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Executive Summary 

In more recent years CAWST has started working with a results chain of inputs, outputs, 

outcomes and impacts, making it imperative to revisit the KPIs to assess their effectiveness 

in measuring progress along the results chain. For this reason the goal of this project was 

to analyse different M&E approaches in the WASH sector and use these findings to make 

recommendations to CAWST for them to incorporate into their M&E approach as they see 

fit.   

Several methods were used to collect the data including a website analysis, questionnaires 

and interviews. The questionnaire took a semi-structured style with a combination of tick 

boxes and open ended questions requiring more detailed answers. The questionnaire was 

also used as the guideline for the interviews (but with room for expansion and 

clarification), thus allowing comparisons to be made between the two data sets. The data 

was analysed by categorising different M&E approaches to identify good practices and 

constructing a data matrix in order to compare and contrast the practises of the 

organisations. 

The results revealed some similarities and differences in approaches to M&E ranging from 

the overall purpose to the frequency. For instance, M&E is most commonly undertaken to 

aid in internal learning as well as donor accountability and is largely carried out by an 

M&E project team. Saying this, when asked the organisations did not express a concern 

that the two purposes conflicted each other in any way. In terms of monitoring, the 

majority of organisations monitor inputs and outputs but aspire to move towards the 

outcome level. It is important to measure, report and compare outcomes in order to secure 

the improvement of the outcomes themselves and continue to provide the service. In 

addition to this, the evaluation is commonly carried out too soon after the end of the 

project, thus reducing the long term validity of the impact assessment. Impact on indirect 

beneficiaries requires several years to become apparent and measurable. For this reason it 

makes sense to follow up on long-term project outcomes and impacts for several years.  

The research has allowed for several recommendations to be made to CAWST in order for 

them to be able to develop and improve their M&E. Such recommendations include a more 

purposeful balance between qualitative and quantitative data collection methods, as well 

as extending the impact calculation to look at the indirect beneficiaries rather than just 

those directly trained by CAWST. Interacting and maintaining close links with other 

organisations, trainees and CBOs is also recommended in order to share lessons learnt and 

move towards monitoring at the outcome level with the suggestion that CAWST should 

also liaise with health centres to ascertain how training has impacted on beneficiaries 

from the incidence of water and sanitation related diseases.
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Chapter 1: Research rationale and goals 

1.1 Introduction and background 

At the inception of its capacity building activities in 2001, the Center for Affordable Water and 

Sanitation Technology (CAWST) developed a monitoring and evaluation approach which 

consisted of various key performance indicators such as revenue, number of clients and 

beneficiaries (amongst others). 

It is CAWST’s mission to provide technical training and consulting, and to act as a centre of 

expertise in water and sanitation for the poor in developing countries. This is outworked by 

training education and consultancy and its WET centres. The capacity that CAWST seeks  to 

build can be defined as “the organisational and technical abilities, relationships and values that 

enable countries, organisations, groups and individuals at any level of society to carry out 

functions and achieve their development objectives over time” (Morgan, 1998). This is 

especially pertinent to the WET centres that have customised CAWST’s training suited to the 

context of the country. 

In more recent years the organization has started working with a results chain of inputs, 

outputs, outcomes and impact. Conventionally, monitoring and evaluation focused on assessing 

inputs, activities and outputs. However, in recent times, development projects have moved 

towards a result based approach through documenting performance to include outcomes and 

impacts on the lives of people and communities (Amjad, 2006). It has become imperative to 

revisit the key performance indicators so as to assess the effectiveness in measuring progress 

along the results chain.  

One gap within the monitoring and evaluation of capacity building is the lack of sharing ideas 

between various organizations so as to ascertain what others are doing, hence serving as a 

conduit to improving one’s self or organization. In this research, CAWST seeks to address this 

gap by researching other capacity builders’ M&E strategies , in order to develop a more robust 

M&E methodology within CAWST. 

 

1.2 Goal and objectives 

The main goal of the research project was to assess monitoring and evaluation approaches 

within organisations in the WASH sector and use these findings to make recommendations for 

improvement to CAWST. The research should establish a set of good practises that can be put 

forward as recommendations to CAWST in order for them to assess themselves and then 

incorporate into their practises as they see fit.  

The objectives of the research can be described in several steps as following; 
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1. Analysis of relevant stakeholders to select influential actors for interview 

2. Explore monitoring and evaluation approaches that are available to capacity builders  

3. Assess which of these approaches are used by CAWST and others for comparison 

4. Recommend adjustments to CAWST’s current M&E approach  
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Chapter 2: Theoretical background 

2.1 Capacity and its development 

Capacity development refers to the approaches, strategies and methodologies which are used 

by outside interveners to help organisations and or systems to improve their performance. 

Building capacity is about institutional, organisational and behavioural outcomes. Indicators 

of capacity usually focus on the performance of some sort of organisational function or activity 

such as decision making, leadership, service delivery, financial management  ability to learn 

and adapt, pride and motivation, organisational integrity and many others. CAWST recognise 

that “Capacity development and capacity issues change over time and require evolving 

solutions” (Morgan, 1998) and have emplaced an M&E system to manage the tension between 

this change and the solutions offered through its capacity building.  

Ortiz and Taylor (2008) divide capacity development into ‘hard’ and ‘soft’; hard being 

infrastructure, information technology and finances, and soft being human,  organisational and 

social capacities. Soft capacity embraces the management of knowledge and skills, 

organisational systems and procedures including management information systems and 

procedures for planning and evaluation. This can be further divided into the more tangible, 

such as systems and processes that are quantifiable for example the number of people trained 

and intangible like the trainees ability to function as a resilient strategic and autonomous 

entity (Kaplan, 1999), having the capabilities to commit, engage, adapt and renew, relate and 

attract, and balance diversity and coherence (Ortiz and Taylor, 2008). The capacity building 

that CAWST engages with facilitates trainees to move from holding knowledge to exercising it 

autonomously through its education and training, most notable within its WET centre 

interventions.  

Morgan (1998) states in his paper on capacity building that on a macro level there is the 

context and environment of a wider community and the micro level the individual and that 

there is relationship between them. There is then an inherent need for M&E at each of these 

levels, the individual, group or organisation, and the wider community to obtain the true 

impact of capacity building. The extent and type of M&E at each level may be  different and 

likely to hold challenges but not to monitor each could prove poor management of the resource 

invested into a capacity building endeavour or worse have a negative impact on a wider 

community. 

Training, Education, and Consultancy are the primary ways in which CAWST deliver capacity 

building. In the context of CAWST, training is defined as the action of teaching a person a skill 

or type of behaviour; education the provision of knowledge to a wider or public audience; and 

consultancy the provision of expert advice by a professional. These types of capacity building 

are the focus of this research and form part of the comparison between CAWST and participant 

organisations. 
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2.2 Monitoring and Evaluation 

According to Ortiz and Taylor (2008), Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) of capacity building 

should serve the tripartite purpose of 

(a) Improving a project or programme,  

(b) Showing the impact of capacity building initiatives either directly or indirectly, and  

(c)Providing evidence on whether the capacity building initiatives have led to the development 

of the wider community which did not directly benefit from the intervention.  

However, the reality is often quite different, as common practice of M&E is often very 

donors-oriented to assure accountability rather than a continuous learning and improving of 

methods (Simister and Smith, 2010). Mebrahtu et al. (2007) state that donor accountability 

and internal improvement are not compatible and that M&E cannot serve two clients’ interests 

at the same time. Nonetheless, the primary and perhaps most important principle of M&E 

should be for organisations to measure the progress in achieving set objectives, as well as their 

effectiveness (Shapiro, 2006). In addition, it is important that whoever does M&E 

acknowledges the differences between monitoring and evaluation as each of them has a 

different purpose. Cook (1997) illustrated these in the following way (p.10):  

(a) Monitoring is for an appropriate management of projects and programmes. Effective 

management of the projects/programmes requires timely information of how it has been 

implemented so far. This information is useful in identifying problems and therefore to 

redesign the planning as it goes. 

(b) Evaluation focuses on the final results of the projects/programmes, assesses them and 

generates lessons learned. Ultimate use of these lessons is to plan and design future 

projects/programmes, and in order to do so well-thought through feedback mechanisms. It 

is recommended to get most stakeholders involved in the process. 

 

2.2.1 Considerations in M&E of capacity building 

The development of a capacity building M&E system should ideally start in the very early 

stages of overall project planning, for example by using the logical framework or other tools. 

This requires a clear idea about the overall purpose of the capacity building activity and how 

changes are expected to happen (Simister and Smith, 2010). Such a theory of change must take 

into account “demands / needs of primary stakeholders […] and the conditions that are needed 

to support the emergence of change, given the complexities (e.g. power, culture, systems, other 

actors, etc.) in the broader environment” (Ortiz and Taylor, 2008).  

An illustration of how change happens is the Ripple Model which compares the activity of 

capacity building to throwing a pebble into water; the ripples created by that action represent 
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different phases of change or impact. The way the ripples (see Figure 1) move through the 

water is determined by the pebble, i.e. input and the aforementioned broader environment 

(James, 2009).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Own illustration of based on James, 2009 

 

What the model also enables us to see are the different levels of impact where changes can be 

assessed. The effects of improved capacity can be felt at the organizational level, for example 

improved planning, more efficient use of inputs which will lead to improved outcomes and 

eventually impact on beneficiaries. Similarly, individuals can contribute more effectively in 

their communities by transferring their knowledge to others (Simister and Smith, 2010). 

Although a direct link back to capacity building interventions may not always be possible, any 

evaluation should at least attempt to assess what the impact in indirect beneficiaries is (James, 

2001). 

 

2.2.2 Measuring Impact 

As mentioned in the definition of evaluation, the main purpose is to assess final results, i.e. 

impacts of a project or programme. This becomes problematic depending on one’s definition of 

capacity building. Mizrahi (2004) considers it to be “a process, rather than a final outcome or 

an output (the results of capacity) which are more easily identified and quantified”. In addition, 

similar to many other development activities, a viable impact assessment cannot be done too 

soon after the end of a project or if the project itself was too short (FAO, 2007). This idea has 

also caught on with big donors, such as DFID and USAID that recommend to allow enough  time 

to pass (circa ten years) before a final impact assessment is carried out (James, 2001).  

The most common way to measure how input has led to impact is the bottom -up- approach. As 

illustrated below the starting point is an assessment of activities and outputs from which 

outcomes and impacts can be predicted. This is largely consistent with the logical framework, 

where a results chain is determined at the beginning of the project. An advantage of this 

approach is that assumptions about the connectedness of inputs and outcomes can b e 

Impact on direct beneficiaries, 

i.e. participants of training 

Impact on indirect beneficiaries, 

i.e. wider community 

CB 
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reviewed (Simister and Smith, 2010). 

  

 

Figure 2: Own illustration based on Simister and Smith, 2010 

 

Another model suggested by the same authors take a different starting point for tracing 

outcomes and impacts back to inputs. One possibility is to focus on outcomes first (e.g. changes 

in behaviour within a group of people) and then try to link this with capacity building activities 

and impacts. This technique is more suitable to soft capacity building rather than technical. If 

one of the main purposes is to report back to donors this method is less useful , as with any 

development project the problem of attribution often makes it difficult to directly link 

outcomes and project inputs (James, 2001).  

There are also various methods that have been specifically developed for the M&E of capacity 

building. Examples of these are self-assessments such as OCAT which are widely practiced (for 

more information on other methods and tools, please see Appendix A). These M&E 

methodologies should not be understood as independent from capacity building but rather as 

integrated into the entire process: “Many of the tools […] try to create a learning opportunity 

for the organization’s members, so that the assessment itself becomes an integral part of the 

capacity-building effort” (USAID, 2000). Ultimately such tools represent a learning opportunity 

for organisations to assess their effectiveness. 

Once impact has been traced or measured, for many organisations it is important to 

demonstrate or calculate impact. In essence there are two possible approaches, quantifying 

numbers (i.e. quantitative) and case studies (i.e. qualitative), although a combination of the two 

is possible. Often donors require capacity builders to justify their interventions by quantifying 

outcomes and impacts (Simister and Smith, 2010). There is however little evidence in the 

literature which points to how exactly quantitative approaches are used to calculate impact 

apart from purely aggregating numbers. On the qualitative side of impact assessment James 

(2009) explains why stories of change are so important:  

The most important things in life, such as relationships, cannot be easily measured 

numerically. For example, we can say how long we have known someone or been 

married to them, but we know that such numbers are such a small part of the real 

picture of the relationship. Numbers do not capture the more interesting questions of 

why change has taken place. 

An example of how qualitative impact assessment can produce quantitative data is given by 

Activities Impact Outcomes 
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Davies and Dart (2005) who developed the Most Significant Change method:  

1) Using individual stories which inform about the amount of people involved and 

activities. 

2) After selecting the most significant case study or story of change, the participants 

within this case are asked to identify other examples of this type of change they know 

of. 

3) An examination of all stories of change and a count of occurrences of a certain type of 

change within these cases. 

 

2.2.3 Challenges 

There are several concerns associated with the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of capacity 

building that could lead to unreliable and perhaps biased results. Firstly, there have been very 

few studies into M&E within the capacity building sector, resulting in a lack of scientific 

method (Watson, 2006). This could be due to the lack of “glamour” associated with the process 

as well as the fact that M&E commonly requires the use of partial and incomplete data 

(Watson, 2006). There is little agreement on the definition and measurement of capacity 

building, although assessment tools are available (Watson, 2006). 

Following on from this, there is a lack of incentives dedicated to M&E, such as funding and 

other resources, resulting in staff reluctance to plan and implement M&E within their 

programme (Watson, 2006). Incentives would inspire individuals within organisations to carry 

out M&E to aid the development of their programmes. Also, if staff feel that funding or their 

jobs are at risk from the outcomes of M&E then they are less likely to provide honest answers, 

resulting in a bias of the results (Simister and Smith, 2010).  

Another challenge can be the costs associated with M&E, especially in times when funds are 

scarce. At the same time, there is pressure for capacity builders to move away from cheap, 

simple monitoring and evaluating systems in order to satisfy stakeholders (Morgan, 1999). 

Unfortunately, such stakeholders are commonly unaware of the costs involved and there is 

risk of the programme budget being eaten away at (Morgan, 1999). To balance demands from 

stakeholders, it should be ensured that the costs of M&E do not outweigh the benefits of the 

programme, to avoid large and formalized M&E systems undermining and interfering with the 

capacity building itself (Watson, 2006). There is also a danger that M&E ends up focusing on 

the expected results of the project team or donor and does not measure other results, both 

intended and unintended (Morgan, 1999). 
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2.2.4 Clarifying Output, Outcome and Impact in M&E 

Traditionally, monitoring and evaluation focused on assessing  inputs, activities and outputs. 

In recent times however, development projects, policies and programmes have moved towards 

a result based approach by documenting performance to include outcomes and impacts, which 

mean important changes in the lives of people and communities (Amjad, 2006). 

From the standpoint of M&E it is very useful to think in terms of impacts, outcomes and 

outputs since they have to do with short, medium and long term changes the projects can bring 

about (Woodhill, 2000). However, these terms have been misunderstood and used 

interchangeably thereby raising questions about reliability of performance results. There has 

been various literature about the meanings of these terms. 

Connelly (2004) explains output as the practical steps taken to accomplish the objectives of  a 

programme, project, policy while outcomes are defined as the difference a programme, project 

or policy hopes to make in the lives of the people it is intended for.  

It has also been suggested that outcomes are the changes in developmental conditions that 

need to result from a programme or project so as to realize its purpose and contribute to the 

overall goal (UNDP, 2002). Therefore outputs are the direct services or products to be 

delivered for the outcomes to be recognized whereas impact is explained as the extent to 

which a programme or project, or some part of it, makes a contribution towards the goal.  

For the purpose of this research however this definition will be adopted because it spells out 

clearly that output refers to what activities are performed to achieve a purpose. In this case 

outcomes justify questions on why projects are implemented while impact refers to the 

relative effect an outcome has had on an overall problem. 

 

2.3 Indicators 

Indicators serve the powerful purpose of telling us whether we have achieved set obje ctives or 

not. They follow the logic of predetermined inputs, outputs, outcomes and impact, to which 

indicators must be adapted in the initial planning. Throughout the monitoring and evaluation 

process, they become invaluable as they help quantify and accord certain verifiable quality 

features to a project or programme (Meyer, 2004). For the quantification of data two 

instruments have been suggested by the European Commission (2006). The first one is to have 

explanatory factors which are to justify certain changes that happened before and after an 

intervention. The second instrument is to have a baseline which is reviewed over time (e.g. 

different progressive levels in the capacity building support) and benchmarks to measure 

effectiveness and efficiency of the intervention. What needs to be paid attention to is the 

difficulty in aggregating indicators, since not only one but several act ions might contribute to 
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change. Especially when it comes to capacity building, direct impacts are often intangible and 

therefore difficult to measure (Ortiz and Taylor, 2008). Since capacity building is a process that 

does not end with the last day of a workshop, and beneficiaries’ actions may be influenced by 

environmental factors. In this case the selection of more than one indicator can provide 

stronger evidence when making meaningful assumptions about the progress of an intervention 

(European Commission, 2005). 

The question of which indicator to use depends on what one is aiming to find out from the data. 

As depicted in Figure 3, indicators can be chosen for every stage of the project.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Own illustration based on Logical Framework, European Commission, 2005 

 

Indicators can be quantitative, e.g. number of trainings conducted or they can be qualitative, to 

what extent participants’ motivation has increased. In the scientific community there has been 

Input (indicator) Project activities  

Output (indicator) 

(goods and services produced) 

Results and Outcomes 

(direct and immediate effects) 

Impacts  

Short-term process 

indicators 

often quantitative 

“Unfortunately, these indicators give little insight in 

the achievement of final goals.” (FAO, 2007) 

“It’s not possible to measure impact when the period of a project is too 

short. AND impact cannot be linearly connected to the project inputs” (FAO, 

2007) 

Long-term 

indicators 

often qualititative 
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a long debate about the benefits of quantitative versus qualitative indicators. However, the fact 

is that they provide us with very different information and it largely depends on what we 

would like to find out by monitoring and evaluation (Meyer, 2004). No matter what type of 

indicator is chosen it is important that they are directly and empirically measurable either 

through observation, a survey or interview. To make indicators as suitable as possible, they 

should also be developed together with project stakeholders, such as participants or other 

beneficiaries (Kusek and Rist, 2004). This results in greater ownership of the  intervention by 

the target group and ensures that indicators are set according to their desired learning needs 

and outcomes.  

 

2.4 Methods of data collection  

In order to collect the most reliable data, organisations must use the correct method of data 

collection in relation to the type of information being collected and the available resources 

(CDC, 2009). Qualitative and quantitative methods can be combined, as well as triangulating 

the methods. For example, if all data lead to the same conclusion then there  is confidence that 

the results do in fact reflect changes (Cook, 1997). When determining the data collection 

methods, the organisation should ensure that they are appropriate for the target audience, 

provide the necessary information and match the staff’s  competencies (CDC, 2009). The 

following data collection methods are commonly used by organisations in the capacity building 

sector and so will be looked at in more detail. 

Firstly, questionnaires and surveys are commonly used and provide detailed informat ion. They 

can be used before and after an intervention to help determine if there was a change and when 

administered immediately they can be used to gauge the participant’s impression of the course. 

Questionnaires can also be administered at a later date in order to assess the sustainability of 

the programme (CDC, 2009). These results can be used to gather feedback to improve and 

develop the intervention course and well written questions allow for detailed feedback (ibid.).  

Direct observation allows the assessor to directly monitor people’s behaviour, or activities 

without having to depend on individuals’ ability/willingness to answer questions (CDC, 2009). 

The most important aspect of this method is systematically observing what is happening in a 

particular setting and how people react to specific events. As a result one will discover 

patterns of behaviour, relationships and interactions which give a good indication towards the 

success and acceptance of the intervention (Marshall, 2006). 

Another tool commonly used is conversational or spot interviews. These are very informal and 

unstructured interviews that usually have no pre-determined questions with questions usually 

arising during conversations between participants and the intervention staff.  As with the 

more formal surveys, these informal interviews can be conducted before and/or after the 
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intervention. Results from informal interviews can be used to gauge what particular activities 

had the greatest impact on the participants (CDC, 2009). There are also more formal, (semi) 

structured interviews, commonly referred to as key informant interviews. They aim to collect 

information from key stakeholders and are a useful method in all stages of the program me, 

from planning to evaluation (USAID, 1996). Open ended questions are commonly used and 

questions framed spontaneously, in order to allow the participant to expand and talk in depth 

about his or her experiences.  

Following on from this, multiple people can be interviewed at the same time in focus group 

discussions. Participants are carefully selected and take part in a structured discussion to 

explore a specified topic (Marshall, 2006). The group is facilitated by a trained member of staff 

and the results include formative or outcome data about the programme or intervention’s 

effectiveness (CDC, 2009). Focus groups can be particularly effective because they allow 

several participants to be interviewed simultaneously and thus get detailed feedback from a 

number of key stakeholders at a relatively low cost in a timely fashion (Marshall, 2006). 

A document review may also be useful to the organisation. This involves routinely collecting 

information during the intervention, for example in the form of agendas, outlines, financial 

records. The information collected from these document reviews can then be used in 

conjunction with other methods and information as a form of triangulation.  

Other methods can include the collection of scrapbooks or diaries that the participants have 

completed, along with timelines to document chronological events (Simister and Smith, 2010). 

Client satisfaction forms are also implemented by many organisations and in these the 

recipients can offer formal opinions and thoughts on the quality and effectiveness of the 

service provided. These also include instant assessment forms, which are distributed to 

participants immediately after the intervention and end of project client satisfaction forms 

(ibdi.), commonly used in the evaluation process. 

 

2.5 Data verification 

Data verification is the process of assessing data accuracy, completeness, consistency, 

availability and internal control practices that serve to determine the overall reliability of the 

data collected (Bielak, 2003). The decision of which kind of method used depends on the type 

of project or client preference. Furthermore, it is important for decisions to be made based on 

accurate and reliable data. This therefore requires data collection methods with little or no 

systematic or random errors. To enhance the validity and reliability of data results, a good 

practice is to employ triangulation in data collection (Mathison, 1988). Denzin (1978) 

highlights that triangulation is a multiple method of data collection that combines two or more 

data sources, methods, investigators or theories within a particular study. Multiple 
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triangulation occurs when one or more methods are combined in the same study. As a method 

of data collection, it is a viable strategy for eliminating biases and establishing trustworthiness 

of the results of a study (Denzin, 1978; Golafshani, 2003). 

As outlined below, different forms of triangulation are explored:  

(a) Data Sources: these depend on time, setting and individuals involved. The idea of this 

method of data collection points to the fact that a social phenomenon could b e understood 

and explained if it is examined under a variety of conditions, i.e. across space and time 

(Denzin, 1978). 

(b) Methodological triangulation: although commonly used it can be confusing as it can refer to 

data collection or research methods (Denzin, 1978). It involves the use of multiple methods 

of qualitative and quantitative methods in a study. The notion behind this strategy is to 

ensure that the deficiency of one method is covered by the strength of another.  

(c) Investigator triangulation: multiple investigators collect data. By involving more than one 

coder, transcriber, interviewer, observer, it lends greater credibility to the information 

gathered (Mathison, 1988). 

(d) Theoretical triangulation: involves multiple perspectives to analyse a phenomenon. This 

method has been noted for providing broader and deeper analysis of findings (Mathison, 

1988). Although triangulation is seen to be a useful tool in data verification, concerns have 

been raised about inadequate time, difficulty in managing huge amounts of data, tendency 

of producing conflicting results (Guion et al., 2002). However, with considerable 

planning   and appropriate use of triangulation, it will result in a more credible and 

trustworthy data (Web et al., 1966). 
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Chapter 3: Research methodology 

3.1 Development of a research plan 

After conducting a theoretical background into the monitoring and evaluation of capacity 

building, it was determined that there was a distinct lack of data and information within this 

sector. From this, gaps were identified and used to tailor the methodology to ensure the 

correct data is collected. 

In order to meet the objectives of the research, several data collection methods were used in 

conjunction with one another to collect a broad range of data that can then be verified, limiting 

the likelihood of bias. As outlined in greater detail below the methods employed were  web 

research, questionnaires and interviews. Information from all three approaches was collated 

to provide an overview of each of the organisations’ practises.  

Organisations included within the research were located from the previous CAWST report and 

additional organisations that engage with capacity building added to the list of organisations 

invited to take part. Not all organisations contacted were able to participate in the research 

resulting in a total of seventeen participants. 

Initially the focus of the study was to research capacity building in the WASH sector exclusively, 

but this was extended to capacity building in general in order to widen the scope of the data 

collected. The organisations participating in the research were humanitarian and development 

organisations, ranging in size from large national NGOs to smaller local ones.  

 

3.1 Data Collection 

The website analysis was suggested by CAWST, in order to collect data that was not dependent 

on any participatory involvement. This would provide information in an efficient and timely 

manner, but there were concerns on the level of detail provided via this method. The website 

analysis aimed to identify those organisations that could potentially provide further 

information to the study, as well as to establish contact details of relevant person nel to assist 

in the research.  

A questionnaire was then developed, consisting of 20 questions (although this was reviewed 

on several occasions based on new information from the background research  and 

interviews).  The questions aimed at allowing the participant to provide a brief description of 

the types of capacity building they undertake and then moved into more detailed questions 

concerning their methodologies, indicators and reasons. The questionnaire involved 

closed-ended questions in the form of check boxes combined with open ended questions 

where the participants were asked to provide as much detail as possible. A copy of the 

questionnaire can be found in the Appendix B. Participating organisations were offered the 
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option of completing the questionnaire or alternatively, an interview, and the questionnaire 

was sent to all organisations regardless of the preferred option. 

The interviews followed the same semi-structured style as the questionnaire but allowed for 

more detailed answers as further questions and clarification could be undertaken. The 

interviewees were initially contacted via email and telephone to give a brief overview of the 

agenda of the research. Upon acceptance to participate in the research, the participants were 

emailed copies of the questionnaire so that they could prepare. It was also ensured that the 

interviewees were directly involved in the area of monitoring and evaluation of capacity 

building activities in the various organisations, thus increasing the likelihood of detailed, 

accurate responses. The interviewing process involved two interviewers and two/three note 

takers. An interview usually lasted approximately 30-60 minutes over Skype as this was the 

most convenient mode of communication for the project team and the interviewees. The client 

(CAWST) was also interviewed with the same format, in order to collect comparable data. 

 

3.2 Data Analysis 

Finally, the data analysis stage involved collating the information from the three sources and 

using this to determine the organisations’ practises in M&E of their capacity building efforts. 

The information from the questionnaires and interviews was summarised into a “data matrix” 

(see Appendix C), which allowed the data to be coded in such a way that trends, similarities 

and differences could be established. This allowed for a comparison between organisations 

and enabled the research to focus on areas CAWST required. From this, a “good set of pract ises” 

was established for presentation to CAWST, in order for them to incorporate into their 

monitoring and evaluation process as they see fit to make improvements.  

 

3.3 Limitations 

There are several limitations of this methodology that should be discussed and  taken into 

account. Firstly, the scope of the research had to be widened from capacity building purely 

within the WASH sector to capacity building in general. This allowed for the collection of a 

more extensive data set. The data set itself also posed problems. The source of data collection 

varied from the website search to the questionnaires and interviews which resulted in 

irregularity in the quality of the data. For example, not all the organisations had up to date 

websites with relevant information regarding M&E of capacity building, and there were also 

minor issues with websites being in a language other than those known by the researchers.   

Another challenge was the time scale of the research project. The initial deadline for the return 

of completed questionnaires had to be extended so that more data could be collected. There 

were also problems concerning the length of time organisations took to return emails, phone 
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calls, thus resulting in the research being very much dependent on the participating 

organisations’ timeliness.  

Regarding the process of the interview, there were several challenges that should be 

addressed. Some interviewees were not always the best person to answer questions about 

M&E of capacity building as they were responsible for general M&E of the organisation’s 

projects. A gap was also identified between the theoretical ideal of M&E and the actual 

practises on the ground, especially as contacts in the field were often not contactable within 

the project time frame. The practicalities of the interviews (via Skype) also presented 

challenges with poor quality of internet connections. We tried to alleviate the effect of any 

geographical bias by purposefully including organisations from the global South.  

Another obstacle was the lack of scientific literature on which our analysis could be based on. 

The majority of the information in this report comes from grey literature, i.e. reports from 

NGOs, European institutions or UN agencies. 
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Chapter 4: Findings 

4.1 Capacity building activities 

The primary criterion for an organisation to be a part of the research was involvement in some 

form of capacity building, whether hard or soft in nature. All organisations (17/17) were found 

to do training when asked what kind of capacity building they engaged in. The categories of 

training and education resulted in misunderstanding of what was meant by each  as can be 

taken as synonyms. Apart from CAWST four other organisations were found to be solely 

engaged with capacity building (CABUNGO, RedR, IRC, IFRC). As will be seen in the following 

sections, the response from IRC was only partially applicable to this research because the 

organisation’s M&E concept did not fit the framework set by CAWST. The limited sample size is 

likely to have affected finding sole capacity builders. Approximately half (9/17) offered a 

consultancy service. Hard and soft capacity building was found to be engaged with in almost 

equal proportion 

(Hard 15/17; Soft 

16/17).  

The most frequent 

found purpose of 

carrying out M&E 

was for institutional 

learning (13/17) 

and almost equally 

for the purpose of 

improving planning 

(12/17). 

Institutional learning and improved planning are interrelated but with the distinction that 

institutional learning has an internal focus, the other external. Donor reports were the third 

ranking purpose with nine responses; few had other reasons for carrying out M&E. 

Project teams are said to be the most frequent response to who carries out M&E with nine out 

of seventeen organisations. Six used external consultants, mainly the larger organisations and 

after the completion of long projects. Three organisations had a specific M&E department; 

however upon inquisition a department in some cases consisted of just one person. There were 

responses to the ‘other’ option, for example Tearfund have sector professionals involved with 

the evaluation and analysis part of M&E. Those stating that everyone was involved in M&E 

were either lesser staffed, smaller organisations or organisations with M&E integral to its 

operations. 
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Tearfund have been working in the Kasese 

district of South West Uganda for over 

twenty years, during that time participatory 

methods of capacity building have been core 

to its intervention strategy.  Water user 

committees (WUC) are established within 

villages to pass on good practice to fellow 

villagers and monitor WASH with indicators 

developed with Tearfund through an action 

plan.  The committees are also responsible 

for monitoring progress as they are able to 

do so on a regular basis. In addition, 

Tearfund monitor the monitors. 

4.2 Monitoring 

The research has shown that the majority (10/16) of the organisations monitor a combination 

of qualitative and quantitative 

aspects (see Figure 5) with six 

organisations just expressing the 

monitoring of qualitative factors. 

None of the organisations stated 

that they only monitor on the 

quantitative scale.   

The qualitative aspects used by the 

organisations include behaviour 

change, retention and use of 

knowledge, participants’ 

expectations of the training, i.e. 

were they met, change in staffing skills and change in institutional capacity. Some 

organisations monitor only on the qualitative scale, for instance World Vision Ghana: the level 

of the participants’ acceptance and understanding of the training and how well the information 

was delivered. German Toilet Organisation (GTO) also monitor whether the training has met 

expectations, as well as collecting information about whether the participants intend to make 

use of their training in their future work, thus representing a deepening of their knowledge. 

Pure Water for the World (PWW) specifically look at how effective their training of community 

agents has been and, how capable they then are at maintaining the projects themselves. In 

addition to this, CAWST report that they monitor qualitative aspects, including the impact that 

the training has had on the participants 

since the completion of the workshop.  

Organisations tend to use quantitative 

approaches in combination with their 

qualitative factors. Such aspects include the 

number of people trained/participating 

organisations, costs and website traffic. 

Factors such as the cost of the training and 

the number of people trained are 

commonly monitored by CAWST, in 

conjunction with qualitative aspects. With 

respect to WASH capacity building, 

Tearfund principally measure the number 

of persons trained as the first level of 
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monitoring followed by qualitative measures respectively. Lastly, IFRC look to monitor their 

long term planning frameworks along with their operational plan databases.  

At the same time IFRC advise that organisations should aim to monitor at all levels; input, 

output and outcome. Twelve of the organisations are not currently monitoring outcomes, as 

this is particularly challenging. However, this research has identified that five organisations are 

monitoring at this level (CONIWAS, Tearfund, Dry Toilets Finland, RedR and IFRC), while  others 

desire to move towards this stage.  

Frequency of monitoring 

Figure 5 shows the distribution of frequencies within organisations’ monitoring system. There 

is a large diversity in these 

timescales suggesting that 

there is no pre-determine 

timescale for which 

monitoring should be carried 

out. Following on from this, 

there is a tendency for 

organisations to carry out 

their monitoring on the basis 

of the project itself. Thus, the 

scale and nature of the 

programme is a deciding 

factor on the monitoring 

frequency. CABUNGO clarify 

that monitoring is commonly not periodic but intervention specific, thus highly variable. In 

some cases, donor requirements drive the reporting requirements, quite often in terms of the 

monitoring frequency.  

There are several organisations who take a slightly different approach to the frequency of their 

monitoring. For example, PWW’s monitoring is not determined by time but rather by sample 

size. The organisation has agreed on a sample size of 15% of all communities in which an 

intervention has taken place, believed adequate in order to detect most commonl y occurring 

problems. Monitoring is then carried out when PWW return to the old communities to check 

up on them, which can be three to four times a month or not at all for a couple of months, 

depending on their work plan.  

 

4.3 Evaluation 

In order to find out more about how capacity building was evaluated the interviewees were 
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asked to talk about how their organisations went about this task. As in the questionnaire, the 

answers given by the interview partners were categorised in the following way: improvement 

in knowledge, behaviour, condition, institutional capacity or the number of people trained. 

There were, of course, also several answers that did not fit in any of these categories mainly 

from the questionnaire since they lacked clarity or did not pertain to the evaluation of capacity 

building.  

As illustrated in Figure 7, the most common issues to be evaluated were improved knowledge 

(12/17) as well as behaviour (9/17), followed by an improvement in institutional capacity 

(eight out of seventeen), change in condition (6/17) and the number of people trained (5/17).  

Several interview partners stated that long-term improvement of the “intangibles” such as 

knowledge and behaviour were very difficult to measure. However, Tearfund appear to have 

found a viable tool for tracking the 

improvement of knowledge of training 

participants who are asked to draw up an 

action plan as to how they are going to 

proceed with the newly gained insights.  

During informal visits to organisations, 

CABUNGO assess the changed behaviour of 

employees who received training and 

observe processes within the organisation’s 

system. German Toilet Organisation take a 

very similar approach in evaluating 
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(institutional) capacity, determining to what extent the training has been incorporated into an 

organisation’s projects. Also Concern trace the impact of their in-house capacity building by 

assessing the staff’s ability to deal with partners.  

When asked about the timing of the evaluation process, ten organisations stated they evaluated 

right after the end of the project, while six others said they did so after six to twelve months 

after the termination of a project. Only two organisations also carry out impact assessments 

several years later. Many interviewees said they would like to revisit project sites and 

communities but that this was impossible due to a lack of funding.  

 

4.4 Indicators 

Output indicators are the most used 

(ten organisations), and the second 

most are impact indicators (nine 

organisations) (See Figure 9).The 

majority of organisations use more than 

two kinds of indicators (See Figure 10). 

For example, IRC state they used impact, 

input, output, and context indicators. 

Apart from these indicators, Pu-Ami add 

that it used coverage and satisfaction 

indicators. IFRC also specify SMART and 

(humanitarian) cluster indicators. There 

are indicators which are more to do 

with internationally accepted 

benchmarks (SPHERE) which humanitarian 

organisations are required to follow.  

The only organisation that mention Key 

Performance Indicators (KPI) was CAWST. Its seven 

KPIs have been developed by CAWST without 

involvement of donors and beneficiaries. These are 

used solely used for CAWST’s annual assessment.  

Two organisations say that they do not use indicators at 

all for their M&E. One of the two, CDRA, say there are no 

systematic indicators in practice. There are some 

results-based indicators which are often recommended 
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by donors, yet they have not been developed into a proper framework. The other organisation, 

SEECON, mention how measuring change and processes was more intuitive and driven by 

subjective interpretation.  

There are different reasons behind the choice of indicators the organisations use.  Table 1 

shows the varieties depending on organisations. Tearfund try to incorporate different kinds of 

indicators to be flexible and more contextual depending on different projects and programmes. 

The intentions of choosing specific indicators by GTO, PWW, IRC, and Save the Children  are 

similar. However, their focuses vary. For instance, GTO look at the extent the acquired 

knowledge is used by the trainees. PWW look at whether the taught techniques and practices 

would be sustainable even after the training. Although other organisations try, IFRC involve 

beneficiaries in the process of setting indicators. This makes the indicators more context 

specific, seeing that wrong indicators are often used for a wrong context where objectives 

naturally become unachievable.  

Table 1: Reasons behind a choice of indicators 

With hindsight, it would have been beneficial to have enquired as to the kinds of indicators 

they use for a. monitoring and b. evaluation separately to gain further clarity.  

Collecting examples of key performance indicators used by organisations in the interviews or 

survey was not possible. For this reason annual reports of the participating organisations were 

read to find information about possible indicators. These assumed indicators were compared 

with CAWST’s KPIs (See Appendix A-3).Particular attention can be paid to Concern who seem 

to have a similar approach to assess organisational capacity. Since this information is from the 

annual report, the listed indicators are measured year after year regardless of projects or 

donors’ requirements.  

 

How to choose/develop indicators?  Organisations 

Examines the quality standards of indicators which are used in a previous 

year to finalise which ones to be used 

BORDA 

Based on other organisations (donors)’ standard such as OFDA and USAID  Pu-Ami, Tearfund 

Cooperation with different institution (e.g. Oxford Brookes University) 

focusing only on the information they need to collect 

RedR 

According to an expected change they would like to see through their 

capacity building interventions (= Relevance of the trainings and 

interventions) 

World Vision 

Ghana, Concern, 

CONIWAS 

To see whether the change has been made in a way they expected 

(=Effectiveness, Efficiency) 

GTO, PWW, IRC, 

Save the Children 

Get the beneficiaries involved IFRC 

To see whether it is fulfilling its mission or not CAWST 
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4.5 Data collection methods 

The methods of data collection within the organisations, indicated use of mostly qualitative 

and quantitative methods ranging from questionnaire, survey, observation, participatory, 

methods, key informant interviews and analysis of records. Two organisations had unique 

methods of collecting data that was not within the given options. Most organisations adopt a 

combination of qualitative and quantitative data collecting methods. This enables statistically 

reliable information to be obtained from numerical measurement and be supported by 

information from the research participants' explanations. This aids in eliminating biases and 

produce accurate data for analysis. 

Five of the organisations within this study use a single method of data collection relying solely 

on questionnaires or surveys. The nine organisations that opt for a mixed method usually 

employed questionnaires as one methodology. Questionnaires and surveys are typically used 

for gaining feedback and to determine changes that may have occurred. It was found that GTO 

collect data through questionnaires as it was found that anonymity encouraged the participant 

to divulge useful information more freely. For final project reports data from surveys aid 

justification to respective donors on how successful their trainings have been. As well as using 

questionnaires CDRA use an informal means of data collection where participants of their 

trainings give direct feedback right after training sessions. 

Six organizations analyse statistics and clinical records as a method of data collection. The 

figure below gives an illustration of the data collection methods of the various organisations. 

From the study, observation was usually used in collaboration with key informant interviews 

or participatory methods. Observation enhances a better understanding of the situation with 
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which the information is collected and can help explain outcomes (IFAD, 2002). Differentiation 

between monitoring and evaluation methods was not always made clear by interviewees, 

indication was made that evaluation usually requires much more qualitative data collection 

methods. 

Data verification 

Numerous organisations indicated use of at least one method of data verification. Figure 12 

indicates the various methods and trends in data verification that manifested from the 

interviews. External verification is employed by six organisations to achieve objectivity and a 

greater credibility of findings. CONIWAS note their use of external verification in its community 

programme evaluation. Multiple indicators coupled with external verification are used by IFRC. 

Concern use the Humanitarian Accountability Partnership and multiple methods to process 

and verify data. Multiple indicators and methods are used by IRC to verify data. Organisations 

such as CDRA and GTO trust that their participants give accurate feedback to attain d ata. 

Rather than merely trusting the response of participants to be valid, GTO compare responses 

from before and after training.  
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4.6 Data analysis and impact calculation 

Within every monitoring and evaluation process, data analysis is a crucial step in determining 

whether a project or programme is successful. However, extracting information about how this 

was done precisely was not easy and many found it difficult to articulate what the logic of their 

analysis was. Despite these difficulties, a general trend in different methods of data analysis 

could be established as shown in the Figure 13 which will be described in the following 

paragraphs. 

The most common tools for quantitative data analysis are Excel, Access and SPSS which are 

used by six organisations. This of course depends on the kind of data collected and indicators 

used. For example, PWW tabulate their surveys and observations, clean the data and 

subsequently run an 

excel analysis to 

determine the results. 

The results of this 

analysis are then 

compared with the set 

indicators. In addition 

BORDA differentiate 

between project based 

and general data: with 

the former, their 

analysis is supported by 

a scoring system that detects performance problems of the project. In the case of general data 

certain parameters of a group of DEWATS projects, per region and per country are looked at. 

Both CABUNGO and CDRA do not collect quantitative data and have a much stronger focus on 

qualitative indicators and methods requiring very different data handling such as stories and 

case studies. Five more organisations (GTO, Concern, SEECON, IFRC and Tearfund) say they use 

both quantitative and qualitative methods of data analysis. Tearfund make use of anecdotal 

evidence that is focused on illustrating how behavioural change has been affected, and the 

transformation this has brought about to the daily life and well-being of the community. 

Similarly, CONIWAS work with “human interest stories from communities” to analyse sector 

policy change. 

In order to find out what kind of impact an intervention has had organisations employ different 

techniques such as quantifying beneficiaries’ feedback (CONIWAS, Tearfund, SEECON) and 

comparing data with a baseline from previous years which was the most widely used method 

(Global Dry Toilet Association of Finland, Concern, CONIWAS, IFRC, Tearfund). An example of 

quantifying beneficiaries’ feedback was given by Tearfund which carried out a biosand filter 
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project in Afghanistan several years ago. The correct use of the filters was directly monitored in 

schools and households through surveys (understanding of maintenance issues, school 

attendance and illness). The data was aggregated and then compared with an analysis of water 

samples to draw conclusions about the effectiveness and impact of their work.   

Dry Toilet Association of Finland compare the situation of people who participated in training 

and were involved in a sanitation club and those who were not. This allows them assess how 

the knowledge transferred is manifested differently from those who have not been tra ined. A 

very different approach is taken by IRC who have no intention of establishing a direct link 

between their work and impact. Instead of using traditional statistical methods, IRC make use 

of data mining techniques in order to establish a time series to understand what is happening 

which can be applied to models.  

Other organisations did not calculate impact as such, since it had either had not been necessary 

in the past (CDRA) or it was not applicable to the type of capacity building (RedR and GTO). 

 

4.7 Dissemination policies 

The most common (14/17) way to publish M&E results is through the internet. IFRC provide 

information online for the purpose of accountability, for example. The content of the 

information depends on the audience since donors have different requirements. TearFund 

make information available on its website as well as for internal sharing for example learning 

reports at the end of a programme and progress reports during programme. Likewise, SEECON 

publicise selected results on the web annually or every second year. As part of their mission to 

contribute to development CDRA provide all information to the public online. Save the Children 

disseminate a wide range of information including case studies, evidence of change of 

behaviour and testimonies to the public. 

Five organisations show greater restriction in the way they publish. In future BORDA will 

disseminate their results to the public with limited access rights. Concern and CABUNGO only 

publish general findings rather than specific topics or projects. For CABUNGO, the reports  are 

ultimately for internal use, unless big partners or donors were involved. Pure Water for the 

World share project findings internally on the grounds that reports provide good material to 

improve activities. 

Within the humanitarian sector are clusters, to which Pu-Ami share information with other 

NGOs, the UN, and local authorities. In this case, the reports are not prepared for the public. 

CONIWAS also mainly share their reports with partners and donors during sector meetings and 

related forums. The same information is published by media partners as well as on its website 

or blog. 
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4.8 Challenges and areas of improvement 

There are several common challenges that appear to be shared by many of the organisations. 

These challenges and areas of improvement are summarised within Figure 14. 

 

Figure 14: Areas of difficulty and improvement  

From the graph it can be seen that there are seven main areas that present challenges within 

the monitoring and evaluation sector of capacity building. The most common challenge 

expressed by the organisations concerns their M&E methodology and indicators. IFRC 

establish a need for clearer methodologies within M&E of the capacity building sector. In 

addition, CABUNGO aspire to improve their indicators, moving from proxy indicators to more 

direct indicators. The improvement of indicators was also mentioned by CAWST, notabl y to 

reduce complexity and make them more understandable and accessible.  

The second most common challenge expressed by the organisations was time. For example, 

Concern state how there is not enough time to give staff and partners the opportunity to 

engage in the process of capacity building and, given the opportunity, they would like to 

improve on this.  Dry Toilet Finland also raise this point, saying that this is one of the biggest 

issues they faced in their M&E.  

Determining impact on the beneficiaries from the intervention was also a challenge of M&E. 

Concerning the effectiveness of M&E, World Vision Ghana state there are often problems when 

trying to monitor and evaluate the impact of capacity building on the beneficiaries. World 

Vision express how these difficulties are often a result of external factors, such as conflict, 

whose influence on the programme is hard to evaluate. This is also seen as a challenge by 

Pu-Ami who explain that access to humanitarian target zones is becoming increasingly difficul t 
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and so expat presence cannot always be assured. Therefore, Pu-Ami’s training methods for 

local staff will have to evolve to assure adequate data production. A similar point is made by 

Tearfund who express the desire for a greater involvement of the beneficiaries themselves, as 

witnesses of good and bad practises. It was suggested that self-analytical techniques could 

empower these stakeholders within M&E. 

The number of trained staff available for M&E is also an area that needs improvement. Both 

Tearfund and IFRC explicitly state there was a high turnover of staff which makes it very 

difficult, as knowledge is often lost making the programme difficult to sustain. This is even 

more of an issue for small organisations, for example Dry Toilets Finland highligh t that they 

are a very small NGO who wishes for more staff to be able to cover more aspects of M&E. As 

another example, PWW state that their data analysis is still performed by a foreigner 

(non-local team member) because locals do not have the advanced Excel skills required. 

Therefore, a way in which they would like to improve their M&E would be to train up two local 

staff members, ideally leading to a state where local staff can carry out, analyse and 

communicate the monitoring programme all by themselves. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

Considering the small sample size and several unsatisfactory answers, it is very difficult to 

compare and discuss different evaluation strategies. Often interviewees struggled to answer 

questions in a way we had expected them to, and instead talked about more general M&E or 

project activities. Since the collected information is partially incomplete and very vague, this 

analysis can only attempt to compare different organisations’ methods. An overview of the 

discussion, highlighting potential areas for improvement or inclusion within CAWST’s M&E can 

be found in Appendix D. 

 

5.1 Capacity building activities and purpose 

Similarities with CAWST can most notably be found with CABUNGO and RedR. In the example 

of CABUNGO the primary and sole purpose is to build the capacity of its clients.  The nature 

and subject material is different from CAWST however.  CABUNGO seek to bring 

organisational development by mainly soft intervention whereas CAWST’s strengths lay with 

technical expertise. With the use of capacity development plans, organisational assessments 

along with strategic planning and review amongst and other CB tools capacity of its clients are 

built.  A fundamental difference is that CABUNGO’s work is confidential to the  organisation it 

engages with and as a result the framework for M&E can be exclusive to each client.  It is 

likely that CAWST and CABUNGO may share common indicators and further contact has been 

made with CABUNGO in the hope of enabling more detailed comparison. 

RedR and Tearfund provide training within the WASH sector amongst others and are not sole 

capacity builders; they do however have distinct similarity with CAWST.  The training 

delivered is sector related, and mediation between a high level knowledge  base and clients 

working in the field is provided. The two have different M&E requirements and processes from 

which knowledge can be gained as similarities can be found with the type of capacity building 

carried out. 

Concerns regarding conflicting purposes of M&E between donors and organisations own 

requirements have appeared not to be such as issue as expected at the outset of the research.  

Of particular interest is that of Tearfund, where autonomy was apparent to the extent that it is 

able to include beneficiaries within the monitoring process. This allows more far reaching M&E 

and therefore greater knowledge of impact had on indirect beneficiaries and brings fresh 

insight into who can be involved in gaining data and the process by which it is achievable . 

 

5.2 Monitoring 

It is clear from the findings that monitoring is very much project dependent, whether it is in 

terms of resources or frequency. From this, it can be seen that there is a need for organisations 
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to monitor both qualitative and quantitative aspects. Quantitative factors are required to 

collect information regarding numbers etc. that can be directly compared to previous 

years/programmes. Qualitative factors give good information regarding people’s opinions and 

levels of knowledge. Monitoring over the short term usually involves quantitative measures as 

these are easily visualised and recorded, but this research has shown that organisations are 

fully aware for the need for a combination of both. CAWST also recognises the need for both 

qualitative and quantitative approaches, with their monitoring methods most similar to RedR 

in terms of collecting information regarding the training costs and the male: female ratio of the 

participants.  

Another similarity between CAWST and RedR concerns the monitoring of the impact that the 

training has had on the participants within their line of work. These similarities between 

CAWST’s and RedR’s monitoring methods are likely to be due to the style of the organisation; 

both are primarily training organisations rather than working directly within the field. RedR 

raise an interesting point concerning their methods of monitoring the numbers of participants 

prior to the training itself. This is a necessity for recovering costs in order to ensu re financial 

viability which is considered to be a good practise. 

When looking at the level that the majority of organisations are monitoring at it can be seen 

that very few have reached the outcome stage. For optimum success of their monitoring system, 

organisations should be looking to monitor at all levels, including outcome. This is shown to be 

feasible, at least to some degree, as IFRC, Dry Toilets Finland and IFRC do monitor to this stage, 

but this is difficult and perhaps impossible for some of the smaller organisations where 

resources and finances are limiting factors. CAWST do not currently monitor at the outcome 

level, but along with the other organisations, has expressed the desire to move towards this 

goal.  

When looking at the frequency of the monitoring it can be seen that  there is some flexibility 

which is often dependent on the scale and type of project being undertaken. This provides 

ample opportunity to tweak and refine the process in order to ensure maximum opportunity 

for success of the intervention. Saying this, some level of structure is required in order to make 

systematic reviews of the programme and to solve any potential problems as efficiently as 

possible. Monitoring should be a frequent ongoing process if the intervention is of a suitable 

time scale whereas training workshops such as those run by CAWST and RedR tend to monitor 

at the end of each of the training sessions. Saying this, RedR monitor aspects such as training 

bookings on a continuous scale and CAWST’s WET centres also monitor periodically and 

frequently.  

The frequency of monitoring can also be driven by external factors that perhaps are not 

determined by the organisations themselves. For example, Tearfund’s monitoring frequency is 

often driven by donor requirements, whereas IFRC clearly state that, although donor 
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involvement is good, they would not completely alter their monitoring procedures but rather 

take into account donor requirements and tweak if necessary. There is no mention of donor 

involvement within CAWST’s monitoring procedures, suggesting  that donors to do not play a 

key role in determining the monitoring frequency. 

 

5.3 Evaluation 

Difficulties surrounding the evaluation of changed behaviour and improved knowledge  were 

found, although many organisations seek to track improvements in capacity and resultant 

changes in behaviour of their beneficiaries. Through its evaluation CAWST seeks to find out if 

clients have been able to use knowledge from the training and if project goals have been met  as 

a result. While this is certainly a positive finding, it remains unclear what was meant exactly by 

project goals and how ‘use of knowledge’ was defined. This could refer to the implementation 

of a WASH project based on CAWST’s training or how successful a project had been. At the 

organisational level, such qualitative evaluation does not play a large role for CAWST as the 

main focus is on very quantitative measures.  

Other capacity builders follow a similar approach and do not evaluate the potential impact on 

communities and indirect beneficiaries. This is mirrored by the fact that only five organisations 

try to measure a ‘change in condition’ in their evaluations. A possible explanation for this might 

be that many organisations focus on building capacity within organisations and may not always 

know who exactly their indirect beneficiaries are. 

A notable finding is that the majority of organisations evaluate very soon after the termination 

of their project or programme. At this point evaluations concentrate on the potent ial uptake of 

training contents and methods but not on long-term impacts. As aforementioned, impacts often 

take many years to manifest themselves, it is therefore questionable how successful 

organisations can be in evaluating these so soon after the end of an intervention. In many cases 

this evaluation pattern is due to a lack of funding from donors to follow-up on long-term 

outcomes and impacts of projects. Commendably, this challenge is partially tackled by CAWST 

through informal impact assessments when employees happen to be working in the same 

country for several years and able to revisit project sites. 

 

5.4 Indicators 

The majority of organisations use multiple indicators, seemingly a mainstream of M&E practise. 

Using different types of indicators such as output, outcome, and impact, is recommended not 

only for a better understanding of assessment but also for data verification purposes. 

Purposefully choosing multiple indicators can maximise useful information obtained, which is 

why organisations use them to broaden their understanding of a wider reality. Multiple 
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indicators (e.g. KPIs) are also chosen by CAWST to assess overall performance. However these 

Key Performance Indicators inform mainly about outputs of projects but not so much their 

effectiveness, relevance, and efficiency. The KPIs are designed to generate a numerical data set 

and are unable to measure impact qualitatively. 

In addition, this study revealed the significant influence of donors in the choice of indicators. 

The donors’ preferences can be of central concern when organisations need to report back 

their activities and achievements. Although organisations do not perceive a conflict between 

donor requirements and internal learning purposes, a strong donor influence was clearly 

evident. When this influence becomes dominant, the risk of indicators being treated as an end 

as opposed to a means increases. Furthermore, as projects are context specific it is important 

to involve project teams and beneficiaries in the development of indicators.  

Of the seventeen only two do not work with indicators at all, which does not seem to pose a 

problem in their M&E. This practice is not abnormal, for example in the Most Significant 

Change method, indicators are commonly not used to allow inclusion of what beneficiari es 

believe to be important. Also the two organisations in this study seemed to have no particular 

challenges in the absence of indicators as long as the goal of their M&E is clear. However, for 

many organisations working with indicators makes M&E more systematic and manageable. 

 

5.5 Methods of data collection and verification 

It was evident from the study that the type of method for M&E used is dependent on the type of 

data required, including CAWST which collect data depending on the indicator. The main 

methods of data collection are a survey after the end of a project, training or year, as well as 

review of internal documents. On rare occasion CAWST also carry out interviews which means 

mixed quantitative and qualitative data collection methods are used to some extent. The use of 

multiple methods is largely used to triangulate by CAWST and several other organisations. This 

notwithstanding CAWST’s qualitative data collection remains minimal. 

Also, data collection was mostly conducted by project teams and with direct or indirect 

beneficiaries who have undergone capacity building training. A common theme that emerged 

from organisations that rendered services like CAWST was the difficulty of collecting impact 

data from indirect beneficiaries. Conducting an impact survey was suggested by RedR as a 

method in trying to bridge this gap. Additionally, some organisations struggle to differentiate 

between monitoring and evaluation.  

External verification is also used by some organisations but not very frequently due to cost. 

When employed, there is greater credibility to findings because external evaluators are more 

objective. Organisations that did not have a robust system of verifying data depend on trusting 

their beneficiaries. In these cases organisations either work with participants very closely to be 
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able to scrutinize results or rely on a baseline upon which comparisons were made. Moreover, 

many organisations found it difficult to verify their data, mainly due to the fact this requires 

time and resources. 

 

5.6 Data analysis and impact calculation 

As pointed out to us by our interview partners, data analysis methods are often very context 

specific, for example one interviewee say “our data analysis depends on the data”. As logical as 

this might seem, it is very difficult to compare organisations’ different data analysis approaches 

without more information. However, it is safe to say that it is commonplace to use quantitative 

methods and tools for quantitative data and qualitative ones for qualitative da ta.  

The problem of being able to link directly one’s own capacity building efforts to impact was 

confirmed by most organisations. However, Dry Toilet Association of Finland attempt to trace 

its impact on communities by looking at “other factors” and through looking at a control group 

that did not receive any training. For most organisations, including CAWST, this type of impact 

calculation will unlikely be an option if they are not in contact with the indirect beneficiaries or 

do not have access to them. Moreover, capacity builders whose target audience are employees 

of organisations might not perceive it as their mission to calculate impact on indirect 

beneficiaries. This is not to say that such impact is not intended but as the primary goal is to 

improve the capacity of organisations the focus is likely to remain on direct beneficiaries 

considering finite resources.  

By comparing the use of CAWST’s retention factor to other organisations’ strategies of impact 

assessment, there are little similarities. In the case of UN funded trainings of RedR, though, the 

training impactsare later quantified by multiplying the number of trainees with the assumed 

number of indirect beneficiaries (participants of trainings typically work in refugee camps 

where the number of refugees is approximately known). Seeing that this is only used in very 

few of RedR’s projects, a general trend observed in the interview indicates that most 

organisations rely on information directly acquired through household surveys or official 

documents.  

 

5.7 Dissemination policies 

What our study has shown about dissemination policies is that first of all, the publicly available 

reports and information do not necessarily tell the readers all results of M&E. In relation to this, 

there is not much difference between CAWST and the researched organisations. CAWST do not 

publish its reports even though the website informs about what the organisation do. Selectivity 

is not without purpose though, as some information is only intended for certain stakeholders, 

e.g. donors, partners. Another reason is that reports are often for  internal learning purposes. 
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The data which is not for internal sharing tends to be published online so that other 

organisations can access it.  

Precisely this represents a dilemma among organisations that in fact are keen to learn about 

other organisations’ achievements. A lot of the participating organisations expressed interest 

in reading this report to find out more about other organisations’ M&E practises. If this 

problem is to be overcome in the future, organisations will have to agree on standards of 

sharing confidential data with each other.  

 

5.8 Challenges 

Although only two organisations (BORDA and SEECON) directly express that finance was a 

concern in their M&E, lack of funding, resources and trained staff all directly link to finance. 

These latter issues are frequently expressed as concerns and areas for improvement, hence 

suggesting that an increase in the available budget for M&E would ultimately increase th e 

success and efficiency of the process. When comparing this to previous studies into the 

challenges of M&E, these results may appear unusual as the literature suggested that 

organisations commonly feel under pressure to move towards more complex and ultim ately 

expensive M&E methods. These concerns were not expressed in this study. It is perhaps the 

smaller organisations that suffer the greatest from a lack of funding, as organisations such as 

CAWST and RedR express no concerns regarding the logistics of their M&E.  

The challenge concerning the high staff turnover rate, expressed by several organisations, is 

one that was commonly mentioned in the literature. This appears to be especially an issue in 

the humanitarian sector. There is obviously much room for improvement, but due to the nature 

of the work it is likely to remain a challenge within M&E for the foreseeable future.  

Several organisations expressed the concern regarding just how effective their intervention 

was on the indirect beneficiaries, as the majority of organisations do not monitor and evaluate 

to this extent. A few highlighted they would like to be able to see how their work has impacted 

the lives of people on the ground, but factors such as available resources and time constrain 

them. When asked the question regarding how they measure whether it was their intervention 

that was 100% the cause of any observed changes, all the organisations expressed that this 

was nearly impossible and they instead had to assume that they had made an impact. This  is a 

common problem within the field of M&E, as it is an ever changing and fluctuating process with 

variable and multiple approaches and results. 
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Chapter 6: Recommendations 

 

1) Establish and maintain close links with trainees and CBOs who will monitor progress 

at the outcome level.  

The research has shown that the majority of the organisations do not monitor at the outcome 

level. This could be due to several reasons such as the complexity and difficulty in 

measurement producing results that can be complex and hard to analyse. The majority of the 

organisations express a desire to move towards this level and this is therefore identified as 

good practice. Outcomes should not be considered in isolation but in conjunction with all other 

monitoring levels such as input and output so that progress can be monitored across the 

spectrum. It is important to measure, report and compare outcomes in order to secure the 

improvement of the outcomes themselves and continue to provide the service. To facilitate 

such a development, it is recommended that CAWST establish and maintains close links with 

its trainees as well as CBOs in order to gather the necessary information and increase the 

sustainability of the capacity building programme. 

 

2) Extend impact calculation to indirect beneficiaries, such as change in behaviour, 

improvement in health and overall condition.  

It has been a recurring theme throughout the research that many organisations would like to 

be able to measure the effectiveness of their intervention on the indirect beneficiaries. This 

poses many challenges concerning available resources and time constraints, but it would 

enable the organisation to directly measure the extent of its impact. If CAWST were able to 

incorporate measurements of behaviour change and improved health of the indirect 

beneficiaries in their M&E approach, then capacity building programmes could be tailored to 

maximise the benefits for people on the ground. Understandably, this will require considerable 

resources, but will make for a more effective and purposeful monitoring and evaluation 

process.  

 

3) Consider long- term impacts, qualitative and quantitative 

In a similar vein, impact on indirect beneficiaries requires several years to become apparent 

and measurable. For this reason it makes sense to follow up on long-term project outcomes 

and impacts for several years. To some extent CAWST do already practice this by occasionally 

revisiting project sites if employees are still working in the same area. We recommend for 

CAWST to institutionalise this approach and systematically monitor progress on the effects of 

their capacity building over several (ten at best) years. Ideally this should include quantitative 
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as well as qualitative measurements, so that not only the number of indirect beneficiaries or 

partners is known but also to what extent they have benefitted (e.g. health, overall condition) 

or used their improved capacity.   

 

4) Include qualitative elements in KPI 

For a potential improvement of indicators it is recommended that more qualitative Key 

Performance Indicators are developed. Having a good balance between qualitative and 

quantitative data will allow CAWST to get a deeper understanding about the effectiveness of its 

work. What needs to be borne in mind is that the main driver for selecting indicators should 

come from overall purpose of the programme, with indicators being selected to acquire the 

relevant information.  

 

5) Reach out to other organisations and share lessons learnt (not just sole CB) 

Exchange of knowledge and practices of M&E between different organisations seem s to be 

substantially lacking despite the expressed needs of doing so. It might be a rational choice not 

to disseminate certain information as it is to be shared internally, yet the cases of both good 

and bad practices should be actively shared as ‘lessons learnt’. For CAWST, for this reason, it 

would be better to disseminate more information online, so that other organisations would 

know how it measures the effectiveness or impact of its work. Encouraging more 

communication between capacity building organisations and more access of information for 

learning purpose should be a next orientation of M&E practices.  

 

6) Liaise with health centres to triangulate further 

Since CAWST assists in building capacity within WASH and is cognisant of the fact that there is 

a correlation with the outbreak of diseases, CAWST could triangulate by consulting local health 

centres and other stakeholders. This would help ascertain the impact of CAWST’s training on 

beneficiaries who for example visit health centres. In this way impact on the indirect 

beneficiaries can be monitored from the incidence of water and sanitation related diseases.  
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Concluding remark 
The research has highlighted several interesting points and areas for improvement that should 

be considered. Firstly, both monitoring and evaluation is often very project dependent, in terms 

of the frequency, indicators and methodologies and so, although there are several similarities 

among the organisations, generally speaking there does not appear to be a set structure/ style 

that organisations follow when carrying out their monitoring and evaluation.  Also, due to the 

varying nature of the participating organisations comparisons between them were difficult, 

especially when it came to comparing and contrasting with CAWST.  Saying this, several 

recommendations have been made to CAWST for them to evaluate and incorporate into their 

M&E as they see fit. These recommendations include moving towards monitoring at the 

outcome level with the involvement of trainees and CBOs, extending impact calculation to the 

indirect beneficiaries, considering both qualitative and quantitative long term impacts, 

inclusion of qualitative elements with CAWST’s KPIs and liaising with health centres to 

triangulate further. The research also highlighted just how complex M&E can be and although 

there are tools available they are not always used correctly or fully understood. Therefore, 

there is a gap here where further research into the use of these tools could be carried out and 

the results used to develop more widely understood and robust tools. Overall, there was a 

consensus that organisations value the importance of M&E and strive to incorporate it into 

their projects and programs. On the other hand, there was also a general agreement that it is a 

difficult and often complex task, with much room for development and improvement.  
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Appendix A Indicators 

A-1: Kinds of indicators  

Indicators Definition 

Input indicators To see how much money and other resources has been allocated and spent 

to the different level of need in projects or programme 

Output indicators It is used to assess the activities done. Focusing on physical and/or monetary 

achievement (e.g. the number of borehole has been constructed) 

Result indicators It is to see the direct and immediate effect of the activities/projects on the 

end users. Strategic decisions of appropriate and most relevant activities or 

projects would rely on this indicator. 

Impact indicators It is to assess the change in condition which has been brought by the 

activities/projects beyond the immediate result  of outputs. Therefore the 

impact will be measurable only after certain period (3-4 years after). The 

data collection has to be done with ‘sound explanatory model’ which tells 

the causal chain of intervention and expected long term effect.  

Context indicators It reflects socio-economic nature/status within the organisation. E.g. SWOT 

analysis. It is suitable for systematic reporting such as annual report when 

the operated programmes would be evaluated. 

Source: European Commission, 2006 
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A-2: Various tools for M&E 

Method Features 

Participatory, 

Results-Oriented 

Self-Evaluation 

Dual purpose of assessing and enhancing organisational capacities. It 

involves with meeting within the organisation to come up with own 

questionnaires and assessment questions. In nature, it would be time 

consuming and requires high mobilisation of members of the organisation 

across the department. 

Organizational 

Capacity Assessment 

tool (OCAT) 

Widely acknowledged and practiced by many organisations. It is to 

identify strengths and weaknesses of the organisations by using 

assessment sheet which has seven capacity areas of measurement. The 

techniques would vary from interview to focus groups etc. Data will be 

collected in scales to be quantify the value. 

Dynamic 

Participatory 

Institutional 

Diagnosis 

The facilitator from an outside would take an initiative to make members 

of the organisation to be mobi lised and assess to produce a ‘state of the 

organisation’. It would be purely based on the reflection and 

understanding of members rather than using a ranking or scoring system.  

Organisational 

Capacity Indicator 

It tries to get as many participants as possible, thus partners, 

beneficiaries, stakeholders, etc. All together, they explore factors of 

successes of organisation’s practices and projects which would become 

the capacity areas for the organisation to focus on when it comes to M&E. 

Then they produce ‘provocative propositions’ in each capacity area –  how 

each capacity area should be developed ideally towards the general 

objectives. Monitoring will be done twice a year by assessing the process 

of development towards the ideal goal of capacity areas set by 

themselves, which would be used to generate plans for following year.  

Source: USAID Centre for Development Information and Evaluation, 2000 
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A-3: Example indicators of other organisations 

 

Organisations Specific indicators/ Area of measurement 

CABUNGO Improved capacity, change in policies (i.e. outcome of capacity building), inventory of assets,  

Concern 

 

Impact indicator: ex) what effect has HIV programme had on people’s attitudes towards the disease  

# of direct and indirect beneficiaries which have benefitted from education work, 

Money spent on emergency programmes 

Male-female ratio, how women benefitted from certain interventions, quality assurance programmes e.g. issues indicating 

good quality of education 

Ongoing monitoring to check Concern as an organisation in terms of: 

1. Economic instability, 2. Staff security and well-being, 3. Achievement and demonstration of programme impact, 4.Staff 

related issues, 5. Major fraud and error, 6. IT security and continuity, 7. Organisational cohesion 

CONIWAS # of people benefitted from improved water supply system/ improved latrine facilities 

# of water supply systems and sanitation facilities implemented 

# of people attended advocacy events, # of organisations attended campaign events, # of hygiene clubs established,  # of 

WATSANs and pump care takers trained, # of people who have received hygiene promotion messages, # of training 

workshops organised, # of people who came to the workshops 

# of subscription received in a year (in Ghana cedis) 

IRC “WASH sector professionals are reached and sue IRC as a knowledge centre for information searches, exchange, etc”  

# of newsletter subscriptions, # of donwloads publications, yearly, Sales of IRC publications, # of page views on IRC 

managed sites, yearly, # countries with portal page views, IRCDOC references viewed, # of questions answered on Q&A, 

Average ranking IRC pages in Google, # of external web links to www.irc.nl,, Detailed web statistics 

“New concepts and methodologies are developed and advocated for” 

http://www.irc.nl/
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# of new concepts, ideas and methods developed, existing concepts strengthened, Sharing and advocacy of new 

concepts/ ideas/ methods 

“IRC is an important innovator, providing added value to the sector through the development of knowledge and concepts” 

% of like-minded WASH-related research institutes positively confirm IRC’s role as innovator 

“IRC is an effective capacity builder and development partner, providing added value to direct stakeholders to improve 

WASH service delivery” 

Partner satisfaction rate on progress and relation,  Anecdotal stories to demonstrate added value as capacity builder, 

Anecdotal stories to demonstrate IRC’s work is locally embedded 

PWW # of beneficiaries, appropriateness of intervention 

Pu-Ami # of beneficiaries/ partners/ projects, % of resources spent on project 

RedR # of countries where training was delivered, % of aid worker training conducted outside in the country programme or 

tailor made programme, # of organisations worked with over the past year, # of organisations trained through tailor made 

service, total # of humanitarian workers trained in a year 

# of urgent queries answered by the Technical Support Service, # of visitors to the website in a week during the 

fundraising event 

# of humanitarians who became RedR members in a year 

# of countries RedR members based in, average % of approval which UK trainees giving their courses in a year 

Amount of money raised through certain campaign 

Source: CABUNGO Annual Report, Concern Annual Report, IRC Monitoring Protocol, Pu-Ami Annual Report, RedR Annual Report, PWW’s example 

was attained through personal communication which cannot be disseminated due to its request 
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Appendix B Questionnaire and Interview 

B-1: Details of participants 

 

No. Position within 

Organisation 

Organisation Logo Form 

1 M&E person International federation of red cross 

and red crescent societies(IFRC) 

 Interview 

2 WASH Advisor Tearfund  Interview

/Survey 

3 Programmes and 

Communication 

person 

Coalition of NGO’s in water and 

sanitation(CONIWAS),Ghana 

 Survey 

4 Director Capacity Building Organisation 

(CABUNGO)  

Interview 

5 People development 

manager 

Save the children, Kenya 

 

Survey 

6 Data driven senior 

programme officer on 

monitoring and 

learning 

International Water and Sanitation 

Centre(IRC)  

Survey 

7 Project Coordinator German  Toilet  Organisation 

(GTO) 
 

Interview 

8 Director Global Dry toilet Association of 

Finland 
 

Interview 

9 Director, Research 

Learning 

Center for Affordable water and 

sanitation(CAWST) 
 

Interview 

10 M&E person Community Development Resource 

Association(CDRA),South Africa  

Interview 

11 Learning Officer CONCERN 

 

Survey 

12 Senior Programmes  

officer 

World vision, Ghana 

 

Interview 

13 M&E Coordinator, 

Programme Manager 

BORDA 

 

Survey 

14 Monitoring and 

Evaluation Volunteer 

Pure Water for the World(PWW) 

 

Survey 
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15 Emergency Desk 

Officer 

Première Urgence – Aide Médicale 

Internationale (PU-AMI) 

 Survey 

16 Wash training officer 

together with the  

learning and 

development officer. 

RedR 
 

Interview 

17  Society economy ecology consulting 

(SEECON)  

Survey 
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B-1: Questionnaire and Interview Script 

 

Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: Capacity Building Organisation (CABUNGO) 

Position within the organisation: Executive Director 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for Affordable 

Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by WASH capacity 

builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity building work (as opposed 

to the overall  M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch 

with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by March 22, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1. What kind of capacity building do you 

do? 

Civil  society organisations, faith based organisations, public and 

private institutions.  

Approach:  

Entry point institutional assessment, target motivations. 

 

2. Do you monitor and evaluate your 

capacity building activities? 

Yes, not always though and monitor certain components.  

Organisational Capacity Assessment Tool (OCAT), developed by PACT 

worldwide. 

 

3. What is the purpose of your M&E?  Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

Improve planning 

Reporting back to donors, NO, do not receive donations. Get 

contracts directly from organisations/ institutions 

 Other, please specify: 

To see the change taking place in the organisations. 

4. Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department 

 Project team 

 External consultants 

 Other, please specify: 

Each practitioner 

Baseline established before project, then expert does training and 
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assesses what changes have taken place. It’s an integral part of the 

work. 

 

5. What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction 

 Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

 Other, please specify: 

Change in commission in vil lage(?), change in institutional capacity 

and behaviour 

Intervention based, process with institution, after 6 months how the 

institution is faring 

Clear objectives after baseline, check if these have been met 

Their monitoring appears to be about collecting the data for the 

baseline stage. 

 

6. How often do you monitor? 

 

 

 After six months 

 Other, please specify: 

7. Why have you chosen this frequency?  

8. What do you evaluate? Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure)  

 Other, please specify: 

Return to institutions informally.  

Look at processes of the system. 

Change in capacity/ skil ls of individuals as this contributes towards the 

organisation’s capacity.  

9. At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

 twelve months later 

 Project sites are revisited several years later 
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 Other, please specify: 

This also depends on the contract with the organisation. 

Sometimes they have to go back to the organisation informally if the 

contract doesn’t cover a follow up. 

 

10. What method do you use to collect 

the data? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

 Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history 

l ine) 

Key informant interviews, if other stakeholders are included 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 

Discussions, this is where they get explanations, during they observe, 

look at dynamics taking place. Compare that with questionnaire. 

 

11. Who do you send the survey/ 

questionnaire to? Beneficiaries? 

 

12. What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

 Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

 Output (i.e. number of participants) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify: 

OCAT, set of questions given “Statement of excellence” 

Ordinance key (INTRAC), clover leaf (other methodologies) 

Have not taken time to modify /more qualitative data  

13. How do you choose your indicators? 

Why do you choose certain indicators 

in favour of others? 

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

OCAT has to be customised, internalised, quantitative and qualitative 

data. 

 

 

 

 

14. How do you analyse the data?  

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

Qualitative data analysed, artefacts produced by groups. Make stories, 

no data sheets. 

Quantitative data, spreadsheet and SPSS. 
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15. How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

 

Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

Other, please specify: 

Want to look at beneficiary level, but it is difficult. (community level). 

Service delivery to communities improved, then successful. Although 

direct causal l ink is not guaranteed. 

16. How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

Using multiple methods 

Using multiple indicators 

 Other, please specify: 

17. Do you have an external verification 

process (third party)? How frequently? 

 No 

 Yes, please specify: 

[Implied not] 

18. How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the 

public?  

“I think we do write reports” 

They are not allowed to disseminate information. Unless they work 

with big organisation/ donor. But they have to be careful what info is 

published. If a report is published it is only a general one a nd then 

they don’t “name” organisations.  

Most reports are for internal use. 

19. What would you like to improve in 

your M&E methodology?  

Not being able to l ink their efforts to l ives of the people. 

Learn how other capacity builders are doing/ working, how do they 

trace impact/ knowledge? 

More direct indicators instead of proxy indicators. 
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Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: BORDA: Bremen Overseas Research and Development Association 

Position within the organisation: M&E Coordinator, Program Manager SEA and LA 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by 

March 22, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1.What is the purpose of your M&E?   Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

 Improve planning 

 Reporting back to donors  

 Other, please specify: 

2.Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department 

 Project team 

 External consultants 

 Other, please specify: 

3.What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction 

 Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

 Other, please specify: 

Based on different technical and socio-economical parameter the 

performance and quality of our Decentralised Water Treatment 

Solutions (DEWATS) projects. 

4.How often do you monitor?  Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify:  

This depends on the regional M&E procedures, available funds and 

needs. BORDA is working in four project regions: South Africa, 

Southern African Development Community, South East Asia and 
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Afghanistan. 

 

5.What do you evaluate?  Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure)  

 Other, please specify: 

Different technical and socio-economical parameter and Operations 

and Maintenance aspects in our DEWATS projects. 

 

6.At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

 Six to twelve months later 

 Project sites are revisited several years later 

 Other, please specify: 

If possible once per year, depends on the ability of our regional 

offices. 

 

7.What method do you use to collect the 

data? 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

 Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history 

l ine) 

 Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 

 

8.What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

 Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

 Output (i.e. number of participants) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify: 

 

9.How do you choose your indicators? 

Why do you choose certain indicators in 

Based on our experiences from the last years in internal M&E 

campaigns and from our quality control standards, indicators were 
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favour of others? 

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

tested and finally chosen. 

 

 

 

 

10.How do you analyse the data?  

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

 

 

We have decided to analyse M&E data in two groups: 

 

1. Project based: We look into the performance of each 

DEWATS project. Analysis is supported by a  scoring system 

that automatically detect performance problems of the 

project. 

2. General: Here we look into certain parameter of a group of 

DEWATS projects, per region, per country.  

We are stil l in the testing phase how to analyse our data. We plan to 

have an M&E expert online discussion group.  

 

11.How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

       

 Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

 Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

 Other, please specify:  

12.How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

 Using multiple methods 

 Using multiple indicators 

 Other, please specify: 

13.Do you have an external verification 

process (third party)? How frequently? 

 No 

 Yes, please specify: 

 

 

 

14.How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the public?  

We plan to present some of the results in a Future Database  (end of 

2013) and give restricted access rights to the public. 

15.What do you think is the biggest 

challenge when it comes to M&E in your 

organisation? 

 Time 

 Money 

 Trained staff 

 Other, please specify: 
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Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:   

Organisation: Capacity Building Organisation (CABUNGO) 

Position within the organisation: Executive Director 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by 

March 22, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1. What is the purpose of your 

M&E?  

 Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

 Improve planning 

 Reporting back to donors  

 Other, please specify: 

2. Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department 

 Project team 

 External consultants 

 Other, please specify: 

Every member of staff who does facil itation including our associate 

consultants. 

3. What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction 

 Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

 Other, please specify: 

While we monitor customer satisfaction, our interest is so much on 

the change that has taken place in the organisati on. The change could 

be necessary with very l ittle satisfaction in some cases. 

4. How often do you monitor?  Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify: 

Not always periodical but intervention specific.  
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5. What do you evaluate?  Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure)  

 Other, please specify: 

6. At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

 Six to twelve months later 

 Project sites are revisited several years later 

 Other, please specify: 

When we visit them later, it is normally informal. 

7. What method do you use to collect 

the data? 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

 Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history 

l ine) 

 Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 

8. What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

 Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

 Output (i.e. number of participants) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify: 

9. How do you choose your indicators? 

Why do you choose certain indicators 

in favour of others? 

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

Tools l ike OCA and POET -Participatory Planning-choose statements of 

excellence in the customising of the tool. 

 

 

 

10. How do you analyse the data? 

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

Two ways- Making observations during discussions and using artefacts 

from discussion sets. 

Then we analyse quantitative data from questionnaires using Excel 

spreadsheets or SPSS. 
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11. How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

 

 

     

 Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

 Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

 Other, please specify: 

12. How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

 Using multiple methods 

 Using multiple indicators 

 Other, please specify: 

13. Do you have an external verification 

process (third party)? How frequently? 

 No 

 Yes, please specify: 

We do evaluation of the whole CABUNGO and our practice (including 

our M&E) is verified. They also talk to our clients. 

14. How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the 

public?  

Mostly the information is disseminated within the respective 

organisation as an ethical thing through feedback workshops 

where discussions are done and followed by reports. In cases, 

where interventions were commissioned by a development 

partner(donor), they also have access to the information. Public 

information is only one where general information about 

organisation capacity issues are presented but for CABUNGO this 

is rare.  

15. What do you think is the biggest 

challenge when it comes to M&E in 

your organisation? 

 Time 

 Money 

 Trained staff 

 Other, please specify: 

Capacity Building in the case of CABUNGO takes the software aspect 

which is intangible and therefore, very few are will ing to invest in it 

(time or money) because it is unseen; there it is given very l ittle 

attention. 
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Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: World Vision. Ghana 

Position within the organisation: Senior Programmes Officer 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey  

 

1. What kind of capacity building do you 

do? 

Main focus is community development. That is; 

Building capacity of rural poor, improving livelihood, health, and 

education.  

Mainly through training, which are in the form of; interaction with 

school children and community members. Also the networking and 

collaboration (with local partners and local government). Working 

with the government to get information from them to produce 

planning and implementation. 

 

2. Do you monitor and evaluate your 

capacity building activities? 

Yes. We collate the assessment and then monitor and evaluate what’s 

been done. Also, form review meetings with partners which brings 

information together, i .e. what’s been achieved, what has not been 

achieved and what is yet to be achieved. 

 It’s all  included in the projects cycle (from the five project cycles). 

3. What is the purpose of your M&E?  

 

 

 Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

 Improve planning 

 Reporting back to donors  

 Other, please specify: 

4. Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department 

 Project team 

 External consultants 

 Other, please specify: 

5. What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction 

 Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 
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 Costs 

 Other, please specify: 

It is done in two ways:  

(1) Receiver: monitoring is done through the message from the 

participants based on how they understand the trainings. What’s the 

level of acceptance and understanding 

(2) Deliverer: How the information was been delivered by the 

delivered and how well they have been understood by the receiver. 

Options are available to enhance what has being delivered 

e.g. l ivelihood: It will  be used for the purpose of proper 

recommendations, options available for them to enhance the current 

situations 

6. How often do you monitor? 

 

 

 

 

 Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify: 

Following our design implementation guide, we do it monthly and 

quarterly, 

Regular basis. 

7. Why have you chosen this frequency?  

 

8. What do you evaluate?  Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure)  

 Other, please specify: 

There are 5 project phases. Phases are usually development works. At 

each phase they evaluate how far they have made progress. Also end 

of phase evaluation. Last August, we hired the consultant, in the area 

of evaluation, basically on what to measure, What we intend to 

achieve, how it’s been, what the challenges are, what the best 

practices should be.  Ex. education: regular monitoring, meeting 

parents, school management committee, teachers, and include them 

in as part of monitoring. We try to assess their knowledge. It depends 

on the area of capacity building activities we looking at. Example, 
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health: capacity to manage diarrhoea, how to prevent malnutrition. 

9. At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

 Six to twelve months later 

 Project sites are revisited several years later 

 Other, please specify: 

10. What method do you use to collect 

the data? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

 Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history 

l ine) 

 Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 

We set out surveys to observe the incidents of e.g.  Diarrhoea. Then 

see how people respond to the incidents. Go back to the health 

centre. Also look at the beneficiaries to see how they cope, what’s the 

impact, how they are using the knowledge, and try to understand the 

capacity building efforts better. 

11. What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

 Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

 Output (i.e. number of participants) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify: 

We look at the number of people trained? What people understand 

from the trainings? Increased numeracy? 

12. How do you develop your indicators? 

Who chooses indicators (donors, 

beneficiaries, project team)?  

 

Yes we use a logframe. Set the indicators etc. which are actually 

guidelines for the assessment. Indicators are a guides leading to the 

ultimate goal. Both qualitative and quantitative indicators. 

For quantitative &qualitative: through survey, that’s it. This is what we 

have done over the last 15 years. What do we want to see in the 

change we want? How do we affect people’s l ives? Who are the 

beneficiaries? When we have a clear understanding of what we want 

to see, then we put the indicators accordingly.  

13. What is the significance of chosen 

indicators, driving factor?  

Are they linked to your M&E methodology 

and how? 

(Please give as much detail  as possible) 
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14 .How do you analyse the data, i .e. how 

do you determine that you have (not) met 

your objectives? How do you establish a 

direct l ink between your intervention and 

any improvements? 

Methods and assumptions? 

(Please give as much detail  as possible) 

Use consultants to analysis, which is independent body to do it for 

them. Findings which are brought out and information are looked at 

and then they can see how good they have been doing. Information 

will  be shared with the stakeholders. 

15. How do you distinguish your 

monitoring from your evaluation (in terms 

of indicators and methods)? 

 

16. How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

How do you know what kind of impact 

your intervention has had? 

 

 Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

 Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

 Other, please specify: 

From baseline surveys, and compare and see how much of progress 

made. Regular assessment done from one level to another. 

17. To what extent is impact calculated? 

Direct or also indirect beneficiaries?      

 

18. How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

 Using multiple methods 

 Using multiple indicators 

 Other, please specify: 

Information for measurement goes through an Independent consult 

who analyse the result, and once its shared we look out for?  Where 

the limitation are. We then make assumptions so that they can 

strengthen the measuring process. 

Yes, they do use multiple indicators. If you want to know the 

reduction of diarrhoea incidents, then look at underweight, nutrition, 

etc.  What they are doing differently to see the change. So try to look 

at different variables to assess one phenomenon. 

 

16. How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the 

public?  

 

17. What would you like to improve in 

your M&E methodology?  

Depends on the sector question I.e. of sector are in Numeracy, 

l iteracy, and livelihood, nutrition, infant mortality, maternity mortality, 

Assets management. 

It should be sustained in a way it’s been expected. 
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Conflict issues. 

Difficulties to reach the beneficiaries due to the external factors. 

We don’t do it for them, but we do it WITH them(in terms of the 

training or education) 

Migration  – something you can’t control  

Cultural practices affect behaviour change. 
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Monitoring and Evaluation of CapacityBuilding in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: Tearfund 

Position within the organisation: WASH 

INTRODUCTION 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at CranfieldUniversity, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by 

March 22, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1. What is the purpose of your M&E?  X Institutional learning → develop set of good practices 

X Improve planning 

X Reporting back to donors 

 Other, please specify: 

 

2. Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department 

X Project team 

 External consultants 

 Other, please specify: 

 

3.What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction 

X Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

 Other, please specify: 

This is the case with respect to WASH cap building: principally, the 

number of persons trained is the first level of monitoring (for the 

cap building event).  The trainees are seen as the direct 

beneficiaries, and their new knowledge or skills as outputs.   

Sometimes (unfortunately, not always) the project team or partner 

will seek to monitor the outcomes of the training, within a WASH 

intervention following the training / cap-building.  
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4.How often do you monitor?  Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify: 

This is usually driven by donor and / or Tearfund reporting 

requirements, which are at least every six months, but often more 

frequent because our Operational Teams and Partners usually have 

a number of donor programmes active at any one time.  They 

don’t have the capacity to regularly, consistently conduct 

monitoring events outside of required reporting criteria.  

 

5 .What do you evaluate? 

 

X Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

X Increased motivation 

XChange in behaviour 

XChange in condition (e.g. better health in villages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure)  

 Other, please specify: 

 

6. At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

X Right after a project has ended 

X Six to twelve months later 

 Project sites are revisited several years later(if required by 

donor) 

 Other, please specify: 

 

7. What method do you use to collect 

the data? 

At this point it is becoming difficult to 

respond in terms of M & E pertaining 

purely to capacity building.  The 

options you give opposite are typically 

associated with our M & E of WASH 

projects generally.  Our WASH projects 

usually incorporate some form of 

capacity building - most definitely in 

X Questionnaire/ survey 

X Observation 

X Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping,  

history line) 

X Key informant interviews 

X Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 
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respect of establishing and training 

community management groups, such 

as water users committees and pump 

attendants.    

8. What kind of indicators do you use 

for M&E? 

X Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

X Output (i.e. number of participants) 

X Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify: 

 

9. How do you choose your indicators? 

Why do you choose certain indicators in 

favour of others? 

 

(Please give as much detail as possible) 

 For WASH access, we usually incorporate the key access 

indicators which are reflected in minimum universal 

standards (e.g. SPHERE).  For example, time taken to fetch 

water, distance of water source, volume of safe water per 

person per day that is used, safe water storage, presence / 

absence of soap for hand-washing, etc.  Often, the national 

government will have its own standards that we try and 

reflect (show progress towards), and frequently the donor 

will have its own standards (e.g. until recently, the OFDA 

office of US AID had very specific indicators for each 

component of WASH (water, sanitation, hygiene practice)).  

 We nearly always incorporate behavioural change indicators, 

such as knowledge of X / 5 critical times of hand-washing, 

evidence of safe-water storage, use of bed-nets. 

 Management indicators, such as frequency of meeting of 

water users committees, the representation of women on 

those committees, records of change / presence adaptation 

of community action plans. 

 Health-based indicators (e.g. incidence of diarrhoea in the 

under-fives).  We will obtain these through HH / KAP 

surveys (often in conjunction with needs assessments), and 

through community or district clinics. 

 

We try to incorporate all of the above types of indicators.  We 

also acknowledge the ideal that M & E should be conducted by 

beneficiary groups too, and not purely (or primarily) by, say, 

Tearfund’s Operational Teams. 

 

10. How do you analyse the data?  Using matrices to summarise data, and sometimes using  

Graphs, comparing results with baseline data previously  
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(Please give as much detail as possible) 

collected (typically in connection with needs assessment  

events). 

 

 

11. How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

 

 Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

X Comparison with baseline data from previous years 

 Other, please specify: 

We also value anecdotal evidence that is focused on illustrating 

how behavioural change and improvement of access has been 

affected, and the transformation this has brought about to the 

daily life and well-being of the community. 

 

12. How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

 Using multiple methods 

X Using multiple indicators 

 Other, please specify: 

 

13. Do you have an external verification 

process (third party)? How frequently? 

 No 

X Yes, please specify: 

Every three years, an on-going programme supported by Tearfund 

is evaluated externally (using an external consultant, or using 

peer-evaluation). 

 

14. How do you disseminate the 

results? Which ones do you present to 

the public?  

Often through learning reports (end of programme), or 

Progress reports (during a programme). [I could provide you 

with examples if you require].  Also through case studies,  

which are made available via our web-site, or through internal 

awareness-raising meetings. 

15. What do you think is the biggest 

challenge when it comes to M&E in 

your organisation? 

X Time 

 Money 

X Trained staff(Also because staff, particularly in the humanitarian 

arena, will move on eventually, and knowledge may be lost) 

 Other, please specify: 
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Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: Tearfund 

Position within the organisation: WASH Advisor 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by 

March 22, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1. What kind of capacity building do you 

do? 

Facilitators work through trainer ’s approach 

Train own staff (emergency work) and people from partner agencies 

(more development work) 

Other stakeholders, local government + authorities, wash department 

reps ( ultimate service providers) 

Trainers of trainers (ToT) of capacity, but with wider stakeholders (exp. 

Water safety plans), e.g. he is going to Mozambique to train staff from 

UNICEF for two days, afterwards they go to the field and the trainees 

do community water safety plans  

CLTS training, programming for sustainability and robustness, go to 

vil lages beforehand, consider local materials, this is a ToT approach. 

ToT and virtual training: advocacy. Should be considered by every 

WASH organisation, because ultimate service provider is government. 

Advocacy advisor (Joe Watson) has a community of practice, she 

trains(?)  advocacy linked people go out over time and meet 

politicians and vil lage heads. The ‘l ink people’ are the focus of 

capacity building and training. 

2. Do you monitor and evaluate your 

capacity building activities? 

Yes but as part of the over all  M&E, so a baseline is determined 

through focus groups and household surveys.  The M&E of one 

project becomes the baseline for the next. 
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3.What is the purpose of your M&E?  Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

Improve planning 

Reporting back to donors  

 Other, please specify: 

There is a overlap between needs assessment and evaluation of two 

separate projects, often quite common in humanitarian sector.  

Tearfund wants to be more systematic, statistically relevant?? ..in 

finding statistical significance. 

4.Who does the M&E?   Project team 

Project: Implementing partner... local language...  

Programme M&E: 

Same methods used as for initial baseline/ needs assessment 

Outcomes of one project become the baseline of the next project.  In 

Kasese, the Water User Committees do monitoring as are best placed 

to do it. 

5.What do you monitor?  

 

Monitoring: Ongoing progress and identification of challenges 

Experience: partner in south west Uganda, Kasese Diocese for over 20 

years, water user committee organises monitoring events regularly 

(monthly)? Go to various homes in each project vil lage, even years 

after project has finished, water consumption, incidence of diarrhoea, 

availability of soap, generate a window of questions that i l lustrate 

impact, series of collated results, these are brought forward to NGO. 

This forms basis data for evaluation data  

Monitoring and capacity building coincide, address questions of repair 

and maintenance 

Output: action plan created, will  this be implemented? 

Evaluation: snapshot in time of achievements, beneficiaries must be 

involved 

Problem: people who attend Training of Trainer (ToT) are not 

decision-makers, but can feedback the content to their agency 

Evaluation has action plan been implemented? What impact has it 

had? 

Community level, outcome of an action plan 

Observation to see if vil lagers have really understood what they heard 

Interviews to test depth of understanding  numbers and ages  

gives an idea about level of impact 
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5.How often do you monitor? 

 

 

 

 

 Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify: 

In Kasese monitoring is on-going done by WUC’s who are 

beneficiaries, and is done every month, and then evaluated by the 

diocese. 

6.Why have you chosen this frequency?  

 

7.What do you evaluate? Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure)  

 Other, please specify:  Improvement of knowledge of trained 

people; they are asked to draw up an action plan as to how they 

are going to use the capacity building training.  Often the 

participants aren’t policy makers so change in policy can’t be 

measured. Hopefully the material covered is discussed with 

managers and possibly included in future action plans. 

     Changed behaviours and conditions of beneficiaries on the 

ground.Water User Committee (WUC’s) do training and 

monitoring, the evaluation (Kasese) 

8.At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

 Six to twelve months later 

 Project sites are revisited several years later 

 Other, please specify:  Projects are evaluated by external org. 

And if a project runs for more than 3 years, again it is done by an 

external org after 3 years. 

9.What method do you use to collect the 

data? 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

 Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history 

l ine) 

Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  
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 Other, please specify: 

10.Who do you send the survey/ 

questionnaire to? Beneficiaries? 

 

11.What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

What indicators are practically realistic? Especially in 

questionnaires.. 

% increase know x/5 reasons for hand-washing at critical times 

Also the occurrenceof diarrhoea in children under 5 

Wash access: Length of time taken to fetch water, amount of water  

Time spent, income, gender... seasonal differences!  

Indicators are country and context specific  

Practical side: 

Many donors stipulate their own indicators, Tearfund has to accept 

them, if not they would have to justify 

Higher level indicators 

Donors are tending towards outcome and impact indicators, 

community: improved education, school attendance, better 

health, menstrual cleanliness 

Hygiene Indicators, USAID  HIP essential and desired indicators 

USAID have indicator of residual chlorine content, however Tearfund 

don’t chlorinate, so replace the donors indicator to better match 

their working practice using a safety regime. 

DFID also have specific indicators. 

Do indicators influence methodology: 

Yes. Diarrhoea incidence children under 5, then visits to health clinics, 

will  try to augment that with sample surveys on the ground 

Questions: What do you think caused this? 

Why are things not working?  

Focus groups, vil lage context 

12.How do you choose your indicators? 

Why do you choose certain indicators in 

favour of others? 

Can be dictated by donors ie DFID or USAID 

Tearfund work to make indicators specific to context and country and 

their working practices. 
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13.How do you analyse the data?  

 

Correlation but not necessarily causation  

 

There is always subjectivity within a baseline, you just have to work 

with it 

DIFID’s logframe of Milestones are achievable.  With milestones 

there are late and early adopters so i t is possible to see the trends 

of how an indicator are doing, then asking why the data is at that 

point on the scale 

It’s not just about the end indicator it’s about what’s happening in 

between and why?  Rather than just meeting indicators solely, 

check validity of the indicator during M&E. 

End indicator is very important 

DFID project: changed indicators after two years for the remaining 

three years 

Meeting indicators could incidental or there could be a causality, 

become very useful when they tell  you something about why you are 

not achieving an indicator/ objective 

SPHERE standards are always in mind, however they need to be 

contextualised to beneficiaries needs and expectations  

14.How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

 

Afghanistan disseminated 17000 bio-sand fi lters, 6000 were donated 

as demonstrators to the most vulnerable households and then 

demand lead by the more able. Monitored households use of fi lters, 

and in schools. 

Monitoring in schools would be on attendance and il lness, however 

validity is difficult as i llness may not have been cause of school/ home 

supply/ other 

Monitoring and evaluation events inform about real numbers  

Household survey, sampling of water, maintenance issues, 

appreciation of length of time for the schmutzdecke to form 

A lot of people assume that clear water is clean water, l ittle 

knowledge of how long it takes with certain kind of turbidity, 

temperatures 

Moving to a more demand led approach... local service provides. 

15.How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

Using multiple methods 

Using multiple indicators 

 Other, please specify: 

16.Do you have an external verification 

process (third party)? How frequently? 

 No 

 Yes, please specify: 

Yes, see above 
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17.How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the public?  

 

18.What would you like to improve in 

your M&E methodology?  

Facilitation skil ls from UK to partners.  People don’t get involved 

unless it is ongoing 

More involvement of actual beneficiaries, who have evidence and 

witnessed good practice, exchange visits  

Self-monitoring l ike Ugandan example, monitoring the monitors  

Empowering techniques, Self-analytical techniques, it is about good 

initial facilitation 

How good are the monitors and evaluators on the ground? 
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Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: Save the Children UK 

Position within the organisation: People Development Manager (Save the Children Capacity Building Centre 

in Nairobi) 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by 

March 22, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1.What kind of capacity building do you 

do? 

Humanitarian workers’ capacity building. 

 

 

 

 

2.Do you monitor and evaluate your 

capacity building activities? 

We do monitor but this is an area that we are currently working on 

expanding. Our M&E for capacity building has been less than it should 

be. We the Humanitarian Leadership Academy that Save the Children 

is spearheading and one of things that is going to be a focus for the 

academy is looking at M&E as far as capacity building is concerned.  

 

3.What is the purpose of your M&E?  

 

 

  Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

  Improve planning 

  Reporting back to donors  

  Other, please specify: Ensuring that our training has made a 

difference to the way our participants work, interact with others, 

apply themselves etc in order to achieve better results. We also 

monitor to see what difference our training makes to the career 

progression of our participants.  

4.Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department 

  Project team 

  External consultants 

 Other, please specify: 
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5.What do you monitor?    Customer satisfaction 

  Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

  Other, please specify: Career progression of trained 

personnel, content intake as reported by l ine managers  

6.How often do you monitor? 

 

 

 

 

  Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

  Other, please specify: Before and after intensive face to 

face training events  

 

7.Why have you chosen this frequency? It keeps us updated on whether we are making a difference in our 

programme 

 

8.What do you evaluate?   Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

  Increased motivation/sustained motivation 

  Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

  Number of persons trained  

  Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure) Though to a l imited extent; we 

more so monitor changes that our participants bring to their 

organisations as a result of a training.  

 Other, please specify: 

 

8.At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

  Right after a project has ended 

 Six to twelve months later 

 Project sites are revisited several years later 

 Other, please specify: 

 



 

30 

 

9.What method do you use to collect the 

data? 

 

 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

  Observation 

  Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, 

mapping, history l ine) 

  Key informant interviews 

  Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 

 

10.What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

  Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

  Output (i.e. number of participants) 

  Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an 

organisation) 

  Other, please specify: Change in capability of an 

individual  

11.How do you develop your indicators? 

Who chooses indicators (donors, 

beneficiaries, project team)?  

 

Project team and donors  

 

 

 

12.What is the significance of chosen 

indicators, driving factor?  

Are they linked to your M&E methodology 

and how? 

 

(Please give as much detail  as possible) 

We believe our indicators help us to clearly determine if our training 

has made a different. But as mentioned before M&E in capacity 

building is an area we are looking to work in more and expand. 

 

 

13.How do you analyse the data, i .e. how 

do you determine that you have (not) met 

your objectives? How do you establish a 

direct l ink between your intervention and 

any improvements? 

Methods and assumptions? 

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

 

 

We compare data received to our objectives for training.  

We establish direct l inkages of our intervention to improvements by 

gathering evidence from the people reporting. Our current 

method is mostly qualitative.  
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14.How do you distinguish your 

monitoring from your evaluation (in terms 

of indicators and methods)? 

 

 

There has not been a clear approach to this to date but work is 

ongoing in this area.  

15.How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

How do you know what kind of impact 

your intervention has had? 

 

 

 

 

 Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

 Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

 Other, please specify: 

 

Our M&E is not yet robust enough to check our impact on training of 

humanitarian staff on the beneficiaries that they serve. We do 

monitor this in a small way and hope to do more in future.  

16.To what extent is impact calculated? 

Direct or also indirect beneficiaries?           

 

See above  

 

17.How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

  Using multiple methods  

 Using multiple indicators 

 Other, please specify: 

 

18.How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the public?  

Results are discussed within. We disseminate to the public through 

reports. We disseminate case studies, evidence of change of 

behaviour, testimonies etc. 

 

 

19.What would you like to improve in 

your M&E methodology?  

A large list; make it more robust by getting clearer, more universal 

indicators. If you like I can put you in touch with the person who is 

spearheading M&E in the academy.  
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Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Organisation: RedR 

Position within the organisation: MF (WASH training) KR (learning and development officer) 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by 

April 7, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1.What kind of capacity building do you 

do? 

In terms of WASH (small part of their work): practical hands on 

weekends for young engineers very informal without set curriculum, 

participants get to build Oxfam tank, dig pit latrine. 

More formal one daytraining: programme management in WASH, one 

day sanitation, one water supply, one hygiene promotion. 

5 day course about WASH in emergencies (very broad), borehole 

dril l ing, water distribution, WASH assessments; also in field locations 

(exp in Kenya which is more suited to local conditions). 

Tailor made WASH training, when external organisation approaches 

them can be very broad or more specialised e.g. Cholera 

preparedness and response. 

General CB: humanitarian principles, practice, accountability, project 

management. 

More thematic children in emergencies, logistics. 

2.Do you monitor and evaluate your 

capacity building activities? 

 

3.What is the purpose of your M&E? 

 

 

 Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

Improve planning 

Reporting back to donors  

 Other, please specify: 

Depends in UK office, tailor made courses making sure the client gets 

what they wanted. 

Other courses: ensure RedR is doing what they promised to do 

Abroad when money is coming from donors then a main purpose is to 

report back. 
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4.Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department (Katie) 

 Project team 

 External consultants 

 Other, please specify: 

Tailor made: feedback from participants, consultants collect the info 

which is then compiled by project officers. 

Open programme: impact surveys 3 months after course. 

5.What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction throughout the training 

 Number of persons trained because of need to recover costs, so 

this is monitored even before the beginning of the programme 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

 Other, please specify: 

Breakdown of female and male participants. 

6.How often do you monitor? 

 

 

 

 

 Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify: 

Continuous: booking related. 

Customer satisfaction every three months. 

Tailor made more difficult, because of closed project mentality. 

7.Why have you chosen this frequency?  

 

8.What do you evaluate? Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure)  

 Other, please specify: 

Mixture of qualitative and quantitative questions about customer 

satisfaction. 

ECHO project, knowledge test, 3 months impact monitoring. 
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9.At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

 Six to twelve months later 

 Project sites are revisited several years later 

 Other, please specify: 

3 months and they will  soon do it after one year. 

10.What method do you use to collect the 

data? 

 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

 Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history 

l ine) 

 Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 

 

11.What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

“a little bit” Impact (change in condition) (EVALUATION)  

 Input (time, resources) 

 Output (i.e. number of participants) (MONITORING) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify: 

Customer satisfaction indicators. 

ECHO project questionnaire before and after training for comparison. 

12.How do you develop your indicators? 

Who chooses indicators (donors, 

beneficiaries, project team)?  

 

Cooperation with Oxford Brookes University. 

They don’t want to collect anything that they are not going to use. 

Otherwise dictated by donor –for ‘Tailor Made’ training. 

13.What is the significance of chosen 

indicators, driving factor?  

Are they linked to your M&E methodology 

and how? 

(Please give as much detail  as possible) 

“We use to collect things to improve” 
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14.How do you analyse the data, i .e. how 

do you determine that you have (not) met 

your objectives? How do you establish a 

direct l ink between your intervention and 

any improvements? 

Methods and assumptions? 

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

Every 3 months, are not able to draw out the reasons behind things, 

but observe patterns. 

Course owner analyses results from questionnaires. 

 

 

 

 

 

15.How do you distinguish your 

monitoring from your evaluation (in terms 

of indicators and methods)? 

 

16.How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

How do you know what kind of impact 

your intervention has had? 

 Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

 Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

 Other, please specify: 

ECHO project: asked if knowledge had improved, then stories are 

exhibited in a journal. 

Tailor made: often dictated by donor. 

UN agency funded projects: want to talk about direct. beneficiaries 

(UN staff), allocated a particular number to be covered by project. 

After 4-5 trainings, participants are assumed to be responsible for a 

certain number of people e.g. 10000, the numbers are added up, but 

the assumed number comes from the UN. 

17.To what extent is impact calculated? 

Direct or also indirect beneficiaries? 

Direct and indirect. 

 

18.How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

Using multiple methods 

Using multiple indicators 

 Other, please specify: 

19.How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the public?  

Don’t publish much, certain info are in annual review, data is shared 

internally. 

20.What would you like to improve in 

your M&E methodology?  

Impact assessment, difficult to get info from participants once they 

have left training room. 

More in depth case studies and try to address this through 1 year 

follow up impact monitoring. 

More information from tailor made training. 
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Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: Society, Economy, Ecology, Consulting (SEECON) 

Position within the organisation: 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by 

March 22, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1.What is the purpose of your M&E? Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

Improve planning 

Reporting back to donors  

 Other, please specify: Improve the quality of our work. 

2.Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department 

 Project team 

 External consultants 

 Other, please specify: 

3.What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction 

 Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

 Other, please specify: most used parts of website 

4.How often do you monitor?  Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify:  

Personal feedback, weekly; study every year. 

5.What do you evaluate? Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 
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 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure)  

 Other, please specify: Evaluative Feedback. 

6.At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

 Six to twelve months later 

 Project sites are revisited several years later 

 Other, please specify:  

Continuously. 

7.What method do you use to collect the 

data? 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

 Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history 

l ine) 

Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 

8.What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

 Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

 Output (i.e. number of participants) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify: 

9.How do you choose your indicators? 

Why do you choose certain indicators in 

favour of others? 

(Please give as much detail  as possible) 

None – individual on key questions we are asking at a given moment 

 

 

 

10.How do you analyse the data?  

(Please give as much detail  as possible) 

Excel 

Personal interpretation 

 

11.How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

 

Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

Other, please specify: 

12.How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

Using multiple methods 

Using multiple indicators 

 Other, please specify: 
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13.Do you have an external verification 

process (third party)? How frequently? 

 No 

 Yes, please specify: financial audit 

14.How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the public?  

Web, short report every year or second year 

15.What do you think is the biggest 

challenge when it comes to M&E in your 

organisation? 

 Time 

 Money 

 Trained staff 

 Other, please specify: 
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Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: Pure Water for the World (PWW) 

Position within the organisation: 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by 

March 22, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1.What kind of capacity building do you 

do? 

Our capacity building is concerned with the training of members of 

communities in which we install bio-sand fi lters. The recipients of our 

training can be divided into two groups: firstly the so called 

community agents, which are volunteers of these communities who 

get trained up in two to three day workshops on how to operate and 

maintain the bio-sand fi lters correctly. They will  then be put in charge 

to supervise the fi lters installed in their community and solve any 

occurring problems. The second group are the end users:  we explain 

to them how to use the fi lters correctly and establish key rules of 

what cannot or must be done for fi lter maintenance (e.g. never put 

chlorine in the fi lter or use the fi lter EVERY day etc). We also give 

hygiene education talks which aim to improve the target groups 

hygiene behaviour and practices. 

 

2.Do you monitor and evaluate your 

capacity building activities? 

Yes. 

3.What is the purpose of your M&E? x Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

x Improve planning 

xReporting back to donors  

 Other, please specify: 

4.Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department 

x Project team 

 External consultants 

 Other, please specify: 

 



 

40 

 

5.What do you monitor?  X  end user satisfaction 

 Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

x  Other, please specify: 

Our M&E program is primarily concerned with monitoring as we aim 

to get an overview of how effective our training of the community 

agents (CAs) is and in how far they are capable of maintaini ng the 

fi lters within their respective communities by themselves. We also 

seek to investigate in how far end users apply adequate rules for fi lter 

operation and to a smaller extent in how far behaviour change is 

taking place. An extensive evaluation of our program, to look into 

improved health of the target population for example, has so far not 

been carried out. 

6.How often do you monitor? 

 

 

 

 

 Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

x Other, please specify: 

Our monitoring is not determined by time but by sample size. We 

have agreed on a sample size of 15 % of ALL communities in which we 

intervene. This results in us carrying out surveys whenever we return 

to old communities to check up on them. This can happen 3 to 4 times 

a month or not at all  for a couple of months , depending on our work 

plan.  

7.Why have you chosen this frequency? A 15 % sample size was determined as adequate in order to detect 

most commonly occurring problems. 

8.What do you evaluate? X Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

x   Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure)  

x   Other, please specify: 

See question 5 

9.At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

x   Six to twelve months (after fi lter installation) 
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 Project sites are revisited several years later 

 Other, please specify: 

 

10.What method do you use to collect the 

data? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

X  Questionnaire/ survey 

X  Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history 

l ine) 

Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 

11.Who do you send the survey/ 

questionnaire to? Beneficiaries? 

I suppose this question refers to, who do we apply the survey to? 

If so then yes, we apply the surveys directly to the project 

beneficiaries. We visit their homes, apply a small survey, revise and 

observe the fi lter and water storage containers/practices. In homes 

where we constructed a latrine, we also observe latrine condition etc. 

 

 

12.What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

 Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

X  Output (i.e. number of participants) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

x  Other, please specify: 

 

We set indicators for correct fi lter installation, operation and 

adequate water storage practices. We also use indicators for 

latrine use, behaviour change ( esp.hand washing) and 

participation of female community agents to measure women 

empowerment. 

13.How do you choose your indicators? 

Why do you choose certain indicators in 

favour of others? 

 

(Please give as much detail  as possible) 

Our indicators were chosen in order to get an overview of the 

effectiveness of our interventions. Laboratory tests show the high 

effectiveness of bio-sand fi lters, given they are operated correctly. It 

was thus crucial to set indicators which would give us  an insight into 

the adequate installation and operation of fi lters. Which of course, in 

turn, would give us a good insight into how effective our training of 

CAs and the end users is. As we also provide safe water storage 

containers we set an indicator for safe water storage practices. Its 

importance becomes obvious in the light of possible recontamination 
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of fi ltered water, an issue widely observed in WASH projects all  over 

the world.  

In order to assess hygiene practices we chose hand washing as a key 

indicator, as it is recognised as one of the most effective hygiene 

practices to prevent disease transmission.  

Latrine use (of latrines we constructed) is another indicator chosen, as 

we want to ensure that the latrines we built are being used and are 

durable over time.  

Participation of female CAs was chosen as it is an easy way to see in 

how far our program involves and passes on responsibility to women, 

who are regularly regarded as more responsible and dedicated when 

it comes to help to improve community health. Unfortunately we 

struggle to meet the set indicator regularly, as rural Latino America is 

sti l l  a very male oriented society.  

I will  attach our sets of indicators to this e mail, for you to have a look. 

14.How do you analyse the data?  

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

 

 

We tabulate surveys and observations, clean the data and 

subsequently run an excel analysis to determine the results. They 

are then compared against the set indicators. 

Sorry but there really is not much to say about this. Straight forward 

data analysis. 

15.How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

 

Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

x Other, please specify: 

As stated above, we focus primarily on monitoring in order to 

continuously improve our interventions and adjust our internal 

operations. We have not carried out a bigger evaluation yet, which 

would be concerned with impact on health etc. We are confident 

though that adequate use, operation and maintenance of biosand 

fi lters, adequate water storage practices and increased latrine use will  

positively impact on community health. Unfortunately our baseline 

data is very l imited, which would result in another iss ue when aiming 

to conduct an extensive evaluation. 

We do however inquire about beneficiary satisfaction in regards to 

the fi lter (always very high) and we inquire about perceived health 

improvements since fi lter use (also always perceived as improved).  

16.How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

Using multiple methods 

Using multiple indicators 

x Other, please specify: 

Everyone involved in M&E knows about the constraints of carrying it 
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out. Lack of time, personnel, financial resources etc. Triangulation of 

data is very difficult to achieve in the field as it requires the above 

(esp. time). We do triangulate some data by applying the survey and 

combining the questions with subsequent observation but to a rather 

l imited extent. We are proud to have a functioning M&E program in 

place (many organisations do not) but are aware that some of our 

data might be somewhat compromised/inaccurate. 

17.Do you have an external verification 

process (third party)? How frequently? 

X  No 

 Yes, please specify: 

Note:  we aim to instigate a comprehensive evaluation of our project 

further down the line. 

 

18.How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the public?  

As mentioned above, we focus on internal monitoring in order to 

improve our effectiveness. Our internal reports are distributed 

throughout our organisation but are not presented to the public 

and have so far only on one occasion been presented to donor 

audience. Most importantly the results are presented to the local 

team in order to instigate discussion over how improvements can 

be made. 

19.What would you like to improve in 

your M&E methodology?  

It took us a long time to convince our superiors on increasing sample 

size (which of course comes at a cost), so at least by now we are 

happy with 15 % of ALL communities. We have also downsized the 

survey and are now collecting only the most relevant data. So, guess 

we are happy with that by now. What does stil l  bug us is that data 

analysis has to be performed by a foreigner (non-local team member), 

as it requires advanced excel skil ls. We thus aim to train up two local 

staff members to be able to do this. This would ideally lead to a state 

where local staff can carry out, analyse and communicate our 

monitoring programme all  by themselves. Apart from that, as stated 

above, we believe it is time to start a first attempt of evaluating our 

project. The programme has been running 4 years now and we 

therefore believe, we are ready for evaluation. In hint side, we do 

certainly regret not having collected too much baseline data at the 

outset.     
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Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: Premiere Urgence Aide Medicale International PUAMI  

Position within the organisation: Emergency Desk Officer 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for Affordable 

Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by WASH 

capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity building work 

(as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this questionnaire, please feel 

free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by April 7, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1.   What kind of   

capacity building 

do you do? 

 

2. Do you monitor and 

evaluate your capacity 

building activities? 

 

 

3. What is the purpose of 

your M&E?  

 

 

 Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

 Improve planning 

 Reporting back to donors  

 Other, please specify: 

M&E is also carried out to follow up on evolving humanitarian needs. Subsequently, 

results of M&E participate in the production of new need-based interventions. 

4. Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department 

 Project team 

 External consultants 

 Other, please specify: 

Donors. 

5. What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction 

 Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

 Other, please specify: 

Indicators (via sources of verification), the evolution of the humanitarian situation in 

the target area, security, sustainability of the activities. 
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6. How often do you 

monitor? 

 

 

 

 

 Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify: 

It depends on the length of the programme but it is generally on mid-term and by the 

end of the project. However, project-related financial data and security is monitored on 

a daily basis. 

7. Why have you chosen 

this frequency? 

 

 

8. What do you evaluate?  Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, organisational structure)  

 Other, please specify: 

Quality of facil ities (hand pumps, water schemes), quantity and quality of the water, 

access to water (distance, number per person per water point, quantity of water 

available per household. 

9. At what point of the 

process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

 Six to twelve months later 

 Project sites are revisited several years later 

 Other, please specify: 

10. What method do you 

use to collect the 

data? 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

 Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history l ine) 

 Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 

Available assessment reports from other organisations. 

11. What kind of 

indicators do you use 

for M&E? 

 Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

 Output (i.e. number of participants) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify: 

Outcome, coverage indicators, satisfaction indicators. 
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12. How do you develop 

your indicators? Who 

chooses indicators 

(donors, beneficiaries, 

project team)?  

 

We chose indicators based on the SMART methodology: any indictor must be Specific, 

Measurable, Attainable, Relevant, Time-bound. Then, we try to combine impact, input, 

output and outcome indicators. In some cases (i.e. OFDA, USAID, BPRM) indicators are 

predetermined (cf. Pages 18 – 25) http://transition.usaid.gov/our_work/humanitarian_ 

assistance/disaster_assistance/resources/files/accg/guidelines_for_proposals_2012.pdf  

In some cases the donor imposes the indicators, whereas in the majority of cases our 

agency proposes the latter and the donor usually accepts. I have not heard of any 

project where the beneficiaries proposed the indicators. 

13. What is the 

significance of chosen 

indicators, driving 

factor?  

Are they linked to your 

M&E methodology 

and how? 

(Please give as much 

detail  as possible) 

All  projects our agency signs are result-oriented. In order to measure up to which level 

the results were attained, indicators have to be met. To set-up an efficient M&E 

methodology adequate sources of verification, which are l inked to each indicator. 

 

14. How do you analyse 

the data, i .e. how do 

you determine that 

you have (not) met 

your objectives? How 

do you establish a 

direct l ink between 

your intervention and 

any improvements? 

Methods and 

assumptions? 

(Please give as much 

detail  as possible) 

We usually collect all data in a database and calculate totals and percentages before 

analysing all data. We often use specific software such as Sphinx, Epidata and Epiinfo. 

If results are attained the objectives are met. If not, PU-AMI adjusts the 

implementation methodology to attain the results either via cost and/or non-cost 

extensions. 

15. How do you 

distinguish your 

monitoring from your 

evaluation (in terms of 

indicators and 

methods)? 

 

 

According to our in-house definition, monitoring is a process that is carried out during 

the implementation period of the program, whereas evaluations are performed 

either at mid-term or at the end of an intervention. With regards to monitoring 

and/or evaluation neither indicators, nor methods differ significantly. 

http://transition.usaid.gov/our_work/humanitarian_
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16. How do you calculate 

impact on 

beneficiaries?  

How do you know 

what kind of impact 

your intervention has 

had? 

 Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

 Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

 Other, please specify: 

How do you establish a direct l ink between your intervention and any improvements? 

Reply: Generally satisfaction surveys are carried out with relevant stakeholders in order 

to measure the level of improvement. In addition to that, impact indicators are usually 

part of the LogFrame and hence improvement can be measured by taking a look at 

which level these types of indicators were attained. 

17. To what extent is 

impact calculated? 

Direct or also indirect 

beneficiaries?           

 

Do you make any assumptions when making calculations, using software etc? 

Reply: Risks and assumptions are stated in the logframe and have to be made. In most 

cases Sphinx®, Excel© and Access© are the software we use to process data. 

To what extent is impact calculated? Direct or also indirect beneficiaries? 

Reply: A set of impact indicators are usually part of any result PU-AMI strives to attain. 

Impact can be calculated on both, direct and indirect beneficiaries. 

18. How do you verify the 

data is accurate? 

 Using multiple methods 

 Using multiple indicators 

 Other, please specify: 

19. How do you 

disseminate the 

results? Which ones 

do you present to the 

public?  

 

20. What would you like to 

improve in your M&E 

methodology?  

Access to humanitarian target zones is becoming increasingly difficult. Hence expat 

presence cannot always be assured. Therefore, our training methods for local staffers 

will  have to evolve to assure adequate data production. 
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Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: IRC, International Water and Sanitation Centre  

Position within the organisation: Data driven Senior programme officer on Monitoring and learning1 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by 

April 7, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1. What kind of capacity building do 

you do? 

Tricky question, for the WASH sector I look at easy achievable ways of 

facil itating sector monitoring in particular technology enhanced 

methods in which complicated activities such as asset management 

and preventive maintenance are made more easy. 

Within the organisation looking at more rigorous ways of doing 

project monitoring and looking at various methods that the “outside” 

world (mainly donors) considers rigorous but also serve our work in 

more ways than just “report to the donor” kind of monitoring. 

2. Do you monitor and evaluate your 

capacity building activities? 

We try but capacity building is a tricky thing to assess. One can 

measure some acquired knowledge are some level of activity but 

capacity as “the potential to be able to do” is hypothetical. 

Let say that we try to measure the potential of increased capacity by 

measuring things around it that relate to it but even them is drawing 

conclusions rather tricky. 

We tried to measure this “capacity” at the individual level but focus 

now on ensuring it at an organisational or institutional level  

3. What is the purpose of your M&E? 

 

 

 Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

Improve planning 

Reporting back to donors  

 Other, please specify: 

None of the above or all  of the above depending how you look at it. 

First of all  you name M&L in one breath, I refer to M&L Monitoring 

and learning because I consider Evaluation as the process of the 

donor to gain confidence in what you do a process that need doing by 

                                                 

1 The official one is quite boring and has “impact” in it which I do not like! 
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a third party and not a self-evaluation as is so common. 

So monitoring for me is a crucial step in the creation of resil ient sector 

by making it adaptive to changing situations.  Good practices have 

the problem that they are habit forming and often used way beyond 

their expiry date. 

4. Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department 

Monitoring should never be compartmentalised M&L department can 

only support the M&L activities not do them for the project staff. 

 Project team 

Definitely for the monitoring part (see above) 

 External consultants 

Can take part in the evaluation in collaboration with project staff to 

ensure the right evaluation happens. For the rest the evaluation needs 

to be independent. 

 Other, please specify: 

 In a project the project team in the sector the sector professionals 

although they might need support for some specialised functions such 

as IT, stats, data management and analysis. What nobody else can do 

but the sector professionals (even though we try to do this over and 

over again) is to make sense of the analysis and to convert this results 

of monitoring into actions.  For sector monitoring to work for  

example sector professionals have to get more comfortable with stats 

while statisticians need to agree they crunch data but often do not 

see all  the meaning the result they come up can have as just one 

example. 

5. What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction 

 Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

 Other, please specify: 

Depends of what you need to improve your activities. First monitor 

for yourselves and if you do that well it will  in most cases serve also 

other purposes. Starting first with monitoring for other is a waste of 

resources and a missed opportunity to improve your activities.  

Monitoring cost resources so there needs to be a good cost benefit 

ratio. 
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6. How often do you monitor? 

 

 

 

 

 Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify: 

Most monitoring processes are continuous so the effort is spread and 

the costs are lower. Depending on what we measure obviously.  We 

are building a system of continuous submissions of results which 

currently are aggregated and documented every four month.  Soon 

we will  have different frequencies for reporting depending the speed 

which change happens from monthly up to yearly. 

 

7. Why have you chosen this frequency?  

 

8. What do you evaluate? Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure)  

 Other, please specify: 

Depends of the programmes and the outcome and intermediate 

outcomes these programmes want to achieve, so there are many 

of them all  l inked in an overall  IRC – result chain which is the 

aggregated result chain of individual programmes. 

9. At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

External evaluation happens usually mid project and end of project if 

these are multiple year projects  

 Six to twelve months later 

We wish we could but seldom funding agencies allocate resources for 

that. It is usually another programme that looks at past programme as 

the basis for the next programme but that requires similar 

programmes in the same area which does not happen often.  

 Project sites are revisited several years later 

See above 

 Other, please specify: 
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10. What method do you use to collect 

the data? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

 Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history 

l ine) 

 Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 

All  of the above and more, we use cognitive edge sensemaker, QIS, 

 

 

11. What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

 Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

 Output (i.e. number of participants) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify: 

Again very depending what the purpose is and even that changes over 

the time of a project.  

 

 

 

 

12. How do you develop your indicators? 

Who chooses indicators (donors, 

beneficiaries, project team)?  

 

For the moment project staff and sector specialist but we find more 

and more ways to involve beneficiaries when that is relevant. 

13. What is the significance of chosen 

indicators, driving factor?  

Are they linked to your M&E 

methodology and how? 

 

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

If it does not inform our activities then we do not collect the 

information. If the cost benefit is not right we hesitate ;-) 

We have many projects with many objectives so you will  need to be 

more specific what you want.  
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14. How do you analyse the data, i .e. how 

do you determine that you have (not) 

met your objectives? How do you 

establish a direct l ink between your 

intervention and any improvements? 

Methods and assumptions? 

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible). 

 

We work more and more towards a continuous or semi continuous 

process in which we create time series to understand what is 

happening and use data mining techniques rather than traditional 

statistical methods so data can be applied to for example models. 

 

 

15. How do you distinguish your 

monitoring from your evaluation (in 

terms of indicators and methods)? 

 

 

We leave evaluations to third party people which who we agree what 

is evaluated and in which way. Once agreed they are entirely in 

dependent in their evaluation. 

We do not self evaluate for the purpose of reporting to the donor.  

16. How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

How do you know what kind of impact 

your intervention has had? 

 Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

 Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

 Other, please specify: 

The way it is done is case by case … 

17. To what extent is impact calculated? 

Direct or also indirect beneficiaries? 

We aim to measure impact but avoid attribution as that is a bit against 

our principle to work in networks. 

 

18. How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

Using multiple methods 

Using multiple indicators 

 Other, please specify: 

Multiple point of views 

19. How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the 

public?  

We aim to present all  result even those without impact although that 

is always harder. Most suitable medium for the given result 

 

20. What would you like to improve in 

your M&E methodology?  

That M&L becomes second nature just l ike breathing air and it 

contributes to an adaptive sector that in this way can face problems 

we did not encounter yet. 
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Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: Global Dry Toilet Association Finland 

Position within the organisation: Project Manager 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by 

March 22, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1..What kind of capacity building do you 

do? 

Projects in developing countries: 3 WASH projects (3 years -long. 8 

years maximum, depending on the area).  

 

Education and training part – biggest part of the projects 

Creating demands, people should know what are the options, what’s 

the best practices,  

Building facilities– 10 to 20 toilets implementation, but it depends on 

the central committee in a vil lage 

Sustainability – Make sure they have enough capacity to continue 

what they learn continuously after the training –establishing 

committees, clubs, improve leadership skill provide  basic knowledge 

in administration of projects and  fund raising 

For Finland, similar approach but more focus on knowledge and 

awareness spreading through seminars etc. to promote dry toilets to 

houses (M&E of this activities are not properly done compared to the 

developing projects outside Finland) 

 

Locals establish enterprises which are based on clubs or committees 

but more advance so that they can live on through what they learn. 

How to start enterprise, what. 

Mainly training: leadership skills, WASH specific training, Hygiene 

promotion, How to maintain latrines etc., How disease can be spread.  

Build capacity of employees of NGO’s, local organisations and 

individuals in a vil lage. 

Who are the locals? Those who come from and based in the area. 
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2.Do you monitor and evaluate your 

capacity building activities? 

Yes. 

 

3.What is the purpose of your M&E? 

 

 

 Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

Improve planning 

Reporting back to donors  

 Other, please specify: 

 

Improving their work, but also for the donors. 

Improve work of locals  

Conflict between the interests between donors and 

yourself/beneficiaries? 

Not really. Finnish government supports them to great extent, which 

requires details of how they done very openly and honestly when it 

comes to report.  

 

4.Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department 

 Project team 

 External consultants 

 Other, please specify: 

Monitoring: Usually with local implementation team on the ground, 

herself, local workers.  

Herself, she does it few times per year. 

Evaluation: Outsiders, external consultant, Finnish students (for small 

NGO the results are fairly reliable??) – Impossible to do everything by 

herself. 

Students also do research in the field. 

5.What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction 

 Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

 Other, please specify: 

Compare with projects plan and goals to monitor where they are. 

Specific monitoring such as behaviour change, # of people who are 

trained? Number of clubs they work with collect the data from the 

local, very quantitative methods to measure. From clinics, they get 

information about diarrhoea cases and follow how many people have 

been in the training processes. 
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Outcome level at this stage already. 

 

6.How often do you monitor? 

 

 

 

 

 Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify: 

It depends on the projects; local partners are always in the field so it is 

quite easy for them to get information whenever they want. 

Quite frequently, whenever they visit the sites, on the spot, they 

monitor. 

7.Why have you chosen this frequency? Twice a year they produce reports and the frequency is for the reports 

mainly. 

Also to check generally how things are going, to find any problems 

which they would need to tackle then. 

 

It is essential to monitor quite frequently, because otherwise they 

would miss the whole year of important process what and why thing 

went wrong, if that’s  the case at all. So in order to diagnose the 

changes as soon as it rises, monitoring should be done a lot. 

Ministry project cycle is 3yrs but maximum is 8yrs funding might not 

be given after 8yr period. 

8.What do you evaluate?  Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure)  

 Other, please specify: 

Things l ike mentioned in monitoring such as behaviour change - 

Baseline and compare the results, by using the template survey for 

both monitoring AND evaluation 

In fact, they have never finished the projects as they are stil l on-going, 

so the final evaluation is difficult to be articulated, the first big one 

will  happen at the end of this year.  

Not sure what we will  focus on, but basically we may look at: what 

we’ve gained from the programme, how we have changed 

behaviour of the people , how CB has improved 
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9.At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

 Six to twelve months later 

 Project sites are revisited several years later 

 Other, please specify: 

 

It hasn’t been possible due to budget they have given was not enough 

to do evaluation. But now they have some to do after the projects are 

done and would like to go back few years later to measure (after 3yrs). 

It really depends on the ministry and the money allocation policy. Not 

sure about other countries, but at least in case of Finnish government. 

10.What method do you use to collect the 

data? 

 

 

 

 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

 Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history 

l ine) 

 Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 

Mixed methods. 

11.What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

 Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

 Output (i.e. number of participants) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify: 

 

Easy to follow, (measurable), i .e. quantitative, # of people, # of toilets, 

statistics from the clinic 

There is not a very robust approach to decide which indicators they 

use. 

They think they should use the logframe etc., but what they do is to 

make sure to include local workers into M&E process. 

Involve local people and find out what will  make a successful project 

for them. 

Donors have not given any specific indicators. 
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12.How do you develop your indicators? 

Who chooses indicators (donors, 

beneficiaries, project team)?  

 

It is difficult to develop this kind of indicators. 

We don’t really have enough capacity to do this.  

Most of the time would be spent on something else than M&E and 

difficult to focus on indicators development. 

Capacity to plan has affected development of indicators. 

13.What is the significance of chosen 

indicators, driving factor?  

Are they linked to your M&E methodology 

and how? 

(Please give as much detail  as possible) 

 

14.How do you analyse the data, i .e. how 

do you determine that you have (not) met 

your objectives? How do you establish a 

direct l ink between your intervention and 

any improvements? 

Methods and assumptions? 

(Please give as much detail  as possible) 

 

 

If our plans or objectives are met or not. 

Baseline would be used to compare the results from monitoring 

(mainly). 

 

More or less subjective. 

 

Good questions, as many things are going on at the same time during 

the implementation time. At least think through other factors, try 

to find out what also might have happened which could have 

affected the results. 

 

15.How do you distinguish your 

monitoring from your evaluation (in terms 

of indicators and methods)? 

 

Interview: focus groups etc. 

Baseline of qualitative results, data is collected through observation 

on the spot. 



 

58 

 

16.How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

How do you know what kind of impact 

your intervention has had? 

 

 

 

 

 Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

 Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

 Other, please specify: 

 

We do many observations. Workers go around and check the toilets 

are actually working or not etc. 

Mainly we compare people who involved in a club and those who are 

not, to see which people are actually those who participated to the 

training, and whether the knowledge transferred shows better than 

those who haven’t been trained. 

17.To what extent is impact calculated? 

Direct or also indirect beneficiaries? 

 

 

 

18.How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

 Using multiple methods 

 Using multiple indicators 

 Other, please specify: 

 

This isn’t done very much. “Do people actually answer these 

questions honestly or not?” because there is always this danger that 

people tell  you what you want to hear.  

Another problem is language. One interviewer and one translator. But 

the middle man might lead the answer in a way they want.  

Write them down and compare, so that they can spot potential biases 

in the answer, this is not really scientific but there is the possibil ity try 

to figure out if there are any flaws.  

 

19.How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the public?  

Disseminate through internet straight away. 

Sometimes we don’t do it because we don’t have enough time to do 

it. Especially for the English page it’s difficult to keep things updated. 

Reports are mostly in Finnish but some are available in Engl ish. 

20.What would you like to improve in 

your M&E methodology?  

Objectives should be more specific, because currently it’s very 

ambiguous, so that it would be easier to measure in general  

For us to get more capacity to do follow-up and more structured, 

more scientific ways of M&E. 

Util ising information which they get from evaluation in more concise 

way. 

Time is one of the biggest issues. 
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We are very small organisation. 
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Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name: 

Organisation: Community Development Resource Centre (CDRA) (South Africa)  

Position within the organisation: Practitioner 

INTRODUCTION 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for Affordable 

Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by WASH capacity 

builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity building work (as opposed 

to the overall  M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this questionnaire, please feel free to get in 

touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by April  7, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1. What kind of capacity building 

do you do? 

Very challenging times for the organisation, had to downsize in 2011, 

18 to 11 staff members (now only 3 professional staff). Had to change 

the way they work, as well as their focus. Pre 2011 they had a 

capacity building programme through courses. These were continued 

last year and this year there was lower demand for training they have 

suspended their courses. 

Previously the focus of the courses was on organisational 

development, largely for organisations aspiring to more of a learning 

direction (?). 

Course in developmental practice, social development. Course in 

monitoring and evaluation, they have a particular slant to M+E; 

leadership training and supervision. 

M+E courses focused on organisational learning. Training also in 

writing, they see this as an important aspect in the NGO sector.  

Now: Capacity building that stretches across organisations, in the area 

of development practice, learning, M+E, area of collaboration. 

 

Providing courses 

Training 

What we focuses on previous years are field organisational 

development. Building organisational capacity. Learning orientation. 

Improve field practices of them. Which was a direction of their 

courses. Developmental practices – social practices. Courses in M&E 

and also have leadership training and supervision for organisations, 

performance appraisal system. 

Moved to the area of learning. Training for writing as an important 
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methodology of learning.  

Area of collaboration. Used to be individual focus but moving beyond 

the one to one person. 

2. Do you monitor and evaluate your 

capacity building activities? 

YES 

 

 

 

 

 

3. What is the purpose of your M&E?  

 

 

 Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

 Improve planning 

 Reporting back to donors  

 Other, please specify: 

We never calls M&E M&E.We see it as an organisational and 

institutional improvement 

M&E for measuring impact – discourse. It is important but our focus is 

more on our own development. To keep our mandate and strategic 

priority.  

Issue of practice. For improvement of what they practice so that they 

can respond to the need of capacity building 

 

4. Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department 

 Project team 

 External consultants 

 Other, please specify: 

Shared undertaking of the entire organisation, have monthly 

meetings/ organisational strategic meetings 

Previously CDRA had a M+E system/ learning monthly review, home 

week. All  practitioners would come together and report on work, 

shared in collegial space. Out of the lessons learned programme 

adapted 

Performance appraisal twice a year, supervisors and practitioners 

meet this would feed into organisational planning 

We are very small so we don’t have a department 

Monthly meeting within our organisation (strategic meeting). – 

shared function 

Reporting their works and review their performances for future plan. 
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System which has been established to carry out, where small 

committee to run – 4 members team including financial manager. 

5. What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction 

 Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

 Other, please specify: 

Practitioner writes report about what has been done and the 

observations made during the process. What went well and what 

didn’t? Why? What assumptions informed the work? What have you 

learned, what would you do differently? Key conclusions? 

This translates back into planning... how will  you integrate this 

learning into your consultancy, training? Still  now this framework is 

used. Do not focus on indicators or outcomes, but rather on 

qualitative information about situation. 

 

6. How often do you monitor? 

 

 

 

 

 Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify: 

 

7. Why have you chosen this frequency?  

8. What do you evaluate?  Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure)  

 Other, please specify: 

Based on the context. 5 years evaluation. – outside consultancy to be 

given the brief, deeper key questions, looking at over 5 years  

- it doesn’t have to be strictly 5 years cycle. It has to be integrated to 

measure our own capacity. Stil l  looking at more external 

assessment 

18 months programme – 9 organisations participating, to try to 
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improve M&E systems. The priority is to strengthen their own 

organisational capacity. CDRA connects with a research element,  

Preparing the baseline, questions, and try to answer to what extent 

they have developed their capacity 

9. At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

 Six to twelve months later 

 Project sites are revisited several years later 

 Other, please specify: 

5 year cycle 

 

 

 

10. What method do you use to collect 

the data? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

 Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history 

l ine) 

 Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 

When they work directly with organisations they engage with 

leadership, interview or informal talk about how training had gone. At 

the end of every training day, participants give feedback on how 

things went. 

Reflective reports.. 

Case studies 

External evaluation: CDRA sets up interviews with clients and 

participants, they have 1:1 interviews or focus groups. More 

qualitative methods, they also count the amount of people attending. 

 

11. What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

 Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

 Output (i.e. number of participants) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify:  

Not really working with indicators. – introducing at the moment, its 

rather time of development 

But stil l  have a baseline  
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Struggle in terms of our approach to development. As development is 

very complex and dynamic process, and one cannot simply see the 

change or development purely through indicators. Planning should 

not be the very central focus. It may take something important away 

from the focus of development. – our focus is largely to understand 

the situation deeply and create opening for human agencies to be 

able for capacity development. Didn’t want to focus too much on 

output or outcome, rather wanted to focus on process because that 

what matters in development. 

 

Agreement with donors – rather recent, but there are indicators 

which seem to be clearer to measure the practices – pragmatic. 

Mixed of qualitative and quantitative. Results based indicators. 

The level of improvement of organisational capacity. 

 

12. How do you develop your indicators? 

Who chooses indicators (donors, 

beneficiaries, project team)?  

 

Why did they only now make this shift of using indicators? 

Working with indicators not a struggle per se, but more an issue of 

approach to development: one cannot predict outcomes! 

Did not want to spend too much energy on plotting outcomes, can 

distort the intervention 

CDRA approach: deepen understanding of situation through building 

relationships that create opportunity for people to start taking control 

of their own development, not an easy process.  

13. What is the significance of chosen 

indicators, driving factor?  

Are they linked to your M&E 

methodology and how? 

 

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

 

 

Not answered 

14. How do you analyse the data, i .e. how 

do you determine that you have (not) 

met your objectives? How do you 

establish a direct l ink between your 

intervention and any improvements? 

Methods and assumptions? 

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

 

Planned process, workshop to analyse data with key questions  

Presentation of case study, action learning approach, engage and 

analyse data. 

Reflective report – there is a form of data collection 

Workshop? Use key questions? 

Use the data  

Case studies 

Medium to longer term – 2 months to quarterly 

Short term – meeting at end of the day. Immediately give you 
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 feedback 

15. How do you distinguish your 

monitoring from your evaluation (in 

terms of indicators and methods)? 

 

 

 

16. How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

How do you know what kind of impact 

your intervention has had? 

 

 

 

 

 Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

 Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

 Other, please specify: 

We haven’t developed M&E system actually…. So this is more like a 

challenge for us. As in a past, calculation of impacts are not really 

needed as a trend.  

 

We need to adopt the way to see the impact. 

Certainly the question going forward and the ones which donors 

require more and more. But we do not absorb that at al. 

 

Collect stories and count them time to time. That would be the most 

relevant for us to know and illustrate the change and our  impact. Also 

feedback fi le which we receive from participants etc which are quite 

direct comments. But almost done without thinking. It is because we 

focus on process, and so all  the energy goes it and less concerned 

about the end-product. 

17. To what extent is impact calculated? 

Direct or also indirect beneficiaries?           

 

Indirect beneficiaries: they do somehow. Child development 

programme is aimed at children, if there was no impact on children 

the programme would be useless. But how this is done he cannot say 

 

18. How do you verify the data is  Using multiple methods 
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accurate?  Using multiple indicators  

 Other, please specify: 

 

Trust them honestly – feedback from the organisations which we 

work closely should be able to give a honest feedback and they 

should be reliable to certain extent.  

= don’t really have them. It is quite a new concept for us anyway and 

very technical aspect and CDRA doesn’t really deal with these kinds of 

things…. 

 

19. How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the 

public?  

What do they not share? Hard to answer... whatever has been 

learned out of their M+E there has been nothing that they have held 

back, so CDRA culture is to share, no copyright.. 

Through website+ publications, send out nuggets (pieces of writing) 

Our culture is to share what we have got. It is part of our mission to 

share what we learned through publication etc. 

20. What would you like to improve in 

your M&E methodology?  

Increase scientific rigour 

Methods of research  

Baseline 

Going to next level  

Build up more research capacity 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 

67 

 

Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: IFRC 

Position within the organisation: Head of M&E 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by 

March 22, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1. What kind of capacity building do 

you do? 

Training on planning, monitoring and evaluation. Trainer of Trainers 

programmes (different kind of training). Across different zones 

offering guidance and facil itation. Evaluation data base along with 

case studies. PMER community of practise, share info, tools etc and 

use as a platform. Examples of M&E plans, logframes etc can be found 

online and are recommended tools for other organisations to use and 

modify. Good practise.  

2. Do you monitor and evaluate your 

capacity building activities? 

Yes 

 

3. What is the purpose of your M&E?  

 

 

 Institutional learning → develop set of good practices and share 

this learning with others.  

 Improve planning 

 Reporting back to donors – donors have different requirements, 

IFRC do not tweak their system, just take into account donor ’s 

opinions and use if necessary within the system but not to change it.  

 Other, please specify: Accountability 

4. Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department 

 Project team – technical officers and programme officers, set up 

differently across the different zones. Project officers also carry out 

M&E 

 External consultants – third party external people brought in 

sometimes to carry out evaluation in certain situations, for example 

staff surveys for confidentiality.  

 Other, please specify:  It’s good practise for everybody to be able 

to carry out M&E when working on a project. Monitoring is done by 
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people on the ground. 

5. What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction 

 Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

 Other, please specify:  Inputs, outputs and outcomes, advise 

that they monitor at all  levels. Long term planning frameworks and 

operational  plan database are monitored. 

Monitoring – testing of knowledge. 

How the facil itator is doing presenting info. 

6. How often do you monitor? 

 

 

 

 

 Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify:  Quarterly – advise this via a template but 

people can tweak. 

7. Why have you chosen this frequency? Get a good impression of what’s going on. Enough time to keep track 

of what’s happening but not too late that can’t stil l make changes if 

necessary. Opportunity to intervene stil l  there.  

8. What do you evaluate?  Improvement in knowledge of trained people – pre and post tests  

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure)  

 Other, please specify:  Evaluate many things, dependent on the 

project and the type of evaluati on. Training calendar. 

9. At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

 Six to twelve months later 

 Project sites are revisited several years later 

 Other, please specify: 

For projects that are longer than 24 months: 

 Mid-term reviews 

 Final assessment 

Independent evaluations (external) if the project is worth over 1 

mill ion Swiss Francs. So evaluation is dependent on project length and 
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cost. 

10. What method do you use to collect 

the data? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

 Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history 

l ine) 

 Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify:  Dependent on the project aims and also 

the sector area. Not one of the above methodologies is applicable to 

all M&E. 

Use qualitative and quantitative methods together to verify data. 

Context specific.  

11. What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

 Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

 Output (i.e. number of participants) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify:  Outcome, SMART indicators, Cluster 

indicators 

12. How do you develop your indicators? 

Who chooses indicators (donors, 

beneficiaries, project team)?  

 

Involve beneficiaries through the whole of the project. 

Dependent on the sector and what makes sense in the given context – 

people often make mistakes using the wrong indicators for their 

project, making them unachievable.  

Can tweak donor indicators and look at other references too.  

13. What is the significance of chosen 

indicators, driving factor?  

Are they linked to your M&E 

methodology and how? 

 

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

No information gained. 
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14. How do you analyse the data, i .e. how 

do you determine that you have (not) 

met your objectives? How do you 

establish a direct l ink between your 

intervention and any improvements? 

Methods and assumptions? 

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

Triangulate.  

Qualitative and quantitative.  

Find trends and relationships between data. 

Data analysis plan 

Also hard to say for sure that intervention is the 100% cause of the 

results/change. 

 

 

 

 

15. How do you distinguish your 

monitoring from your evaluation (in 

terms of indicators and methods)? 

No information gained. 

16. How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

How do you know what kind of impact 

your intervention has had? 

 Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

 Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

 Other, please specify:  But dependent on the project 

17. To what extent is impact calculated? 

Direct or also indirect beneficiaries?           

Clarify and differentiate between direct and indirect. 

 

18. How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

 Using multiple methods 

 Using multiple indicators 

 Other, please specify: 

19. How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the 

public?  

Reports dependent on the audience (Donors have preferences) and 

package info to how they see fit, 

Evaluation published online for accountability and lessons learned. 

20. What would you like to improve in 

your M&E methodology?  

High turnover of staff makes it difficult. Train staff and then they leave 

and so this instability makes it hard to promote sustainability in the 

field. 

Need to be clearer on the methodology. 

Translation costs of their documents – if people request their 

documents in different languages.  
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Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: GTO 

Position within the organisation: Project Coordinator 

INTRODUCTION 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by 

March 22, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1. What kind of capacity building 

do you do? 

Training of NGO’s in sustainable sanitation, hygiene promotion, as 

to protect the environment and improve public health mainly in 

Germany. Use this to determine how to plan and implement 

projects abroad. 

2. Do you monitor and evaluate your 

capacity building activities? 

Yes, through oral feedback after each training day and via a 

questionnaire completed by participants at the end of the two day 

training event which occur every two-three months.  

3. What is the purpose of your M&E?  Institutional learning → develop set of good practices 

Improve planning 

Reporting back to donors 

 Other, please specify: 

To find out how they can improve the GTO training. 

Check relevancy of training content and if the training meets the 

participants expectations – relevance. 

To find out if the training impacts trainee’s fieldwork, do they use 

their new skills when working on their projects?– practicality. 

4. Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department 

 Project team 

 External consultants 

 Other, please specify:   

We are a small team and so we all carry out M&E. 
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5. What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction 

 Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

 Other, please specify: 

No. of persons trained 

The no. of organisations that take part 

If the training has met expectations 

Do participants intend to make use of their training.- 

appropriateness of methods of training 

Whether knowledge has been deepened 

6. How often do you monitor? 

 

 

 

 

 Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify: 

After and during (1 day into training) every training session, held 

every 2-3 months. 

Oral feedback is immediate and then participants are asked to fill 

out the questionnaire.  

7. Why have you chosen this 

frequency? 

Because that’s when participants are available for feedback and 

questionnaire. 

8. What do you evaluate? Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in villages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure)  

 Other, please specify: 

Actual impact of the work on the respective organisations. 

How training is incorporated into their projects. 

Very qualitative, and the evaluation does not go far to the 

beneficiaries as it’s not their scope and have cost limitation for 
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that. 

9. At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

 Six to twelve months later– 6 months later 

 Project sites are revisited several years later 

 Other, please specify: 

10. What method do you use to collect 

the data? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

 Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping,  

history line) 

Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify:   

Questionnaire, filled out anonymously, used to justify to respective 

donors about success of training.  

For the participatory method, letting people speak freely about 

their opinions. Try their best to get as honest opinion as possible.  

Make it anonymous. 

11. Who do you send the survey/ 

questionnaire to? Beneficiaries? 

Participants of the training days. 

They also try to follow up to see if sustainable ways have been 

incorporated in their projects. 

12. What kind of indicators do you use 

for M&E? 

 Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

 Output (i.e. number of participants) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify: 

80% of participants say that their practical knowledge has 

improved. 

80% of participants say that the training material was useful to 

their organisation and will be passed onto other members. 

Level of sanitation improvement. 

Organisational operational skills. 

To get feedback from the projects as well as to see whether it’s 

relevant or not. 
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13. How do you choose your indicators? 

Why do you choose certain 

indicators in favour of others? 

(Please give as much detail as 

possible) 

It is important to find out and to what extent the new knowledge 

is used. 

Noted that CB M&E is hard to do as indicators are not easy to 

measure I.e. that people know more and if new knowledge is 

being used. 

There is a dilemma, but in order to make it  practical, the indicators 

have to be measurable. 

14. How do you analyse the data?  

(Please give as much detail as 

possible) 

Quantitative – summarised in diagrams, were the indicators 

reached? 

Qualitative – collected and used for future training. Gathers 

information on issues such as the atmosphere of the training, the 

location. 

15. How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

 

Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

Comparison with baseline data from previous years 

Other, please specify: 

They ask prior to the training what participants want to get out of 

the training. 

They don’t calculate impact as there is no real base line as 

participants come from different backgrounds and fields. The 

participants all have a different level of knowledge prior to the 

training so hard to assess baseline knowledge and compare.  

Call participants before the training to try and determine what 

they are expecting from the training and what they already know 

etc. 

16. How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

Using multiple methods 

Using multiple indicators 

 Other, please specify: 

They rely on honest feedback from participants – this is a difficulty.  

Try to get information of at which level the participants are before 

the training and collect their expectation for the training, then see 

whether those expectations are met or not. 

17. Do you have an external verification 

process (third party)? How 

frequently? 

 No 

 Yes, please specify: 

 

18. How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the 

public?  

The results are used to report to donors in a report, where all the 

data is included.  

So far the results are not presented to the public. 
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19. What would you like to improve in 

your M&E methodology?  

Comparing to a baseline assessment, through a questionnaire  

before and after the training event. 

This questionnaire could also be sent out a year later, to help 

assess the impact of the training at all relevant phases.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: Coalition of NGO’s in Water and Sanitation (CONIWAS) 

Position within the organisation: Programmes and Communication Department 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by 

March 22, 2013. Thank you!  
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1. What is the purpose of your 

M&E?  

 Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

 Improve planning 

 Reporting back to donors  

 Other, please specify:  

Ensure sustainability of our projects, change in key sector issues. 

2. Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department 

 Project team 

 External consultants 

 Other, please specify: 

3. What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction 

 Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

 Other, please specify:  

How communities are using capacities enhanced, changes in sector 

policies/ commitments of services providers. 

4. How often do you monitor?  Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify:  

Quarterly and annually. 

5. What do you evaluate?  Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure)  

 Other, please specify: 

6. At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

 Six to twelve months later 

 Project sites are revisited several years later 

 Other, please specify: 

7. What method do you use to collect  Questionnaire/ survey 
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the data?  Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history 

l ine) 

 Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 

8. What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

 Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

 Output (i.e. number of participants) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify: 

9. How do you choose your indicators? 

Why do you choose certain indicators 

in favour of others? 

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

As an advocacy platform, CONIWAS monitors changes in the sector, so 

indicators are chosen based on the changes identified in a sector issue 

that CONIWAS wants to address or for instance change in service 

provision for a community and also how empowered communities are 

to engage duty bearers on their own. 

 

10. How do you analyse the data?  

(Please give as much detail  as 

possible) 

CONIWAS does not carry out surveys. Data gathered is more 

qualitative – through observations, focus group discussions, policy 

changes in the sector, human interest stories etc. CONIWAS 

documents these in reports or as case studies. 

11. How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

                

 Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

 Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

 Other, please specify:  

Human interest stories from communities, sector policy change. 

12. How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

 Using multiple methods 

 Using multiple indicators 

 Other, please specify: 

13. Do you have an external verification 

process (third party)? How frequently? 

 No 

 Yes, please specify: 

Specific community programmes based on specific projects attracts 

external consultants for evaluation. 

Done during mid-term of project evaluation and end of project. 

14. How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the 

public?  

Dissemination done at project report level with partners and 

donors, 

during sector meetings / forums (e.g. presentations) 
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With media partners / website / blog 

15. What do you think is the biggest 

challenge when it comes to M&E in 

your organisation? 

 Time 

 Money 

 Trained staff 

 Other, please specify: 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: Concern 

Position within the organisation: Learning Officer 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by 

March 22, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1. What kind of capacity building do 

you do? 

Varies, classic training programs for staff and partners. 

Training and development unit created within HR, training for concern 

staff in HQ also field level. 

Work with consultants, bring them in to support concern teams  

Results based management (RBM), i.e. M&E planning for results in 
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consistent and systematic way, baseline mi dlines and endlines. 

keeping track of changes and reflect objectives of project. 

Support exposure visits in developing countries  

Midterm reviews, done internally 

Sharing lessons among programs 

2. Do you monitor and evaluate your 

capacity building activities? 

Yes. 

3. What is the purpose of your M&E?   Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

 Improve planning 

 Reporting back to donors, important but shouldn’t be sole 

purpose 

 Other, please specify: 

To see what works and what doesn’t. 

4. Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department (his), M&E advisors, him and a survey 

specialist, digital data project (quantitative) 

 Project team 

 External consultants 

 Other, please specify: 

Plus M&E coordinators in country. 

5. What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction 

 Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

 Other, please specify: 

Assess expectations at start and afterwards  

 qualitative change in knowledge  

Tricky. Expectations. Ideally change in staffing skills. Triangulation. 

6. How often do you monitor? 

 

 

 

 

 Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify: 

Right after training, and it’s done. 

7. What do you evaluate?  Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 
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 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

 Number of persons trained  

 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure) soft outcome. 

 Other, please specify: 

Very difficult to track long-term improvements. 

8. At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

 Twelve months later, has change taken place? Happens more 

ad-hoc. 

Impact: change in behaviour in dealing with partners, then M&E will  

talk to partners and see if there has been any improvement. 

PDR performance development review. 

9. What method do you use to collect 

the data? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

 Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history 

l ine). 

 Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 

360 evaluations. 

10. What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

 Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

 Output (i.e. number of participants) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify: 

Want to make the jump to outcome, but this hasn’t happened yet, 

properly. 

Time frame is often too long, 3-4 years 

 No systematic evaluation of outcomes. 

11. How do you choose your indicators? 

Why do you choose certain indicators 

in favour of others? 

 

Participatory. 

Pre defined by participants of capacity building. 

What skil l sets do they want to get, what behaviour is supposed to 

change? 

Trainers also bring in their predefined indicators. 

12. How do you analyse the data?  

 

Excel, access, SPSS 

Since indicators are output driven  excel 
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Qualitative. Case studies. Focus group discussions. 

Key informant interviews improve training 

13. How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

                

 Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

 Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

 Other, please specify: 

Compare with baseline, endline data. 

14. How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

 Using multiple methods 

 Using multiple indicators 

15. Do you have an external verification 

process (third party)? How frequently? 

 No 

 Yes, please specify: 

Humanitarian Accountability Partnership (HAP). 

Keystone, interview and carry out surveys. 

Disasters Emergency Committee. 

16. How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the 

public?  

Sometimes in networks but most of it is shared internally. 

17. What would you like to improve in 

your M&E methodology?  

Give staff and partners more time to engage in capacity building, 

there is not enough time for this. 

Better l ink between HR systems and programs. 

Staff looks outside of Concern for capacity building.  

Should be seen as learning initiative rather than accountability to 

donors. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

82 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Monitoring and Evaluation of Capacity Building in WASH 

Name:  

Organisation: Concern 

Position within the organisation: Learning Officer 

Introduction 

This survey is part of a study conducted by a small group of students at Cranfield University, undertaking their 

Masters in Water Management. We are currently researching in conjunction with CAWST (Centre for 

Affordable Water, Sanitation and Technology) what different monitoring and evaluation methods are used by 

WASH capacity builders. We are therefore especially interested in M&E of your organisation’s capacity 

building work (as opposed to the overall M&E strategy). If you have any questions regarding this 

questionnaire, please feel free to get in touch with us. We kindly ask you to return the completed survey by 

March 22, 2013. Thank you!  

 

1. What kind of capacity building do 

you do? 

Varies, classic training programs for staff and partners. 

Training and development unit created within HR, training for concern 

staff in HQ also field level. 

Work with consultants, bring them in to support concern teams  

Results based management (RBM), i.e. M&E planning for results in 

consistent and systematic way, baseline mi dlines and endlines. 

keeping track of changes and reflect objectives of project. 
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Support exposure visits in developing countries  

Midterm reviews, done internally 

Sharing lessons among programs 

2. Do you monitor and evaluate your 

capacity building activities? 

Yes. 

3. What is the purpose of your M&E?   Institutional learning → develop set of good practices  

 Improve planning 

 Reporting back to donors, important but shouldn’t be sole 

purpose 

 Other, please specify: 

To see what works and what doesn’t. 

4. Who does the M&E?   Specific M&E department (his), M&E advisors, him and a survey 

specialist, digital data project (quantitative) 

 Project team 

 External consultants 

 Other, please specify: 

Plus M&E coordinators in country. 

5. What do you monitor?   Customer satisfaction 

 Number of persons trained 

 Website traffic (how many visitors, downloads) 

 Costs 

 Other, please specify: 

Assess expectations at start and afterwards  

 qualitative change in knowledge  

Tricky. Expectations. Ideally change in staffing skills. Triangulation. 

6. How often do you monitor? 

 

 

 

 

 Every month 

 Every two months 

 Every six months 

 Other, please specify: 

Right after training, and it’s done. 

7. What do you evaluate?  Improvement in knowledge of trained people 

 Increased motivation 

 Change in behaviour 

 Change in condition (e.g. better health in vil lages) 

 Number of persons trained  
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 Change in institutional capacity (i.e. legal framework, 

organisational structure) soft outcome. 

 Other, please specify: 

Very difficult to track long-term improvements. 

8. At what point of the process do you 

evaluate?  

 Right after a project has ended 

 Twelve months later, has change taken place? Happens more 

ad-hoc. 

Impact: change in behaviour in dealing with partners, then M&E will  

talk to partners and see if there has been any improvement. 

PDR performance development review. 

9. What method do you use to collect 

the data? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Questionnaire/ survey 

 Observation 

 Participatory methods (Focus group discussions, mapping, history 

l ine). 

 Key informant interviews 

 Analysis of records: statistics, clinic reports,  

 Other, please specify: 

360 evaluations. 

10. What kind of indicators do you use for 

M&E? 

 Impact (change in condition) 

 Input (time, resources) 

 Output (i.e. number of participants) 

 Context (reflect socio-economic situation of an organisation) 

 Other, please specify: 

Want to make the jump to outcome, but this hasn’t happened yet, 

properly. 

Time frame is often too long, 3-4 years 

 No systematic evaluation of outcomes. 

11. How do you choose your indicators? 

Why do you choose certain indicators 

in favour of others? 

 

Participatory. 

Pre defined by participants of capacity building. 

What skil l sets do they want to get, what behaviour is supposed to 

change? 

Trainers also bring in their predefined indicators. 

12. How do you analyse the data?  

 

Excel, access, SPSS 

Since indicators are output driven  excel 

Qualitative. Case studies. Focus group discussions. 

Key informant interviews improve training 
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13. How do you calculate impact on 

beneficiaries?  

                

 Quantify beneficiaries’ feedback 

 Comparison with baseline data from previous years  

 Other, please specify: 

Compare with baseline, endline data. 

14. How do you verify the data is 

accurate? 

 Using multiple methods 

 Using multiple indicators 

15. Do you have an external verification 

process (third party)? How frequently? 

 No 

 Yes, please specify: 

Humanitarian Accountability Partnership (HAP). 

Keystone, interview and carry out surveys. 

Disasters Emergency Committee. 

16. How do you disseminate the results? 

Which ones do you present to the 

public?  

Sometimes in networks but most of it is shared internally. 

17. What would you like to improve in 

your M&E methodology?  

Give staff and partners more time to engage in capacity building, 

there is not enough time for this. 

Better l ink between HR systems and programs. 

Staff looks outside of Concern for capacity building.  

Should be seen as learning initiative rather than accountability to 

donors. 
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Appendix C Data Matrix

No. Organisation Data Set Tra ining Consultancy Education Hard Soft Sole CB Monitoring? Evaluation? Remarks

Survey X X X X X

Web X X X

2 CABUNGO Interview X X X Yes X X

3 CAWST Interview X X X X X Yes X X

4 CONIWAS Survey X X X No X X

5 Concern Interview X X X X X No X X

6
Dry Toi let Interview

X
X in Finland

only?
X X X No X X

7 GTO Interview X X X No X X

8 RedR Interview X X X X Yes X X

9 PU AMI Survey X X X X No X X

10 SEECON Survey X X X X X No X X

11 PWW Survey x x X X No X

12 IFRC Interview X X X Yes X

13 CDRA Interview X X X X No X X

Interview X X X X X

Survey

Web

15 IRC Survey X X X X X Yes X X it i s  "a  tricky mess"

16

Save the

Chi ldren

X X X No X ?

The area where i t i s  currently

wokring on expanding. Thus  i t

has  been less  than i t should

be.

17
World Vis ion Interview

X X X X No X X
Hold a  review meeting to ta lk

about M&E

14

Tearfund

No

Part of overa l l  M&E

Types  of Capacity Bui lding Do you M&E?

1
BORDA

No
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No Data Set
Institutional

learning

Improve

planning

Reporting back

to donors
remarks

Specific M&E

department

Projec

t team

External

consultants
Remarks

1 Survey X X X

2 Interview X X see changes taking place with their clients X experts draw a bseline before training clients, each

3 Interview

X X X

Tommy

(overall M&E

of

organisation)

X

4 Survey X X

5 Interview
X X X

See what works and what doesn't
X

M&E coordinators in country, Concern has special M+E

advisors + survey specialists

6 Interview

X X X

Not enough resources available for inst.

learning and improv. of planning, so it ends up

being mainly for reporting back to donors
X

x, only for end of

project evaluation

with big donor

projects. Not very

regular

evaluations often done by students/ volunteers (?), i.e.

Non -professionals

7 Interview
X

X (improve

training)

To see the relevance of the training, and to see

the impact
X

very small team, so everyone is responsible for M+E

8 Interview

X X X

Tailor made: feedback from participants, consultants

collect the info which is then compiled by project

officers. Open programme: impact surveys 3 months

after course

9 Survey

X X

Results participate in the production of new

need-based interventions. Also carried out to

follow up on evolving humanitarian needs.
 X X

And donars

10 Survey X X X Improve quality of work X

11 Survey X X X X

12 Interview

X X

Just take into account donor’s opinions and use

if necessary within the system but not to

change it

X X

technical officers and programme officers, set up

differently across the different zones. Ext consultants for

staff surveys/ confidentiality

13 Interview
X X X X?

very small team, so everyone is responsible,

practitioners come together monthy to discuss

Interview X X

Survey X X X X

15 Survey Monitoring is a crucial step in the creation of

resilient sector by making it adaptive to

changing situations

X

also use IT experts/ statisticians

16
X X X

Institutional learning is to develop set of good

practices they can refer and follow
x x

17 Interview
X X

For monitoring: To know the current situation

14 Overlap between needs assesment and

evaluation
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No

.
Data Set

Customer

Satisfaction

# of persons

trained
Costs Other Remark

every

month
two months

6

months
Other/ Why? Remarks

1

Survey Based on different technical

and socio-economical

parameter the performance

and quality of our DEWATS

projects.

This depends on the regional M&E

procedures, available funds and

needs.

2
Intervie

w X
change in institutional

capacity,and behaviour X

3

Intervie

w

X X X

WET centre: 100 indicators,

Male:female ratio, Type of

tools eg dropbox, that people

use.

Right after training

WET centre- some indicators

reported every month, some every

six months, some annually and some

at the end of project. Use framework

to see if organisation has matured –

scoring level.

4

Survey

X

Changes in sector

policies,how communities

use capacities enhanced

Quaterly and annually

5

Intervie

w X

expectations

Ideally change in staffing

skills, assess expecations at

start and afterwards

expressed

difficulties in

answering the

question

Right after training

6
Intervie

w X
# Clubs,behaviour change,

very quantitative

already look

at outcome

level

X
On every vist to site Locals' availability makes

monitoring very frequent

7

Intervie

w X

X (# of

organisations

take part as

well)

Appropriateness of methods

used for trainings, the depth

of knowledge

X (training

takes place

every 2-

3months)

After and during the training (2days

training)

 Oral feedback is immediate

8

Intervie

w

X X X

Monitor

breakdown of

Male/ Female

participants

Continuous: booking related.

Customer satisfaction every

three months.

Tailor made more difficult,

because of closed project

mentality

9

Survey

X X X

Webs ite traffic,

indicators  (via  sources  of

verfication, securi ty,

susta inabi l i ty of the

activi tes .

 X X

Depends  of lenght of

programme. Project-relasted

financia l  data  and securi ty i s

monitored on a  dai ly bas is .

 

What do you monitor? Frequency of monitoring
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No. Data Set

Customer

Satisfactio

n

# of

persons

trained

Cost

s
Other Remark

every

month

two

months

6

months
Other/ Why? Remarks

10
Survey

X X
Webs ite traffic, which parts

are used most

personal  feedback:

weekly

monitoring s tudy every year, or

does  she mean evaluation?

11

Survey

X

capacity of community

agents  and end users  to

maintain biosand fi l ters ,

extent of behaviour change

frequency is  determined by

sample s ize (15% of a l l

communities ), in some

communi ies  3-4 times  a  month,

for some i t takes  severa l  months

12

Interview Inputs , outputs  and

outcomes, advise that they

monitor at a l l  levels . Long

term planning frameworks

and operational  plan

database are monitored.

Monitoring – testing of

knowledge. How the

faci l i tator i s  doing

presenting info etc

Quarterly. Get a  good

impress ion of what’s

going on. Enough time

to keep track of what’s

happening but not too

late that can’t s ti l l

make changes  i f

necessary. Opportunity

to intervene s ti l l  there.

13

Interview Practi tioner wri tes  a  report

concerning progress ,

observations , what worked

and didn't, assumptions ,

key conclus ions , framework

now used as  wel l .

 Do not focus

on indicators

or outcomes,

but rather on

qual i tative

information

about

s i tuation.

X

Also, at the end of each

tra ining day the

participants  wi l l  give

feedback on how they

thought i t went,

Engagement with leaderships  –

conversation, interview,

interacting face to face with

participants  trying to get

feedback, try to respond

immediately,

Interview X

Survey X

Web X

15
Survey "depends  on what you want

to improve on"

4 months , but this  wi l l

soon change

different reporting frequencies :

every 6 to twelve months

16 x x

Career progress ion of

tra ined personnel , content

intake as  reported by l ine

manageers

x

Before and after

intens ive face to face

tra ining events

This  frequency of monitoring

keeps  i t updated on whether i t i s

making a  di fference in i ts

programme

17
Interview

X
It's  2 ways  (Receiver and

Del iverer) X
Quarterly. It fol lows  implementatino guide

of speci fic projects .

14

Usual ly outputs  but

sometimes

Kasese

example

(good

practice)

Dependent on donor/ tearfund

reporting requirements

What do you monitor? Frequency of monitoring



 

5 

 

No. Data Set knowledge motivation behaviour condition
# of people

trained

institutional

capacity
Other Remarks

End of

project

6-12 months

later
several years later Other

1

Survey Different technical and

socio-economical

parameter and O&M

aspects in DEWATS

projects.

X

If possible once per year,

depends on the ability of our

regional offices.

2

Interview

X X

12months

later

this is not very

strict,sometimes followup

needs to be done informally

3

Interview

X X

Outcome and impact; have

project goals been

achieved? Have the clients

used new knowledge and

how has this helped an

organisation?

X

If staff are still

working in the area

they assess

changed an

improvements later

on as well

4

Survey

X X X X X X X

some projects attract

external evaluators which is

done mid term of project

evaluation  or end of project

5

Interview

X X X

Difficult to track long

term improvements
X

X, more ad

hoc

PDR performance

development review, talk to

partners to see if there have

been any improvements

6

Interview

X X X X

How CB has improved No evaluation has

been done

yet.overall they may

look at the progress

made from baseline

to end of project

few years

later(3yrs)

will also depend on budget

allocation for evaluation

7

Interview

X X X

How the training is

incorporated into the

organisations' projects

Very qualitative
6months

later

8

Interview

X

Mixture of qualitative and

quantitative questions

about customer

satisfaction.

ECHO project, knowledge

test, 3 months impact

monitoring.

3 months and they will soon

do it after one year.

What is evaluated? When?
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No. Data Set knowledge
motivatio

n
behaviour condition

# of people

trained

institutional

capacity
Other Remarks

End of

project

6-12 months

later

several years

later
Other

9

Survey

X X X X

Here they started talking about

M&E in general and not just of CB. X

10

Survey

X

Evaluative

feedback, but this

is more a method?
X

also continuously (but again is

she maybe confusing

monitoring and evaluation?)

11

Survey

X X

no real evaluation has taken place

so far

after filter

has been

installed

12

Interview

X

pre and post

knowledge test

For projects that are longer

than 24 months:

Mid term reviews and Final

assessment

13

Interview X - Participating

organisations:

the priority is to

strengthen their

own

organisational

capacity.

Tricky as CDRA are in the process of

developing their M&E and moving

towards a new approach, so

haven't actually carried out a

"new" evaluation procedure yet.
X

Used to be at the end of 5 year

cycle, but now a little unclear

due to change within

organisation

Interview X X X

Survey X X X X x x If req by donor

15

Survey result chain which is the

aggregated result chain of

individual programmes
X

would like

to, but no

funds

available

16 x x x x x

Institutional capacity is done to a

limited extent such as legal

framework, organisational

structure. To see changes the

participants bring as a result of

training.

x

17

Interview

X X X X X

Depends on the area of capacity

building activities. Try to seek

achievement, best practices, and

challenges.

X

The action plan
14

What is evaluated? When?
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No. Data Set
Questionnair

e

Observatio

n

Participator

y methods

Key

informant

interviews

analys is  of

records
Other Remarks

Survey X

Web

2 Interview X X X

3

Interview

X

Accounting records , sometimes  s i te vis i ts  rea l ly

not very often),

Choice of method not dependent on M or E, but on the

type of data required. For example, survey questions  wi l l

be changed but a  survey wi l l  s ti l l  be used.

4 Survey X X X X X

5 Interview X 360 evaulations  

6 Interview X X X

7
Interview

X X
Try to get honest opinion by making i t anonymous

and giving a  chance to speak out freely (during

the tra ining)
8

Interview
X

9 Survey X X X X X Avai lable assessment reports  from other

organisations .
 

10 Survey X X X X

11
Survey

X X
survey is  sent out to direct beneficiaries/ homes

are vis i ted

12

Interview

X X X X

Dependent on the project a ims  and a lso the

sector area. Not one of the above methodologies

is  appl icable to a l l  M&E. Use qual i tative and

quantitative together to veri fy data. Context

speci fic

13

Interview

X X X

Interviews  for the evaluators . See the cl ients  and

participants  of tra ining, focus  groups ,

individual ly, try to see their competency levels

etc. – more qual i tative

- this  goes  to the donors , how far successful  etc

Interview X X X X

Survey X X X X X

Web

15 Survey X X X X cognitive edge sensemaker (QIS)

16 X X X X

17
Interview

X
Using survey has  not been changed in last 15 years

Data col lection method?

General  M&E of wsah appl ied to CB

1

14
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No. Data Set Impact Outcome Output
Input/

Activity
Context Remark Who Why How Significance

Link with

methodology
Remarks

1

Survey

X

Based on our

experiences from the last

years in internal M&E

campaigns and from our

quality control

standards, indicators

were tested and finally

chosen.

2

Interview follow OCAT evaluation

system and indicators, also

ordinance key and clover

leaf

indicators are adopted from

OCAT and then customised

for own projects

3

Interview

X X X X

Mainly quantitative

indicators, strong focus on

7 KPIs that are always

measured

CAWST with

input from

donors

7 KPI  - tell them

whether CAWST is

fulfilling its

mission. Are they

being effective,

relevant and

efficient. Are they

making an

impact, leverage.

Since KPIs measure only

quantities, there is a

question how they measure

the efficiency and

(qualitative) impact on

beneficiaries.

4

Survey

X X X

They are developed based on

changes within sector.to

address new developments

5

Interview

X

Want to make jump to

outcome but hasn't

happened yet, time frae

often too long, 3-4 years -

no sytemmatic evaluations

of outcomes

participants

and trainers

Determin

e what

skills

particiapn

ts want

6

Interview

X X

low capacity hinders

quality of indicators , easy

to follow, measurable,i.e.

Quantitative

with locals,

what makes a

project

successful for

them

Difficult to develop dem

because of lack of capacity

Types of indicators Indicator development
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No

.

Data

Set

Impac

t

Outcom

e
Output

Input/

Activi ty
Context Remark Who Why How Signi ficance

Link with

methodolog

y

Remarks

7

Intervie

w X X

For practica l i ty, indicators

should be measurable

One of the main a ims  i

to find out to what

extent the new

knowledge is  used

8

Intervie

w

X X

Evaluate the impact "a  l i ttle

bit". Customer satis faction

indicators . ECHO project

questionnaire before and

after tra ining for

comparison.

In

cooperation

with Oxford

Brookes

Univers i ty.

They don’t want to col lect

anything that they are not

going to use. Otherwise

dictated by donor –for

‘Ta i lor Made’ tra ining.

“We use to

col lect

things  to

improve”

9

Survey

X X X X

Coverage indicators ,

satis i faction indicators

 SMART idicators , try to

combne impact, input,

output and outcome

indicators .

10

Survey do not use indicators none "individual  on key

questions  we are asking

at a  given moment"

11

Survey

X X

correct fi l ter insta l lation,

operation and adequate

water s torage practices ,

women's  empowerment

indicators  need to be

easy to measure, proxy

indicators  (appropriate

use of biosand fi l ters  -->

effective tra ining)

12

Intervie

w

X X

SMART, Cluster indicators Involve

beneficiarie

s  through

the whole

of the

project.

Dependent on the sector

and what makes  sense in

the given context –

people often make

mistakes  us ing the wrong

indicators  for their

project, making them

unachievable.

Can tweak donor

indicators  and look at

other references  too.

Is  this  i s  the case to

capacity bui l idng?

Types  of indicators Indicator development
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No. Data Set Impact Outcome Output
Input/

Activity
Context Remark Who Why How Significance

Link with

methodology
Remarks

13

Currently CDRA don't really

use indicators and have

not historically worked

with them either. Certain

idicators demanded by

donors (mixed qualitative

and quantitative eg

results based). Starting to

introduce indicators now

but it is rather time

dependent. CDRA find

indicators difficult as the

M&E process is very

complex

CDRA approach:

deepen

understanding of

situation through

building

relationships that

create opportunity

for people to start

taking control of

their own

development, not an

easy process.

Interview X X X Donor Context

Survey X X X

15

Survey

X X X X X

depends on the purpose of

programme

project team

and sector

specialists

IRC finds more and more

ways to involve

beneficiaries,

indicators should

indicate cost benefit

ratio

16 X X X

Change in capability of an

individual

Project team

and donoros

Based on a belief

that it should help

to clearly

determine the

effectiveness of

training

Yet it is still working on

now to expand M&E in

general

17

Interview

X X

Clear out what they

want to find out from

M&E

Ongoing review relevance

of indicators.

We have a gap here!
14

Types of indicators Indicator development
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No. Data Set
Direct link (intervention and

impact)
Tools Methods Assumptions Remarks

Meth

ods

Indic

ators
Other

1
Survey scoring system to detect deficiencies in the

performance of each DEWATS project.

They are still in the testing phase how to analyse

data. They plan to have an M&E expert online

discussion group

old

questionnair

e
2 Interview SPSS,Spread sheet, Qualitative and quantitative, different analysis for quantitative and qualitative

data
3

Interview Very difficult to make direct link

between improvement and the

intervention

self assessments data analysis depends on data

4 Survey Qualitative

5
Interview Excell, access, spss Qualitative -case studies, Focus group

discussions, KI interviews
 

6
Interview Subjective

interpretatio

n

Basically data is subjected to different conditions

and environment to ensure accuracy

7
Interview Summary in

diagrams

To see indicators were met (quantitiave)/

Interpretation for future training

8

Interview Every 3 months, are not able to draw out the

reasons behind things, but observe patterns.

Course owner analyses results from

questionnaires.

9

Survey

 

Databases and calculate totals and

percentages before analysing all data. Use

Sphinx, Epidata and Epiinfo.
  

Not

asked

10 Survey Excel, google

analytics

Personal interpretation, intuitive

11 Survey tables, excel comparison of excel analysis and indicators

12

Interview Also hard to say for sure that

intervention is the 100% cause of

the results/change

Triangulate. Qualitative and quantitative.

Find trends and relationships between

data. Data analysis plan
`

13

Interview Collect stories and count them

time to time. It's most relevant  to

illustrate the change and  impact.

Baseline comparision. Planned process,

workshop to analyse data with key

questions. Presentation of case study,

action learning approachInterview

Survey Matrix & Graphs Comparison /baseline

15

Survey IRC tries to avoid this as it is

against their principles of working

with networks

data mining

techniques

working towards a continuous or semi continuous

process to create a  time series to understand

what is happening and use data mining techniques

evaluation

done by third

party

16
Survey By gathering evidence from the

people reporting.

Mostly qualitative. Compare collected data

with its objectives of training

17
Interview External consultant conduct the analysis to see the

change and its performance

Distinction between M & EData analysis

14

There has not been a clear

approach to M&E

Not

asked

Subjective

baseline

assumed

The focus is on why change happens or not
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No. Data Set Baseline
Quantify

feedback
Direct beneficiaries Indirect beneficiaries Other  Methods

Indica

tor
Other

1

Survey Health Impact

Assessment,

monitoring tool

X

2

Interview difficult to track this sort of impact, if

service delivery to communities has

improved then there is a positive impact

CABUNGO cannot guarantee direct link

between own intervention and impact X X

no external verification

3
Interview

X X X
retention factor different data sources (internal financial

statements, records of participants)

4
Survey

X X
Testimonies from communities,sector

policy change

5
Interview X comparison

with 'endline'
X

Humanitarian Accountability Partnership

6

Interview

X X

compare sanitation club member with

nonmembers X

the use of more than one investigator

helps to eliminate biases, checking if

there any flaws by comparing observation

with survey results

7
Interview

X X
ask prior to training what participants

want to learn and use this as the

benchmark

None, GTO relies on the honest feedback

of participants

8 Interview ECHO project: improved knowledge

9 Survey X X X

10
Survey

X X
financial audit (but this probably has

little to do with M+E of CB)

11

Survey very limited baseline data, no big

evaluation to date --> no impact

calculation

triangulation:

observation

and survey

12
Interview

X
Baseline, but depends on project.

Clarify and differentiate between direct

and idirect

X X

13

Interview They do somehow. Child development

programme is aimed at children, if there

was no impact on children the programme

would be useless. But how this is done he

cannot say

They don't really have a method for this.

They rely on the honesty of their

partcipants and their feedback.

Interview X Household surveys, M&E events X X

Web

15 Survey X X different techniques depend on specific

case

X X multiple points of view

16 X

17
Interview

X X X
External consultant, also clarify

limitations and assumptions

 M&E is not yet robust enough to check the  impact on training of humanitarian staff/ on the beneficiaries that they serve. Yet hope to

UN funded trainings, focus on direct beneficiaries and estimated

Impact ca lculation Data Veri fication

14
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No. Data Set Criteria to whom? Other indicators Other

1

Survey Will present some of the results in a Future

Database  (end of 2013) and give restricted access

rights to the public.

money is the greatest constraint in their M+E

2

Interview mostly internal for use usually big org/donors very cautious of information shared, usually not

allowed to share information with public, if they do,

names of organisations are not mentioned

want to work with direct

indicators not proxy

learn how  others do CB,how best  can they  trace their

impact.

3

Interview dpends on indicator type Departmental, annual reviews are

not published on website, just

shared internally.

more easily understandable

indicators, not to over

measure too many things

More accuracy, more confidence in data, Triangulation

4
Survey meetings,forums,websit

es,project report level

Challenges with time and trained staff.

5 Interview Maininly internally. In networks  Time, links between departments, reasons for M&E

6
Interview directly to the internet Finish public difficulty with translation make updating into english

difficult

more specific objectives,increased capacity to

perform, use results of M+E for improving

planning/institution learning,

7
Interview All the data Donors not accessible to the public Establish baseline data before training to compare

later. Follow up questionnaire one year later to see the

impact

8

Interview Don’t publish much, certain info are in annual

review, data is shared internally.

Impact assessment, get info from participants after

training. Case studies assessed through 1 year follow

up impact monitoring. More info from tailor made

training.
9

Survey Reports to be shared in cluster

meetings, other NGO, UN and local

authorities.

 
Need more time and trained staff.

10 Survey Short report on Website every more time and money

11
Survey internal reports within organisation,

only once presentation to donor

baseline data, evaluation should be starting sometime

soon, training locals to analyse data with excel

12

Interview Dependent on the audience and package info to how

they see fit. Evaluation published online for

accountability and lessons learned.

Frequent change in train staff makes it hard to promote

sustainability in the field. Clearer methodology.

Translation costs of their documents

13

Interview Broad dissemination of

results, CDRA culture is

to share

Through website+publications, send

out nuggets (pieces of writing)

Develop and move towards

use of indicators.

To crease our research, data collection system,

Going to next level

Build up more research capacity

Interview Increase self monitoring by benificiaries

Survey Reports & website Need more trained staff as knowledge is lost when they

move on

15 Survey aim to present all results

16
Results are discussed

within

Public through results Case studies, evidence of change of behaviour,

testimonies etc are published

Use more universal

indicators

Large list. Make it more robust by getting clearer

17
Interview Difficulties in reaching indirect beneficiaries due to

external factors (such as conflict on the ground)

Improvement of M&E methodologyDissemination of results

14
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Appendix D Table of scaling 

 

 

A ranking between 1 and 3 has been allocated to CAWST for each of the M&E sections. This scale puts CAWST in relation to what has been 

established as “good practises” and not in relation to the other organisations’ practises. For example, a rank of 1 suggests that CAWST is working at 

a level far from what is believed as good practise, whereas a rank of 3 suggests that CAWST is leading the way in that area. This method of ranking 

has been chosen as it is difficult to compare and contrast CAWST with the other organisations due to their varying nature, with this approach 

allowing CAWST to see how and where they fit in terms of good practise.  

 

 

 

 

Purpose of M&E 

Scale 1: Below average : Donor driven 

Scale 2: Average : Priority given to internal learning and or planning improvement minor donor influence         

Scale 3: Above average : Priority given to internal learning and or planning improvement  

Category Good Practice Where CAWST stands What gaps exist Assumptions 

Purpose of M&E Prioritise internal learning, planning 

improvement donor reporting not key 

driver 

Scale 2  

CAWST demonstrates above 

average practice as prioritises 

internal learning and planning 

improvement 

Maintain focus of M&E, 

continuing negotiation 

approach to donor 

involvement 
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Monitoring 

Scale 1: Below average : Organisation monitoring at all  levels including outcome combining qualitative and quantitative factors evenly.  

Scale 2: Average : Organisations use appropriate monitoring across most levels (not outcome) combining qualitative and quantitative factors unevenly. 

Scale 3: Above average : Absence of monitoring on all  levels without a combination of qualitative and quantitative factors. 

Category Good Practice Where CAWST stands What gaps exist  Assumptions 

Monitoring Monitor both qualitative and quantitative 

factors. 

Scale 2  

CAWST monitors both 

qualitative and quantitative 

aspects, but mainly 

quantitative 

 

CAWST should aim to monitor 

more qualitative factors in 

conjunction with quantitative 

 Resources and expertise 
available to move towards 

the outcome level. 

 Monitor across all levels including impact, 

input and outcome. 

Scale 1  

Monitor across impact and 

input levels 

CAWST should move towards 

monitoring at the outcome 

level 

 

 

 

Evaluation 

Scale 1: Below average : No evaluation system in place 

Scale 2: Average : Organisations evaluate results of projects and programmes  

Scale 3: Above average : Organisations pioneer different methods  

Category Good Practice Where CAWST stands What gaps exist Assumptions 

Evaluation Evaluation takes stock of capacity 

building project as set out in the 

planning, in terms of inputs, outputs, 

outcomes and impacts  

Scale 2  

CAWST evaluates outcomes but it is 

unclear how impact is defined and 

assessed.  

 

Clearer definition of what 

impact is. 

 

 Quantitative and qualitative 

measurement of tangible as well as 

intangible outcomes and impacts  

Scale 2  

Very strong focus on quantitative 

measurement, unclear to what 

Especially at organisational 

level, qualitative impacts are 

not taken into consideration.  

Recognise importance of 

different dimensions of 

impact as qualitative 
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extent impacts are assessed 

qualitatively. 

evaluation requires more 

resources (human and 

financial) 

 Evaluate impact on direct and indirect 

beneficiaries if both groups are targeted 

on outcome and impact level  

Scale 2  

CAWST focus on direct 

beneficiaries only 

Indirect beneficiaries should 

play greater role in impact 

assessment.  

Information about indirect 

beneficiaries is available and 

CAWST has access to them 

 

 Time frame of evaluation: beneficiaries 

and project sites are revisited repeatedly 

for 10 years 

Scale 3  

CAWST staff go back to project 

areas if in area 

Long-term evaluation not 

systematic 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicators 

Scale 1: Below average : No systematic indicators used/ No link between the purposes of M&E 

Scale 2: Average : Systematically chosen several indicators. May use either of quantitative or qualitative 

Scale 3: Above average : Multiple and mixed indicators chosen due to the different context and purposes  

Category Good Practice Where CAWST stands What gaps exist  Assumptions 

Indicators Linked with the purpose of M&E what 

to find out, use as a tool to reflect a 

reality 

Scale 2  

It has a l ink with the purpose 

 

The purpose can be reviewed 

for indicators to be contextual  

 

To collect a robust data from 

qualitative research would 

require people and time as well 

as cost 

 Use multiple indicators 

 

Scale 2  

Multiple indicators are used 

although they have limited scope 

 

  

 Good balance between quantitative 

and qualitative indicators  

Scale 2  

KPIs cover wide range of factors, 

yet highly quantitative 

Especially to measure impact, 

qualitative indicators should 

be developed 

 



 

17 

 

Data Collection Methods 

Scale 1: Below average : No structure of data collection system 

Scale 2: Average : Organisations using methods in relation to the type of data required 

Scale 3: Above average : Organisations making use of qualitative and quantitative methods of data collection  

Category Good Practice Where CAWST stands What gaps exist (rationale of scale) Assumptions 

Data Collection 

methods 

 Qualitative and quantitative 
method allows for more 

accurate and reliable data 
 Focusing group discussions 

allows participation of 

beneficiaries thereby providing 
useful themes to emerge for 
questionnaires if desired. 

Scale 2  

Qualitative data collection is 

not  very much used which 

does not give room for 

in-depth information and 

involvement of beneficiaries  

 A more qualitative method of data 
collection will allow participation 

of beneficiaries thereby enhancing 
deeper understanding of numbers 
collected from quantitative data 

 Qualitative method also allows for 
better observation of dynamics 
that will take place. 

 Enough capacity 
available to enhance 

data collection. 

 

 

Data Verification Methods 

Scale 1: Below average : No means of verifying data or trusting participants to give honest feedback 

Scale 2: Average : Organisations using at least one method of data verification 

Scale 3: Above average : Organisations make use of triangulation and has external verification services  

Category Good Practice Where CAWST stands What gaps exist (rationale of scale) Assumptions 

Data Verification Triangulation coupled with 

external verification enhances 

less bias data 

 Scale 3  

 CAWST employs the use of 
triangulation by using 

different data sources. 
 

 ITA’s reconciles data with 

previous data to eliminate 
abnormalities and ensure 
accurate data 

Data from different sources can be 

difficult to manage. 

 

 Enough capacity to  
enhance data verification 

 

 ITA’s well equipped with  
previous data for  
reference where  

necessary 
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Data Analysis & Impact Calculation 

Scale 1: Below average : No systematic form of data analysis and impact calculation 

Scale 2: Average : Organisations use appropriate data analysis methods and tools  

Scale 3: Above average : Data analysis and impact calculation on direct and indirect beneficiaries based on sound evidence 

Category Good Practice Where CAWST stands What gaps exist Assumptions 

Data analysis Mixed methods of data analysis 

(quantitative and qualitative). 

Scale 2  

On project level CAWST appears to 

use mixed methods, although this 

remained ambiguous. 

 

Potential scope to increase 

qualitative methodologies. 

Organisation must have 

confidence in results of 

qualitative data analysis.  

Impact 

calculation 

Impact on direct and indirect 

beneficiaries verified through 

surveys and document review. 

CAWST uses retention factor to 

estimate number of indirect 

beneficiaries in their organisational 

evaluation. 

Verification of impact on 

indirect beneficiaries through 

more direct methods other  

than discounting.  

CAWST is able to trace 

indirect beneficiaries. 

Dissemination Policies 

Scale 1: Below average : Publically available information about M&E is l imited 

Scale 2: Average : Share some documents about M&E with outside but mainly internally 

Scale 3: Above average : Actively share information about M&E with stakeholders outside. Data is highly available 

Category Good Practice Where CAWST stands What gaps exist  Assumptions 

Dissemination Share as much information as 

possible including lessons learnt 

 

Scale 1  

Reports not publically available 

apart from information how it 

works 

Make reports publically available, 

rather than just for donors  

Organisations are all willing 

to share all  the information 

 

 

 Having a platform of capacity 

builders to discuss their findings  

Scale 1  

No sharing information outside 

with other organisations 

  

 Generate a report even for 

internal learning as a track of 

record 

Scale 2  

Some documents are kept and 

shared purely for internal use 

Lessons learnt can be produced 

into a report for dissemination 

 

Organisations have a 

capacity to produce extra 

reports for lessons learnt for 

internal use 
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