for this as identified in the
interviews with the program coordinator and empéowé IFAD was lack of competitive
salary to hire and maintain better M&E experts.

The NPCMU didn’'t prepare baseline survey of thegpmm. Consequently, there were
problems during the mid-term program review conedcjointly by IFAD and the
NPCMU through external consultants. Both the NPCaid IFAD were not satisfied by
the fact that there was no baseline survey.

Majority of respondents have stated that there ywesblems in maintaining data quality
collected from all levels of the program. Althoutlie program coordinator revealed that
guality of data was maintained during semi-annugdesvision, it was not enough to
ensure quality of data collected from regions. Tdwt that there were problems in data
quality was confirmed by Project completion repoftIFAD. In addition, majority of
respondents answered that there was no mechanignstoe quality of data coming
from regions, woredas, and kebeles.

It was identified that there were gaps in adeqyatebnitoring project progress. Project
completion report of IFAD stated that weaknessesupervision were witnessed. This
was confirmed by the less number of supervisiongm@ss monitoring) meetings that the
NPCMU & NSC undertook with concerned implementdifse number of supervision &
review meetings conducted was less than the plasungervision and review meeting.

It was observed that there was inadequate traitongtaff at the NPCMU and also at
regional PCMUs. Majority of the respondents were satisfied with the M&E training
they had received according to the questionnaisallt® The program coordinator
confirmed that there were problems related withining; especially in conducting
training need assessment and in designing contd@nthe training materials by the
NPCMU.

The interview with the employee of IFAD revealedttithere was high staff turnover
both at the national and regional program coortnatnd management units. The

problem was also mentioned by respondents of testounnaire.
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« There was also issues of inadequate stakeholdemiomant and provision of the

required support from all stakeholders at all le\®&loblem of providing the required
attention and guidance was raised by the prograordomtor during the interview

session.

5.2. Recommendations

The following recommendations are given to streegttihe M&E system of PASIDP Il that is in

the first year of execution.

X/
A X4

Prepare a separate M&E plan and avoid using the Mgdfem of the government which
is output oriented. The NPCMU should use the Idgfcamework that incorporates
inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes, and goalthefprogram. The NPCMU must ensure
that indicators are linked to inputs, outputs, ouotes, and impacts of the program.
Furthermore, the M&E approach that the NPCMU udesulsl be participatory, i.e.
collaborating with all stakeholders in assessing awaluating the performance and
achievement of the program. This will ensure thetreg idea that projects belong to
beneficiaries. The NPCMU can take into account,NFECMU should take into account
the six steps in designing the program’s M&E plan identifying the purpose & scope
of the M&E system, Planning for data collection &amagement, Planning for data
analysis, Planning for information reporting & wdtion, Planning for M&E human
resources and capacity building, Preparing the M&iHget

Develop MIS to facilitate the M&E system of PASIDIPThe MIS will assist in efficient
and effective data recording, analysis, reporting atoring. It can benefit the M&E
activities at all levels of the program. Besideswall functioning MIS will have a
mechanism to document lessons learnt and bestiggacturing program execution that
shall be used for experience sharing. Furthermdi§, facilitates timely reporting that
will be used to make prompt decisions. This willphell stakeholders to obtain timely
reports and take corrective action if the progranout of schedule, cost or expectation.
The NPCMU should start by preparing requirements ftoe MIS system. The
requirement document is key input for negotiatiathvgystem developers and it should

be developed by involving all stakeholders of thegpam.
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K/
£ %4

Strengthen capacity of NPCMU'’s staff by providirgjevant training. Conduct careful
training needs assessment, prepare appropriabingalocuments with relevant contents
and provide training. If the NPCMU still is not &nposition to do this, it can contract it to
consultants. In addition, provide general awaremesation training to all members of
the project team at the NPCMU in order to updagertton current program progress and
to acquaint them with what is required from eactividual to strengthen the M&E
system.

Prepare proper baseline survey within the first yéahe program execution. As baseline
survey is the most important tool used during progvaluation, it is important to design
it appropriately and timely. A consultant can beeti to perform this with active
participation of all stakeholders.

Devise a mechanism to ensure quality of data confiogn regions, woredas, and
kebeles. Effective way of ensuring data qualitypysusing a uniform MIS system at all
levels of the program with user management andralling features such as user access
right, check and balance features. Until the NPCt#ploys an effective MIS, another
way of ensuring data quality could be designingeximanism to ensure that all levels of
the program M&E uses similar data collection towodl anaking sure that all staffs receive
adequate training on the data collection toolsoamhts. Strengthening and increasing the
number of supervision to the regions would be agrasiolution.

Plan for project supervision and make timely aneca@dte supervision to identify
program progress according to the plan. Encourag®ms to do the same. One method
that the NPCMU can use is Indicator Tracking Tdbb puts all indicators in a table and
controls their performance or progress. Indicat@cKing Table helps to determine the
difference between identified targets and actusllte — the percentage of target reached.
Devise a mechanism to curb staff turnover by payiompetitive salary or identifying
other means such as providing favorable workingirenment, providing education
opportunities, organizing exchange visits to caestwhere similar programs are being
implemented, etc.

Provide awareness creation training to all stalagrsl especially those in the National
and regional Steering Committees to build their cotment towards seriously following

program progress. The Regional and Federal Ste€amgmittees should have regular
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review programs to create responsive and integrptegect operation teams among
program stakeholders by building capacities andidnag all the facilities for work at all

levels of the operation.

Finally, it is recommended that further studiesudtido be conducted to assess the Monitoring
and Evaluation activities at regional, woreda apteie level of the program. This will reveal

M&E challenges at these levels and propose a rentedgt up a better and strong M&E system
that is capable of effectively and efficiently hind monitoring and evaluation requirements of

the program.
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ANNEXES




Questionnaire
Addis Abeba University
College of Business and Economics
School of Commerce

Dear Respondents;

This questionnaire is designed to gather data omifdiong and Evaluation system of the
PASIDP in MoANR at the National Program Coordinateand Management Unit. The title of
the study is An Assessment of Monitoring and Eviaduaof PASIDP at the MOANR. The study
will be used for partial fulfillment of the Mastef Arts Degree in Project Management. The
MoANR may use the study to alleviate Monitoring aBdaluation (M&E) challenges in the

National Program Coordination and Management Unit.

| appreciate your collaboration in advance and exgeur genuine response to the questions.
Please note that your response will be held confide Please don’t hesitate to contact me at

0911 72 22 13 dvekalug@yahoo.corfor any queries you may have.

Direction:
* No need of writing your name;

» Puttick mark/” or circle the choice you select;

* For the open ended items, please give brief answle space provided.
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Part I: Demographic Characteristics of the Respondets and General Background
1. Gender:

a. Male b. Female

2. Age:
a. 21-30 b. 31-40
c. 41-50 d. above 50

3. Current Academic Qualification:
a. High School completed b. Diploma
c. BA/B.Sc. d. MA/M.Sc
e. PhD

If Other, please SPECITY.......u. i e e
4. Position in the Organization:

a. Top Management b. Middle Management

c. Program Coordinator d. M&E Expert

e. Other Expert
5. Service year in the NPCMU

a. Below 2 Years b. 3-5 Years c. 6-10 Years bove 10 Years
Part Il. General M&E Issues
6. What type of M&E approach do you use?

a. Traditional where outside consultant does theBM&

b. Participatory where all stakeholders of the pragcollaborate in assessing &

evaluating performance and achievements

c. combination of both approaches (choice a and b)

d. only done by M&E experts at the NPCMU

If your answer to the above question is c, ple¢sgoeate how it is done & why.....................

7. What type of M&E plan did the program employ?
a. Separate
b. Incorporated within main proposal
c. Incorporated into the routine work plan of the@MU

Other, please SpecCify------=-=-=mmmm e
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Part Ill: Monitoring and Evaluation Expectation

8. M&E reporting expectations from MoANR, Natior&teering committee, and donor is:

a. Very Lenient b. Lenient C.i8tr d. Very Strict
9. The practice of reporting from the NPCMU, RPCMMpredas, and DAs is:
a. Very Lenient b. Lenient C.i8tr d. Very Strict

Part IV. Monitoring and Evaluation Practices

A. Monitoring and Evaluation plan

10. Are all stakeholders involved in the M&E pldrttee program?

a. All stakeholders i.e., NSC, RSC, NPCMU, RPCMUWrédas, and DAs are involved
b. Only National & Regional program Coordinatiorddlanagement Units are involved
c. Only done by National Program Coordination areh&ement Unit

d. There was no separate M&E plan

Please specify other stakeholders involved in ti8&ENlanning if there are any....................

11. If your answer to the above question is d, vid#tte reason?

a. Itis irrelevant b. Lack of expertise
c. Difficult to prepare d. The Project is small

e. | don't Know

If there is any other reason, please SPeCIfy..........viiiceeeiiiiii e

12. Is IFAD involved in the M&E system of the pragn?
a. Yes b. No c. Partially

If yes, NOW IS IFAD INVOIVEA?.... ..ot eeenanae
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Which of the following aspects were specified i thlan that guides M&E activities of the
program?5= Strongly Agree (SA) 4= Agree (A) 3= Neither Agre nor Disagree (N) 2=
Disagree (D) 1= Strongly Disagree (SD)

No. | Questions Response
SD| D N A | SA

13 Data to be collected is identified

14 | Frequency of data collection defined

15 | Individual(s) in charge of M&E assigned

16 | Roles and responsibility of staff in M&E clearlyasd

17 | Plan/schedule for dissemination of findings

18 | Resources needed for M&E assigned

19 | Schedule of M&E activities prepared

20. Does PASIDP have separate budget for its M&dtesy?
a. Yes b. No
21. What percentage of the total program budgetaled for M&E?
a. Less than 5% b. 5-10% c. More than 10% donit know

22. Were there indicators clearly linked to theeghkiyes of the program?
a.Yes b. No

23. Were M&E indicators linked to inputs, outpudstcomes and impact of the program?

a. Yes b. No

24. Do you use consistent indicators at all level af BW&E system?

a. Yes b. No c. Partially
25. Did the NPCMU use logical framework to plan M&E system of the program?
a. Yes b. No
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If no, what framework did YOU USE..........ouuieiiiie i e e e e e e
26. Have you made baseline survey to facilitate M#dvities in the course of undertaking the
program? a.Yes b. No

If yes, who participated in the process (Weretalksholders involved).............cccccvvvinnneee

27. Are all the stakeholders satisfied with thegias survey?
a.yes b. No c. Partially

28. What tools and techniques does the NPCMU useltect data?You can select more than

one choice if you use more than one technique
a. Questionnaire b. Interview c. Observation . Calse study e. Designed templates
f. Focus group discussion g. Document review hsténdard tools/techniques used

29. Are data collection tools and techniques usethb NPCMU consistently used by all M&E
stakeholders of the program at lower levels?

a. Yes b. No c. partially
30. How often do you disseminate M&E findings?

a. Fortnightly b. Monthly c¢. Quarterly  d.rBieannually e. annually
B. Capacity Building

31.Was there adequate budget allotted for the pmogr M&E training and capacity
development?

a. Yes b. No
32. Were there adequate and regular M&E trainimgMonitoring and Evaluation staff at the
NPCMU?

a. Yes b. No
33. Are there adequate M&E experts at the NPCMUkimgron the program?
a. Yes b. No c. Not as expected
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34. Experience sharing and adoption of best pest¢ M&E in the NPCMU is:
a. Absent b. Only to some extent c. Well devetbp
C. Project Monitoring and Evaluation Process

35. Do you regularly monitor planned project a¢ids schedule against actual schedule in order

to determine project schedule performance.

a.Yes b. No
If yes, how often do YOU MONITOI?............ceeeeeruiiiiiiiiiiees e e e e e ee e e eeeeeeeeee e enanaeeeaanne
I N o TR o ) 0
36. Do you have a mechanism to measure indicator pedioce such as Indicator Tracking

Table? a. yes b. No

If yes, please specify what to0l YOU USE..........cuiriiiiiiie it e e e e

37. How often is the financial performance of thiejgct monitored by comparing the planned
budget with actual expenditure?

a. Fortnightly b. monthly  c. Quarterly d. Semnaally e. annually  f. Never

38. Does NPCMU ensure whether project resourcesdduipment are effectively deployed to

the M&E activities of the program or not?

a. Yes b. No c. partially

39. How often do you conduct program monitorin@$sess actual program progress against the
plan?
a. Fortnightly b. Monthly c. Quarterly d. Seamnually e. annually  f. Never

40. Which type of evaluation do you normally caout? (You can choose more than one choice)
a. Ex-ante evaluation (beginning of the project)
b. Midterm (interim) evaluation
c. Summative evaluation (end of project)
d. Ex-post Evaluation(3-5 years after the end efgfoject)

e. We never conducted an evaluation
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41. Do you involve an external facilitator to caoyt evaluation of the program?
a.yes b. No

(a) If you involve an external facilitator, pleaseplain why?

(b) If you conduct evaluation on your own, pleasplan why?

D. Data/Information Management

42. Do you have a standard data collection to@sdre consistently used at each level of the
M&E system of the program?

a. yes b. No c. Partially
43. Does the NPCMU regularly collect and analyza éi@m all RPCMU based on the plan?

a. Yes b. No c. Partially
44. Is there timely and accurate M&E reporting frtta NPCMU to all stakeholders to facilitate
prompt decision making by assessing achievemeunttslzallenges?

a.Yes b. No
45. Does the NPCMU document lessons learned ipribject execution?

a. Yes b. No c. Partially

If yes, please explain NOW ... e e e e e e e e

46. Do you have a computerized system (MIS) tolifate the M&E system especially in data

recording, analysis, reporting, and storing?
a. Yes b. No

47. If not, what tools do you use to record, analyeport, and store M&E data?

48. If your answer to g.45 is no, what is the rea®o not having a computerized system?

49. Do you have data quality control mechanismm&uee quality of data coming from RPCMU?

a. Yes b. No
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If yes, how do you ensure data qUAality.............oviriie s o e e e e e e e e e e e eeaeannene

50. What challenges affected M&E activities of PBBlat the NPCMU?

51. What do you recommend to strengthen the M&Eesyof PASIDP 1l at the NPCMU?

Thank you for your cooperation!!!
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Interview Questions to Program Coordinator of PASIDP at the NPCMU
Addis Abeba University
College of Business and Economics
School of Commerce

Interview Date:

Dear Respondent, Greetings

The Purpose of this interview is to provide pentineformation to carry out a study titled An

Assessment of Monitoring and Evaluation of PASIDPational program coordination unit at

the MoANR. The study will be used for partial flllfient of MA Degree in Project

Management.

1.

Have you started and completed PASIDP accordintheospecified time, budget and
stakeholder’s expectation? Why?

What did you consider when setting up the M&E syst& the program and who else
was involved with you? Was the M&E system of thegsam operational in time with all

the necessary resources to facilitate M&E actigibéthe program?

What was the budget allotted for M&E system of PBBIlat the NPCMU? And at all
level of the M&E system in general? Do you think thudget is adequate to set up an
effective M&E system at the NPCMU?

Did you have adequate and capable M&E staff aNBREMU? Were there adequate and
regular trainings provided to them? If not, why?

Were all the indicators of the program linked tputs, outputs, outcomes and impact of
the program? Do you think the baseline survey iggadte to facilitate impact

assessments and satisfied all stakeholders?

Wass there timely and accurate reporting to akedtalders? How did you check data
guality of RPCMU? Do you use computerized systerfatditate M&E activities? If not,
why?

. What were the challenges that affected M&E of PASI& the NPCMU? What should

be done to strengthen the M&E activities of PASID& the NPCMU?
Thank you for your Cooperation!!!
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Interview Questions to IFAD

Addis Abeba University
College of Business and Economics
School of Commerce

Interview Date:

Dear Respondent, Greetings
The Purpose of this interview is to provide pentineformation to carry out a study titled An
Assessment of Monitoring and Evaluation of PASIDPational program coordination unit at
the MoANR. The study will be used for partial flllfient of MA Degree in Project
Management.
1. Have you involved all stakeholders of the progranthie course of undertaking the M&E
design and plan of PASIDP? Whose responsibility was design and plan the M&E
system of the PASIDP program in general and aiNtwtonal Program Coordination and

Management Unit in particular?

2. Was the M&E system at NPCMU operational in timdaailitate M&E activities of the

program? If not, why?

3. Was there adequate budget allotted for settinghepM&E system of the program in
general and at the NPCMU in particular? How muchk aléotted?

4. Did the M&E experts at the NPCMU have the capamtyhandle M&E activities to the
level required by IFAD? Were there adequate permsioairnthe NPCMU to facilitate M&E

activities?

5. Was there adequate training provided to staff atNlPCMU on M&E standards and
indicators?

6. Do you receive timely and accurate program reptmshn the NPCMU as per the
requirement? Were you satisfied with the baselureey?

7. What were the challenges of the M&E system at tR€MU? How can it be improved
in PASIDP 1?7 Do you think PASIDP was a succespfolgram?

Thank you for your Cooperation!!!
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Interview Questions to Member of the National Steeng Committee

Addis Abeba University
College of Business and Economics
School of Commerce

Interview Date:

Dear Respondent, Greetings
The Purpose of this interview is to provide pentineformation to carry out a study titled An
Assessment of Monitoring and Evaluation of PASIDPational program coordination unit at
the MoANR. The study will be used for partial flllfient of MA Degree in Project
Management.

1. Were you involved in the design and plan of the EPASM&E system? How were you

involved?

2. Do you believe all the indicators of the prograra appropriate to measure progress of
the project? Do you think the baseline survey wdeqaate to facilitate impact

assessments?

3. How was the capacity of the M&E experts at the NRCMNas the unit well organized

in terms of number of staff and resources?
4. Do you think the budget allotted for the M&E systefrthe program was adequate?

5. Do you timely and accurate obtain M&E reports frtme NPCMU to facilitate prompt

decision making?

6. What were the challenges of the M&E system of PASH) the NPCMU? What should
be done to alleviate M&E challenges at the NPCMU®aWis expected from the
MoOARD, IFAD, and other stakeholders?

7. Do you think PASIDP was a successful program?

Thank you for your Cooperation!!!
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