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FOREWORD

It is my pleasure to present the Kenya Evaluation Guidelines which 
represent a key step towards the institutionalisation, systematisation 
and structuring of evaluations in the public sector. Evidence-based 
decision-making has largely been based on information from 
monitoring reports such as the Annual Progress Reports (APRs) and 
County Annual Progress Reports (CAPRs) among others. To enhance 
evidence-based decision-making, the country has an opportunity to 
learn from evaluations to improve the planning and implementation 
of our development agenda. The purpose of these guidelines is to 
outline the procedures for undertaking evaluations of public sector 
interventions in a standardised, systematic and unbiased manner. 
The ultimate objective of the guidelines is to ensure harmonised 

evaluation and reporting practice, to encourage the use of evaluation �ndings, and to 
promote evaluative practice in the public sector. 

The guidelines have been developed in compliance with the National Monitoring and 
Evaluation Policy which stipulates that all evaluations will be conducted within the National 
Integrated Monitoring and Evaluation System (NIMES) and County Integrated Monitoring 
and Evaluation System (CIMES). These guidelines have been prepared in a consultative 
manner and have incorporated the views from line Ministries, Counties, Departments and 
Agencies (MCDAs), development partners, academia and other stakeholders. 

I am con�dent that the use of these guidelines will assist the public sector to conduct 
quality evaluations in an impartial, open and participatory manner ensuring that 
evaluations are based on valid and reliable empirical evidence and that the results are 
made readily available to the citizenry. The guidelines provide valuable information on 
the key processes and tools for designing, conducting and managing evaluations. The 
National Treasury and Planning will continue to provide leadership and policy to entrench 
the critical role of evaluation in our development agenda.

HON. (AMB.) UKUR YATANI, EGH

Cabinet Secretary, 

The National Treasury and Planning
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DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS 

Accountability: Obligation to demonstrate that work has been conducted in 
compliance with agreed rules and standards or to report fairly and 
accurately on performance results vis-à-vis mandated roles and/
or plans. This may require a careful demonstration that the work is 
consistent with the contract terms.

Activities: Actions taken, or work performed through which inputs are utilized 
to produce outputs.

Assessor: Independent external evaluation specialist selected and assigned an 
evaluation to conduct a quality assessment. 

Climate change: Climate change refers to any change in climate over time, whether 
due to natural variability or as a result of human activity. 

Commissioning 
institution: 

Ministry, county, department or agency whose responsibility is to 
plan, initiate, oversee and coordinate an evaluation. 

Data: Raw facts (quantitative or qualitative) that are collected and form the 
basis of what is known.

Data sources: Processes that generate indicator values. They include research, 
programme level monitoring data, surveillance, surveys, financial 
information of donors, or clients’ satisfaction surveys.

Evaluability: Extent to which an activity or a programme can be evaluated in a 
reliable and credible way.

Evaluation: A systematic and objective assessment of a project, programme or 
policy in terms of design, implementation and results. 

Evaluation 
manager: 

An officer of the commissioning institution assigned the primary 
responsibility to oversee and coordinate an evaluation.

Evaluation 
plan: 

A written document that outlines what evaluations to be undertaken 
by an organization within a given period with details on type, purpose, 
key partners, source of funds, estimated costs and responsible agency 
clearly described.

Evaluation 
Technical 
Reference 
Group (ETRG): 

A team formed from internal and external evaluation stakeholders 
to provide feedback on the evaluation process from a technical and 
methodological perspective.
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CHAPTER ONE: 
INTRODUCTION

Intervention:  The different types of development and humanitarian efforts that may 
be evaluated using these guidelines, such as a project, programme, 
policy, strategy, thematic area, technical or humanitarian assistance, 
policy advice, an institution, financing mechanism, instrument, or 
other activity. 

Impacts: Ultimate long-term changes arising from the implementation of 
interventions, i.e. the difference (positive and/or negative), resulting 
from the implementation of an intervention.

Indicator: A variable (sign or element) that measures one aspect of an 
intervention that is directly related to its objectives.

Inputs: The financial, human, material and information resources used to 
produce outputs. 

Monitoring: The continuous tracking and reporting of implementation progress 
of a programme/project, its inputs and intended outputs, outcomes 
and impacts.

Outcomes: The expected changes or immediate effects on the intended 
beneficiaries occurring as a result of the implementation of an 
activity.

Outputs:  Tangible or Intangible products or services resulting from the 
implementation of an intervention.

Public Sector 
Institutions: 

This refers to any institution established under the National or County 
Government

Quality 
assessment: 

Ex-post examination of an evaluation report by an external 
independent assessor to determine if the evaluation met the preset 
standards.

Quality 
assurance: 

Continuous and systematic examination of every step of an evaluation 
process to ascertain that the evaluation meets the preset standards.

Result: A describable or measurable change in state.
Review: An assessment of the performance of an intervention, either 

periodically or on an ad hoc basis. Reviews are usually less 
comprehensive and/or in-depth than evaluations. They usually focus 
on operational aspects and are undertaken at mid-term or end-term 
of an intervention.

Triangulation/
mixed method: 

The integration of quantitative and qualitative research methods, 
approaches, or other paradigm characteristics.



11
KENYA EVALUATION GUIDELINES

CHAPTER ONE: 
INTRODUCTION



12
KENYA EVALUATION GUIDELINES

1. CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

1. The Government of Kenya has made significant progress in tracking the implementation 
status of its development agenda through a robust monitoring and evaluation system. 
Policy documents such as the District Focus for Rural Development (DFRD) strategy 
(1983), the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) 2000, and the Economic Recovery 
Strategy for Wealth and Employment Creation (ERSWEC) 2003–2007 are among the 
various policy documents that advocated the use of Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) 
to promote accountability and enhance good governance in the public sector.

2. The National Integrated Monitoring and Evaluation System (NIMES) established 
in 2004, provides a reliable mechanism to monitor and evaluate implementation 
of government’s development agenda. NIMES was established to monitor the 
implementation of policies, programmes and projects in the ERSWEC and continues 
to track subsequent plans including the Medium-Term Plans (MTPs) of Kenya Vision 
2030. It also aims to promote a culture of M&E practice in the public sector. With 
the advent of devolution, the county governments commenced the establishment 
of County Integrated Monitoring and Evaluation Systems (CIMES) for tracking 
the implementation of County Integrated Development Plans (CIDP) and other 
interventions. The two systems provide mechanisms which enable evidence collection 
and feedback to policy makers, implementers, and the public on the progress of 
national and county governments towards the achievement of the various objectives 
of economic and social development policies and programmes.

3. Through NIMES and CIMES, the national and county governments produce M&E 
reports on a regular basis. The reports include annual progress reports and county 
annual progress reports. However, these reports have often tended to focus more on 
monitoring than on evaluation. 

1.2 Situational analysis of evaluation in the country

4. Evaluations are critical to ensure that the impacts of various government interventions 
meet the requirements of the national and county development agendas. Historically, 
most evaluations in the public sector have been donor driven. However, at the national 
level, a number of evaluations have been conducted under the NIMES framework. These 
include, the end-term review of the Economic Recovery for Wealth and Employment 
Creation (ERWECS), end-term review of the First Medium Term Plan (MTP I), medium-
term review of the Second Medium Term Plan (MTP II), Comprehensive Public 
Expenditure Reviews (CPER), and NIMES CDP Evaluation. Similarly, some counties have 
conducted reviews of the first generation CIDPs under the CIMES framework.

5. Various existing constitutional, legal and policy instruments in the country seek to 
promote the culture and practice of evaluation in the public sector. They include the 
Constitution of Kenya; the County Government Act 2012 Sections 47, 57 and 108; the 
Public Finance Management Act 2012 Sections 12 and 104; Intergovernmental Relations 
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Act 2012 Section 8; and the Public Finance Management Regulations 2015 Sections 
136 and 217. These instruments aim to promote transparency, good governance, and 
accountability during the implementation of government interventions.

6. The culture and practice of evaluations is weak at both levels of government. To 
promote a culture of M&E in the public sector, the Kenya National M&E Policy was 
developed to provide a clear framework for strengthening the coverage, quality, and 
utility of the assessment of public interventions. The policy provides that evaluations 
should be institutionalized and requisite funds ly allocated in the national and county 
budgets. County governments are currently at various stages of the development 
of M&E policies aimed at inculcating a culture of evaluation. The government has 
prepared Public Investment Management (PIM) guidelines for national government 
aimed at   facilitate appraisal, design, implementation and the impact assessment of 
policies, programmes and projects. 

1.3  Rationale for the guidelines

7.  A review of a number of evaluations undertaken in the public sector reveals significant 
differences in methodological approaches, designs and standards with resulting 
inconsistent results and conclusions. These evaluations largely focused on outputs 
rather than on outcomes and impacts.

8. Evaluations conducted in the public sector have not addressed gender-responsiveness, 
equity-focus emergencies and humanitarian crises, and other cross-cutting issues 
(youth, climate change, persons with disability, minority groups, among others). 
Evaluations have been delayed and generally typified by misconceptions and the 
misrepresentation of facts due to a lack of standardisation of methodologies and it 
has, therefore, been difficult to obtain credible evaluation evidence on government 
performance. It is essential that there is standardisation of evaluation procedures, 
processes, capacities, commitments, partnerships, and continuous dialogue in 
evaluation of public sector interventions. 

9. The rationale for these guidelines is to outline the procedures for undertaking 
assessments, reviews, and evaluations of public sector interventions in a standardised, 
systematic, and unbiased manner.

1.4  Purpose of the guidelines

10. The purpose of the guidelines is to ensure that evaluations are based on valid and 
reliable empirical evidence and are conducted in an impartial, transparent and 
participatory manner, and that results are readily available to the public. Specifically  
the guidelines seeks to:

•	 Provide a standard approach for undertaking public sector evaluations; 

•	 Promote the culture of undertaking evaluations in the public sector;

•	 Promote, facilitate and institutionalise the use of evaluation in the public sector;
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•	 Improve the quality of evaluations undertaken in the public sector;

•	 Promote equity-focus and mainstream cross-cutting issues in public sector 
evaluations;

•	 Enhance public participation in evaluations; 

•	 Promote learning and knowledge management;

•	 Ensure the independence, credibility, and utilisation of evaluation.

1.5  Users and Scope of the Guidelines

11. The guidelines are designed to complement the established M&E infrastructure 
such as the Kenya National Monitoring and Evaluation Policy, by providing a set of 
guidelines to underpin all evaluations, irrespective of the specific evaluation approach 
or programme design.

12. The guidelines apply to all evaluations of public sector interventions implemented at 
national or county level and to other non-state institutions evaluating programmes 
of national interest. The guidelines target all public sector institutions including 
constitutional commissions, independent offices, and county governments. It 
also applies to non-state entities implementing public programmes; educational 
institutions which need to provide training to increase the cohort of potential 
evaluators with the required skills and competences; and individuals undertaking 
independent evaluations of public sector interventions. 

1.6 Structure of the guidelines

13. The guidelines are structured into six chapters  as follows:

Chapter one: Introduction 

Chapter 2: Fundamentals of evaluations; 

Chapter 3: Development of  an evaluation plan; 

Chapter 4: Evaluation process; 

Chapter 5: Evaluation quality; and

Chapter 6: Roles and responsibilities. 

CHAPTER TWO: 
FUNDAMENTALS OF EVALUATION
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2. CHAPTER TWO: FUNDAMENTALS OF    
 EVALUATION

2.1 Introduction

14. This chapter presents key fundamentals of evaluation including the purpose of 
evaluations, criteria for evaluations, major types of evaluations in the public sector, 
evaluation classification, evaluation methodology, guiding principles and evaluability 
assessment.

2.2 Evaluation and other Performance Management Functions

15. Evaluation is different to other performance management functions and should not 
be confused with auditing, research, and inspection, although there may be some 
overlap.

•	 Audit and Evaluation

16. Audit assesses compliance of programmes, activities and functions with predetermined 
processes/regulations/rules/policies while evaluation, on the other hand, focuses on 
the systematic assessment of the effectiveness and efficiency of a programme. 

•	 Research and Evaluation

17. Research is a descriptive process embarked upon for learning purposes, by posing 
questions such as “what is/was?” or “what are/were the differences between?” or “what 
happens/happened when certain conditions are/were”? Evaluation is a appraisal 
process, involving the assessment of findings/observations against standards for the 
purpose of making decisions by asking such questions such as “what is/was good?” 
or “which is/was the better?” or “what conditions best facilitate the desired results?” 
Conducting research does not necessarily require doing evaluation. However, the 
evaluation process always requires research – research proves while evaluation 
improves. 

•	 Inspection and evaluation

18. Inspection is a general examination of an organisational unit, issue, or practice to 
ascertain the extent to which it adheres to normative standards and good practices 
and to make recommendations for improvement or corrective action. Evaluation is 
a management tool that fosters institutional learning, change and accountability 
thereby improving operational effectiveness. 

2.3 Purpose of evaluation

19. Evaluation of interventions implemented by the Government of Kenya are undertaken 
for a number of reasons. The four primary reasons for evaluation in public sector are: 
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•	 Improving performance through learning by providing feedback to programme/
project implementers and managers. Examples of questions which could be posed 
for learning purposes are, “was this the right intervention for the stated goal and 
were the activities the most efficient and effective ways of achieving the goal?”

•	 Improving accountability and transparency of public spending by government 
and its entities. Is the funding of government interventions making a difference 
and demonstrating success in an equitable way among different groups in Kenya? 
Is it providing value for money?

•	 Augmenting the current knowledge by determining what works, what does not 
work with regard to government policies, strategies, programmes and projects, 
for whom and under what circumstances. Knowledge is key in informing future 
government policies which will primarily be decided according to available 
evidence.

•	 Generate evidence for decision making in policy making, planning, resource 
allocation and implementation. 

2.4 Evaluation criteria and key evaluation questions

20. Public sector institutions will use the evaluation criteria as a yardstick against which 
performance of public interventions will be assessed. Fig 2.1 presents the criteria of 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development-Development Assistance 
Committee (OECD-DAC) (2019) adopted for use by public sector institutions except 
in emergency situations. While the criteria form the cornerstone of the evaluation 
practice, they can be adjusted to the context of the intervention and the intended 
user’s needs.

21. The adapted DAC criteria are based on two guiding principles1: 

•	 Principle 1: The criteria should be applied prudently to allow for high quality, 
useful evaluation. They should be contextually relevant and should be understood 
in the context of the individual evaluation, the intervention being evaluated, and 
the stakeholders involved. Relevance and context will accentuate the concept of 
‘Made in Africa’ evaluations. The evaluation questions (what you are trying to find 
out and what you intend to do with the answers) should inform how the criteria 
are specifically interpreted and analysed.

•	 Principle 2: The use of the criteria depends on the purpose of the evaluation. 
The criteria should not be applied mechanically. Instead, they should be applied 
according to the needs of the relevant stakeholders and the prevailing context 
of the evaluation. The amount of time and resources devoted to the evaluative 
analysis for each criterion may vary depending on the evaluation purpose. Data 
availability, resource constraints, timing, and methodological considerations may 
also influence how (and whether) a particular criterion is applied.

22. The DAC defines six main criteria that needs to be considered when undertaking an 
evaluation of government interventions. These have been refined to provide greater 
quality of evaluation.

1  OECD DAC (2019)
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Figure 2. 1: Evaluation criteria

22. The DAC defines six main criteria that needs to be considered when undertaking an evaluation of                

government interventions. These have been refined to provide greater quality of evaluation. 

 
Figure 2. 1: Evaluation criteria 

 
Source: Revised evaluation criteria definitions and principles for use. OECD/DAC Network on            
development evaluation (2019).  
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covering the full range of evaluation topics, for example, from the evaluation of single interventions               

through to thematic or sector-wide evaluations. The OECD criteria are closely linked with the African               

Evaluation Guidelines, and should be used in tandem, complementing and substituting for each             

other where necessary.  
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Source: Revised evaluation criteria definitions and principles for use. OECD/DAC Network on development 
evaluation (2019). 

23. The criteria provide guidance that can be used as a basis for developing evaluative 
questions covering the full range of evaluation topics, for example, from the evaluation 
of single interventions through to thematic or sector-wide evaluations. The OECD 
criteria are closely linked with the African Evaluation Guidelines, and should be used 
in tandem, complementing and substituting for each other where necessary. 

24. In emergency situations, four evaluation criteria have been specifically designed for 
the evaluation of humanitarian assistance. The MCDAs can adopt the following: 

•	 Analysis of appropriateness: This examines the extent to which humanitarian 
activities are tailored to local needs and to the requirements of ownership and 
accountability, as well as how the activities are able to respond to changing 
demands in a volatile environment; 

•	 Coverage: This relates to the need to reach large groups of the population in life-
threatening situations, wherever they are, with assistance proportionate to their 
needs, including protection;
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•	 Coherence: This refers mainly to policy coherence, ensuring that all policies 
(security, trade, military, development etc.) take due cognisance of the 
humanitarian and human rights aspects of each situation; and

•	 Connectedness: This refers to the need to assure that the activities of a short-
term emergency intervention are implemented with due regard for longer-term 
and interconnected approaches

Types of evaluations

25.  Types of evaluations are identified and categorised mainly by timing, evaluator, and 
function. 

26. Evaluations by timing can be categorised into formative and summative evaluations2.

•	 Ex-ante evaluations are performed before the implementation of an intervention. 
In the public sector, this is done with the use of practical tools such as appraisals, 
needs assessments, baseline surveys or feasibility studies.

•	 Mid-term evaluation is conducted in the intermediate stage of a policy, strategy 
or programme. The aim is to address any potential problems in design and 
implementation. 

•	 Ex-post evaluation is conducted about 3–5 years after the completion of a policy, 
strategy or programme, and can focus on short-term (outcome) or long-term 
effects (impact) of an intervention, and these may be either positive or negative.

•	 End-term evaluation is carried out at the end, or close to the end, of the 
implementation of an intervention. 

27. Classification of evaluation by evaluator and evaluations are classified as either 
independent or non-independent. Evaluation can be considered independent if the 
person(s)/unit undertaking the evaluation was not involved in the implementation of 
the intervention. An evaluation is considered non-independent if the person(s)/unit 
undertaking the evaluation was involved in the implementation of the intervention.

2  Formative evaluation is normally carried out during a project or programme, often at the mid-point. The 
purpose is to help shape the future of the project or programme. In contrast, summative evaluation is 
often carried out at the end of a project or programme. It is usually designed to assess what was achieved, 
and how. 
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Table 2. 1: Classification of evaluations by evaluator

Classification/
evaluator

Internal External

Independent Independent internal evaluation 
is conducted by a unit/or 
individual not involved in the 
design and implementation of 
the project or programme but 
within MCDAs, for example, the 
Central Planning and Project 
Monitoring Unit (CPPMU) or 
M&E unit evaluating a project 
by a technical department in the 
ministry or county department.

External evaluation is conducted 
by individual(s) or firm(s) that 
did not design, implement or 
fund the project, for example, 
a consultant hired to evaluate 
a project or programme 
implemented by MCDAs.

Internal Self-evaluation is conducted 
by a unit and/or individual 
belonging to MCDAs responsible 
for designing and implementing 
the project or programme, for 
example, evaluation of a project 
by project officers who designed 
and/or implemented it.

Joint-evaluation is conducted 
by individuals from both the 
designing and/or implementing 
agency and a development 
partner or financier of a project 
or programme, for example, 
by the Ministry of Health 
and UNICEF combining their 
resources to evaluate a project 
that was jointly designed and/or 
implemented.

Source: Types of evaluation by the International NGO Training and Research Centre (INTRAC), 2019.

28. Table 2.2 below indicates the major evaluations to be undertaken in the public sector 
in Kenya by function. 

Table 2. 2: Summary of types of evaluation to be conducted in the Public Sector
Type of 
evaluation

Objective(s) Evaluation 
Timing 

Diagnostic 
evaluation

This is feasibility research (often called ex-ante 
evaluation) to assess the situation prevailing prior 
to an intervention to inform intervention design. It 
identifies what is already known about the issues 
at hand, the problems and opportunities to be 
addressed, the causes and consequences, including 
those that the intervention is unlikely to deliver, and 
the likely effectiveness of different policy options. 
Allows for establishment of the theory of change 
before the intervention.

Program/Project 
initiation stage.



21
KENYA EVALUATION GUIDELINES

Type of 
evaluation

Objective(s) Evaluation 
Timing 

Design 
evaluation

This evaluation is aimed at analysing the theory of 
change, the internal logic and consistency of the 
programme, either before a programme starts or 
during implementation to determine if the theory 
of change appears to be plausible. This is important 
for all government interventions. It also assesses 
the quality of the indicators and the assumptions 
underpinning the theory of change.

Once an 
intervention has 
been designed, 
usually within 
the first year, or 
possibly later.

Imple-
mentation 
evaluation

This evaluation focuses on the internal dynamics 
of a programme and attempts to determine how 
successfully the project aligned with the logic model 
strategy.

During the 
life cycle of 
programme/
project.

Outcome 
evaluation

This evaluation measures results to determine how 
well a programme achieved its objectives. Outcome 
evaluations focus on questions that investigate the 
changes programme beneficiaries and the difference 
the programme made for them.

At least 1–2 
years after of 
implementation, 
depending on 
the life cycle of 
the programme/ 
project.

Impact 
evaluation

This evaluation provides information about 
the impact of an intervention – positive and 
negative, intended and unintended, direct 
and  indirect.  Impact  evaluation  must establish the 
cause of observed changes (in this case ‘impacts’) 
referred to as causal attribution (also referred to as 
causal inference).

Preferably within 
3–5 years of 
implementation.

Economic 
evaluation

This evaluation determines if the cost of an 
intervention is commensurate with the benefits. 
This evaluation adopts two approaches of (i) cost-
effective analysis and (ii) cost/benefit analysis.

At any time of 
the life cycle of 
the programme/
project.

Meta-
evaluation

This evaluation aggregates the findings of a series 
of  evaluations. It appraises the quality of the series 
of evaluations and the extent of adherence to sound 
evaluation practices.

After a series of 
evaluations have 
been conducted in 
a sector.

Rapid 
evaluation

Rapid evaluation is conducted during emergencies 
or as part of preliminary analysis to help determine 
priorities, identify emerging problems and trends, 
and enable decision making to either support a full-
scale evaluation or to facilitate project adjustments 
to meet project requirements or objectives.

Any time and 
reports should be 
produced rapidly.

Thematic 
evaluation

Thematic evaluations are undertaken for a selection 
of development interventions which address a 
specific development priority that cuts across 
sectors, counties and regions such as youth, gender, 
HIV/AIDS, and climate change.

Largely 
determined by 
what decisions 
the evaluation 
is intended to 
inform. 
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2.4.1 Evaluation in the Policy, Programme Cycle

29. Figure 2.2 illustrates the policy and programme cycle and indicates the different stages 
– initiation, planning, implementation, and closure. It is during these stages that 
different types of evaluative evidence (from different evaluation types, as illustrated 
in Figure 2.2) can be generated thereby adding value and allowing for problem 
identification, planning (for example development of theory of change and logical 
framework), implementation, and monitoring and evaluation. 

Figure 2. 2: Evaluations in the Project Management Cycle

Source: Project Management Cycle (PMC), Public Health Notes Institute (https://www.publichealthnotes.
com/project-management-cycle-pmc-its-phases-and-characteristics/).

2.5 Reviews to be undertaken in the Public Sector

30. Specifically, the following performance reviews need to be conducted in the public 
sector at national and county level.
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Table 2.3: Types of reviews

Type of review Description

Medium-term 
plan reviews 

Medium-Term Plans (MTPs) are five-year plans seeking to implement 
the Kenya Vision 2030. MTP reviews are conducted mid- and end-term 
to assess the extent to which interventions stipulated in the MTP have 
been implemented and the results achieved. The reviews generate 
evidence for improvement in planning and implementation of the 
MTP.

County 
Integrated 
Development 
Plan (CIDP) 
reviews

Counties prepare five-year development plans integrated with their 
county spatial plans. The CIDP reviews are conducted mid- and end-
term. Mid-term reviews of CIDPs assess the continued relevance of the 
CIDP and the progress made towards achieving its planned objectives. 
When conducted mid way in the implementation period, they provide 
recommendations on possible modifications to ensure achievement 
of these objectives within the lifetime of the CIDP. End-term reviews 
of CIDPs provide a summative assessment of the achievement of 
the CIDP against its objectives, and identify the lessons learnt in its 
implementation to inform policy decisions and development of 
subsequent CIDPs.

  

2.6 Evaluations in emergency situations

31. During emergency situations, the following evaluations can be conducted to generate 
useful information for decision making:

•	 Real-Time Evaluations (RTEs): These are similar to rapid assessments in terms 
of methodological approach and objectives. RTEs are conducted in emergency 
situations require immediate large-scale response, flexibility, and adaptability 
to rapidly evolving situations, often without sufficient baseline data to draw 
comparisons. Real-time evaluations are also expected to provide immediate 
feedback and contribution.

•	 Strategic evaluation: Evaluation of an issue for which a more comprehensive  
understanding is sought, with the aim to reduce the uncertainties associated 
with the various options for addressing the issue, and to help in reaching an 
acceptable working agreement among the parties concerned. It is usually 
adopted when the urgency of the issue poses high risks for stakeholders and 
generates conflicting views.

•	 System-wide evaluation: An evaluation used in an emergency situation 
which covers all aspects of the response of the system to a particular disaster 
or emergency.

•	 Partial system evaluation: An evaluation also used in an emergency but 
which covers only selected parts of the system. It can be related to thematic or 
sector evaluations.
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•	 Single agency response evaluation: This evaluation is also used in an 
emergency situation and covers the overall response by a particular agency.

•	 Single agency/single project evaluation: An evaluation which covers a single 
project undertaken by a single agency in an emergency situation.

32. Evaluation in emergency situations requires an appropriate M&E system designed 
specifically for emergency response. The system should include all aspects of response 
management and should establish objectives and indicators at the design phase.

The design of an emergency M&E system is the initial step in an emergency situation but 
it is essential that the system integrates with the existing M&E system. The emergency 
system must deliver real-time information on what is happening in relation to the 
response to the emergency. Information management and good public relations are 
essential prerequisites in emergency situations. Table 2.4 summarises the steps in the 
design of an M&E system for use during an emergency.

Table 2. 4: Steps for the design of an M&E system during an emergency

Steps Activities 

Programme 
design and 
establishment of 
indicators

•	 Review and revise programme design and, if necessary, 
prepare a logical framework.

•	 Ensure that objectives, purpose, outputs, and risks/
assumptions are stated clearly and are measurable.

•	 Ensure that indicators are specified adequately in terms of 
quantity, quality and time.

•	 In an emergency response programme, this may need to be 
done at the programme level rather than at project level.

Assess M&E 
capacity

•	 Identify what human resources and funding are available for 
M&E activities.

•	 Assess and specify capacity-building requirements for M&E 
staff.

Plan for data 
collection and 
analysis

•	 Determine what data is available and check information 
sources for reliability and accuracy.

•	 Decide what additional information needs to be collected for 
baseline, monitoring and evaluation.

•	 Set a time frame for data collection and processing and agree 
on roles and responsibilities.

Plan for 
reporting, 
feedback, and 
use of results

•	 Design a reporting system and specify formats.

•	 Devise a system of feedback and incorporating results into 
management decision-making.

Source: Adapted from IFRC M&E handbook, 2002.
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33. The important aspects to consider during the emergency situations should not be 
limited to outputs but should also include the outcome and impact. For monitoring to 
be useful in addressing problems in real time, the monitoring systems should consider 
the following:

•	 Achievement: What has been achieved? How do we know that the project was 
responsible for the results?

•	 Assessing progress against standards:  Are the objectives being met? Is the 
project doing what the plans said it would do or are there unintended impacts?

•	 Monitoring of project management: Is the project well-managed? What are the 
challenges and solutions?

•	 Identifying strengths and weaknesses:  Where does the project need 
improvement and how can it be done? Are the original objectives still appropriate?

•	 Checking effectiveness: What difference is the project making? Can the impact 
be improved?

•	 Identifying any unintended impacts:  Are there any unintended issues or 
negative consequences arising as a result of the response? How should these be 
addressed?

•	 Cost effectiveness: Are the costs reasonable?3

34. Objectives and indicators for emergency situations need to be formulated at the 
outset of the emergency intervention. The indicators should be developed both at 
project and programme level. Monitoring frameworks should be applied to enhance 
real-time data collection and usage of the monitoring data as the situation unfolds. 
The indicators should be relevant, reliable, usable, easily communicated, and 
participatory. It is important to accurately assess the best methods for use in the 
emergency situation, which indicators are appropriate, and how they should be used 
and presented. 

3  Care International
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2.7 Cross-cutting evaluation approaches

35. Evaluations to be conducted in the public sector should provide two or more cross-
cutting approaches in a single evaluation. Terms of reference (ToRs) developed by 
MCDAs public sector institutions should be clear and unambiguous. All evaluations 
should integrate equity issues into their design and implementation. Table 2.5 
illustrates some approaches that MCDAs should consider when drafting ToRs and 
conducting evaluations.

Table 2. 5: Approaches to consider when designing government evaluations

Approach Key issues Timing 
Utilisation-
focused 
evaluation

This is based on the principle that an evaluation should 
be judged on its usefulness to its intended users. Two 
essential elements are identified: 

(i) The primary intended users of the evaluation must 
be clearly identified and personally engaged at the 
beginning of the evaluation process; and

(ii) Evaluators must ensure that the interests of the 
intended users guide all other decisions during the 
evaluation process. This approach is aimed at maximising 
the utilisation of findings.

From the 
start to the 
finish of an 
intervention.

Gender-
responsive 
evaluation

A gender-responsive evaluation assesses the degree to 
which gender and power relationships have changed 
due to an intervention. A gender-responsive evaluation 
should be inclusive, participatory, and respectful. Many 
gender-responsive evaluations have feminist approaches 
and are designed with due cognisance of historical and 
current inequalities. 

From the 
start to the 
finish of an 
evaluation.

Disability- 
responsive 
evaluation

A disability-responsive evaluation considers the rights 
of persons with disabilities during both the design and 
implementation of interventions. 

From the 
start to the 
finish of an 
intervention.

Participatory 
evaluation

Participatory evaluations can be led by the intended 
beneficiaries of a project or programme and beneficiaries 
are involved to some degree in decisions over the 
collection, analysis and use of information. Attention 
should be paid to issues relating to disabled persons 
and children by incorporating targeted measures in the 
design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of 
policies and programmes. 

From the 
start to the 
finish of an 
evaluation.

Theory-
based 
evaluation

The evaluation is premised on a theory of change that 
outlines how a project or programme should work, and 
maps out the causal pathways between interventions and 
desired changes. In some instances, the theory of change 
is developed before an evaluation is commissioned or it 
may be developed (or adapted) as part of the evaluation1. 
It therefore seeks to test a theory.

At any time 
depending 
on the 
availability of 
the theory of 
change.
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Approach Key issues Timing 
Social 
equity- 
responsive 
evaluation

The evaluation examines inequalities and/or 
discriminatory structures to determine who benefits (and 
does not) from development policies and programmes. 
Failure to focus on equity and gender issues in evaluations 
carries the risk that discriminatory structures and practices 
will be perpetuated.

From the 
start to the 
finish of an 
evaluation.

Climate 
change-
responsive 
evaluation

The evaluation considers how human and natural 
circumstances either directly or indirectly affect the 
climate.

From the 
start to the 
finish of an 
evaluation.

2.8 Methods of Data Collection and Analysis

36. The appropriate type of evaluation and the evaluation questions will be discussed and 
agreed upon by the Evaluation Technical Reference Group (ETRG) and beneficiaries. For 
the collection of data during an evaluation, MCDAs will use quantitative and qualitative 
methodologies. While each methodology has its own strengths and weaknesses, 
MCDAs are encouraged to triangulate their data collection to increase confidence 
in research data and to create innovative ways of understanding a phenomenon 
thereby revealing unique findings and enhancing quality. Data collection methods 
may include:

•	 Interviews: This is largely dependent on the purpose of the evaluation. The 
interviews can be structured, semi-structured or unstructured. 

•	 Focus group discussions: The evaluator gathers people from similar backgrounds 
or experiences to discuss a specific topic of interest. 

•	 Observation: The evaluator observes beneficiaries in a natural setting – the 
observation can be overt or covert.

•	 Questionnaire: The evaluator administers a questionnaire to beneficiaries to 
gather statistical information about the attributes, attitudes, or actions of a 
population. The questions can be structured or semi-structured.

•	 Desktop reviews: This refers to secondary data that can be collected without 
fieldwork. The data can be obtained from published reports, statistics, or other 
sources. 

•	 Online forums: The evaluator administers questionnaires by means of a web 
survey or makes use of online communities to gather information relating to a 
programme/project.

37. The method employed for data analysis depends largely on the data collection method. 
Broadly, qualitative data is analysed by means of thematic and content analysis, using 
computer software such as Atlas.ti and NVivo. Quantitative data, however, is analysed 
by means of software such as Excel, SPSS, and Stata. It is also important to consider 
possible methodological limitations and how they could affect the findings being 
reported.
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2.9 Evaluation Principles, Standards and Ethics

38. The following important principles apply for every evaluation to be undertaken across 
the in the public sector: 

•	 Independence: An evaluation should be free from undue influence, especially 
from the implementing unit, which may bias the conduct or findings of the 
evaluation.

•	 Credibility: An evaluation must be credible and this is achieved by weighing 
the accuracy and conformity of evidence. To  assess credibility, assessors must 
evaluate the source, content, and the plausibility of findings – the stronger the 
source and content, the more credible the evaluation. 

•	 Utilisation: The reasons for conducting evaluations differ and may include the 
necessity for information to facilitate budget allocation, policy formulation, 
decision-making, or the upscaling or termination of programmes. 

•	 Stakeholder participation: Stakeholders, including development partners, 
should participate in the evaluation process (for example development of ToRs – 
including the Key Evaluation Questions) either in the ETRG or by providing their 
views on the impact of the intervention and interests as well as on the results of 
the evaluation. 

•	 Competence: Evaluators should possess the requisite education, knowledge, 
expertise, skills, and experience to undertake the proposed evaluation.

•	 Integrity: Evaluators should not misrepresent the findings or views of the 
stakeholders or the implementing unit. As such, an evaluator should not 
knowingly record as true any oral or written statement which is false, incorrect, 
misleading, or incomplete.

•	 Communication: Evaluation results are communicated publicly in a timely and 
understandable manner and format and should, if necessary, be packaged to 
meet the needs of different audiences – policy briefs, blogs or audios).

39. Ethical considerations: Evaluators should adhere to the highest professional standards 
throughout the evaluation process by ensuring confidentiality, obtaining consent (in 
case of minors this is sought from parents/guardians), and by following government 
protocols. Evaluators should respect human rights, culture, ethnicity, and sexual 
orientation. Key to ethical practice is to do no harm to beneficiaries, to preserve 
confidentiality, and to assure anonymity.

40. All evaluations conducted by public sector institutions should uphold the standards 
as outlined in the Kenya Norms and Standards for M&E as well as any other relevant 
international standard including the African Evaluation Standards.4 

4 African Evaluation Guidelines: https://member.samea.org.za/img/AEG_2007_EN.pdf

CHAPTER THREE: 
DEVELOPMENT OF AN EVALUATION PLAN
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3. CHAPTER THREE: DEVELOPMENT OF AN    
 EVALUATION PLAN

3.1: Introduction

41. This chapter provides guidance on how to develop an evaluation plan and who 
should be involved. All public sector institutions and stakeholders involved in 
evaluating government programmes are required to prepare evaluation plans 
through their respective units responsible for M&E and, in collaboration and guidance 
from Monitoring and Evaluation Directorate (MED), to identify interventions to be 
evaluated. The evaluation plan should remain reflective of the goals and outcomes 
specified in the development plan documents (MTPs and CIDPs).

3.2 Purpose of the National evaluation plan (NEP) / County Evaluation Plan (CEP)

42. National evaluations, in the public sector, have been in the past conducted in 
an unplanned and haphazard manner and have not informed planning, policy-
making and budgeting sufficiently, thereby missing the opportunity to improve the 
effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability of government interventions. The 
purpose of NEP or CEP is to assist in addressing this shortcoming by prioritising the 
evaluations to be conducted through NIMES/CIMES within a given plan period.

3.3 Evaluation Plan Development Process

43. The following steps will guide the preparation of an evaluation plan:

•	 Select an intervention to be evaluated: This will be done according to the set 
criteria as specified in Annex 1;

•	 Specify the evaluation title and type. ‘Title’ refers to the intervention to be 
evaluated, for instance, ‘Evaluation of the impact of school feeding programme 
in Kenya’, while ‘type’ refers to the nature of evaluation, for instance, mid-term 
evaluation, end-term evaluation or impact evaluation etc; 

•	 Identify the intended outcome of the intervention selected for evaluation;

•	 Describe the utility and users of the evaluation findings;

•	 Specify the commissioning institution and its key partners;

•	 Set the evaluation start and end dates; and

•	 Estimate the evaluation budget. This should realistically estimate sources of 
funding, and factors such as timing, logistical costs, etc. 

44. Preparation of an evaluation plan will adhere to the format prescribed in Annex 2. 
Once a ministry, department, or agency has developed its evaluation plan, it will 
be presented to stakeholders for validation and, thereafter, finally submitted to 
the relevant accounting officer for approval. The document will subsequently be 
forwarded to MED for incorporation into the National Evaluation Plan.
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3.4 County Evaluation Plans (CEPs)

45. County governments will refer to these guidelines to develop and implement their 
own individual evaluation plans while MED will provide technical support on request.

 

3.5 Evaluation Plan Review 

46. The evaluation plan is not a static document and may require adjustment as 
circumstances change. Adjustments to the evaluation plan should be considered as 
part of the annual stocktaking exercise.  Changes that can be made include but are 
not limited to:  

•	 Extending the completion date for evaluations subject to clear justifications and 
approvals;  

•	 Changing the scope and purpose of evaluations due to changes in the context (for 
example, crisis settings);

•	 Addition of new evaluations. New interventions may require evaluation (ex-ante) 
hence the need to be included in the evaluation plan, or parliament and county 
assemblies may recommend evaluations of public interest; and

•	 Deletion or removal of an intervention(s) scheduled for evaluation (in exceptional 
circumstances).  

47. Any adjustments to the evaluation plan must be clearly supported with a detailed 
rationale and should be validated and approved by the accounting officer of the 
Ministries, Departments and Agencies (MDAs) concerned. Any changes should be 
communicated to the MED while those on the CEP to the department responsible 
for M&E in the County. During the implementation of the evaluation plan, a formal 
mid-term review will be conducted and any recommendations from the evaluation 
implemented. 

 

3.6 Compliance with the Evaluation Plan

48. The MED will coordinate the joint monitoring of the implementation of the NEP, with 
the relevant Ministries, Departments and Agencies (MDAs). Departments responsible 
for M&E at the County will on the other hand coordinate implementation of CEP. Annual 
progress reports will be prepared indicating the number of completed and ongoing 
evaluations, including those planned for a given year. The report should also indicate 
any changes made to evaluation plans and the reasons for the changes. The MED 
will also coordinate monitoring and evaluation of implementation of management 
responses to recommendations/evidence for decision-making emanating from the 
completed evaluations. Evaluation of management responses to the recommendations 
emanating from evaluations conducted by the counties will be handled at that level.



32
KENYA EVALUATION GUIDELINES

CHAPTER FOUR: 
EVALUATION PROCESS
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4. CHAPTER FOUR: EVALUATION PROCESS

4.1 Introduction

49. This chapter provides a step-by-step guide on how to manage an evaluation process as 
well as the key elements to be considered. These range from planning, commissioning, 
data collection, data analysis, and report preparation to the dissemination of findings 
and implementation of recommendations. The activities are broadly categorised into 
three phases – pre-evaluation, evaluation implementation and post-evaluation, as 
shown in Figure 4.1. The phases are discussed in further detail in subsequent sections.

Fig 4.1: The phases of an evaluation

50. The following key elements must be considered by MCDAs throughout the three 
phases of the evaluation process. This will ensure that the process is conducted 
according to plan and that it is utilisation-focused.

Table 4. 1: Elements and issues to be considered in the evaluation process

Element Issue
What The scope, objectives, and key questions to be asked during the 

evaluation. 
Why Relates to the context and rationale for the evaluation and identifies the 

intended users of the evaluative evidence.
Who Involves the roles and responsibilities of the evaluator and the 

management of the evaluator. 
How The data collection method and the type of analysis employed to answer 

the key evaluation questions (what), the plan for communicating the 
evaluation evidence, and the ultimate utilisation of the evaluative 
evidence.

When The timing of evaluation in the programme cycle and the achievement 
key milestones and deliverables according to the timeframe in the 
evaluation plan.

Resources Involves both human and financial resources and necessary logistical 
arrangement for the evaluation process. 

CHAPTER FOUR: 
EVALUATION PROCESS
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4.2: Evaluation phases

51. Evaluations in the public sector will be conducted according to the outlined phases 
and steps. 

Phase 1: Pre-Evaluation

Step 1: Evaluability assessment

52. This phase entails conducting an evaluability assessment of an intervention identified 
for evaluation based on the existing approved evaluation plan. An evaluability 
assessment is done by the commissioning institution to ascertain if a planned 
evaluation is feasible. The evaluability assessment focuses on project design, 
information availability and institutional context in terms of practicality and utility 
(see Annex 3: Evaluability assessment checklist). This phase establishes what is to be 
evaluated, what information is needed, what it will be used for and by whom. The 
evaluability assessment will determine whether a programme is ready for evaluation 
and, if so, how the evaluation should be designed to ensure maximum efficacy 
and to allow evaluators to accurately measure the programme’s effect. At the end, 
an evaluability assessment report that recommends whether the intervention is 
evaluable or not is prepared. (see Annex 4: Outline of evaluability assessment report). If 
the assessment clears the intervention for evaluation, the head of the commissioning 
institution appoints an evaluation manager to lead the next steps of the evaluation 
process.

Step II: Define the Purpose of the Evaluation 

53. Before designing an evaluation, it is essential to have a clear understanding of the 
programme theory or logic – how the programme works or will work, and what it 
is trying to achieve and why. This is based on robust problem identification which 
informs the design (for example, the theory of change and logic model). The process 
of defining the purpose of an evaluation is participatory and iterative to ensure 
maximum buy-in and ownership by various stakeholders. The purpose may include:

•	 Understanding the extent to which the design and/or the implementation 
process of a development intervention contributes to its success;

•	 Identifying the challenges or success factors;

•	 Identifying the conditions in which the intervention can successfully be replicated;

•	 Assessing whether the resources have been spent efficiently and/or effectively; 
and

•	 Assessing the intervention’s impacts.
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Step III: Determine the type of evaluation, the questions, and who will undertake the   
           evaluation 

54. The commissioning institution should determine the purpose and type of evaluation, 
the key evaluation questions, and who will undertake the evaluation. More than one 
type of evaluation can be considered. For example, design evaluation can be combined 
with process/implementation evaluation or outcome evaluation can be combined 
with process/implementation evaluation. To provide structure to the evaluation, the 
evaluation criteria discussed in Chapter 2 can be adopted. Key evaluation questions 
(KEQs) will vary from programme to programme or project to project, and the choice 
and formulation of questions is dependent on the needs of stakeholders and the 
intended use of the evaluation. Clear KEQs are essential to enable relevant evaluation 
findings for both decision- and policymakers. Possible KEQs5 for different types of 
evaluations are summarised in Table 4.2. 

Table 4. 2: Possible KEQs for different evaluation types

Evaluation 
type 

KEQ

Process 
evaluation

•	 How is the programme being implemented?
•	 How appropriate are the processes compared with quality standards?
•	 Is the programme being implemented correctly?
•	 Are the intended participants being reached?
•	 How satisfied are programme clients? For which clients?
•	 What innovative methods have been utilised?

Outcome 
evaluation 
(or impact 
evaluation)

•	 How well did the programme work?
•	 Did the programme produce or contribute to the intended outcomes 

in the short-, medium- and long-term?
•	 For whom, in what ways and in what circumstances? What were the 

unintended outcomes – positive and negative?
•	 To what extent can changes be attributed to the programme? 
•	 What were the particular features of the programme and context 

that made a difference?
•	 What other factors were influential?

Economic 
evaluation

•	 What was the ratio of costs to benefits?
•	 What is the most cost-effective option?
•	 Has the intervention been cost-effective (compared to alternatives)?
•	 Did the programme make the best use of resources?

5  Better Evaluations: Specify the Key Evaluation Questions 
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Step IV: Define the stakeholders, their roles, and the mode of engagement 

55. Key stakeholders (See Chapter 6) to be involved in the evaluation should be identified 
and their roles and modalities of engagement defined (consultation/discussion 
of documents, country workshop, accompanying group, comments on the draft 
report, etc.). Stakeholders are generally categorised into three groups: – those who 
will be implementing the programme (programme managers), those who are served 
and affected by the programme (beneficiaries), and those who are interested in 
the programme and will use the evidence derived from the evaluation for various 
purposes. The success of the evaluation is largely determined by these stakeholders 
being kept fully abreast, involved, and supportive of the process and the emerging 
evaluation evidence.

 

Step V: Prepare an evaluation schedule and budget

56. Evaluation requires adequate financial and logistical resources. It is, therefore, 
essential that the budgeting process is comprehensive and covers all costs related to 
the evaluation. Items to be considered during preparation of the evaluation budget 
include:

•	 Professional fees for all evaluators or thematic experts conducting the evaluation;

•	 Additional and non-professional costs such as daily subsistence allowance, 
transport expenses, etc;

•	 Translation costs for interviews, field visits, validation, and dissemination workshops;

•	 Any costs related to focus group meetings or data collection meetings (venue hire, 
catering, participant transport costs, etc.);

•	 Communications costs, including editing, publication, and dissemination costs; 
and

•	 Stakeholder, validation, or ETRG workshop costs. 

57. All relevant programme staff should be involved in the budgeting process or consulted 
about the budget and should be encouraged to provide feedback. Once the budget 
has been decided, it is necessary to prepare an evaluation schedule to assist the ETRG 
and evaluation teams to manage the evaluation. 

Step VI: Prepare Terms of Reference (ToR)

58. The Terms of Reference (ToR) document defines all aspects of how the evaluation 
consultant or the evaluation team will conduct the evaluation. The ToR forms the basis 
of a contractual agreement and serves as the main reference document during the 
evaluation. It should be drafted by the commissioning institution with the involvement 
of various stakeholders and reviewed in consultation with ETRG to ensure high quality 
standards. 
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59. Developing an accurate and well-specified ToR is a critical step in managing a high-
quality evaluation. In cases where the ToR is developed for a non-competitive process 
(for example, internal), it is still advisable to provide an opportunity for discussion to 
clarify the expectations of all involved parties. In cases where the evaluation is to be 
conducted by an external evaluator, the ToR should be annexed to the contract as 
an integral part of the legal agreement between the commissioning institution and 
the evaluator. The ToR should detail the extent of services, the number and quality 
of deliverables, and the timeline for the evaluation (Annex 5 provides a standard ToR 
format). 

Step VII: Constitute an evaluation technical reference group

60. Once the budget and the ToR have been approved, the accounting officer for the 
commissioning institution will formally appoint an ETRG which will be headed 
by the evaluation manager (see format of the appointment letter in Annex 6). The 
ETRG will comprise technical experts in the field relevant to the evaluation being 
conducted. The group provides feedback on the evaluation process from a technical 
and methodological perspective. Other roles and responsibilities for the ETRG are 
presented in Chapter 6.

Step VIII: Identifying an evaluator

61. Once the ETRG has been commissioned, the commissioning institution should initiate 
the recruitment process for the evaluator. The ToR forms the basis for identification/
recruitment of the evaluator and describes the requisite evaluative, methodological, 
analytical, and thematic knowledge. Gender balance should be considered in 
the selection of an evaluator. Any recruitment should be done in compliance with 
government procurement rules and regulations.

62. In the event of the evaluation being conducted internally, the accounting officer of 
the commissioning institution will constitute an evaluation team comprising the staff 
from the institution.

Phase 2: Evaluation implementation

63. The implementation stage includes data collection, data analysis, preparation and 
presentation of inception and final report, and drafting of the management response. 

Step IX: Briefing the evaluator and presentation of inception report

64. To initiate the evaluation, the commissioning institution holds a briefing session with 
the evaluator. The session should cover the following:

•	 Information to be provided to the evaluators; 

•	 Documents relating to the development intervention;

•	 The ToR;
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•	 Ethical principles to be followed by the evaluators; and 

•	 Evaluation norms and standards in the public sector.

65. The evaluator then prepares an inception report which is presented to the ETRG within 
seven days of signing the contract. The report should be discussed and approved by 
the ETRG in preparation for the commencement of the evaluation (Annex 7 provides a 
standard outline for an inception report).

66. The inception report should detail the evaluators’ understanding of what is being 
evaluated and why. It should also include information on proposed sources of data 
and data collection procedures, overall evaluation design and methodology including 
sampling techniques, techniques and tools to be used (for example, the questionnaire, 
focus group discussions, key informant interviews, etc.), and a detailed work plan for 
the evaluation.

Step X: Data collection and analysis

67. Once the inception report has been approved, the evaluator can commence collection 
of the data. The data collection process is followed by rigorous analysis of the data. 
Thereafter the evaluator debriefs the commissioning institution and the reference 
group with the preliminary findings. Where possible, debriefings may include key 
stakeholders. This provides an opportunity to discuss preliminary findings and address 
any factual errors or misunderstandings prior to the compilation of the evaluation 
report.

Step XI: Review of the draft report and receiving the final report 

68. Upon receipt of submission of the draft evaluation report from the evaluation team, 
the evaluation manager shares it with the reference group for comments which 
should be submitted within a stipulated timeframe. The evaluators are given time to 
address the suggested comments and then the draft final report is submitted. The 
draft final report is validated in a stakeholder validation workshop. Comments from 
the validation workshop are incorporated into the final report by the evaluator within 
seven days after which it is presented to the commissioning institution for approval, 
publishing, and dissemination. The reports are subjected to quality assessment as 
outlined in Chapter 5 (Annex 8 provides a standard structure of an evaluation report).

Phase 3: Post-evaluation

69. The evaluation is designed, conducted, and reported upon to meet the needs of 
the intended users. Findings, conclusions, recommendations, and lessons should be 
clear, relevant, targeted, and actionable to enable the evaluation to meet its intended 
learning and accountability objectives. The evaluation is delivered on time to ensure 
optimal use of the results6.

6  DPME (2012)
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Step XII: Preparing the evaluation management response

70. When the final report is received by the implementing agency, a management response 
should be prepared. The management response should include the following: 

•	 An overall statement regarding the evaluation itself – especially its accuracy and 
usefulness; 

•	 A statement by management on the key recommendations; and 

•	 A response for each of the recommendations made, including an indication of the 
timeframe for the implementation of the recommendations. The units responsible 
should be appointed to ensure implementation accountability.

71. The commissioning institution will be required to monitor the implementation 
of evaluation recommendations and report on the progress (Annex 9 provides a 
management response tracking template).

72. If certain recommendations are rejected, the management response should specify 
the reasons for doing so.

 

Step XIII: Use of evaluation findings

73. Monitoring and evaluation findings will be utilised for evidence-based decision-
making with a view to improve service delivery and to facilitate the realisation of 
the national development agenda. Implementing agencies are required to use M&E 
findings to inform corrective measures during implementation, to inform planning, 
and to enable sound budgeting and design of programmes and projects7.

Step XIV: Publish and publicise the final evaluation report

74. Once an evaluation is complete, the commissioning institution provides feedback 
to the stakeholders involved in the intervention. Systematic dissemination, storage, 
and management of the evaluation reports is important to allow for ease of access 
for all stakeholders (including parliament and county assemblies), to maximise the 
learning benefits of the evaluation, and to contribute to the existing knowledge on 
similar interventions. The sharing and dissemination of the evaluation findings should 
be done by means of a structured mechanism and this forms an integral part of the 
system of evidence dissemination and utilisation.

75. MCDAs will require a clear dissemination strategy which aligns with the constitutional 
publishing and publicising requirements. The dissemination strategy may involve:

•	 Presenting the results at public meetings;

•	 Presenting the results on websites;

•	 Using the media to publicize the outcomes of the intervention; or 

•	 Publishing reports and papers.

7  The National Treasury and Planning (2020): Kenya National M&E Policy
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CHAPTER FIVE: 
EVALUATION QUALITY

4.3 Evaluation in Emergency Situations

76. Public institutions conducting evaluations in emergency situations may follow the 
phases as outlined in section 4.2 as much as it is practically possible depending on the 
nature of the emergency.
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CHAPTER FIVE: 
EVALUATION QUALITY
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5. CHAPTER FIVE: EVALUATION QUALITY

5.1 Introduction

77. This chapter provides a detailed description of how quality assurance and assessment 
should be conducted for public sector evaluations. Quality assurance occurs at 
different points throughout the implementation of an evaluation.

 

5.2 Evaluation Quality Assurance

78. Quality assurance spans the entire evaluation process right from its design to the 
finalisation of the evaluation report. Consistent application of high-quality elements of 
evaluation should be adhered to throughout all stages of the evaluation. This includes 
the development of the ToR for the evaluation, the selection of the evaluator, and the 
ETRG. (Annex 10 provides an evaluation quality assurance checklist).

5.3 Evaluation Quality Assessment

79. All public sector evaluations under must comply with professional standards and must 
meet the information needs of the intended users. The MED will develop a database of 
assessors to assess the final evaluation reports. The criteria for selecting an assessor for 
all programmes of national interest are specified in Annex 11. The assessor should have 
attended an appropriate assessor and moderator course and should have assessment 
and moderation experience in a specific field or subject matter. This is important to 
ensure that the quality of the evaluation report is understandable and utilisable.

5.3.1 Quality assessment process 

80. Reports of completed evaluations are submitted to MED by the evaluation manager to 
update the evaluations repository and for selection of the evaluations to be assessed. 
Once an evaluation has been selected for assessment and assigned to an assessor 
by MED, the assessment process begins. The assessment process should not exceed 
four weeks from the date of commencement. The following steps ensure an objective 
quality assessment of evaluations.

Step 1: Initiation

81. MED, in consultation with the commissioning institution and guided by the Public 
Procurement and Disposal Act (PPDA) 2015, selects and assigns the evaluation report 
to an assessor. A contract is issued to the assessor (individual or firm). The services of 
the assessor will be paid for by the commissioning institution. This expense is included 
in the evaluation budget. In the case of firms, the criteria for selection described in 
Annex 11 will apply for the team leader in addition to the requirements of the PPDA 
2015.



43
KENYA EVALUATION GUIDELINES

Step 2: Data collection

82. The assessment will entail:

•	 Collection of evaluation documentation;

•	 Identification of sample respondents and conducting of  interviews randomly if 
the need arises;

•	 Completion of assessment tools and make comments;

•	 Writing assessment summary;

•	 Referencing of all documents and interviews; and

•	 Submission of the assessment report to MED.

Step 3: Conclusion

83. MED reviews and approves the assessment report after which it is loaded on the 
repository. In cases of internal evaluation, the quality assessment report is used to 
identify knowledge gaps in previously assessed evaluations thereby informing 
capacity building and improving the quality of future evaluations in the public sector.

5.3.2 Quality assessment and weighting

84. These guidelines prescribe a rating scale that applies for quality assessment of 
evaluation reports in the public sector (Annex 12 provides the quality assessment 
criteria). The overall rating of each evaluation is represented as a percentage. The 
weightings are biased towards utilisation and the criteria which support optimum 
utility – such as findings and recommendations – are weighted higher. 

5.3.3 Interpretation of assessment score results

85. The assessed public sector evaluations will be assigned an overall quality score of 
between 0–100% (Table 5.1). A minimum score of ‘average’ (50–69%) is expected for 
an evaluation to be considered adequate for the findings and recommendations to be 
used to inform policy decisions.

Table 5. 1: Rating of the evaluation
Description/rating Explanation
(90–100%) Excellent
(70–89%) Good
(50–69%) Average
 (0–49%) Below average
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CHAPTER SIX: 
ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF VARIOUS 

ACTORS IN THE EVALUATION PROCESS

6. CHAPTER SIX: ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES   
 OF VARIOUS ACTORS IN THE EVALUATION   
 PROCESS

6.1 Introduction

86. This chapter presents the various actors involved in the evaluation process and 
outlines their roles and responsibilities. This promotes active participation of all actors 
in the evaluation process while ensuring the quality of the process. 

6.2 Evaluation Actors’ Roles and Responsibilities

87. Public sector institutions have the responsibility to incorporate evaluation into their 
management functions as a means to continuously improve their performance. The 
various roles and responsibilities must be clearly defined. Table 6.1 presents a list of 
the main evaluation actors and their respective roles and responsibilities. The list is 
only for guidance as the individual nature of each evaluation will determine its unique 
actors.
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Table 6. 1: Summary of Evaluation Actors Roles and Responsibilities

Actors/
stakeholders Roles and responsibilities

Units 
responsible for 
evaluation in 
Public Sector 
Institutions

•	 Prepare comprehensive, representative, strategic, and costed 
evaluation plans; 

•	 Ensure timely implementation of the evaluation plans; 

•	 Ensure adequate funding and human resources for evaluations;

•	 Determine which outcomes and projects will be evaluated and 
when; 

•	 Where applicable, promote joint evaluations with relevant 
MCDAs and partners; 

•	 Undertake evaluation and safeguard the independence and 
quality of the exercise; 

•	 Monitor the inclusion of evaluation reports in the repository;

•	 Serve as point of contact for contracting of external evaluation 
consultants;

•	 Review and provide advice on proposed changes to policies/ 
procedures;

•	 Review and provide advice on evaluation design and monitoring 
frameworks;

•	 Provide regular briefings to top management on evaluation 
processes;

•	 Ensure management responses are prepared for all evaluations 
and set time-bound actions for implementation of key 
recommendations;

•	 Validate the evaluation reports and utilise the assessment 
reports for improvement; 

•	 Publish, launch, and disseminate evaluation reports; and

•	 Follow up on the implementation of recommendations.
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Actors/
stakeholders Roles and responsibilities

Accounting 
officer of the 
commissioning 
institution

•	 Approves evaluation plan;

•	 Mobilises resources;

•	 Commissions evaluation and signs all contracts relating to the 
evaluation;

•	 Appoints the evaluation manager;

•	 Appoints ETRG; 

•	 Appoints internal evaluation teams in cases of internal 
evaluations; and

•	 Receives, reviews and approves evaluation reports.
Evaluation 
manager

•	 Leads the development of the ToR of the evaluation;

•	 Manages the selection and recruitment of both internal and 
external evaluators;

•	 Manages the contractual arrangements, budget, and the

personnel involved in the evaluation;

•	 Assists evaluation teams in creating and utilising tools and 
monitoring systems to track contract deliverables;

•	 Provides executive and coordination support to the reference 
group;

•	 Provides the evaluators with administrative support and the 
requisite data;

•	 Connects the evaluation team with senior management and 
key evaluation stakeholders and ensures a fully inclusive and 
transparent approach to the evaluation; and

•	 Is accountable for the quality and approval of final terms of 
reference, final evaluation reports, and management responses. 

External 
evaluators

•	 Fulfill the contractual arrangements in line with the set evaluation 
norms and standards and ethical guidelines by:

o Developing an inception report;

o Drafting evaluation reports;

o Briefing the management and stakeholders on the progress 
and key   findings and recommendations as needed; and

o Finalising the evaluation report and considering the 
comments and questions that arise from the validation 
process.
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Actors/
stakeholders Roles and responsibilities

Development 
partners

•	 Participate in preparation of the evaluation plan for programmes 
and projects that are jointly funded;

•	 Take part in the review of key evaluation deliverables, including 
terms of reference, the inception report, and successive versions 
of the draft evaluation report; and 

•	 Provide financial and technical support.
Evaluation 
Technical 
Reference Group 
(ETRG)

•	 Defines or confirms the profile, competencies and roles and 
responsibilities of evaluators and assesses the candidates 
submitted for the evaluation;

•	 Reviews the draft ToR; 

•	 Reviews and submits the inception report to the accounting 
officer;

•	 Assists in making available any information that is required by 
external evaluators;

•	 Supervises the performance of the evaluation team;

•	 Reviews the draft evaluation report and ensure that the final 
draft meets quality standards; and

•	 Oversees the evaluation process on behalf of commissioning 
institution and ensures that ethical clearance and approval has 
been obtained for each evaluation.

Beneficiaries •	 Provide information on implementation and impact of 
programme/project being evaluated by means of public 
participation forums;

•	 Validate evaluation reports; and

•	 Receive feedback on evaluation exercise through briefs and 
reports.

Principal 
secretary 
responsible for 
monitoring and 
evaluation

•	 Approves the National Evaluation Plan(NEP); 

•	 Mobilises resource for the NEP; 

•	 Approves norms, standards, guidelines, and tools to support the 
quality enhancement of evaluations;

•	 Approves NEP implementation reports; and

•	 Submits evaluation reports to the National Steering Committee 
of NIMES.
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Actors/
stakeholders Roles and responsibilities

Monitoring 
and Evaluation 
Directorate 
(MED)

•	 Prepares norms, standards, guidelines, and tools to support the 
quality enhancement of evaluations;

•	 Coordinates development and implementation of NEP; 

•	 Tracks implementation and prepare reports of the NEP;

•	 Establishes and maintains a database of independent assessors;

•	 Provides a central repository of MCDAs evaluation reports;

•	 Provides technical support to MCDAs on public sector evaluations;

•	 Develops NEP resource mobilisation strategy; and

•	 Initiates and coordinates the review of the Kenya Evaluation 
Guidelines.

Parliament

(National 
assembly and

senate)

•	 Commissions evaluations of public interest interventions and 
receives reports;

•	 Works with parliamentary caucus on evidence-informed 
decision-making; and

•	 Ensures utilisation of evaluation findings/recommendations in a 
timely manner.

•	 Ensures national or county budget allocation for evaluation.
Council of 
governors

•	 Links county governments with national government on 
evaluation matters; and

•	 Disseminates, advocates and sensitises counties on the Kenya 
Evaluation Guidelines.

County assembly •	 Approve County Evaluation Plans (CEP)

•	 Recommends evaluations of public interest to be undertaken 
within the county. 

County 
executive 
committee

•	 Adopts the Kenya Evaluation Guidelines;

•	 Adopt the Kenya Norms and Standards for M&E

•	 Approves County Evaluation Plan (CEP);

•	 Commission evaluations at county level;

•	 Approves budget for evaluation that is initiated by county 
departments;

•	 Submits evaluation reports to the county assembly; and

•	 Ensures the recommendations in the evaluation reports are 
implemented. 
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Actors/
stakeholders Roles and responsibilities

National treasury •	 Provides adequate budgetary allocation for implementation of 
NEP and

•	 Uses evaluation reports to inform budgetary allocation to MDAs.
County treasury •	 Provides adequate budgetary allocation for implementation of 

CEP; and

•	 Uses evaluation reports to inform budgetary allocation to county 
departments.

Academia •	 Builds technical capacity on evaluation skills and knowledge; 

•	 Utilises the evaluation reports for evidence-based research; and

•	 Participate in ETRG.
M&E Professional 
bodies 

•	 Support entrenchment of a culture of evaluation; 

•	 Professionalise evaluation practice;

•	 Promote research and dissemination of evaluation best practices; 
and

•	 Promote capacity building in evaluation.
Relevant 
Civil society 
organisations

•	 Provide support in sensitisation of the public on the outcomes of 
policies, programmes and project evaluation;

•	 Provide checks and balances on policies, programmes and 
project evaluations by providing independent opinions; 

•	 Provide technical support on evaluations; and

•	 Mobilise resources for evaluations.

ANNEXES
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ANNEXES
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Annex 1: Criteria for Selecting an Intervention for 
Inclusion into an Evaluation Plan

i. National and county priority interventions which are to include: 

	 Key priority projects in National Development Agenda (i.e. Kenya Vision 2030 
Medium Term Plans / ‘Big Four’)

	 Key priority projects in the County Integrated Development Plan (CIDP) and 
Governor’s Manifesto

	Medium, large, and mega (with a programme budget of over KSh. 100m) as per 
Project Investment Management (PIM) Guidelines.

	 Pilot projects which are implemented before the major roll-out of programmes

ii. An area where an evaluation has been requested due to public interest or by a 
development partner; 

iii. An intervention that has not been evaluated recently; 

iv. At a critical stage where decisions are to be taken for which an evaluation (cost-
benefit analysis) is needed;

v. Policy, Programme or Project has inbuilt mechanisms for evaluations. 

vi. Are linked to the SDGs; and

vii. Any other reason that may necessitate conducting an evaluation;
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Annex 3: Evaluability Assessment Checklist

PROJECT DESIGN
Element Key Questions Yes/

NO
Comment(s) for 
justification 

Clarity? Are the long-term impact and 
outcomes clearly identified 
Are the proposed steps towards 
achieving these clearly defined?

Relevant? Is the project objective clearly 
relevant to the needs of the target 
group, as identified by any form of 
situation analysis, baseline study, 
or other evidence and argument?  
Is the intended beneficiary group 
clearly identified?

Plausible? Is it likely that the project 
objective could be achieved, given 
the planned interventions, within 
the project lifespan? 
Is there evidence from elsewhere 
that it could be achieved?

Validity and 
reliability?

Are there valid indicators for each 
expected event (output, outcome 
and impact levels)? For example, 
will they capture what is expected 
to happen? 
Are they reliable indicators? For 
instance, will observations by 
different observers find the same 
thing?

Testable? Is it possible to identify which 
linkages in the causal chain will be 
most critical to the success of the 
project, and thus should be the 
focus of evaluation questions? 

Contextualised? Have assumptions about the 
roles of other actors outside the 
project been made explicit? (both 
enablers and constrainers) 
Are there plausible plans to 
monitor these in any practicable 
way?
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PROJECT DESIGN
Element Key Questions Yes/

NO
Comment(s) for 
justification 

Consistent? Is there consistency in the way 
the Theory of Change is described 
across various project documents? 
(Design, M&E plans, work plans, 
progress reports, etc.)

Complexity? Are there expected to be 
multiple interactions between 
different project components? 
[complicating attribution of 
causes and identification of 
effects] 
How clearly defined are the 
expected interactions?

Agreement? To what extent are different 
stakeholders holding different 
views about the project objectives 
and how they will be achieved?  
How visible are the views of 
stakeholders who might be 
expected to have different views?

INFORMATION AVAILABILITY
Is a complete 
set of 
documents 
available?

Project proposal, Progress Reports, 
Evaluations / impact assessments, 
Commissioned studies  present?
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PROJECT DESIGN
Element Key Questions Yes/

NO
Comment(s) for 
justification 

Do baseline 
measures exist?

If baseline data 
exists in the 
form of survey 
data, is the raw 
data available, 
or just selected 
currently 
relevant items? 

If baseline data 
is in the form 
of national or 
subnational 
statistics, how 
disaggregated is 
the data? 

If baseline data is not yet available, 
are there specific plans for when 
baseline data would be collected 
and how feasible are these?

Is data being 
collected for all 
the indicators?

 Is there 
significant 
missing data? 

Are the measures 
being used 
reliable, for 
instance, . is 
measurement 
error likely to be 
a problem?

Is with the data collected in 
sufficient frequency?

Is critical data 
available?

Is there a record 
of who was 
involved in what 
project activities 
and when?

Are the intended and actual 
beneficiaries identifiable? 



57
KENYA EVALUATION GUIDELINES

PROJECT DESIGN
Element Key Questions Yes/

NO
Comment(s) for 
justification 

Is gender 
disaggregated 
data available?

In the control 
group? 

In any mid-
term or process 
review?

In the baseline? 

For each of the indicators during 
project intervention?

Do existing 
M&E systems 
have the 
capacity to 
deliver?

Are 
responsibilities, 
sources and 
periodicities 
defined and 
appropriate? 

Is the budget 
adequate?

Where data is not yet available, do 
existing staff and systems have the 
capacity to do so in the future? 

INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT
Accessibility 
to and 
availability of 
stakeholders?

Are staff and key 
stakeholders 
likely to be 
present, or 
absent on leave 
or secondment? 
Can reported 
availability be 
relied upon?

Are there physical security risks? 
Will weather be a constraint?
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PROJECT DESIGN
Element Key Questions Yes/

NO
Comment(s) for 
justification 

Resources 
available to do 
the evaluation?

Funding 
available for the 
relevant team 
and duration? 

People with the 
necessary skills 
available at this 
point?

Time available in total and in 
country? Timing within the 
schedule of all other activities? 

Is the timing 
right?

Has the project 
accumulated 
enough 
implementation 
experience to 
enable useful 
lessons to be 
extracted?

 If the evaluation 
was planned in 
advance, is the 
evaluation still 
relevant?

Is there an opportunity for an 
evaluation to have an influence? 

Utility
Who wants an 
evaluation?

Can they be 
involved in 
defining the 
evaluation?  

Will they 
participate in 
an evaluation 
process?

Have the primary users been 
clearly identified?
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PROJECT DESIGN
Element Key Questions Yes/

NO
Comment(s) for 
justification 

What do 
stakeholders 
want to know?

Are these 
realistic, given 
the project 
design and likely 
data availability? 

Can they be 
prioritised? 

How do people 
want to see the 
results used? 

What evaluation questions are of 
interest to whom?

Is this realistic?

What sort of 
evaluation 
process do 
stakeholders 
want?

Could these work 
given evaluation 
the questions 
of interest 
and likely 
information 
availability, 
and resources 
available?

What designs do stakeholders 
express interest in?

What ethical 
issues exist?

Are they likely to 
be manageable? 

What constraints 
will they impose?

Are they known or knowable? 
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PROJECT DESIGN
Element Key Questions Yes/

NO
Comment(s) for 
justification 

What are the 
risks?

Have previous 
evaluation 
experiences 
prejudiced 
stakeholder’s 
likely 
participation?

Will stakeholders be able to 
manage negative findings? 
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Annex 4: Outline of Evaluability Assessment Report

1.0 Introduction

Provide background information about the intervention (Policy/Project/Programme) to 
be evaluated. Briefly explain the purpose of the assessment including the methodology. 
Some of the methodologies include: Review of programme documentation; Analysis of 
the information system (needs); Interview of the main stakeholders and Analysis of the 
programme.

2.0 Assessment

The assessment answers the following questions:

I. Does the quality of the design of the Programme allow for the evaluation?

A. Is the justification of the intervention realistic?

B. Are the objectives of the programme clear, realistic and commonly understood by   
 the stakeholders?

C. Are there SMART performance indicators?

D. Are the performance indicators monitored adequately?

E. Is the logframe flexible and responsive to external factors? Were there modifications  
 to the intervention logic and why?

Quality of the design of the programme document Yes No
Justification of the intervention
Clear, realistic and commonly understood objectives
SMART performance indicators
Monitored performance indicators
Flexible and responsive logframe?
% % %

If Yes > 50%: the programme can go ahead

If 80% > No > 50%: the programme should be modified

If No > 80%: the programme should be stopped

AI. Are the results of the programme verifiable based on the planned collection  
 systems?

A. Will baseline data be available to track change?

B. Is monitoring data planned to be collected on a regular basis against performance   
 indicators?

C. Does the present stage of the execution of the programme allow for evaluation?
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Availability of data Yes No
Baseline data
Programme Document
Progress reports
Reviews (tripartite reviews)
Independent Project Evaluation reports
Minutes of meetings
Studies
Presentations
Mission Reports
Agreement(s)/ MOU
Financial documents (budget revisions)
Any other documents relevant for the evaluation
% % %

If Yes > 50%: the evaluation can take place

If No > 50%: the evaluation cannot take place

Present stage of project execution Yes No
The expenditure rate is higher than 70%
The critical mass of activities has been implemented
Minor activities remain to be done
% % %

If Yes > 50%: the evaluation can take place

If No > 50%: the evaluation cannot take place

BI. Would the evaluation be feasible, credible and useful?

A. Does the timing of the evaluation fit into the programme cycle (usefulness of   
 evaluation at that point in time)?

B. Have the building blocks of the programme, if any, been previously evaluated?

C. Can external factors (political, climatic, security etc.) hamper the evaluation?

D. Is the budget sufficient for the evaluation exercise envisaged?

E. Are key stakeholders available for interviews in the field and in HQ during the   
 planned evaluation time period?
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Feasible, credible and useful evaluation Yes No
Good evaluation timing (useful evaluation at that point in time)
The building blocks of the programme, if any, have been previously 
evaluated
The political situation is conducive to the evaluation (travels are possible 
to project locations and to stakeholders locations)
The security situation is conducive to the evaluation (travels are possible 
to project locations and to stakeholders locations)
The climatic situation is conducive to the evaluation (travels are possible 
to project locations and to stakeholders locations)
Availability of key stakeholders in the field (no national events, such as 
elections, holidays, during the evaluation time period)
Availability of key stakeholders at HQ (no national events, such as elec-
tions, holidays, during the evaluation time period)
Adequate evaluation budget
% % %

If Yes > 50%: the evaluation can take place

If No > 50%: the evaluation cannot take place

2. Recommendations

Based on the above, the assessment recommends the following:

The evaluation should take place Yes No

The Project/Programme should be modified
The Project/Programme should be implemented as it is
The Project/Programme should be stopped
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Annex 5: Format for TOR
Element(s) Description

1 Title Will include the following:

•	 Policy/program/Project name

•	 Type of the evaluation targeted by the ToR

•	 Can be specific such as baseline survey, mid-term review. 

•	 Title should be short, specific and informative
2 Background 

Information
•	 Introductory information about the project/programme-

intervention

•	 Should include: Implementation period, location or 
coverage, implementation framework, organization 
implementing the project/intervention, partners among 
others.

•	 Objectives and intended outcomes of the intervention

•	 A history of the program/intervention including how these 
objectives and targeted outcomes have changed overtime;

•	 the context in which the intervention is situated-including 
organizational, social, political, regulatory, economic 
or other factors directly relevant to the intervention’s 
implementation;

•	 The roles and responsibilities of various key stakeholder 
in designing and implementing the intervention, noting 
any significant changes that have occurred in these roles 
overtime;

•	 Any studies or evaluations that have been conducted on 
the intervention or related activities to date. If available, the 
monitoring and evaluation framework for the intervention 
should be attached

3 Rationale of 
evaluation

•	 The rationale for evaluation need to be described in a clear 
manner

4 Objectives of the 
evaluation 

•	 The number of specific objectives should be realistic.

•	 Approximately 3-8 specific objectives are reasonable. The 
evaluation results will be assess based on whether the 
objectives have been realized or not, 

•	 The objectives should be measurable and based on the 
project technical document
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Element(s) Description
5 Scope of the 

evaluation
•	 Scope of the evaluation- the scope should be realistic given 

the time and resources available for implementing the 
study

•	 Intended users and stakeholders of the evaluation 
6 Evaluation 

Questions
•	 Each objective of the evaluation need to have its own 

standalone key evaluation question. For example: 
Objective 1- To what extent is the program implementing 
its activities according to plan? KEQ(s)- Have we been 
reaching the intended beneficiaries – both refugees and 
host community subgroups in terms of gender, ethnicity, 
location and socio-economic backgrounds?

•	 Evaluation OECD Criteria will also need to be included 
(where necessary) to provide structure into understanding 
the progress of the intervention. The criteria are: Relevance; 
Coherence; Effectiveness; Efficiency; Impact; and 
Sustainability

7 Evaluation 
design

•	 Given the purpose of the evaluation, its questions, 
objectives and the context of the evaluation, most 
evaluations may use a mixed method design

•	 Methods of data collection will need to be explained and 
justified. The methods may include document reviews 
of key strategic documents and program reports; key 
informant interviews, observation; questions and so on.

•	 Evaluation approach will also need to be described. For 
example utilization focused evaluation, empowerment 
evaluation, gender responsive evaluation, and participatory 
evaluation

8 Evaluation Plan •	 This section needs to describe evaluation deliverables; and 
time frame for each deliverable. The output templates may 
need to be provided to the evaluators. The language to be 
used for communication of outputs.

9 Budget and 
Payment 
Schedule

•	 The total amount of the evaluation need to be described 
and the payment schedule. Normally payments are made in 
tranches after every deliverable is accomplished.

10 Management 
Arrangements

•	 Role of Steering Committee 

•	 Technical Working Group (TWG) 

•	 Reporting arrangements- who the evaluation project 
manager will be and to whom the service provider will 
report 
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Element(s) Description
11 Application 

criteria and 
selection

•	 Evaluation Team details, area of expertise 

•	 Sample of previous evaluation work may be needed if 
necessary

•	 Competencies and skills set required- ethical conduct, 
interpersonal skills, capacity development 

•	 Criteria is set to judge the proposals submitted by 
interested institutions and individuals

•	 Where applications should be sent to is described and 
deadline thereof. And also where enquiries need to be 
directed. 
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Annex 6: Format for ETRG Appointment Letter

Letter Head of the Agency/Institution/Organization

Dear Ms/Mr/ Dr/ Prof/ Rev

Address

Subject: Evaluation of the [insert name of INTERVENTION…POLICY, PROGRAMME, 
PROJECT STRATEGY...] [insert period of time covered by the INTERVENTION] – Constitution 
of the reference group

Dear [insert name]

I am pleased to invite you to participate in the Evaluation Technical Reference Group 
that is being set up to oversee the evaluation of the [intervention.]. The objectives of the 
evaluation are:

……………………………………………………………………..

……………………………………………………………………..

………………………………………………………………………

The evaluation manager, [insert name], will have day-to-day responsibility for the 
management of the evaluation and will chair the reference group. The [insert the name 
of the agency/institution/organization] regards reference groups as indispensable to 
the production of evaluation reports that will be of value to both [insert the name of the 
agency/institution/organization] and our stakeholders considers the involvement of them 
in the reference group to be extremely important for the success of evaluations.

While the independence of an evaluation team must not be compromised, the reference 
group plays a crucial role in ensuring that all available information is taken into account 
by the evaluators; that the evaluation progresses as planned and in line with its terms 
of reference; that its factual basis is accurate and complete; that the balance and overall 
quality of the analysis on which the conclusions and recommendations as based is as robust 
as possible; and that optimal arrangements are made for feedback and dissemination of 
the evaluation results of the study. 

I therefore hope you will consider it worthwhile to join the reference group and contribute 
to this valuable work.  For further information or queries on this evaluation, please get in 
touch with [insert name and email address of evaluation manager], who will manage and 
lead this exercise within the agency/institution/organization.

Please find attached draft TOR of the evaluation.

With best regards,

[Name of agency/institution/organization representative]

Attachments:

Draft ToR
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Annex 7: Outline of an Inception Report
Element(s) Description

1 Title/ Cover page Will include the following:

•	 Policy/program/Project name

•	 Type of the evaluation or review targeted as per the 
ToR, can be specific such as Design evaluation; Outcome 
evaluation; Impact evaluation and so on

•	 Title should be short, specific and informative

•	 Prepared for and by should be written and contact details

•	 Date of submission
2 Background and 

context
•	 This should illustrate the understanding of the project/

outcome to be evaluated from the evaluator perspective.
3 Evaluation 

objective, 
purpose and 
scope

•	 A clear statement of the objectives of the evaluation and 
the main aspects or elements of the intervention to be 
examined

4 Evaluation 
criteria and 
questions

•	 The criteria which evaluation will use to assess the 
intervention. Key Evaluation Question (these may include 
changes to the understanding of the intervention)

•	 Evaluation matrix- key evaluation questions and how they 
will be answered via the methods selected. 

5 Evaluation 
approach and 
methodology

•	 This should highlight the conceptual models adopted with 
a description of data collection methods, sources and data 
analysis methods to be used. 

•	 A rationale for their selection should be included and their 
limitations; data-collection tools, instruments; and discussion 
of reliability and validity for the evaluation and the sampling 
plan, including the rationale and limitations.  

6 Evaluation 
Questions

•	 Each objective of the evaluation need to have its own 
standalone key evaluation question. For example: Objective 
1- To what extent is the program implementing its activities 
according to plan? KEQ(s)- Have we been reaching the 
intended beneficiaries – both refugees and host community 
subgroups in terms of gender, ethnicity, location and socio-
economic backgrounds?

•	 Evaluation OECD Criteria will also need to be included 
(where necessary) to provide structure into understanding 
the progress of the intervention. The criteria are: Relevance; 
Coherence; Effectiveness; Efficiency; Impact; and 
Sustainability
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Element(s) Description
7 Evaluation 

design
•	 Given the purpose of the evaluation, its questions, objectives 

and the context of the evaluation, most evaluations may use 
a mixed method design

•	 Methods of data collection will need to be explained and 
justified. The methods may include document reviews of key 
strategic documents and program reports; key informant 
interviews, observation; questions and so on.

•	 Evaluation approach will also need to be described. For 
example utilization focused evaluation, empowerment 
evaluation, gender responsive evaluation, and participatory 
evaluation

8 Evaluation Plan •	 Schedule of activities- A revised schedule of key milestones, 
time frames, deliverables and responsibilities including 
the evaluation phases; data collection, data analysis and 
reporting. 

9 Budget •	 Evaluation budget - detailed resource requirements tied to 
evaluation activities and deliverables in the work plan. The 
budget should be  within the advertised overall budget in the 
ToRs, should it be more, a justification needs to be captured

10 Tentative 
Evaluation 
report outline

•	 A report outline should be in line with the provided outline 
by government institution. Normally there are outlines to 
provide structure to the findings. 
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Annex 8: Structure of an Evaluation Report

Length of the Report 

The maximum acceptable length of the report would normally be 30 pages for project 
evaluations and 50 pages for country and thematic reviews (annexes excluded).

Element(s) Description
1 Coverage •	 This should indicate: the title of the project, the name(s) 

of the evaluator(s) (or the company), and the date the 
report was submitted.

2 Table of Contents •	 It should include page numbers and list of tables, 
graphics, boxes, annexes and photos

3 Abbreviations/
Acronyms

•	 Report should be accompanied by acronyms for easy 
read e.g. NIMES = National Integrated Monitoring and 
Evaluation System.

4 Map of the region: •	 This is not always necessary, yet in some cases it might 
be useful to help the reader familiarize himself with the 
country/region; especially if the report contains a lot of 
geographical names.

5 Executive 
Summary

•	 It should be a summary that contains the context of the 
evaluation, purpose, scope, methodology, main findings, 
conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned.

•	 The executive summary should be a “stand-alone” 
document of a maximum of 5 pages. 

6 Introduction •	 The Introduction should not be more than one page. It 
should contain the: Purpose of the evaluation/review; 
Scope of the programme/project; Scope and methodology 
of the evaluation; Structure of the report

7 Project description 
and evaluation 
profile

•	 This section should contain:

•	 Brief background to region/country (Political, social, 
economic, and historical)

•	 Economic, social and cultural dimensions of the 
intervention to be evaluated

•	  Linkages to other interventions 

•	 Stakeholders

•	 Issues to be addressed

•	 References to relevant documents and mandates 

•	 Other information (phases, timeline, budgets etc.)
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Element(s) Description
8 Evaluation Design 

and Methodology
•	 Purpose and scope of the evaluation what results were 

expected to be achieved 

•	 A broad discussion of the kind of design that was 
followed should be provided. 

•	 Also a discussion of the main stages in the evaluation 
process, such as the instruments that were used, the 
sample design, data collection procedures and types of 
analysis must be provided. 

9 Evaluation findings •	 This section should be a clear statement of what the 
evaluation found out in response to the questions it was 
set up to answer. There will be different categories suitable 
to the project being evaluated and based on the TOR.  

10 Conclusions •	 Conclusions should be based on the analysis of the 
findings and supported by evidence. They should:

•	 Add value to the findings

•	 Answer to key evaluation questions

•	 Focus on issues of significance related to key areas 
mentioned in the TOR

11 Recommendations •	 The Recommendations should be numbered and divided 
according to whom they are directed to, e.g. MED, 
Ministry of Finance, UNDP or partner institution/agency, 
etc. The use of a table can be a way to organize them. 
They should:

•	 Contain suggestions to improve future performance

•	 Be supported by evidence and findings

•	 Be adequate in terms of the TOR

•	 Facilitate implementation (Realistic and objective).
12 Lessons learned •	 Lessons learned should help to:

•	 Replicate similar type of interventions elsewhere or 
upscale the intervention;

•	 Prevent mistakes for future similar interventions;

•	 Contribute to general knowledge in the area of the 
intervention of the project being evaluated
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Element(s) Description
13 Annexes •	 Annexes can include:

•	 List of People interviewed/met

•	 Timetable of field work

•	 List of important documentation consulted

•	 Data collection instruments;

•	 Programme of Evaluation/Review

•	 Terms of Reference of the Evaluation

•	 Theory of Change and Logical framework
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Annex 9: Management Response Template

Addressed to Public Sector Institution managers who 
have undertaken an evaluation(s)

Purpose The purpose of this practice note is to 
give practical guide on how to develop a 
Management Response to final evaluation 
reports

Contact person Mr/Ms/Prof/Rev/Dr xxxxx@gmail.com; TEL 
00000000

1. Introduction

Public Sector institutions are provided an opportunity to provide a formal 
management response indicating which recommendations they accept, and 
substantive reasons for disagreement for the ones they do not accept

2. Purpose of the Management Response

The purpose of the Management Response is to: 

•	 Ensure departments have an opportunity to respond to the specific 
recommendations from the evaluation indicating which they disagree with, and 
why; 

•	 Ensure that those recommendations that are agreed are identified for taking 
forward

3. Planned Use of the Evaluation

The Evidence generated by this evaluation will be used by public institutions, 
development partners, civil society and other stakeholders working on e.g. school 
nutrition and health to guide:

1.

2.



74
KENYA EVALUATION GUIDELINES

Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 1:
Management Response: 
Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible 

Unit(s)
Tracking

Status Comments
1.1
1.2
1.3.
Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 2:
Management Response:
Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible 

Unit(s)
Tracking

Status Comments
2.1.  
2.2.
2.3
Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 3:
Management Response:
Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible 

Unit(s)
Tracking

Status Comments
3.1  
3.2
3.3
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Annex 10: Evaluation Quality Assurance Checklist

Elements checks Yes No NA Comment
1 Terms of 

Reference
1. Evaluation Purpose, 

scope and objectives 
clearly outlined.

2. Outputs and Outcomes 
to be evaluated are clear.

3. Evaluation context and 
detail specified.

4. Details adequate time 
frames and allocated 
days for the evaluation’s 
completion 

5. Role for evaluation 
partners is clearly 
outlined.

6. Feedback mechanism is 
clearly defined.

7. Proposed outline of the 
evaluation’s approach 
and methodology is 
clearly detailed in the 
TOR including data 
sources specified.

8. Cross cutting issues in 
the evaluations such as 
gender and vulnerable 
groups included.

9. Proposed tools, 
methodologies and data 
analysis to meet the 
requirements outlined.
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Elements checks Yes No NA Comment
2 Evaluation 

Design and 
Methodology

1. The purpose and 
objectives of the 
evaluation are correctly 
interpreted.

2. Evaluators correctly 
understand what is 
being evaluated. 

3. Elements of the context 
of the intervention are 
reviewed and considered 
in the evaluation design.

4. Evaluation questions 
and related indicators 
adequately take 
into account the 
relevant aspects of the 
intervention

5. Evaluators convincingly 
illustrate how they 
intend to carry out the 
evaluation.

6.  Design presents an 
evaluation methodology 
and approach.

7.  Evaluators propose 
appropriate tools and 
information sources 
to collect the required 
information with a 
view to answering the 
evaluation questions. 

8. The designs identify 
risks, constraints and 
offer viable options to 
minimize their effects 
on the feasibility and 
quality of the evaluation. 
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Elements checks Yes No NA Comment
3 Evaluation 

Implementation
1. Evaluators gather data 

and information from 
an appropriate and 
balanced selection 
of sources (both 
documents and 
interviewees).

2. The National Sample 
Survey and Evaluation 
Program (NASSEP) 
master sample frame 
developed by KNBS 
will be used to select 
samples where 
applicable.

3. Appropriateness of 
data collection tools.

4. The tools are piloted to 
address any issues that 
may cause errors in 
data collection.

4 Evaluation 
Report

1. The report is 
user-friendly, 
comprehensive, 
logically structured 
and drafted in 
accordance with the 
guidelines.

2. The report clearly 
describes the 
evaluation, how it 
was conducted, its 
findings, their analysis, 
the conclusions 
and the ensuing 
recommendations.

3.  The information 
provided throughout 
the text are easily 
understandable. 
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Annex 11: Criteria for Selecting an Assessor.
An Assessor of public sector evaluations should at least possess the following:

Requirements
1 Academic 

Qualifications
•	 Minimum of Master’s Degree in any of the following fields or 

related from a recognized University: Development studies; 
Economics; Monitoring & Evaluation; Project management; 
and Statistics

2 Professional 
Qualifications

•	 Post Graduate qualification in Monitoring and Evaluations.

•	 Member of a recognized professional body
3 Experience •	 At least 5 years conducting evaluations in an African context.

•	 Must have conducted and published at least 5 evaluations 
in the Public Sector two of which must be relevant to the 
intervention being evaluated (i.e. Health, Infrastructure, 
Energy, Education, Governance Justice Law and Order.........).
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Annex 12: Quality Assessment Criteria.
Section Weight-

ing
Information to look at

I. GENERAL 
INFORMATION  

5 The following information is easily accessible in the first few 
pages of the report: 

1. Heading including name of organization 

2. Evaluation title 

3. Thematic area 

4. Geographic Area (Region, Country, or global) 

5. Type of Evaluation (Operation Evaluation and (final/ 
midterm) 

6. Period being evaluated and list of operations covered with 
budget 

7. Name(s), Organization(s), and Contact Information of 
Evaluator(s) 

8. Name and Address of Organization commissioning the 
evaluation 

9. Date of Evaluation Submission 

10. Table of contents listing Tables, Graphs, Figures and 
Annexes 

11. List of acronyms 
II. 
ACCESSIBILITY / 
CLARITY 

5 1. The report is logically structured with clarity and 
coherence (e.g. background and objectives are presented 
before findings, and findings are presented before 
conclusions and recommendations) 

Presentation 

2. Table of contents includes a logical outline of the sections 
presented.

3. Material referenced in Table of Contents is easy to locate 
and page numbers are accurate. 

4. Visual aids, such as maps and graphs convey key 
information. 

5. The language is adequate in quality and tone for an official 
document. 

6. The report is free from any grammar, spelling, or 
punctuation errors 

Clarity of reporting 

7. Clear, precise and professional language is used. 

8. The report reflects correct use of terminology. 

9. Correct grammar is used. 

10. The report is highly reader friendly. 

11. Useful graphs and tables are included. 
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Section Weight-
ing

Information to look at

III. EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY 

10 1. The executive summary is coherent and concise 

The executive summary includes: 

2. Overview of the Evaluation including brief description, 
context, present situation 

3. Evaluation purpose 

4. Objectives 

5. Intended audience 

6. Evaluation methodology (including rationale, sources, data 
collection and analysis methods used, major limitations) 

7. Most important findings. 

8. Main conclusions and recommendations. 

9. Clear linkages between the recommendations and 
findings. 

IV. EVALUATION 
CONTEXT 

5 1. The evaluation provides an overview of the country in 
which the operations are taking place, including the 
gender context. 

2. Where relevant, the evaluation includes data on poverty, 
food security to provide an understanding of the hunger 
situation. 

3. Other subject/sector relevant information is included 
which could have enhanced or inhibited the sector’s work 

V. EVALUATION 
PURPOSE and 
SCOPE 

5 The purpose of the evaluation includes the following: 

1. Why the evaluation was needed at that point in time 

2. Who needed the information, 

3. What information is needed 

4. How the information will be used 

5. Evaluation objectives are clearly stated 

6. Balance between accountability and learning is clearly 
described. 

7. The report describes and provides an explanation of the 
chosen evaluation criteria, performance standards, or 
other criteria used by the evaluators (such as OECD/DAC) 

8. The report includes the Terms of Reference 

9. The report describes and justifies what the evaluation 
does and does not cover. 
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Section Weight-
ing

Information to look at

VI. EVALUATION 
METHODOLOGY

15 1. The report lists the Evaluation Questions. 

2. The report describes the data collection methods 

3. The rationale for selecting particular data collection and 
analysis methods is explained. 

4. The report describes the sampling frame (area and 
population represented, rationale for selection, numbers 
selected out of potential subjects, and limitations of the 
sample). 

5. The methodology presented allows for triangulation. 

6. The methods employed are appropriate for the evaluation 
to answer its questions. 

7. The limitations of the methodology are explained, 
including how they were addressed, and the potential 
impact on evaluation findings. 

8. The evaluation design includes ethical considerations 
(i.e. protection of confidentiality, rights and welfare of 
respondents, and respect of the values of the beneficiary 
community). 

VII. FINDINGS 20 1. The findings have been formulated clearly and are based 
on evidence collected 

2. Findings should take into consideration different 
stakeholder groups, including gender representation. 

3. The findings are triangulated. 

4. The findings address any limitations or gaps in the 
evidence and discuss any impacts on responding to 
evaluation questions. 

5. The findings address evaluation criteria chosen. 
VIII. ANALYSIS 15 1. Reasons for outcomes of the subject being evaluated, 

especially enabling and constraining factors, are identified 
to the extent possible. 

2. The analysis responds to all evaluation questions. 

3. The analysis examines cause and effect links between an 
intervention and the outcomes. 

4. External and contextual factors are identified including the 
social, political or environmental situation 

5. The analysis includes unintended impacts/ or 
consequences of activities 
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Section Weight-
ing

Information to look at

IX.  

RECOMMENDA-
TIONS  

15 1. Recommendations are relevant to the object and purpose 
of the evaluation. 

2. The recommendation are based on the analysis/
conclusions and substantiated by evidence collected. 

3. The recommendations are specific, realistic, and actionable 

4. The recommendations are clustered and prioritized 

5. Recommendations clearly identify the target group for 
each recommendation 

6. Recommendations reflect an understanding of the 
commissioning organization and potential constraints to 
follow up. 

X. 

CONCLUSIONS

5 1. The conclusions provide answer to the evaluation 
questions. 
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Annex 13: List of Kenya Evaluation Guidelines   
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