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Abstract- The purpose of this study is to determine the influence
of monitoring and evaluation Systems on the performance of
projects in non-governmental organizations: a case of
development projects in Gitega, Burundi. It is built around the
following objectives: (1) to assess how organizational structures
for monitoring and evaluation influence on performance of non-
governmental organizations; (2) to determine how human capacity
for monitoring and evaluation influence performance of non-
governmental organizations; (3) to examine the influence that
project monitoring and evaluation plan has on performance of
projects in non-governmental organizations; (4) to establish how
a costed work plan for monitoring and evaluation influences
performance of projects in non-governmental organizations. The
researcher used Yamane (1967)’s formula to determine the sample
of 11INGOs of 16 and 55 respondents for the population of around
555 to get primary data to supplement secondary data using a
questionnaire and interview. The data collected from the sampled
55 respondents from 11 NGOS operating in Gitega development
projects was downloaded from Kaobo collect or collected on sheets
of paper and translated to excel and SPSS for further processing.
The study concluded that monitoring and evaluation systems have
a significant and fundamental role in influencing the performance
of the of projects in non-governmental organizations in Gitega,
Burundi.

Index Terms- Monitoring, Evaluation, Non-governmental
organizations, development projects, performance, work plan

I. INTRODUCTION

Burundi has registered many associations following the
conflicts that occurred in the past. Sebudandi et al. (2001)
pointed out that in 2001, Burundi had above 1400 civil societies,
and every year, hundreds more were registered. To bring out a
better understanding on the issue of civil societies, Sebudandi and
Nduwayo grouped these societies in 15 classes as they were in
2001. The biggest and most significant of them all at 22.16% in
the Burundi society was a category of self-development and
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economic development. Secondly, another relatively vital group
was the religious group at 10%, solidarity organizations and
societies that assist the highly marginalized; another group was
under training and research organizations represented by 1percent
of the entire civil association group but are not thus less significant
such as organizations of civil rights, sports and culture
organizations, humanitarian groups, special interest associations,
human rights groups, environment associations, and non-
classified organizations. The global non-governmental
organizations are money wise limited but psychologically integral
in the world community, and their presence and programs must
leave a significant impact on volatile regions. Havermans (2000)
sees a more significant influence of the projects of International
Non-Governmental Organizations (INGOs) and maintains that
these organizations can bring change. However, Nduwayo (2003)
stated that civil societies in Burundi are emerging but their impact
is not visible. Thus, the need for monitoring and evaluation.

World Bank (2005) defined monitoring as systematic and
persistent information gathering from programs and projects for
four major reasons. One, to get insights learnt previous
occurrences and enhance future tasks and practices, to get
accountability for used resources internally and externally and
outcomes acquired (Ben, 2002. Third, to make logical decisions
on the upcoming initiatives and to encourage the beneficiaries’
empowerment (John et al., 2008). On the other hand, (Yang et al.
,2008), defined evaluation as systematically and objectively
assessing a finished program/project (or a section of a progressing
program) and its objective is to appraise information and data that
guide making of strategic decisions, hence, bettering the
program/project in the long run. In addition, from the perspective
of Pfohl (2006), evaluation process must assist to make inferences
concerning five intervention elements which are; efficiency,
performance, sustainability, relevance and impact. In non-
governmental organizations, the process of monitoring and
evaluation are very critical. These practices bring the positioning
with modalities, for institutional learning, and even guarantee
effectiveness.
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In East Africa where Burundi is located, M&E framework
in South Sudan has various group of players with various power
connections among them (CARE International (2012). In this case,
there was Inconsistency social connections and levels either
between stakeholders that is local community, NGOs, facilitators
and financiers or at various organizational classes such a program,
policy and project. According to CARE International (2012), if
one disregarded the problem of unbalanced power connections,
the real participation process may not happen at all. M&E model
retrogressed into a practice managed by the mighty for example,
financiers and NGOs were authentic stakeholders to the results of
practice of M$E. The ownership and knowledge control and
application may be crucial, who managed and affected M&E
procedure, a lot of openness between the financiers and the
financed was needed in consultations as to which basis were to
identify progress and change where M&E model supported non-
governmental organizations performance (CARE International,
2012).

Locally, Burundi systems of monitoring and evaluation are
used to evaluate success and impact of the project.; we give an
example of the evaluation of “Capacity building and project
sustainability in Ngozi Province, Burundi” conducted by
Ndayizeye (2018); it revealed that capacity requires evaluation,
public engagement in the decision making and planning processes,
management and personal abilities are our key critical components
needed in the agribusiness programs sustainability in Ngozi
province.  Again, in Burundi’s Comprehensive, integrated
watershed and swamp management project, evaluation report
shows that project success was influenced by direct participation
of local society and partners in rural development projects (Koyo,
2004). Monitoring and Evaluation made for Peace Operations
projects in Afghanistan, Burundi, and Liberia indicate that
individuals that support formulation of M& methods also need to
participate in their implementation, hence assisting to alleviate
looming analytical and methodological misconception in
execution stage (Cedric, 2009).

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In Gitega, Province, Non-government organizations
implementing projects encounter many problems. Local
government organizations complain about their accountability and
impacts of the huge interventions in different sectors (Education,
Heath, food security, economic empowerments, social cohesion,
etc). This is added to the lack of understanding of implementers of
how to monitor and evaluate the impact of their interventions
which is broad, holistic and specific to each NGO’s approach. The
M&E systems make it possible for the organizations to track
progress towards results at output and impact/outcome level and
inform capacity building interventions, designs of future
interventions, etc.

The Global Climate report (2022) states that NGO
effectiveness is often questioned. Again, this is an issue of
accountability with which NGOs grapple; the report addresses this
by Thomas Carroll’s definition as an industry standard for the
evaluation of NGO Project performance. M&E systems suffers
from multiple weaknesses in most NGOs operating in Burundi, we
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can cite major results by Search for Common Ground from an
assessment of a project on the enhancement of egalitarian
leadership in Burundi (2006-2008) presenting considerable M&E
gaps mainly on design of the project which had procedural
weaknesses since there was comparative difficulty subject matter
propagated and inadequate interventions by major stakeholders to
address the issue, the M&E attempts additionally experienced
problem of gap in gathering and data management and the
determination of specific project(planning) results, and finally the
clustering of tasks carried out on every program in the same
report, caused difficulties in separating effects of an individual
project (Search for Common Ground Report, 2008).

Moreover, a study enhancement and intensifying the
innovations of fodder shrub adoption in East Africa, by Charles et
al. (2011) found out that inadequate monitoring and evaluation
systems is one of constraints and challenges encountered in
development projects. Important to know; limited studies have
been devoted to the evaluation of the influence of M&E systems
with a variety of elements on the performance of development
projects by Non-Governmental Organizations in Burundi.

Again, there are complaints from government and other
stakeholders that despite the presence of great number of
international organizations operating in development sector in
Gitega, Burundi, little progress, impact, change is seen either at
community level, at the national level and at organizational level.
Research have distinguished programs done by NGOs in
developing nations by extreme flop rates and non-pleasant
performance (Golini et all. 2015). Specialists and scholars of
project management have thought of adopting innovative practices
of managing projects that is expanding and seen as an instrument
for successful project management. Projects for NGOs are
peculiar in their design and objective and it is stipulated that
embracing of M&E practices differs accordingly (Sharpiro 2011).

Development projects open and close in Gitega, Burundi,
but less lessons learnt are shared to feed future projects, and yet
there are budgets allocated to monitoring and evaluation.
Therefore, the present study will fill the gaps by attempting to find
solutions by assessing which/how M&E systems components can
contribute to the performance of development projects
implemented by NGOs, Burundi, and then contribute to removing
Burundi from poor and vulnerable countries list.

OBJECTIVES

1. To assess how organizational structure for M&E influences
the performance of projects in NGOs in Gitega Province.

2. To determine how human capacity for M&E influences
development projects in NGOs in Gitega Province.

3. To examine the influence that project monitoring and
evaluation plan has on performance of development projects
in non-governmental organizations in Gitega Province

4. To establish how a costed work plan for monitoring and
evaluation influence performance of projects in NGOs, in
Gitega Province, Burundi.

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
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Organizational Structure for Monitoring and Evaluation and
performance of development projects

Organizational structure for M & E results to better
performance of development programs. According to Miles et al.
(1978), an institution is both established procedure and purpose to
attain the objective: that is the organizational concept is adopting
both objectives and entire component that show unique
combination. There are many different organizational structure
configurations. A study by Mintzberg (1980) divided
organizational structure into five distinguished arrangements; the
first structure is a simple one, which is usually small or young
basic institution which have loose division of labor, small mid
management level, a casual process of decision making, and the
power centralization which permits quick feedback. Moreover,
small of the behavior of the organization is regularized, thus
minimally using planning, training and liaison gadgets. The
second order is bureaucracy, which marked by rationalized power
with a regularized decision-making process with greater and
regularized processes with an explicit divide between managers
and line workers. Furthermore, formal communication is preferred
in the entire stages of machine bureaucratic organization.

The third arrangement is professional bureaucracy which
contains greatly particularized jobs and less regularization; the
framework is vertically and horizontally centralized and gives
room for autonomous environment of work, but maintains the
formalized demands applied by a big institution in solid and
sophisticated atmosphere. The fourth configuration is in form of
divisional units which can be identified by the small vertical
decentralization; they are various stand-alone partitions whereby
they all report to main branch, thus making mid-management an
integral part of an organization.

Human Capacity for Monitoring and evaluation

Gorgens et al. (2009) define capacity for M&E in three
levels (system, organization, and human) the first one being the
capacity of a framework to fulfil objectives and goals of a
procedure and thus, take part in attaining objectives of the
organization. The same authors define capacity in a context of
systems as a group of establishments that function to pursue a
mutual goal and as per particular procedures and rules. That is, the
capacity is a progressive procedure that manpower is key to
development of capacity, and that the entire context within which
institutions carry out their operations are major deliberations in
capacity development strategies. Stephen et al. (2017), defines
capacity as people, organizations and entire society ability to
control their events effectively. The same authors add that
different people development and capacity building in M&E is
schemed and executed frequently for effective M&E work
implementation.

The same authors add that capacity building and
development of various people involved in M&E is planned and
carried out on a regular basis for successful implementation of
M&E work, that is with skill and competence of M&E, programs
can achieve their anticipated outcomes. In addition, in human
capacity planning and assessment, the first stage is to identify
M&E available experience with the program/project team.
organization’s partner, targeted beneficiaries and any other
possible actors in the system of monitoring and evaluation; this is
because successful M& execution needs that the workers within

This publication is licensed under Creative Commons Attribution CC BY.
10.29322/1JSRP.14.06.2023.p15040

the department have required M&E technical knowledge and
expertise. Moreover, it is necessary to mention that on equipping
of evaluators, it is necessary for them to have both on-job exposure
and formal training.

Findings show that the most of the participants agree that
there is an oversight, coaching and training for M&E esteemed
individuals, on funds allocation for capacity building, internal and
external program workers get need-driven coaching on gaps of
monitoring and evaluation. However, the majority of respondents
revealed lack of sufficient and knowledgeable employee
responsible for guiding M&E tasks within projects and mentioned
there is no periodical evaluation of the need for capacity building.
The present study will attempt to find out whether organisations
have improved adequate and skilled employees in projects and
whether there is a periodical evaluation of the need for capacity
building on M&E skills.

Project Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and performance of
NGO Projects

Elizabeth (2018) defined planning as the process of
reflecting and arranging tasks needed to pursue an aimed goal and
it is one of the majorly crucial managements of project/program
and techniques of managing time. Thinking about and organizing
the activities required to achieve a desired goal and is one of the
most important program/project management and time
management techniques. This means that a successful program or
project is one that has a clear plan; it involves making a sequence
of actions ready to achieve set goals, objectives, targets and
milestones; it helps to clarify to colleague and wider stakeholders
the intention of a program and where it is headed.

NSW (2015) defines plan of monitoring and evaluation as
an instrument to assist in keeping a project on track, to adopt if
needed and in the end to help the organization in pursuing its
project results. Moreover, evaluation offers a response method for
progressive enhancement of organizational effort; it must
influence making of decision at each phase of the program and stir
up organization to consider the results which influence the
upcoming actions. Hypothetically, evaluation begins from the
time the project is designed and continues throughout to the end
of the program. Hence, monitoring a project refers to the checking
if the expected levels of performance is being attained as stipulated
in the objectives of the project and anticipated results at regular
intervals.

Elizabeth (2018), goes in the same way by exploring that an
M&E scheme is a simple document that is gives a blueprint on the
manner monitoring and evaluation will be carried out in the entire
project and displays the manner in which anticipated outcomes of
a project link to its objectives and goals; explains the information
required and how this information will be gathered and interpreted
and how this data will be applied; it is mentions the resources that
will be required for the plan implementation; and the project will
be responsible for stakeholders, she also states that monitoring and
evaluation is plan is established at the initiation phase of the
program or a strategic framework, and establishment of the M&E
plan is a significant stage to control the process of evaluating and
reporting progress towards attaining project results and outputs,
and determine what the evaluation questions will be handled.
Finally, Elizabeth (2018) leads us to the real fact that planning is
the foundation on which monitoring and evaluation of programs
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and projects is based; it is done to track the implementation of the
plan. More specifically, during monitoring we are asking two key
questions: (1) are we doing things right (are we expending
resources and implementing the activities in accordance with the
plan)? (2) Are we doing the right things (is what we are doing
likely to get us to the objectives and goals that were set in the
plan)? To monitor and evaluate we need clearly defined goals,
objectives, activities, time-frames, etc. More broadly, high-
quality, well-timed M&E can aid planning across various different
management functions in the education sector.

Cost Work Plan

Gorgens et al. (2009) defines an M&E work plan as a task-
based budget displaying activities, duties, expenses and time
period. They recommend that an institution should scheme a work
plan with its expenditure that documents and budget allocations
for the entire monitoring and evaluation tasks; it can be a multi
sectoral, multiyear or multi-level.

Elizabeth (2018) suggests a one-year cost planning and
defines an M&E work plan as a yearly budgeted M&E plan that
identifies priority activities of M&E for that year and the
organizational and personal duties and roles for their execution;
each activity cost and the financing described; a deadline for
output/products delivery. The action plan is applied for organizing
monitoring and evaluation duties and measuring the development
of implementation of M&E annually.

The M&E costed plan is a section that outlines the budget
required to implement the M&E Plan, including cost drivers such
as survey and census design and administration, data storage costs
including software and hardware requirements, costs associated
with carrying out evaluations whether outsourced or internal to the
organization, M&E dissemination costs as well as the training and
development needs for staff to perform M&E duties (Elizabeth,
2018).

The budget section is an enumerated breakdown of possible
disbursements/income and costs for a stipulated time that gives a
solid, orderly, and simply comprehended summary of how much
finances of an organization have been trickling and modalities of
spending it; it is a crucial instrument to assist organizations in
prioritizing utilization and management of funds. Budgeting
involves planning to use organizational resources; and a budget is
a quantifying scheme applied as an instrument for identifying
tasks that will be selected for a coming time frame (Elizabeth,
2018).

According to Elizabeth (2018), planning and monitoring
organizational budget will assist in identifying uneconomical
costs, quick adoption as the money circumstances changes, and
attain institutional monetary and operational objectives. Hence,
periodical expenditure monitoring transforming situations or
patterns that require to be corrected and to check whether
expenditure is meeting or in line with meeting organizational
goals. Organizations should have policies existing within
department of M&E to supervise development of the project
compared to set objectives and budgets at periodical intervals,
such as monthly, with roper mechanisms of reporting.

Organizational performance
Samsonowa (2012) defined performance as the level of goal
achievement by an organization. Organizational performance can
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be measured by the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact
and quality of the intervention (Ghalem et al., 2016).

Poister (2003) defined measurement of performance as a
procedure of identification, supervising and using various
measures of objective of organizational performance and its
project on orderly manner. Additionally, Lindblad (2006) argued
that defined performance evaluation as the objectives’ utilization,
indicator, and information to measure non-governmental services
and involvements. While Ferreira & Otley (2009) see performance
measurement as a system of individuals, teams and entire firm
assessment, Miller (2007) saw it as a method of assessing program
that measures program effectiveness and efficiency in addition to
its effects. And Carman (2007) postulated that measurement of
performance, is an orderly assessment of inputs, impacts and
outputs of the program.

Njiiri (2015) has put together those definitions to come out
with a collective definition that measurement of performance is a
technique of identification, control and utilization various
assessments organizational performance and its project on
systematic grounds. It can be objectives, indicators and
information application to evaluate NGOs involvement and
services. He additionally states that the NGOs working setting is
risky and dynamic and the entire success of these institutions
needs fulfilling different stakeholder’s demands by establishing
reasonable management and measurement of performance
systems.  Additionally, non-governmental institutions are
necessitated to measure and control their performance from
different points of view, putting in consideration of performance
of the projects/programs, donors’ agenda, the beneficiaries’ needs
and internal success.

World Health Organization (2012) postulated that one of the
key practical processes in improvement of attaining goal and
performance of NGOs is supervising the development of
stipulated goals and evaluating the results of engagements.
Therefore, M&E is an aspect resulting to the effectiveness of a
program; the success of NGOs operations is as a result of success
of schemed project targets.
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Conceptual framework

Independent variables
M&E Systems Components

Organizational structure:

Clear Job description for M&E
workforce

M&E leadership

Incentives & commitments for
M&E

Integration of M&E into project
M&E roles in other thecnical
staff JDs

Project mechanisms for M&E

Human capacity for M&E:

Supervision  and
development
Budget allocation for Training
Staff training on M&E
Adequate capacity for M&E
M&E needs assessments

capacity

Dependent Variable

Project M&E plan:

Stakeholder participation
Linked to project plan an
Organizational Strategy
Comprehensiveness

Steps for M&E strengthening
Accessibility

Costed work plan for M&E:

Allocation of resources
Linked to annual or multi-
year work plan
Comprehensiveness
Participatory in design
Reviewed periodically

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

472

NGOs Project performance:

Project outputs, inputs, and impact
(change and transformation)

Internal effectiveness
Relevance and quality of
intervention (based on
beneficiary’s needs)
Project’s theory of change

overnment policy:
— NGOs Cooperation Framework
— National development plan
— National Education policy and strategy

Intervening
variable

This study design employed a mixed methods approach. The study started with literature review as foundation to the study,
followed by a structured questionnaire and then key informant interview. It inquired the of influence of monitoring and evaluation
systems of the project performance in NGOs. The key informant interviews were used to collect qualitative data on the mentioned topic
while the structured questionnaire was used to collect quantitative data on the same topic. The study targeted the 11 NGOs which were
implementing development projects related to education (2), Wash and health access (2), nutrition, resilience and economic
empowerment (3), protection and social cohesion (4). The research targeted 11 project managers, 22 D&E officers and 22 other
operational technical staffs from these NGOs. The researcher used Yamane (1967)’s formula to determine the targets in NGOs and
respondents as well. The researcher sampled 55 respondents from 11 NGOs. Purposive sampling was used by the researcher in choosing
these respondents. Simple random sampling which is a probability sampling was also used which ensured that all elements in the
sampling frame have an equal chance of being selected. The study used both primary and secondary data collection methods. Primary
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data was collected through a structured questionnaire and key informant interviews schedules while secondary data sources included
literature from libraries, journals and text books.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Response Rate

A total of 50 questionnaires were dispensed to the respondents. A total of 46 questionnaires were correctly filled while the
remaining 4 questionnaires were not returned by the respondents due to various reasons. This is equivalent to 92% credible rate of
response.
Reliability Results

The Cronbach Alpha scores obtained from the variables of the study are as follows: Organizational structure 0.812, Human
capacity 0.798, Project monitoring and evaluation plan 0.876, Costed work plan 0.913 and Project performance 0.735. The results of
the analysis are in tandem with the Johnson & Turner (2011) who observed that a result of 0.7 is sufficient to show that there is reliability
of the data collection tool.

Table 4.1: Summary of Cronbach’s alpha Reliability Coefficient

Variables Number of Items Cronbach’s Alpha Remarks
Organizational structure 4 0.812 Accepted
Human capacity 3 0.798 Accepted
Project monitoring and evaluation plan 4 0.876 Accepted
Costed work plan 3 0.913 Accepted
Project performance 4 0.735 Accepted

Academic Qualifications of the Respondents

The findings on the academic qualifications of the respondents indicated that a majority of the respondents had a bachelor’s degree
which is represented by 68% of the respondents. Additionally, 18% of the respondents had a diploma qualification while 4% of the
respondents had a master’s degree and above as indicated in table 4.2.

Table 4.2: Education Level of the respondents

Highest level of education Frequency Percent
Diploma 9 18%
Bachelor 34 68%
Master and above 2 4%
Missing 5 10%
Total 50 100

Organisational structure for monitoring and evaluation and project performance

Table 4.3: Organizational Structure

Statements 5 4 Mean SD

w
N
[EY

There is clarity on the role and mandate of M&E staff and it is well | 23 12 4 7 3 3.92 1.304
outlined in their job descriptions.

There is effective leadership for M&E within the project (M&E focal | 13 19 7 8 2 3.67 1.162
points, M&E units or M&E professional)

There are incentives and the commitment from the management to ensure | 14 19 4 10 2 3.67 1.214
M&E system performance.

Monitoring and Evaluation activities are integrated into Project planning | 16 12 17 2 2 3.69 .947
Monitoring and Evaluation activities are integrated into project | 22 17 4 5 1 4.10 1.065

implementation

The responsibilities for Monitoring and Evaluation are included in job | 19 18 4 7 2 3.66 1.175
description of staff implementing projects

There are mechanisms within the project for M&E planning and | 11 19 15 3 1 3.46 1.062
monitoring the performance of M&E system.

There are mechanisms within the project for stakeholder consultations | 9 18 7 13 3 3.49 1.101
and monitoring the performance of M&E system.
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There are mechanisms within the project for impact monitoring and | 17 20 5 7 1 3.75 1.081
evaluation after implementations.

Monitoring and Evaluation activities are integrated into project implementation had the highest mean of 4.10 and standard
deviation of 1.065. This is followed by the statement on clarity on the role and mandate of M&E staff and it is well outlined in their job
descriptions that had a mean of 3.92 and the standard deviation. There are mechanisms within the project for impact monitoring and
evaluation after implementations had a mean of 3.75 and standard deviation of 1.081. Monitoring and Evaluation activities are integrated
into Project planning statement had a mean of 3.69 and a standard deviation of .947. There is effective leadership for M&E within the
project (M&E focal points, M&E units or M&E professional) and there are incentives and the commitment from the management to
ensure M&E system performance had a mean of 3.67 and standard deviation of 1.162 and 1.214 respectively. The responsibilities for
Monitoring and Evaluation are included in job description of staff implementing projects had a mean of 3.66 and standard deviation
1.175. There are mechanisms within the project for stakeholder consultations and monitoring the performance of M&E system had a
mean of 3.49 and a standard deviation of 1.101. There are mechanisms within the project for M&E planning and monitoring the
performance of M&E system of 3.44 and standard deviation of 1.062. The composite mean of all the statement on organizational
structure is 3.72 indicating that there is a general agreement that organizational structure influence the performance of non-government
development projects.

Human capacity for monitoring and evaluation and project performance

Table 4.4: Human capacity for monitoring and evaluation

Statements 5 4 3 2 1 Mean | SD
There is supervision, training and coaching for M&E focal points/staff and | 11 17 11 | 8 2 3.55 1.138
this role is institutionalized on the organizational organigram

Our projects allocate funds for capacity building (training for projects staff on | 11 20 7 10 |1 3.61 1.115
M&E needs)

Internally and externally projects staffs receive need-based training on M&E | 9 19 12 |8 1 3.55 1.042
gaps

The projects have adequate and skilled employee charged with role of steering | 18 23 6 3 - 4.12 0.849
M&E activities

Periodically staffs need assessment for M&E are conducted to inform | 9 19 10 (11 |1 3.48 1.092
subsequent capacity building programs

There is a periodical/ annual plan for capacity building of M&E staff and other | 4 18 10 (15 |- 3.23 1.005
Project staffs

There are mechanisms to follow up the implementation of acquired skills from | 3 20 13 (11 | - 3.32 0.911
the periodical organized trained on M&E.

There are mandatory trainings/ courses about monitoring and Evaluation 4 12 10 (18 |4 2.88 1.142
Composite mean 3.46

The projects have adequate and skilled employee charged with role of steering M&E activities had a mean of 4.12 and SD of
0.849. This is followed by our projects allocate funds for capacity building (training for projects staff on M&E needs) had a mean of
3.61 and SD of 1.115. Internally and externally projects staffs receive need-based training on M&E gaps had a mean of 3.55 and SD of
1.042. There is supervision, training and coaching for M&E focal points/staff and this role is institutionalized on the organizational
organigram had a mean of 3.55 and SD of 1.138. Periodically staffs need assessment for M&E are conducted to inform subsequent
capacity building programs had a mean of 3.48 and SD of 1.092. There are mechanisms to follow up the implementation of acquired
skills from the periodical organized trained on M&E had a mean of 3.32 and SD of 0.911. There is a periodical/ annual plan for capacity
building of M&E staff and other Project staffs had a mean of 3.23 and SD of 1.005. There are mandatory trainings/ courses about
monitoring and Evaluation had a mean of 2.88 and SD 1.142. The statement on mandatory training on monitoring and evaluation had
the lowest mean of 2.88 compared to the composite mean of 3.46. It is important to have training and courses that will enhance the
performance of the employees (Rumenya & Kisimbi, 2020).

Project monitoring and evaluation plan and project performance

Project stakeholders are involved in design development and review of M&E plan had a mean of 3.49 and a SD of 1.140. M&E
plan is linked to overall project plan and organizational strategy had a mean of 3.68 and SD of 1. 181.The project M&E plan is
comprehensive, that is outlines project goals, strategy, logic models, risks matrix, monitoring plan, dissemination plan had a mean of
3.65 and SD of 1.059. The M&E plan outlines steps for further strengthening of M&E system had a mean of 3.44 and SD of 0.987.
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The M&E plan is accessible to project team and field-based staff for reference had a mean of 3.50 and standard deviation of 1.052. The
M&E plan is accessible to project stakeholders for reference had a mean of 3.36 and standard deviation 1.031. The M&E plan is
accessible to project team and field-based staff for reference had a mean of 3.43 and standard deviation of 1.137. The M&E plan is
consistent and contributes to better Project performance and is designed to address the problem identified during Project assessment had
a mean of 3.65 and standard deviation of 1.032.

Table 4.5: Project monitoring and evaluation plan

Statements 5 4 |3 2 Mean | SD

Project stakeholders are involved in design development and review of M&E | 7 23 | 6 8 |3 3.49 1.140
plan
M&E plan is linked to overall project plan and organizational strategy 13 (19 |3 11 |1 3.68 1.181

[N

The project M&E plan is comprehensive, that is outlines project goals, strategy, | 10 | 19 | 9 7 |1 3.65 1.059
logic models, risks matrix, monitoring plan, dissemination plan

The M&E plan outlines steps for further strengthening of M&E system 6 20 |11 |11 |- 3.44 0.987
The M&E plan is accessible to project team and field-based staff for reference | 8 20 | 8 12 | - 3.50 1.052
The M&E plan is accessible to project stakeholders for reference 6 17 |13 |10 |1 3.36 1.031
The M&E plan is accessible to project team and field-based staff for reference | 8 18 | 9 10 | 2 3.43 1.137
The M&E plan is consistent and contributes to better Project performance andis | 10 | 22 | 7 10 | - 3.65 1.032
designed to address the problem identified during Project assessment

Composite mean 3.53

Project costed work plan for monitoring and evaluation work plan and project performance and project performance

Table 4.6: Project monitoring and evaluation costed work plan

Statements 5 |4 3 2 1 Mean SD
The M&E work plan contains activities, time frame, activity costs and person | 16 | 17 |7 | 10 - 3.78 1.112
responsible for execution of the activity

The M&E work plan is linked to the annual project plan and detailed | 16 |19 |6 |9 - 3.84 1.076
implementation plan

All project team participated in the development of M&E work plan including | 10 | 14 | 12 | 11 2 |3.39 1.169
the corresponding activity budgets

The M&E work plan is updated annually based on the progress monitoring 11 |18 |10 |10 - 3.61 1.057
Resources both physical, human and financial are committed for the |11 (23 |7 |9 - 3.72 1.011
implementation of the M&E work plan

The project monitoring and evaluation work plan is comprehensive for staffand | 4 | 18 | 12 | 14 - 3.25 0.978
stakeholders

There is a tool for monitoring and evaluation work plan progress tracking. 12 |21 |5 |7 1 |3.78 1.073
The monitoring and evaluation work plan is accessible and is linked to project | 18 | 17 |4 |5 3 1389 1.220
objectives with clear outputs and indicators to access achieved impact or

performance.

Composite Mean 3.66

The first statement was to find out whether M&E work plan contains activities, time frame, activity costs and person responsible
for execution of the activity had a mean of 3.78 and SD of 1.112. This implies that majority agreed with the statement. The statement
on whether the M&E work plan is linked to the annual project plan and detailed implementation plan had a mean 3.84 and standard
deviation of 1.076. The statement on whether all project team participated in the development of M&E work plan including the
corresponding activity budgets had a mean of 3.39 and SD of 1. 169.The M&E work plan is updated annually based on the progress
monitoring had a mean 3.61 and 1.057. Resources both physical, human and financial are committed for the implementation of the M&E
work plan had a mean of 3.72 and SD of 1.011. The project monitoring and evaluation work plan is comprehensive for staff and
stakeholders had a mean of 3.25 and SD of 0978. There is a tool for monitoring and evaluation work plan progress tracking had a mean
of 3.78 and SD of 1.073. The monitoring and evaluation work plan is accessible and is linked to project objectives with clear outputs
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and indicators to access achieved impact or performance had a mean of 3.89 and SD of 1.220. The composite mean was 3.66 indicating
that respondents generally agreed that project monitoring and evaluation work plan had a positive impact on the performance of
development projects. This is in concurrence with Rumenya & Kisimbi, (2020) who observed that that project monitoring and evaluation
work plan are essential in the performance of development projects.

Correlation Results for performance of development projects in Gitega.
Table 4.7: Pearson Moment Correlation Matrix

Variables Test Project Human M&E Plan Costed work Organizational
Performance Capacity plan structure
Pearson 1
Correlation
Project Sig. (2-tailed)
Performance
Pearson 0.792™ 1
Correlation
Human Capacity Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
Pearson 642" .369™ 1
Correlation
M & E Plan Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
Pearson 707** 424** 492** 1
Correlation
Costed work plan Sig. (2-tailed .000 .000 .000 .000
Pearson 841™ .308™ 532** 292%* 1
Correlation
Organizational Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Structure
N 46 46 46 46 46

From the findings in table 4.7 human capacity had a strong positive and significant association with the performance of projects
in non-governmental organizations in Gitega (r=0.792, p=0.000), M & E Plan was also found to have a strong positive and significant
relationship with the performance of projects in non-governmental organizations (r=0.642, p=0.000), additionally Costed work plan also
had a strong and positive relationship with project performance in non-governmental organizations in Gitega (r=0.707, p=0.000). Lastly
organizational structure was found to have the strongest positive and significant relationship with project performance in non-
governmental organizations in Gitega (r=0.841, p=0.000). From the findings, it can be deduced that all the variables (Human Capacity
M&E Plan, Costed work plan and Organizational Structure) had a significant association with project performance of non-governmental
organizations in Gitega.

Regression Analysis

Model Summary
Table 4.8: Regression Analysis for organizational structure and Performance of projects in non-governmental organizations.

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square Estimate
1 .8832 .780 .776 17342

Additionally, the findings indicated that R square value was

a. Predictors: (Constant), organizational structure, human
capacity, project M&E plan, costed work plan

From the findings the performance of non-governmental projects
has a linear nexus as shown by the R item value of 0.883. From
the table also R square is 0.780 while adjusted R square is 0.776.
The explanatory variables (organizational structure, human
capacity, project M&E plan, project M&E plan) and dependent
variable are fundamentally linked as shown by the correlation
coefficient value (R) of 0.883.

This publication is licensed under Creative Commons Attribution CC BY.
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adjudged to be greater than 0.5 showing a significant association
between explanatory and response variable. The R2 model which
was ascertained to be 0.776 which is equivalent 77.6% of
performance of non-governmental projects were brought about by
explanatory variables. In conclusion there is a significant
relationship between explanatory variables and the performance
of projects in non-governmental organizations in Burundi.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION
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Based on the findings of the study, there is a positive and
significant impact of M&E systems on the performance of projects
by NGOs in Gitega. The study found out that there is clarity on the
role and mandate of M&E staff and it is well outlined in their job
descriptions. Additionally, the study found out that monitoring and
evaluation activities are integrated into project implementation.
However, the study found out there are insufficient mechanisms
within the project for M&E planning and monitoring the
performance of M&E system. The study recommends that non-
governmental organization administrators should strive to ensure
that personnel with adequate skills and experience are hired to
enhance the performance of development projects. Additionally,
adequate and relevant trainings, seminars as well as workshops are
conducted so as to enhance the capacity and effectiveness of the
employees. Non-governmental organizations should institute
departments of M&E and ensure that sufficient personnel are in
place for proper implementation of M&E functions.

M&E has been identified in the study as one of the
components that impact on the performance of the development
projects. It is important for organizations to institutionalize M&E
by ensuring that M&E unit is established. Costing and budgeting
were found to be crucial for the project performance for non-
governmental organizations.  Cost inferences and proper
budgetary measures are vital and play a major role in ensuring the
success of development projects for non-governmental
organizations. In recommendation, the study infers that budget and
cost allotment on monitoring and evaluation systems should be
contemplated and regularly appraised to guarantee attainment of
the goals of the project.
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