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Abstract
Methods to assist the monitoring and evaluation of conservation interventions have
become increasingly common in parallel with the desire for understanding how
successful conservation should be practiced.
To this end frameworks and tools have emanated from various sources to be used by
researchers and practitioners for monitoring and evaluation of their own programmes.
These frameworks are often devised by larger conservation organisations and can be
resource heavy to complete. This can result in exclusion of smaller, resource poor
organisations from using such guidance effectively.
This thesis aims to reconcile the apparent disconnect between best-practice guidance
and resource constraint via construction of a framework and set of tools for the
monitoring and evaluation of programmes of small conservation organisations. The
framework designed was developed and validated using the case study of Ewaso Lions
Project, a small community-based conservation organisation in Samburu, northern
Kenya and its education and awareness programme, Lion Kids Camp. It was found that
good quality monitoring and evaluation was indeed possible under low resource
conditions. The underlying principles and structure of existing frameworks are suitable
for use by small organisations but the tools used to complete each stage of an evaluation
must be chosen wisely to ensure both utility and feasibility.
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1. Introduction
Conservation science and practice are no longer the exclusive domain of ‘intuition and
anecdote’ (Ferraro & Pattanayak, 2006) from which design of conservation
interventions was traditionally born. Conservation interventions can be defined as a
specific set of actions undertaken to directly or indirectly make a conservation impact
via attainment of an objective (Margoluis & Salafsky, 1998). It is widely acknowledged
that in order to have confidence in links between an intervention, objective and impact
(via a series of cause and effect relationships), conservation programmes should include
a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) element (Margoluis & Salafsky, 1998; Salafsky, et al.,
2002; Sutherland, et al., 2004; Kapos, et al., 2009)).
The importance of M&E to conservation organisations is ubiquitous and the need to
demonstrate impacts from interventions are as applicable to small conservation nongovernmental organisations (NGOs), as they are to big, international NGOs (BINGOs)
(Sutherland, et al., 2004).
In conservation practice however, it is larger organisations which have embraced M&E
with either advice on or a requirement for structured M&E from amongst others;
conservation NGOs (WWF; WCS), funders (Darwin Initiative, UK) and governments
(Convention of Biodiversity, CBD). Adoption of standards for M&E amongst smaller
organisations still remains a challenge due to resource constraints such as on-going lack
of technology, time, staff or skills which are in part or fully due to lack of funding
(Brown & Kalegaonkar, 2002). Talk of best-practice guidelines that are modelled on a
clinical practice-type system of programme assessment (Sutherland, et al., 2004) do not
instinctively align with the low resource NGOs as described above. Instead they reflect
a thoroughness and level of detail that is (correctly) required to try and fully
understand the complexity of interconnected sociological, political and ecological
systems in which modern conservation programmes are conducted (Margoluis, et al.,
2009).
Published guidelines, often called frameworks, are variously made up of tools which
guide a conservation practitioner down a logical path from conceptualisation of the
current situation, through to reporting and dissemination of results via detailed
objective setting, collection and analysis of quantitative and qualitative data and
1

recording and archiving of every process along the way. IUCN offer 19 best practice
guidelines for various different topics (IUCN, 2013) and Cambridge Conservation Forum
(CCF) present six conceptual models for conservation activity (Kapos, et al., 2009). It
can therefore be suggested that M&E guidelines are becoming increasingly efficient by
focusing on the speciality of an organisation or programme, but not necessarily
addressing the potential issue of a resource threshold that must be crossed for the data
collected to actually be of use. Large guideline documents, detailed spreadsheets that
require multiple forms of evidence or M&E specific software for which a high level of
computer literacy is needed could possibly exclude or deter resource poor conservation
organisations from using the common underlying principles that each framework is
championing. A successful framework for small conservation NGOs would therefore
contain all the stages required to provide evidence needed for influencing future
management decisions (here termed Utility) and simultaneously be capable of
completion by the organisation without the need for an unplanned increase in capacity
(Feasibility).
While in theory existing frameworks are repeatable, transparent and robust methods of
conducting M&E the reality is that small conservation NGOs with constrained resource
and the resulting limited opportunity to build capacity are currently undersupplied with
M&E tools (S. Bhalla pers. comm.).

2

1.1. Aims and objectives
1.1.1. Project aim
This thesis aims to reconcile the apparent disconnect between best-practice and
resource constraint within a single M&E framework. The case study of Ewaso Lions
Project (EL) as a small community focused conservation NGO based in Samburu,
northern Kenya, will be used to:
a) illustrate the challenges faced by small NGOs with relation to M&E
b) design an M&E framework with tools designed to overcome those challenges
c) validate the framework with a successful evaluation of a conservation programme

1.1.2. Research objectives

1. Conduct a preliminary evaluation of the challenges small conservation NGOs face
with regard to M&E, thus identifying the important components required for a
framework to meet these challenges;
2. Conduct an evaluation of EL capacity to conduct M&E based on identified
components and produce appropriate tools within these capacity restrictions;
3. Validate the framework by conducting an M&E assessment of an EL community
based conservation intervention based on the criteria of Utility and Feasibility;
4. Make recommendations for the evaluated programme;
5. Summarise application of the framework beyond EL, to small conservation NGOs
working in different contexts.

3

2. Background
2.1. The argument for monitoring and evaluation
It has been less than a decade since Ferraro and Pattanayak (2006) felt the need to ‘call
for empirical evaluation of biodiversity conservation investments.’ The case for M&E to
be integrated into conservation practice has been strongly put and debate has moved on
to how this should be achieved rather than why (Stem, et al., 2005). The clearest
evidence of this is the political mandate within many organisational, national or
international conservation strategy documents which cite the Convention on Biological
Diversity and its commitment to the M&E aspects of the 2020 Aichi Targets (CBD, 2013;
DEFRA, 2011).
The purposes of M&E do, however, direct how it should be undertaken, these are: firstly,
to drive the adaptive management cycle, providing data required to make effective
programme management decisions during an on-going or repeated programme of work
(Margoluis & Salafsky, 1998; Stem, et al., 2005) secondly, to develop best practice
beyond the adaptive management cycle which can be replicated or adapted to further
programmes (Hockings, 2000; Leverington, et al., 2008); thirdly, as evidence for
transparency and accountability to other researchers and practitioners, to funders or
potential funders or to governments and regulatory authorities (Sawhill & Williamson,
2001; Jepson, 2005; Pullin & Knight, 2009); and finally for communication to those
beyond the implementing organisation who hold a stake in programme repercussions
(Hill, et al., 2010)
Guidance documents are useful to help stop waste of resources when including M&E
into a conservation programme. For example, it is a not uncommon to measure outputs
of a project as a proxy for success (Kapos, et al., 2008) rather than seeking to confirm
the desired conservation impact. It is of course important to measure these outputs to
infer downstream programme success (see conceptual models, 2.2.4.1).

2.2.

Frameworks for conservation M&E

The evolution of M&E framework use within conservation has led to the current
situation in which complex and specialised tools have been developed to complete
stages or steps in a cycle that have remained relatively unchanged. That is, the M&E
4

adaptive management cycle is consistently applied, but type of data and methods used
to collect them along with mechanisms of analysis have advanced, specialised and
increased in complexity.
2.2.1. Frameworks for protected area management
As conservation became increasingly professionalised in the late 20th century academia
and NGOs alike sought ways to structure conservation programmes which would result
in their having the greatest possible impact while retaining value for money (Karr,
1987; Margoluis & Salafsky, 1998; James, 1999; Hockings, et al., 2000). Initial
collaborative forays include WWFs and IUCNs ‘Evaluating Effectiveness’ framework
born out of the World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) (Hockings, et al., 2000).
Where previously M&E had been occurring ad hoc (or not at all) by managers in
protected areas (PAs) around the world, this framework offered a formalisation of bestpractice which could be adapted wherever conservation was taking place. It also
included a version of the management cycle (Figure 1) that has oft been reproduced and
adapted since (a selection include Pomeroy, et al., 2004; Hockings, et al., 2007;
Hockings, et al., 2008).
The year 2000 version of Evaluating Effectiveness framework is a 132 page document
including general guidelines on management assessment, a toolkit for application and
several case studies. The toolkit is a self-assessment scorecard with end products of a
matrix of scores that can be used for gap analysis and a total score which can be
compared with other sites for ranking (Hockings, et al., 2000). The WWFs Rapid
Assessment and Prioritization of PA Management (RAPPAM) (Ervin, 2003) used a more
detailed cycle adapted from Hockings, et al., 2000. This framework remains popular (as
required, as it is mainly a tool for comparison of PAs) and has since been used to
undertake assessments of PA management in 22 countries. There are 16 different
question topics with 106 different questions to answer (plus an additional eight per
threat identified). Data must then be analysed as per the framework instructions for
conclusions to be drawn and recommendations to be made.

5

F IGURE 1 EVOLUTION OF THE CONSERVATION MANAGEMENT CYCLE
Reproduced from Evaluating Effectiveness (Hockings et al., 2000) (left) and Open Standards for
the Practice of Conservation (CMP, 2013) (right)

The above frameworks rely on self-reporting to gather data, with interpretation of
results restricted to comparison with other evaluations using the same system or
against a central scorecard. This will not determine the level of success of a specific
conservation intervention.
2.2.2. Frameworks for wider conservation use
Beyond PA evaluation, in 2002 Foundations of Success reviewed M&E processes not
only from conservation literature but from across sectors which already had greater
maturity in measuring management effectiveness; namely development, health and
population, education and business (Foundations of Success, 2002; Stem, et al., 2005).
The review identifies eight steps which were then further split into Tasks and Guidance.
There also included three General Principles; stakeholder engagement, time planning
and budgeting.
This document played an important part in the discussions within Conservation
Measures Partnership (CMP) (a 23 member organisation including WWF, CI, WCS and
AWF) to create the Open Standards for the Practice of Conservation in 2004 (hereafter
the Open Standards, most recent version; CMP, 2013). Throughout the life of the Open
Standards, a representative diagram has been used to communicate the stages in the
cycle (Figure 1). Within the current Open Standards, the five stages (termed steps,
Figure 1) are split into a total of 16 sub-steps with five general principles: stakeholder
6

involvement, develop partnerships, embrace learning, document decisions and adjust as
necessary. The toolkit for the Open Standards is a step change from those frameworks
discussed above with the construction of a user-specific conceptual model to guide the
entire cycle and the option to use bespoke software to organise the process (Miradi
Adaptive Management).
Working with the CMP, the Cambridge Conservation Forum (CCF) created a Project
Evaluation Tool for ‘Measuring conservation outcomes and impacts’ (Kapos, et al.,
2009) which also uses conceptual modelling, albeit offering template models rather
than the lengthier user-specific construction of the Open Standards (section 2.2.4.1).
The process is again organised using specially designed software, in the form of an MS
Excel spreadsheet template that aligns with the models provided. There are 34 general
questions with between 27 and 60 further questions depending on which of the seven
templates are used. Questions are very specific which to an uninitiated user may seem
like duplication, for example; ‘Was the species management programme implemented at
the intended locations?’ and ‘Were all the planned interventions implemented?’
2.2.3. Simplifying the stages of M&E
Logical frameworks rely on strict definitions in order to be understood. Though an
extensive glossary is often present (Margoluis & Salafsky, 1998; CMP, 2013), there are
often inconsistencies between and within documents (Rowell, 2009, see CCF framework
inconsistency, section 2.2.4.1).
Even so, M&E frameworks have common steps which can be aligned (Table 1). A
distilled M&E framework should contain each of the five stages:
1. Conceptualising
2. Objectives setting
3. Monitoring
4. Analysis
5. Reporting & dissemination
2.2.3.1.

Conceptualising

An investigation into the current situation in which an organisation operates, describing
logical links between underlying causes, direct threats and conservation impact
provides a foundation for the M&E cycle (Foundations of Success, 2009).
7

2.2.3.2.

Objective setting

At both an organisational and programme level, objectives present in order to provide
an M&E system with benchmarks against which measurement can take place.
Objectives specific, measureable, practical, impact oriented and time-bound (Margoluis
& Salafsky, 1998).
2.2.3.3.

Monitoring

The collection of all data required to perform the evaluation. Recording and storage of
data prior to analysis is considered during this stage as issues of raw data conversion to
a digital format can be avoided with careful monitoring tool design (Margoluis &
Salafsky, 1998).
2.2.3.4.

Analysis

This stage represents the tasks of data entry, performing statistical analyses (where
applicable) and production of indicator values against objectives. Resulting conclusions
to be drawn and recommendations made for the next iteration of the programme
(including recommendations on the M&E framework itself).
2.2.3.5.

Reporting & dissemination

The Analysis stage (section 2.2.3.4) may seem like the final part of a cycle as it contains
recommendations for the next iterative cycle, but communication of the evaluation
results are vital if three of the four purposes of M&E are to be fulfilled (section 2.1).

8

TABLE 1 R ANGE OF EXISTING FRAMEWORKS WITH STAGES ALIGNED , DESCRIPTION OF TOOLS PROVIDED AND LENGTH OF GUIDANCE DOCUMENT
Stage

Conceptualisation
Understanding the context

Framework
Threat reduction
assessment (BSP)

RAPPAM (WWF)

1. Define space & time;
2. List all direct threats;
3. Define threats & what
success means;
4. Rank for threat;
5. Rank for intensity;
6. Rank for urgency
1. Determining the scope
of the assessment;
2. Assessing existing
information

How is your MPA
doing? (WWF, NOAA,
IUCN)

1. Selecting your
indicators

Evaluating
effectiveness (IUCN)
Management
effectiveness
tracking (WWF)
Framework and
evaluation tool (CCF)

Conceptualise; Plan

Open standards for
the Practice of
Conservation (CMP)

Context; Planning

Select template results
chain; General Info;
Threats;
Background (template
dependent)
1. Conceptualise

Objective
setting
Setting levels for
success; selecting
indicators & data
sources
3. Define threats
& what
success means

Monitoring

Analysis

Reporting &
dissemination
Production of
communication
materials

Toolkit

Volume

Reference

Collecting data

Analysing data
collected; drawing
conclusions;
recommending
9. Calculate raw scores;
7. Add ranking scores
10. Calculate TRA index

Tools provided

Guidance
document
length (pages)

Most recent
version

Not explicitly stated

Ranking based
worksheet

53

Margoluis &
Salafsky, 1999

1. Determining
the scope of the
assessment

3. Administering
rapid assessment
questionnaire

4. Analysing the
findings;
5. Identifying next
steps and
recommendations
3. Conducting your
evaluation;
4. Communicating
results and AM
Analyse;
Use/adapt; Iterate
Outputs;
Outcomes

Not explicitly stated,
but used for
comparison of PAs, so
sharing inherent in
model
4. Communicating
results and adapting
management

Existing data;
Questionnaire

52

Ervin, 2003

1. Selecting your
indicators;
2. Planning your
evaluation
Plan

3. Conducting
your evaluation

Indicator list
guides raw
data collection

234

Pomeroy, et al.,
2004

Communicate

Theoretical
guidance
Ranking based
worksheet

121

Hockings, et al.,
2007
Stolton, 2007

Planning;
Inputs;
Processes
General Info;

Not explicitly
stated
Answering
questions

Presence or absence of
evidence of outcome or
impact

Filled spreadsheet
suitable for
dissemination to
similar practitioners

Questionnaire
spreadsheet;
Template
results chains

14
plus
Spreadsheet

Kapos, et al.,
2009

2. Plan actions
and monitoring;
3. Implement
actions;

3. Implement
actions;

4. Analyse, use, adapt;
5 Capture and share
learning

5. Capture and share
learning

Conceptual
modelling;
Miradi
software

51

CMP, 2013

8. Determine
degree threat
has been
reduced

Implement

Not explicitly stated

22

N ON - ITALICISED , AS GIVEN AND NUMBERED AS IN PUBLISHED FRAMEWORK ; ITALICISED , NOT AVAILABLE IN PUBLISHED FRAMEWORK , EXPLANATION OR DESCRIPTION SHOWN ; BSP, B IODIVERSITY SUPPORT PROGRAM ; WWF, W ORLD W IDE F UND FOR N ATURE ; MPA, M ARINE P ROTECTED A REA ;
NOAA, N ATIONAL O CEANIC AND A TMOSPHERIC A DMINISTRATION ; IUCN, I NTERNATIONAL U NION FOR THE C ONSERVATION OF N ATURE ; AM, ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT ; CCF, C AMBRIDGE C ONSERVATION F ORUM ; CMP, C ONSERVATION MEASURES P ARTNERSHIP ; PA,
P ROTECTED A REA
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2.2.4. Tools for completing M&E
Beyond customary methods for collecting ecological and sociological data
(Sutherland, et al., 2004; Newing, 2010; Table 1) more holistic tools capable of use
across several stages of a framework are available. Conceptual modelling is one
such tool and is discussed below, using the Open Standards and CCF’s Project
Evaluation Tool as examples.
2.2.4.1.

Conceptual modelling

Conceptual models (CMs) are logically constructed visual representations of
complex systems in which a project is operating. In conservation M&E they can be
used to show causal relationships between the subject of a desired impact, its
threats (direct and indirect) and the underlying sources of those threats. A general
conceptual model is shown in Figure 2.

F IGURE 2 GENERAL CONCEPTUAL MODEL
SHOWING NODES (SOLID SHAPES ) REPRESENTING INDIRECT THREATS ( ORANGE RECTANGLES ),
DIRECT THREATS ( PINK RECTANGLES ) AND CONSERVATION TARGETS (GREEN OVALS ). T HE
TARGETS RESIDE WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE SYSTEM (GREEN DOTTED RECTANGLE ). EDGES
( ARROWS) SHOW CAUSAL RELATIONSHIPS . ADAPTED FROM FOUNDATIONS OF SUCCESS, 2009.

This tool is designed to be used throughout the M&E cycle, initially to describe the
context of a programme, then to help formally set objectives and select indicators for
monitoring.

10

A CM is best constructed by the programme team (possibly including stakeholders)
(Foundations of Success, 2009) who - though discussion and consensus in a group
exercise - progress from the right hand side of the model (the targets) to the left
hand side (the underlying threat).
Threat nodes can then be identified as points of intervention, the assumption being
that decreasing an indirect threat will cause a decrease in the threat(s) downstream
and result in a positive impact on the conservation target. With a stream identified
for intervention, it can be converted into a results chain (RC; Foundations of Success,
2007), onto which programme strategy can be mapped and nodes selected for
setting of objectives. This results in a clear visual representation of the logic of the
intervention; how planned activities will alter the chain, predicted downstream
effects and the points at which success (against objectives) will be assessed. A
fictitious CM stream and RC is shown in Figure 3.
These types of RCs can also be used in reporting or communication, as a simple
transparent method of communicating a process (AFWA, 2011).
CCFs framework includes six template RCs for common conservation programme
types; species management, site management, livelihoods, policy & legislation,
education & awareness (Figure 4) capacity building. Within Kapos, et al., (2009) the
templates are incorrectly described as ‘conceptual models’ when they are in fact
more akin to RCs; describing desired results rather than a situation.
An organisation using this framework would replace the template chain with details
of their programme and thus skip the steps required to construct one from scratch.
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F IGURE 3 CONCEPTUAL MODEL (CM) AND RESULTS CHAIN (RC) FOR FICTITIOUS ROAD BUILDING ACTIVITY
IN S AMBURU , K ENYA AND ITS POSSIBLE THREAT TO PREDATORS VIA ROAD DEATHS .

The CM (top) outlines the current situation and the RC (bottom) displays how the strategy
(yellow box) is expected to cause change. Indirect threats are represented by orange boxes
and direct threats by pink boxes. Conservation targets/impacts are represented by green
ovals. Nodes present in the CM that are no longer relevant to the strategy are removed on
production of the RC. Strategy, outputs, outcomes and impacts and location of objectives 1
and 2 are marked.

2.3. Summary
Frameworks for conservation M&E tend to work within similar adaptive
management structures but can use very different tools for different situations. This
may explain why a ‘gold-standard’ system is not (or even should not be) clearly
defined (Rowell, 2009). An organisation seeking an M&E system can therefore use a
relatively simple series of stages (section 2.2.3; Table 1) but must carefully select the
tools appropriate to their needs and resources.
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Identify/ define need
Engage w/ stakeholders
Design education
programme

Implementation
Implement education
programme

Proximate audience

Ultimate audience
Cognitive change

Cognitive change
Awareness

Understanding

Concern

Awareness

Knowledge

Concern

Readiness to change

Readiness to change
Willingness-to-act

Understanding

Proximate
Influences
ultimate
audience

Willingness-to-act

Conditions & Resources
for changing behaviour

Knowledge

Conditions & Resources for
changing behaviour

Changed Behaviour

Changed Behaviour

Policy

Capacity
Bldg

Reduced threats to
conservation target(s)

Improved responses of
conservation target(s)

Livelihoods

Policy

Capacity
Bldg

Livelihoods

Improved
Understanding

Outcomes
Effect

Conservation
Effect

F IGURE 4 CAMBRIDGE CONSERVATION FORUM ’S (CCF’ S) TEMPLATE RESULTS CHAIN FOR E DUCATION &
A WARENESS CONSERVATION ACTIVITIES .

Reproduced from Kapos, et al., 2009. An MS Excel based template completes CCFs toolkit
for conservation M&E.

2.4. Small conservation non-governmental organisations
Brockington & Scholfield, (2010) separate conservation NGOs operating in subSaharan Africa into seven size classes based on overall expenditure (Table 2). The
highest spending conservation NGO in Africa (the only in class 7) is WWF with
(fellow CMP members) AWF, CI and WCS all class 6 organisations. Organisations in
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the smaller classes (1 and 2) are most likely underrepresented due to the search
methods used (web-based searches), but here they still account for over 11% of
predicted total expenditure.
TABLE 2 STRUCTURE OF THE CONSERVATION NGO SECTOR IN SUB -S AHARAN A FRICA
Size

Range of

Average

Predicted

Predicted total

Predicted

class

expenditure

expenditure

number of

expenditure

structure

inc. overheads

(US$m)

NGOs1

(US$m)1

(US$m)
7

>40

42.7

1

42.7

21%

6

10 – 21

15.6

4

62.2

31%

5

4.2 – 6.2

5.47

5

27.3

14%

4

0.8 – 1.9

1.35

18

24.3

12%

3

0.3 – 0.72

0.479

43

20.6

11%

2

0.1 – 0.3

0.200

90

18.0

9%

1

<0.1

0.055

104

5.71

3%

265

201

Total
1

A SAMPLE OF 87 NGOS WHICH PROVIDED FINANCIAL INFORMATION WAS USED TO PREDICT THE SPREAD OF THE FULL 265 NGOS FOUND .
A DAPTED FROM , B ROCKINGTON & S CHOFIELD , 2010

The amount of actual conservation output produced by class 1 and 2 (hereafter
termed, ‘small’) conservation NGOs cannot be estimated by expenditure (Ferraro &
Pattanayak, 2006) but it likely to be significant , especially due to the penchant for
international NGOs to select local partners (Thomas, 2012).
Challenges to NGOs of any size (in this case development NGOs but applicable to
conservation) are split by Brown & Kalegaonkar, (2002) into coming from an
external or internal source. External challenges include legitimacy with local people,
relations with the state, relations with the market and relations with international
actors (e.g. donor bodies). Internal challenges include amateurism, restricted focus,
material scarcity, fragmentation of the NGO community and paternalism. Interplay
between the external and internal can complicate and exacerbate matters. These
challenges will impact NGOs of different sizes in different ways, but as regards M&E,
the material scarcity of affordable I.T. systems and lack of fully numerate and
(particularly computer) literate staff, may challenge small NGOs to a greater degree.
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In a low resource situation, prioritisation becomes less about in what order to do
things and more about what can be done at all.

2.5.

Case study context

2.5.1. Samburu County – National Reserves & Community Conservancies
Samburu County is situated in north Kenya occupying an area of 21,000 km2 and
supports a predominantly rural population (224,000, 17.3% urban) (Commission on
Revenue Allocation, 2013). Rural communities are traditionally pastoralists who
keep mixed herds of cattle, sheep, goats and camels. The arid/semi-arid landscape
causes family groups to lead a semi-nomadic lifestyle, driving livestock to find
pasture and water (Esilaba, et al., 2007). Primary and secondary education across
the county is 63.6% and 6.5%, respectively (Commission on Revenue Allocation,
2013).
Samburu includes three IUCN category II (national park) protected areas in
Samburu (SNR), Buffalo Springs (BSR) and Shaba National Reserves (ShNR)
(Protected Planet, 2013) which support a wildlife and cultural tourism industry
consisting of lodges in both the Reserves and the surrounding community areas
(SCC, 2013).
Throughout Samburu are Community Conservancies designed to provide
fundraising, promote economic diversification, enhance security and coordinate
conservation efforts (Northern Rangelands Trust, 2013b).
Westgate Community Conservancy (WGCC) registered in 2004, borders SNR to its
east (Figure 5) covering 40,350 hectares with a population of 5000. The
conservancy has an operating budget of US$128,000 a portion of which comes
directly from tourism via Sasaab lodge, a luxury tourist lodge which pays a fee per
person per night to WGCC (Northern Rangelands Trust, 2013a).
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F IGURE 5 LOCATION OF STUDY PRIMARY SCHOOLS IN RELATION TO SAMBURU NATIONAL
R ESERVE , NORTHERN K ENYA .
WGCC HQ, Wesgate Community Conservancy Headquarters, (green circle); Ewaso Lions
camp (red circle); primary schools used in the study (purple circles); Adapted from
Wittemyer, 2001 using Google Earth, 2013

2.5.2. Samburu people
Samburu are a Maa-speaking people whose semi-nomadic lifestyle results in semipermanent ‘manyattas’ which contain houses and a central corral (boma) (Figure 6)
where livestock will typically spend the night after grazing locally during the day.
Samburu society is traditionally structured as a patriarchal age hierarchy with the
warrior (Moran) age class lasting from circumcision until marriage (aged
approximately 15-30 years).
F IGURE 6 A SAMBURU MANYATTA
( COMMUNAL DWELLING )
an outer perimeter of acacia branches
can be seen around several houses,
which encircle the central boma
(livestock corral). The boma is
constructed of acacia but often with
the added security of wire or gates.
Reproduced from samburutrust.org
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During Moranhood an individual will undergo up to four ceremonies (Lmugets)
before making the transition from warrior to elder (Mazee).
2.5.3. Fauna and conservation
A number of endemic mega-faunal species inhabit Samburu, including beisa oryx
(Oryx gazella beisa), gerenuk (Litocranius walleri), Grevy’s zebra (Equus grevyi),
reticulated giraffe (Giraffa camelopardalis reticulata), and Somali ostrich (Struthio
camelus molybdophanes). There is a well-studied population of elephant (Loxodonta
africana) (Wittemyer, 2001). Sustainable populations of large predators include
cheetah (Acinonyx jubatus), leopard (Panthera pardus), lion (Panthera leo), spotted
hyaena (Crocuta crocuta), striped hyaena (Hyaena hyaena) and wild dog (Lycaon
pictus).
Conservation issues in the non-protected areas of Samburu surround land use by
pastoralists. Increasing human population and livestock lead to both overgrazing
and an increase in proximity of livestock and predator populations (for example in
community areas bordering PAs). Partial abandonment of the semi-nomadic
lifestyle accentuates the local impact of livestock (Esilaba, et al., 2007; EL, 2013a).
Predation of livestock by large carnivores can lead to conflict during which
precautionary or retaliatory killing can occur. Human predator conflict is largely
responsible for the historic decrease in geographic range of many large predators in
Africa (Romañach, et al., 2010). Although predation of this nature currently occurs
on an approximately weekly basis in WGCC, retaliatory killing is rare (Gurd, 2012).
2.5.4. Ewaso Lions Project
EL is a small (class 2; Brockington & Scholfield, 2010) conservation NGO based in
WGCC, but working in SNR, BSR, ShNR and three further community conservancies
(Kalama, Nakupurat-Gotu and Mpus Kutuk). EL ‘uses sound science, education, and
capacity building to foster support for conservation and help guide the long-term
conservation management of lions in community areas’ (EL, 2013a), predominantly
(but not exclusively) dealing with human predator conflict due to livestock
predation. EL employs 27 people (a mixture of full- and part-time), of who 25 are of
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the Samburu ethnic group from the local area with approximately half attaining a
primary school level of education (Bhalla, 2013, pers. comm).
The majority of funding is from the United States and in 2013 EL became a partner
of the Wildlife Conservation Network (WCN, 2013), a US based NGO which partners
with ‘conservationist entrepreneurs’ to provide assistance with funding, centralised
back-office support and knowledge sharing between similar organisationse. EL is
thus organisationally, an example of an NGO rooted in the communities in which it
works, but with an increasingly global presence.
Since inception in 2007, EL has focused on accruing social capital across many
organisations (public, private and third sector) and groups (e.g. warriors, elders and
safari guides) and uses this capital to promote conservation as a community
responsibility (Gurd, 2012).

Community

Research
Lion census
Identification of lion prides and individuals to assess
the population in CCs & NRs, including:

Warrior Watch
Members of moran class, previously neglected in
conservation, are trained to collect wildlife data and
respond to community issues such as HPC in return
for formal literacy education

Lion Watch
Safari guides working in local tourist lodges record
observations of known and unknown lions using a
smart phone application whilst working

Lion Kids (previously Kenyan Kids on Safari)
See section 2.5.5.

Prey & livestock mapping
Investigating spatial and temporal overlap of prey
species and livestock in community areas

Running for Lions
Annual half-marathon, inclusive of all members of the
community, under the banner of EL and its aims
Wazee Watch
Engaging a selected group of elders, who act as a
gateway between their respective communities and
EL
Wildlife cinema
Visiting villages to show community members wildlife
in a positive light through natural history films

F IGURE 7 T HE RANGE OF PROGRAMMES UNDERTAKEN BY EL CATEGORISED BY EITHER COMMUNITY OR
RESEARCH FOCUS .

HPC, human predator conflict; EL, Ewaso Lions Project; CC, Community Conservancy; NR,
Samburu and Buffalo Springs National Reserves

A cross-section of the EL programmes (Figure 7) illustrates the multidisciplinary
nature of the organisation which includes activities such as ecological monitoring,
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education and awareness and advocacy as well as handling a wide range of incoming
data types and outgoing communications.
2.5.5. Lion Kids Camp
Lion Kids Camp was a programme first run in 2013 by EL under the name Kenyan
Kids on Safari (both termed KKoS, hereafter). Eight children were selected from
each of three WGCC schools (Lpus-Leluai Primary School, Ngutuk Ongiron Primary
School and Remot Primary School) to attend a three night camp at WGCC
headquarters (Figure 5). In a conservation impact sense, KKoS was classed as an
education and awareness intervention (Kapos, et al., 2009) with a purpose of
introducing local children to the nature in their community that they wouldn’t
normally get the chance to see.
All children in each school had the opportunity to enter a creative arts competition
in which they were asked to write a poem or story, or create a piece of art on the
competition theme of ‘Conservation and Conflict.’ All entries were collated and
judged by the Security Warden of SNR, and the best eight entries selected from each
school. Shivani Bhalla of EL then announced the winners at a ceremony held at each
school. Over four days in the camp, the children took part in a programme of
activities of ‘wildlife education, game drives, art competitions, and fun’ (EL, 2013b).
2.5.5.1.

Monitoring & evaluation of KKoS

Environmental education for children is usually undertaken with a view to one or
both of two outcomes;
a) attitude of the subject is changed for the long term resulting in positive
conservation decisions during both childhood and adulthood (Asunta, 2003)
b) positive attitude change in the proximate audience (child) results in a change
in attitude in the ultimate audience (the child’s parents, for example)
(Damerell, et al.,2013).
Both mechanisms are challenging to evaluate, primarily due to competing theories
of learning (Ajzen, 1991; Heimlich, 2010) which are presumably further complicated
with children. Conceptual models for education and awareness are published
(Kapos, et al., 2009; Figure 4) and influence by children demonstrated (Damerell,et
al., 2013).
19

Conservation impact is further removed from activities in education and awareness
interventions than in perhaps, a habitat recovery programme but M&E can be used
to judge the success of an education and awareness programme if designed
appropriately.

Photo credits C R J Pollard throughout unless otherwise stated
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3. Methods
Following a review of frameworks and tools available for use in conservation M&E,
five required M&E stages were clarified. An assessment of ELs capacity to complete
each of these stages was required and the method for this assessment is detailed
below, followed by an explanation of how framework validation was completed.

3.1. Monitoring and evaluation frameworks
A review of the academic and grey literature was conducted to investigate
frameworks currently or previously used by groups and organisations and any that
were recommended or freely available for use. Guidance documents on how to
perform M&E were also included. From this plethora of advice five stages were
identified that appeared fundamental to M&E of conservation programmes;
Conceptualising, Objective setting, Monitoring, Analysis, Reporting & dissemination.
An assessment was made of ELs capacity to complete each of the five stages. This
involved interviews with staff members and inspection of current M&E systems (e.g.
questionnaires). EL was then rated on a traffic light scale (red as unmet, yellow as
partially met and green as fully met) for each of the five stages.
Using the assessment of EL, two requirements for any framework designed to be
used by a small conservation NGO were identified and termed Utility and Feasibility
(Table 3). The success of the constructed framework would be assessed against
these two requirements.
Tools were determined which would provide a structured approach to meeting the
required criteria for each stage. These included a method for conceptual modelling,
guidelines for objective setting and simple templates for data entry and reporting.
TABLE 3 R EQUIREMENTS FOR A FIT FOR PURPOSE MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK
Requirement

Explanation

Utility

Results of M&E provide evidence with enough precision to effectively
influence management decisions

Feasibility

The organisation can satisfactorily (see Required criteria; section 2.2.3)
complete all five stages of the framework without the need for an
unplanned increase in capacity
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3.2. Framework testing
The framework was validated using the EL programme, Lion Kids Camp (KKoS).
Methods to complete each of the five stages with respect to Utility and Feasibility are
detailed.
3.2.1. Conceptual modelling
3.2.1.1.

Samburu predator threat conceptual model

The guidelines set by Foundations of Success (Foundations of Success, 2009) for a
group exercise to create a conceptual model (CM) were followed. Three one-hour
sessions were conducted to
list the direct threats to
predators in Samburu, then to
detail the indirect threats and
their underlying causes. The
first session was conducted
with two members of EL
permanent staff (the senior
community officer and English
teacher) and a facilitator (the

F IGURE 8 M EMBERS OF THE EL TEAM CONSTRUCTING THE
S AMBURU PREDATOR CONCEPTUAL MODEL

author). The following two sessions were conducted with seven and five members
of EL permanent staff, respectively and the same facilitator. In order to get as wide a
range of views of possible, these two sessions included the Executive Director of EL,
senior field officer, scouts and warriors employed by the organisation. Threats were
discussed and recorded on a large sheet of paper using sticky notepaper and linked
with arrows. Sticky notes and arrows were moved and linked as the discussion
progressed (Figure 8). After the initial session, focus was concentrated on the direct
threat of ‘Humans kill predators’ as this was decided upon as the most pertinent
topic in relation to the aims of the organisation as well as being one of the greatest
overall threats to predators in Samburu (Gurd, 2012).
Subsequent to completion of the group sessions, the hard copy was captured
digitally as a full crude model containing all sticky notes as nodes. This model was
then refined by elimination of indirect threats deemed less influential and
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amalgamation of similar nodes and streams in order to decrease the number of
nodes to the recommended quantity of around 40 (Kapos, et al., 2009). Language
used was also modified for clarity. This refined version, termed the Samburu
Predator Threat (SPT) conceptual model, was the tool used in all subsequent actions.
Using the aims supplied by EL for KKoS (Appendix 4), nodes on the SPT were
selected to indicate where the various strategies of KKoS were expected to have
influence. The appropriate stream on the SPT was extracted and converted into a RC
(Foundations of Success, 2009) onto which the KKoS strategies were mapped. This
programme specific RC was then used to develop post-hoc programme objectives
and to determine indicators and subsequently create methods (section 3.2.2) for the
measurement of those indicators during the Monitoring stage (section 3.2.3).
3.2.2. Objective setting
The process of setting and using objectives is summarised below and example
objectives are shown in Table 4.
3.2.2.1.

Organisational objectives

During the initial M&E capability assessment of EL, it was determined that as well as
formal objectives for each individual programme, organisational level objectives
were also lacking. Using an existing draft document a list of intervention types
performed by EL was reviewed and aligned to the CM and new organisational
objectives set (following Margoluis & Salafsky, (1998) that they be specific,
measureable, practical, impact oriented and time-bound).
Ten organisational level objectives were chosen, each of which fell into one of three
categories depending on its realm of operation; community, ecological and
organisational. The previously defined Strategies were updated and clarified to
ensure that their successful completion would directly lead to meeting objectives.
Quantifiable indicators were assigned that could be used to measure the degree to
which each objective was met and one or more sources of data to supply the
indicators identified. Emphasis was placed on use of sources of data that already
existed and or had an existing method of collection. Several of the indicators for the
community category objectives had no existing source of data and so a new source
was required, to act as a baseline. This resulted in an Annual Pulse Questionnaire
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(APQ; see Monitoring, 3.2.3) designed to meet the requirements for Utility and
Feasibility akin to the overall framework, which would act as an annual source of
data (the ‘pulse’ of the community) directly feeding into the indicators.
3.2.2.2.

Programme objectives

Programme objectives for KKoS were developed in a similar way to the
organisational objectives: existing aims and strategies were used alongside the
programme specific RC to set objectives. These KKoS objectives were again written
following standard guidance (Margoluis & Salafsky, 1998) and aligned with the new
organisational level objectives ensuring a clear connection between programme and
organisation. Indicators were then derived from objectives. A questionnaire for the
children attending the camp chosen as the primary source of data required for
conducting the evaluation as attitude and knowledge data were to be collected
together and EL staff had experience of this technique. Questions for the children’s
questionnaire were written to provide evidence for attaining a programme
objective. Individual questions were therefore aligned with nodes of the RC. Semistructured interviews (SSIs) with teachers working at the schools involved in the
programme were identified as a secondary source of data for triangulation of
questionnaire data.
3.2.3. Monitoring
3.2.3.1.

Annual pulse questionnaire

The APQ was a two-page questionnaire (Appendix 1) containing 16 questions
categorised under Livestock, Lions, All Predators, Conflict and Ewaso Lions and was
piloted in WGCC with 15 respondents selected as a cross-section of demographics
(men and women across various age classes). In order to take advantage of existing
data, the APQ took verbatim many questions from an existing longer, ‘Community
Questionnaire’ used previously by EL to assess amongst other things, boma security.
Much of the existing data was awaiting analysis but could provide a baseline.
Alterations to the layout and content of the pre-printed answer sheet were made
based on feedback from subjects and from the RA who conducted the interviews.
The APQ was designed to be a tool for M&E by EL and thus a full collection and
analysis of data from the APQ was beyond the scope of this project.
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TABLE 4 E XAMPLE OBJECTIVES FROM BOTH LEVELS OF THE ORGANISATION ; ORGANISATIONAL
AND PROGRAMME LEVEL

Tier

Example objective

Strategy

Indicator(s)

Source of
data

Organisational

Increase, annually,
awareness of lion
importance within
the community
conservancy

Education and
awareness among
the local populace:
focussed
programmes,
networking and
workshops
(multiple streams)

Mean lion
importance rating
across community
conservancy

Annual Pulse
Questionnaire

Programme
(KKoS)

Significantly
increase the
conservation
knowledge of
children attending
KKoS (versus
control groups)

Conservation
themed activities
during the KKoS
camp: tree planting,
tour of tourist
lodge, wildlife
drama

Wildlife importance
level

Children’s
questionnaire

Identification of
threats to predators
Knowledge of proconservation
activities
Knowledge of
organisations and
infrastructure
related to
conservation

3.2.3.2.

Children’s questionnaire

Questionnaire data were collected using a before-after control-impact (BACI,
Stewart-Oaten & Bence, 2001) design (Table 5) with the purpose of identifying
significant differences between attendee and control groups which could be
attributed to the camp activities. On the first day of the KKoS camp, attendees were
interviewed at the camp location (WGCC HQ, Figure 5), using a version of the
questionnaire (termed the pre-camp questionnaire, (PreQ)) to gain a baseline for the
categories termed Wildlife, Conservation and Influence. Demographics also
recorded were age, gender, school, number of siblings and family livelihood
(Appendix 1).
A second longer, questionnaire (termed the post-camp questionnaire, (PoQ))
included all content from the PreQ plus additional questions. Further sections were
25

also included to assess the views the children had of KKoS. Attendees of the KKoS
camp were interviewed again using the PoQ and a further cohort of children from
the same schools who didn’t attend the camp also interviewed (Table 5). Both
Attendee and Non-attendee groups were interviewed 4-9 weeks after the start of the
camp (camp duration was four days and three nights), with interviews conducted at
school. Individuals in the Non-attendees group were selected systematically from
the same Standard (education level) range as Attendees using an alphabetic pupil
register and a die thrown before counting down the list to select the corresponding
individual. This was then repeated to select the following pupil using the same
number originally thrown, returning to the top of the list when the bottom was
reached and moving one individual down should the pupil selected be unsuitable
(e.g. already in the Attendee group) or unavailable. Children who won a place at the
camp through the wildlife competition may be more intelligent, better at
communicating or have different attitudes toward wildlife than those who didn’t
win. The latter being the group from which the Non-attendee control group was
exclusively selected. This bias resulting from the non-random selection of attendees,
(which then influenced those available for the Non-attendee group) could not be
fully avoided without finding an alternative control group. Testing such a group was
logistically impractical as the few schools in the WGCC area vary widely in
geography and quality. Thus a combination of before-after and control-impact
aimed to give greater confidence than a result with one control alone.
TABLE 5 E XPERIMENTAL DESIGN USING THE THREE GROUP TYPES INCLUDED IN THE CHILDREN’ S
INTERVIEWS AND THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN EACH GROUP

Stage relative to
KKoS camp

Group

Number of subjects (equal
numbers per school)

Pre

Attendees (before control)

221

Post

Attendees (after, presence test)

24

Post

Non-attendees (absence control)

48

1

Two attendees from Remot Primary School were not interviewed before the camp

Time and communication complications between Samburu and the UK meant the
children’s questionnaires were not piloted and so data collected were not as clean as
would be expected in a perfectly planned situation. This included data for some
questions having been of a different form to that planned (e.g. with multiple choice
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questions, subjects selecting ‘all that apply’ instead of ‘one answer only’). As no
piloting was possible, the children’s questionnaires contained many more open
ended questions than desired as a means to capture required information.
All questionnaires were conducted in the local language by a Samburu EL RA who
translated answers into English in real time prior to recording on pre-printed
answer sheets (Appendix 1).
3.2.3.3.

Teacher semi-structured interview

A set of eleven question topics were used to assess the views of KKoS held by
teachers, using a semi-structured interview (SSI) method (Newing, 2010). These
were categorised loosely under Knowledge & Views of KKoS, Effects of KKoS on the
Children, School & Conservation and Interactions Between Schools. Demographics
also recorded were gender, time working at that school and role(s) at the school.
SSIs were conducted at the respective school of the teacher, in English, by the
author. A total of four interviews were conducted, with two teachers from each of
Lpus Leluai and Ngutuk Ongiron primary schools selected opportunistically on day
of interview. Teachers at Remot Primary School were questioned retrospectively
using a written questionnaire with open ended questions under the categories
described above. This was due to a national teacher’s strike that continued
throughout the latter period of fieldwork.
3.2.4. Analysis
3.2.4.1.

Data entry template

An MS Excel data entry template was created using the principles of Crawley, 2007
to allow for ease of use for post-entry analysis of both qualitative and quantitative
data (Appendix 2). Data had a clear archiving hierarchy of the form (from highest to
lowest) to allow a unique identifier to be assigned to each entry.
section_title>section_number>question_number>sub_question_number>question>multi_choice

Open-ended question data were locatable in the appropriate cell of the template,
which could then be coded (by inserting columns) using any common themes
apparent before, during or after entry. The template therefore retained all
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information entered whilst still being compatible for export to statistical packages.
No programming or macros were used, beyond simple arithmetic.
3.2.4.2.

Children’s questionnaire

Data were recorded in the data entry template.
Qualitative data were grouped into themes for conversion to count data and both
collected quantitative and themed qualitative data were assessed for normal
distribution and subsequently analysed using R (RStudio, version 0.97.551) with
appropriate statistical tests as shown in Table 6.
TABLE 6 C OMPARISON GROUPS FROM THE CHILDREN ’ S QUESTIONNAIRE DATA AND THE
SIGNIFICANCE TESTING PERFORMED ON EACH DATA TYPE

Comparison groups

Data type

Significance testing

Before/after

Knowledge or attitude scores

Students t-test (paired)
Wilcoxon Signed Rank test
(paired)

Before/after

Count

McNemar chi squared (paired)

Attendee/non-attendee

Knowledge or attitude scores

Students t-test (unpaired)
Mann-Whitney test

Attendee/non-attendee

Count

Chi squared
Fisher’s test

Before/non-attendee

Knowledge or attitude scores

Students t-test (unpaired)
Mann-Whitney test

Before/non-attendee

Count

Chi squared
Fisher’s test

3.2.4.3.

Teacher semi structured interview

Qualitative data was entered into the data entry template and answers that could be
used to directly provide positive or negative evidence for programme objectives
were extracted via text analysis.
3.2.5. Reporting & dissemination
3.2.5.1.

Report template

A report template (Appendix 2) was drafted for dissemination of M&E results to a
semi-scientifically literate audience which contained sections with varying levels
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requiring varying levels of technical focus. These sections could then be removed
wholesale and used in other methods for communication such as community
presentations or donor newsletters. The sections were; Programme Details, Concept
to Impact, Objectives, Actions, Results, Conclusions and Next Steps. A report using
this template would have a two page limit and contain a version of the RC and
appropriate graphs as figures.

29

4. Results
A five stage framework and toolkit, applicable to small conservation NGOs is
presented (section 4.1). This is followed by an assessment of how well EL
completed each of these stages and results categorised using a traffic light system
(section 4.2). The framework and toolkit are then illustrated using an evaluation of
the EL KKoS programme (section 4.3).

4.1. General framework and toolkit
Five stages identified as present in published guideline documents were
Conceptualising, Objective setting, Monitoring, Analysis and Reporting &
dissemination (section 2.2.3). Criteria for completion were set and tools chosen
based on the level of data required and capacity of the organisation to use them.
Expected outputs were also listed for each of these stages. A summary is shown in
Table 7.
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TABLE 7 T HE STAGES OF AN M&E FRAMEWORK FOR SMALL CONSERVATION NGOS, WITH RESPECTIVE CRITERIA FOR COMPLETION , TOOLS & OUTPUTS
Stage

Criteria for completion

Tools

Outputs

Conceptualising

Construction of a model identifying key
threats. Results chain extracted from
which results clear indictors and
methods for conducting an evaluation

Conceptual model

Visual model showing the links between underlying causes, threats
and conservation targets in current situation

Recording of objectives for a programme
which include temporal and spatial
attributes and criteria for success.
Programme objectives should be aligned
with organisational objectives

Conceptual model

Collection of data as planned (quality &
quantity), on time following appropriate
pilot studies

Questionnaire template

Objective
setting

Monitoring

Programme results chain

Programme objectives, strategies, indicators and sources of data
identified
Appropriate alignment of conceptual model, organisational objectives
and programme objectives
Questionnaire weighted towards questions with categorical or
numerical responses
Raw data

Analysis

Reporting &
dissemination

Entering of data into spreadsheet(s),
stored within a structured system,
figures produced, conclusions drawn and
recommendations made

Data entry template

Production of materials suitable for all
chosen audiences, delivered on time

Report template

Categorical, numerical and qualitative (coded) data, question
archiving hierarchy, spreadsheet(s) containing all data
Indicator values for comparison with objectives, figures to illustrate
results, list of conclusions and recommendations
Report containing short distinct sections akin to a scientific
communication and including a modified results chain
Bank of materials for use in future communication

31

4.2. How well did Ewaso Lions perform these stages?
Ewaso Lions suffers a dearth of resource and as a result not all five areas were
satisfactorily completed even though a deep appreciation of their importance exists
within the organisation. Initial assessment of Ewaso Lions suggested a state as
detailed below, along with a rating of each stage against required criteria (section
4.1). A summary can be seen in Table 8.
TABLE 8 T RAFFIC LIGHT RATING OF EL S CAPACITY TO COMPLETE EACH STAGE OF THE M&E
FRAMEWORK

Stage

Rating

Details

Cause

Conceptualising Partially
met

Design is logical but not formalised,
hindering other M&E stages.

Time, perceived low
value

Objective
setting

Objectives set but without required
attributes or criteria for success.

Time, perceived low
value

Partially
met

Organisational objectives unaligned.
Monitoring

Fully
met

Proven ability to complete social
surveying techniques.

NA

Analysis

Unmet

Low volume of data entry, resulting
analyses not drawn

Time, staff training,
IT, high volume of
data to be analysed

Reporting &
dissemination

Unmet

Results not communicated on time
or at all; only communicated to
limited audience

Time, staff training, IT

Conceptualising

Objective
setting

Monitoring

Analysis

Reporting &
dissemination

Interventions were designed without reference to a formal conceptual model,
although the KKoS programme did map onto an existing template (Figure 4, Kapos,
et al., 2009). Planning of programmes was therefore logical but the lack of
formalised link between conservation activities and desired impact result in an
uneven foundation.
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Conceptualising

Objective
setting

Monitoring

Analysis

Reporting &
dissemination

Objectives were set and often impact oriented but success criteria were not
recorded and the time-bound attribute was implied rather than stated.
Organisational objectives existed in draft form but as there was no consistency
between organisational and programme objectives so satisfactory completion of the
latter showed no implicit link to completion of the former.

Conceptualising

Objective
setting

Monitoring

Analysis

Reporting &
dissemination

Social surveying skills were found to be strong, with employees trained in social
techniques and producing high quality data. Previous work in the organisation
(Gurd, 2012) had resulted in monitoring skills successfully transferred from external
researchers to local staff.

Conceptualising

Objective
setting

Monitoring

Analysis

Reporting &
dissemination

For several programmes data had been collected but not electronically entered or
analysed. Spreadsheets for data entry were bespoke for each study and so initiation
of data entry suffered inertia. Questionnaire design was usually of high quality, but
came with a trade off as a high volume of qualitative answers slowed data entry to a
halt. Little or no analysis was performed for these programmes and thus no figures,
conclusions or recommendations. No formalised input for the next iterative cycle of
programmes.

Conceptualising

Objective
setting

Monitoring

Analysis

Reporting &
dissemination

A quarterly update (Field Report) was published primarily for donors, with WGCC,
the local County Councils, the Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS) and other NGOs working
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in the area also receiving copies (electronic or paper as appropriate). The Field
Report was article led included many photographs. There was also an annual report
containing financial information (although this was behind schedule).
Dissemination of information to the community at large (the most important
stakeholders) was done verbally, either on an informal one-to-one basis or via a
community meeting. Despite this level of communication, technical reports
containing ecological or social data were not produced and the stage is rated as
unmet.

4.3. Monitoring and evaluation of KKoS
Conceptualising

Objective
setting

Monitoring

Analysis

Reporting &
dissemination

Conservation targets of predators, prey and their respective habitats in Samburu
were chosen as a starting point and an initial list of direct and indirect threats built
into a model of 27 nodes and 43 edges (Appendix 3), including seven direct threats;
fire, flood, road death, overgrazing, disturbance, disease and human predator
conflict (HPC).
HPC was selected for further investigation (based on the history, expertise and aims
of the organisation) and renamed as ‘Humans kill predators’ to allow a wider scope
for discussion than HPC alone. A list of contributing factors was created resulting in
a radial model of 17 nodes and 16 edges of which three were selected (by group
consensus on which were deemed the greatest contributors) for more detailed
investigation; anger, stop predators eating livestock and poaching for money
(Appendix 3).
A comprehensive model was built which the group believed covered underlying
causes of humans killing predators in Samburu. This model contained 79 nodes and
110 edges (Appendix 3) and was therefore considered too large for repeated use in
M&E. Streams which made a lower contribution to predator mortality were
removed, nodes combined, split or reordered and language refined resulting in what
was termed the Samburu Predator Threat (SPT) conceptual model (Figure 9). The
SPT model contained 28 nodes and 40 edges and was used along with programme
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objectives and strategies (Appendix 5) to construct the KKoS results chain (Figure
10).

Conceptualising

Objective
setting

Monitoring

Analysis

Reporting &
dissemination

Ten organisational level objectives were set concurrently with construction of the
SPT model and were arranged into Community, Ecological and Organisational
sectors (Table 9 and Appendix 3). Sixteen indicators were assigned to the 10
objectives with 22 sources of data required. Fifteen of these sources already existed
and so the remaining seven, all of which originated from the community were
converted into two or more questions each and amalgamated into the Annual Pulse
Questionnaire (APQ, Appendix 1). The pilot of 15 APQs returned an average
interview time of around 40 minutes, which was less than half the time taken to
complete the Community Questionnaire on which it was partially built (values based
on feedback from the RA conducting the interviews).
A total of 10 programme objectives were set for KKoS which each had a strategy and
one or more indicators. The sources of data were the children’s questionnaire and
the semi-structured interviews with teachers and each programme objective was
aligned with organisational objectives (Appendix 5). A full list of children’s
questionnaire questions can be seen in Appendix 4.
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F IGURE 9 SAMBURU PREDATOR T HREAT (SPT) CONCEPTUAL MODEL SUMMARISING THE PREDOMINANT CAUSES BEHIND PEOPLE KILLING PREDATORS IN SAMBURU, KENYA.
Edges indicate the direction of influence. Numbers in circles indicate the node at which each Ewaso Lions organisational objective (Table 9) is expected to influence
the model. Circles are coloured with respect to category of organisational objective; blue = community, green = ecological and red = organisational.
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F IGURE 10 RESULTS CHAIN EXTRACTED FROM THE SAMBURU PREDATOR T HREAT MODEL

Activities undertaken during the Kenyan Kids on Safari (KKoS) which are expected to influence the model are clearly shown. KKoS programme objectives indicated
in green rectangles are detailed Appendix 5. Nodes enclosed in hashed lines indicate a change not only in the population involved in the programme (the proximate
audience, i.e. the children attending the camp) but also influence of an associated audience (the ultimate audience, parents or schoolmates).
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TABLE 9 EWASO L IONS ORGANISATIONAL OBJECTIVES DETAILED BY SECTOR
Label Organisational objective

Sector

1

Decrease annually, mean livestock loss to predators in areas covered
by EL programmes (versus not covered).

Community

2

Produce annually, a map of prey density in CC.

Ecological

3

Produce annually, a robust population assessment of lions in CC &
NRs.

Ecological

4

Increase annually, awareness of importance of lions within CC.

Community

5

Increase annually, both positive attitude towards predators and
community knowledge of conflict in CC.

Community

6

Increase or maintain annually, representation of and communication
between identified social groups within EL programmes.

Community

7

No retaliatory killing of predators after EL contact.

Community

8

Increase annually, knowledge of and positive attitude towards EL

Organisational

9

M&E complete or initiated for all on-going programmes by June 2014
and included in all new programmes at launch.

Organisational

10

Produce annually, model-based guidance for conflict mitigation and
management programmes.

Ecological

EL Ewaso Lions Project; CC Community Conservancy; NR Samburu and Buffalo Springs National
Reserves; M&E Monitoring and Evaluation
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Conceptualising

Objective
setting

Monitoring

Analysis

Reporting &
dissemination

Questions were selected for the APQ if they could be expressed in a closed fashion,
based on the need to minimise open-ended questioning and reduce the burden of
data entry and analysis (Appendix 5). The APQ was restricted to two pages in length
and had an aim of 30 minutes per interview, which was not achieved (average
interview length during the pilot was 40 minutes, see 4.3). The layout of the APQ
was based on EL’s Community Questionnaire so was familiar to staff.
Semi-structured interviews conducted with teachers were resource heavy with little
data capable of independently showing whether KKoS had met its objectives. Some
supporting data was obtained (see Analysis below).
Children’s questionnaires relied heavily on open-ended questions. Data collected
(not including that from demographic questions) from both the PreQ and PoQ were
made up of a majority of open-ended questions (15 of 25 (60%) and 34 of 62 (55%)
of questions for the PreQ and PoQ, respectively). Questionnaires took anywhere
between 30 and 60 minutes to complete (based on feedback from the conducting
RA) which was prohibitive, as time available for interviewing was often during
breaks in or after the end of teaching at the schools.

Conceptualising

Objective
setting

Monitoring

Analysis

Reporting &
dissemination

Data from each question of both the children’s questionnaire and teacher’s semistructured interviews were used to provide evidence toward the KKoS programme
objectives (Appendix 5). Significance testing of quantitative data from the children’s
questionnaire and teacher comments (listed by theme) are shown in Appendix 5.
There follows a summary of conclusions and recommendations for KKoS (section
4.3.2).
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4.3.1. Results of KKoS evaluation
Throughout this section children who attended the camp are termed the Pre and
Post groups when interviewed before and after camp attendance, respectively.
Children who didn’t attend are termed the Non group.

4.3.1.1.

KKoS objective 1 - Positive difference in attitude towards wildlife

Teacher comment - “The kids came back saying that the wildlife in the park was
friendly compared to outside the park; learning how animals really behave if you
treat them well!”
There was a significantly more unfavourable response to the potential loss of lions
in Samburu in the Post group than the Pre group (V=216, p<0.001), although this
was also the case between the Non group and the Pre group (W=410.5, p<0.001)
with no significant difference between Post and Non groups (W=478, p=0.1663)
(Figure 11). In each group ≥86% named people and livestock as equally important
as wildlife.

F IGURE 11 R ESPONSE TO POTENTIAL LOSS OF LIONS IN SAMBURU
0=most unfavourable, 5=most favourable. Significance values for Post and Non groups are
relative to Pre group. ***,p<0.001. There was no significant difference between Post and
Non groups
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4.3.1.2.

KKoS objective 2 - Positive difference in attitude towards wildlife
learning

The three most popular activities at the camp were all wildlife themed; games drive
(named in top three by 75% of children), bird walk (38%) and natural history

Proportion of respondents

movies (38%) (Figure 12).
75%

80%
60%

38%

40%

38%
17%

20%

13%

8%

8%

0%

4%

0%

0%

0%

0%

F IGURE 12 PROPORTION OF CHILDREN WHO NAMED EACH CAMP ACTIVITY IN THEIR THREE
MOST ENJOYABLE

(n=24)

4.3.1.3.

KKoS objective 3a - Positive difference in wildlife knowledge

Scored on a simple animal identification and fact recall test, the Post group scored
significantly higher than the Pre group (V=28, p<0.003) although the Non group also
scored significantly higher than the Pre group (W=346, p<0.03). There was no
significant difference between Post and Non groups.

4.3.1.4.

KKoS objective 3b - Positive difference in conservation knowledge
and objective 6 - Positive difference in knowledge of Ewaso Lions

Teacher comment - “Kids see themselves as ambassadors for conservation”
Within each group, the most common named threat to lions in Samburu was ‘People
kill them.’ There was no significant difference between these values. There was also
no significant difference between the proportion naming ‘Lack of food’ or ‘Disease’
(Figure 13).
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Scored simply on naming realistic activities they (or their family) could do to help
wildlife, the Post group scored significantly higher than the Non group (W=166,
p<0.05) and higher than the Pre group, but not significantly (V=24, p=0.072) (Figure
14).
When asked to name ways they (or their family) could help wildlife, the Post group
answered ‘Report wildlife issues’ significantly more than with the Pre or Non groups
(V=37, p<0.02 and W=822.5, p<0.002, respectively) (Figure 14). The Post group also
answered ‘Nothing’ to the same question significantly less than the Non group
(W=456, p<0.05).
The entire Post group named ‘Wildlife’ as a purpose for Samburu National Reserve,
which was significantly more than the Pre group (64%, Χ2=6.125, p<0.03) and more
than the Non group, but not significantly (90%, P=0.1629; Figure 15)
When asked to name or describe Ewaso Lions Project programmes other than KKoS,
17% of the Post group answered ‘Don’t know,’ significantly less than the Non group
(40%, Χ2=3.2, p=0.073; Figure 16).

Proportion of respondents

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

People kill
them

Lack of food

Disease

Other

Don't know

Pre

73%

9%

9%

14%

5%

Post

83%

25%

8%

0%

0%

Non

85%

31%

10%

0%

6%

Threats

F IGURE 13 NAMED THREATS TO LIONS IN SAMBURU .
No significant difference between Pre (n=22), Post (n=24) or Non (n=48) groups
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F IGURE 14 S CORE FOR NAMING ACTIVITIES CHILDREN ( OR THEIR FAMILY) COULD DO TO HELP
WILDLIFE

Plot A any conservation activity named; Plot B ‘Report wildlife’ named as activity; Scoring: one point
given for a correct answer and no points for incorrect or no answer; scores from two similar
questions were summed to give maximum possible score = 2; Significance values for Pre and Non
groups are relative to Post group; *,p<0.05; **,p<0.01;

Proportion of respondents

120%
100%

*

80%
60%
40%
20%
0%

Wildlife

Tourists

River

Livestock

Don't know

Other

Pre

63.6%

36.4%

22.7%

0.0%

4.5%

0.0%

Post

100.0%

12.5%

4.2%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Non

89.6%

8.3%

0.0%

8.3%

4.2%

2.1%

Purposes of Samburu National Reserve

F IGURE 15 NAMED PURPOSES OF SAMBURU NATIONAL R ESERVE.
Pre (n=22), Post (n=24) or Non (n=48) groups; *,p<0.05
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45%

*

40%

Proportion of respondents
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Tree planting

Marathon

Wildlife clubs

Books for
schools

Don't know

Other

Post

33.3%
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8.3%

4.2%

16.7%

37.5%
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14.6%
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16.7%
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2.1%

0.0%

39.6%

22.9%
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Ewaso Lions Project programmes

F IGURE 16 NAMED PROGRAMMES LED BY EWASO LIONS PROJECT; WW, WARRIOR WATCH ;
Post (n=24) or Non (n=48) groups; *, p<0.05

4.3.1.5.

KKoS objective 4 - ≥90% of attendees enjoyed the camp

Teacher comment - “Good for kids to have something really positive to talk about”
Every attendee enjoyed the camp.

4.3.1.6.

KKoS objective 5 – Positive difference in interactions between
attendees from different schools

Teacher comment - “Important being taught by new people and meeting new kids”
When Post and Non groups were combined and split by school, children from Remot
had significantly fewer friends from other schools (4%) than either Lpus Leluai or
Ngutuk Ongiron (80%, Χ2=22.7, p<1x10-5; 71%, Χ2=27.77, p<1x10-6). No other
significant relationship were found from comparison of these groups.
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F IGURE 17 PROPORTION OF CHILDREN WHO HAD FRIENDS FROM A SCHOOL OTHER THAN THEIR
OWN.
Sum of Post and Non groups (n=24 for each school), interviewed after the camp but Post group asked
to recall prior to the camp. Significance value displayed for Remot (light pink) relative to Lpus Leluai
(purple) and to Ngutuk Ongiron (dark pink); ***,p<0.001

4.3.1.7.

KKoS objective 7 – Majority of attendees talked positively to those
around them (parents & friends) about both wildlife and
conservation

Teacher comment - “Kids talked about their experiences. It made the others
curious”
When asked about KKoS 56% of the Non group correctly described the programme,
of which 65% named ‘Friends’ as the source of their knowledge, followed by
‘Teacher’ (33%) and ‘Parents’ (2%).

4.3.2. KKoS conclusions & recommendations
The success of KKoS as measured against the programme objectives is summarised
in Table 10. Recommendations for both the programme itself and the M&E element
of the programme are below.
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4.3.2.1.

Recommendations for KKoS

Recommendation 1
All teachers interviewed were enthusiastic and supportive of the programme. This
should be exploited and the role of schools increased. Extending KKoS learning
beyond the end of the camp may help with influencing other parties or keep
conservation in the minds of attendees. Suggestions from teachers are shown in
Appendix 5.
Recommendation 2
The largest positive changes were seen in children from the most remote school
(Remot). For maximum impact per child, schools with low exposure to conservation
or wildlife teaching should be targeted. (This is already planned, with an increase in
number of schools planned for 2014).
Recommendation 3
The most enjoyed activities were the most novel. No child listed sport or games
(activities they take part in at school) as a favourite. To create positive memories,
the list of activities should be based around novelty.
Recommendation 4
Conservation learning was strong, particularly around knowledge of how to help
wildlife. This should be built on to promote conservation behaviours beyond the
camp either through personal actions or influencing others.
Recommendation 5
Many children named lion conservation as an example of what Ewaso Lions do, but
those who could name the full range of everything the organisation does were low in
number. Promotion of everything Ewaso Lions does and how they can help children
and their families should play a larger part in the camp.
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TABLE 10 CRITICAL ASSESSMENT OF SUCCESS OF KKO S VERSUS PROGRAMME OBJECTIVES
Objective

Achieved?

Details

1

Positive difference in attitude
towards wildlife

No

Significant changes in attitude as measured not
observed. High baseline may have contributed
to lack of change

2

Positive difference in attitude
towards wildlife learning

Data
deficient

Lack of data to fully assess

3a

Positive difference in wildlife
knowledge

No

Significant changes in knowledge as measured
not observed. High baseline may have
contributed to lack of change

3b

Positive difference in
conservation knowledge

Yes

No significant difference for threats, but
positive results for knowledge of the SNR and
naming activities to help wildlife. Teacher
comments support positive result

4

≥90% of attendees enjoyed
the camp

Yes

Quantitative target achieved, strong support
from teacher comments

5

Positive difference in
interactions between
attendees from different
schools

Yes

Two schools have high interaction baselines,
whereas one (Remot) did not. There was a
high impact on this latter school due to the
programme. Teacher comments support this

6

Positive difference in
knowledge of Ewaso Lions

Yes

Significant decrease in lack of Ewaso Lions
knowledge, despite high baseline

7

Majority of attendees talked
positively to those around
them (parents & friends)
about both wildlife and
conservation

Yes

Teacher comments showed strong evidence.
Children reported communication with family
and friends.

4.3.2.2.

M&E recommendations for KKoS

M&E recommendation 1
Multiple objectives had apparently high baseline activity. Investigate indicators
which do not have high baseline activity and or use the RC to identify if these high
values lead to high values downstream, perhaps with and additional or replacement
objective.
M&E recommendation 2
Insufficient data for assessment of objective 2. Review questions for indicators 2.1
and 2.2 (Appendix 4).
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M&E recommendation 3
‘Non’ control group had already interacted with ‘Post ’group. Increase confidence in
statistics by interviewing the non-attendee control group before return of the camp
attendees
M&E recommendation 4
Influence of ‘Post’ group on ‘Non’ not clear. Gain a better understanding of influence
by having two ‘Non’ groups; one that has not interacted with the ‘Post’ group (see
M&E recommendation 3) and another that has interacted with the ‘Post’ group.

Conceptualising

Objective
setting

Monitoring

Analysis

Reporting &
dissemination

A draft two-page report of the KKoS M&E data using the devised report template can
be seen in Appendix 2. This version is designed for communication with space at a
premium and internal organisational targets may not interest the viewer. As a
result, references to building support for Ewaso Lions in the community have been
removed, as have objectives surrounding organisational measurements (Figure 18).
Objectives 3a and 3b have been amalgamated for clarity and objective 5 has moved
to a node regarding support for formal education, which remains appropriate.

F IGURE 18 S IMPLIFIED RESULTS CHAIN FOR KKO S MODIFIED FROM F IGURE 10
For use in a two-page communication
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5. Discussion
The performance of the framework and tools used are here discussed in relation to
the research objectives. Applications to the wider sector and comparison with
existing systems are considered.

5.1.

How can small NGOs perform M&E?

Objective 1 focused on challenges to small conservation NGOs and design of an M&E
framework and selection of tools to overcome these challenges. The clarification of
five stages in this project was not novel and mirrored many adaptive management
cycles published in the M&E literature (Pomeroy, Parks & Watson, 2004; Hockings,
Stolton, Leverington, et al., 2007; CMP, 2013). The challenges appeared when
deciding how to conduct each step so as to achieve Utility and Feasibility over the
whole cycle and it was the choice of tools used that determined to what extent these
challenges were overcome.
It is tempting to think that challenges in a low resource situation (i.e. various types
of material scarcity; Brown & Kalegaonkar, 2002) can be overcome by increased
simplicity, when really increased efficiency is what is required. The difference can
be seen when splitting down the challenges faced by small conservation NGOs. In
the present context low resource often means low time and funds available, as well
as low IT capacity and skills. A simple system (e.g. self-assessment scorecards) may
help overcome the IT challenge, but it may not decrease the amount of time required
for completion. In fact if the same level of confidence in the data were sought it may
require more time in order to make up for the lack of complexity. Whereas an
efficient system (e.g. creating a bespoke conceptual model to be used across a range
of programmes) retains an element of complexity and so produces better quality
data but also tackles time challenges (by being reusable).
The framework presented here contained tools that retained a level of complexity
(although this is subjective, see Concluding remarks), using design that aimed to
deliver a minimum quality of data with the most efficiency. For example, for one
measure of organisational performance the minimum quality of data was set as the
desire to assess changes in attitude of the community over time. With this in mind
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the Annual Pulse Questionnaire (APQ) was produced which allowed attitude data to
be collected annually (thus meeting the minimum quality criteria) but done
efficiently using minimal open ended questioning, limiting the total length of the
document and using a format that staff were accustomed to. A simplification
approach to this measure may have been for the assessor to rate how he or she
thought the organisation was doing in terms of changing the attitudes of local
people. The use of the term ‘minimum quality’ implies a threshold below which data
collection is not useful and as the differences between the tools in the above
example are clear, a decision must be made as to where the minimum quality of data
threshold should lie. This is the key question to be answered when selecting tools
for M&E assessment in a resource limited organisation.

5.2.

What level of M&E assessment can Ewaso Lions achieve?

Objective 2 focused on the capacity of EL to complete each stage of the framework
satisfactorily, using criteria defined prior to the assessment (Table 7). Of the five
stages EL had the existing capacity to complete one (Monitoring), with two being
completed in cerebro without any formal system of elucidation and recording
(Conceptualising and Objective setting). The lack of formalisation within these two
earlier stages led to problems in the two later stages (Analysis and Reporting &
Dissemination) where the large volume of complex biological and social data
produced stalled the cycle.
The predominant, direct cause was a lack of computer literacy within the
organisation. Computer literate employees tended to be in more senior roles and so
did not prioritise the time to spend long periods designing spreadsheets, entering
data or performing analysis. This was confounded by a lack of technology (low
available power for charging laptops) and so in-house IT capacity building (formal
or informal) was not undertaken.
The large amount of high quality data that was awaiting input was evidence not only
of this logjam but also that design of the programme of data collection was too
detailed; the quality of data threshold was too high for the rest of the system to cope.
It is evident therefore, that the organisation didn’t lack the capacity to utilise
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concepts behind survey design and so tools for completing M&E need not ‘dumb
down’ scientific methodology.
Assuming then, that the limit on IT capacity cannot be overcome without significant
investment (in training, hardware and or power), M&E tools should shift focus from
this area into an area or areas with greater identified capacity, namely up-front
design.
As a result off-the-shelf tools such as CCF’s RC templates (Kapos, Balmford, Aveling,
et al., 2009) were not chosen. Instead, a conceptual model was built from scratch
and the fundamental principles it relies on were used to set objectives (as well as
strategies, indicators and sources of data) at both organisational and programme
level. Of course, not all data entry, manipulation and reporting could be avoided, so
simple, editable templates were created in order to minimise time and effort for
those with computer skills who would be completing these stages.

5.3.

Is the framework fit for purpose?

Objective 3 was a validation of the framework via an evaluation of KKoS. The
success of the framework and tools was assessed against the pre-stated
requirements of Utility and Feasibility (Table 3).
The framework met the requirement of Utility in that it produced data that will help
guide management decisions. Significant relationships were identified that helped
determine which parts of the programme had been a success and lack of significance
in other areas allowed for potential improvements. For example, several questions
on the theme of conservation (with indicators including knowledge of conservation
organisations and what actions could be taken to help wildlife) all showed
significant positive differences between the test group (attendees) and both control
groups (attendees before the camp and non-attendees). This juxtaposed the
findings in the area of wildlife knowledge where no significant differences were
found between groups, but a high baseline was observed. The tools therefore
managed to show both evidence of change and when an area was already at the
desired level. The latter is of course vital to the next iterative cycle of the
programme, where resource can be shifted from measuring an understood indicator
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to one in an area less well defined. The structure and formalisation in the
Conceptualising and Objective setting stages meant the results could influence the
next iterative cycle of the programme (see section 5.4) by reinforcing or dispelling
ideas (which were recorded in the conceptual model and objectives) about how the
programme works to achieve impact.
EL invests significant time and effort into building social capital with the community.
Regardless of the existence of more material incentives, trust, reciprocation and
reputation play an important part in being able to influence people towards a
conservation outcome (Adger, 2010). Thus a programme which seems to have
minimal direct conservation impact may help build reputation and trust that can be
used later in situations that do have a direct impact on conservation. Efforts to
measure how activities build social capital and how social capital influences
conservation impact require measurement if success of a programme is to be fully
assessed (Pearson, et al., 2009). This was attempted here by measuring knowledge
of and attitude toward the organisation and using the RC (Figure 10) to infer
downstream conservation impact. This was not proved in this study, but with
inclusion of similar indicators in the APQ it is hoped that time series data on these
elements will provide evidence for or against this logic.
Beyond stated Utility, the framework provided evidence of value added in other
areas. For example, it had previously been noted by EL management that the
activities of the organisation focused on communicating the financial value of
predators to the community and that the non-financial value was not part of existing
strategy. During the conceptual modelling exercise, this was expanded and the
reasons behind an apparent ‘low non-financial value‘ elucidated (Appendix 3). A
draft strategy was then formed for addressing this aspect of the threat model. The
conceptual model designed during the KKoS M&E cycle was thus used to add value
elsewhere in the organisation.
Whether the framework met the conditions for success in terms of Feasibility is
harder to answer. The up-front work during Conceptualisation and Objective setting
involved facilitation, so arguably this initial work did not meet the criteria for
Feasibility as capacity was temporarily increased. The alternative to short term
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facilitation is use of existing framework guidelines often of the form of long,
technical documents (Table 1) which as discussed above may result in a lower
quality of data for an equal amount of effort. Statistical analyses were also
completed using additional external capacity, although relatively simple univariate
analyses were performed rather than more complex modelling. It is possible to
make inferences that can guide managerial decisions without completing
significance testing. Figure 19 shows communication of data from this study in the
form of a histogram (where actually a boxplot may be more technically appropriate,
Figure 11) that has been plotted from raw data and offered some insight with visual
inspection. This is not recommended but the spectrum of analytical testing from
visual inspection to complicated modelling must be approached carefully if the
balance between minimum quality of data and feasible execution is to be struck. A
robust statistical test (e.g. a Wilcoxon signed-rank test) which produces a p-value
but requires relatively low statistical nous to perform is a good middle ground. Use
of data entry templates was designed to increase efficiency up to the point of
analysis and once data is in this form it can be analysed by many means depending
on the capacity available or passed on to an external collaborator should data be
confusing or require greater analytical skill than available within the organisation.
In summary the framework and tools presented here met the criteria for Utility and
went some way toward
achieving Feasibility as defined.
There is no magic formula
which allows scientific
certainty without rigorous
methods and analysis but here
an amount of facilitation to
design reusable tools such as
the conceptual model, has
F IGURE 19 EWASO LIONS S OCIAL OFFICER N GILA LTENSI
PRESENTS DATA FROM THIS STUDY AS HISTOGRAMS .
Visual inspection of plotted data (as well as statistical
testing) can be useful to make inferences about results.
Photo credit S. Bhalla, 2013.
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decreased the level of capacity
required to gain the desired
quality of data.

5.4.

What next for Lions Kids Camp?

Objective 4 required output from the final stage of the cycle; producing
recommendations for the programme and for the M&E aspect of the programme
also. It was important that any recommendations made here took into account the
resource limits of the organisation and do not attempt to overcome issues with the
current data set by simply increasing the amount of effort required (e.g. a
substantially more detailed and therefore longer questionnaire). Assuming no
increase in available resource, the iterative cycle should be as much about
dismissing things that didn’t work well as adding new parts (Wilhere, 2002).
Increasing the amount of data collected just because the interviewer is already
conducting an interview may seem like an efficiency saving, but as the EL capacity
assessment showed, data which was too detailed stalled the M&E process.
The schools were seen to play an integral part in the build-up to the camp
(organising the competition) but not during or afterwards. Teachers were
enthusiastic about the programme and so involving them further may increase the
longevity of the messages presented in the camp, but with little extra resource cost
to EL. Teachers gave several examples of how this could be done (Appendix 5) and
collaboration with them to enhance school learning would also support the KKoS RC
which has a ‘support formal education’ node (Figure 10). Knowledge of
conservation was seen to increase in attendees and again, actions beyond the end of
the 4 days in camp should be considered. What actions could enthusiastic children
do once back at school or home?
Results suggested that the school furthest from SNR, Remot, had larger positive
changes. This is intuitively correct as the communities from which these children
come have less exposure to the conservation organisations situated in and around
SNR. Conservation gains could therefore be increased by targeting children from
schools similar to Remot, although if for example the goal was to convince
communities that livestock encroachment into SNR shouldn’t be tolerated then
targeting families far away would be pointless.
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The enjoyment of the children was a specific objective of the programme and the
interviews showed that their favourite activities were those with novelty. Design of
the 2014 programme should take this into account.
The knowledge of EL held by the children could also be improved.
The way the framework and tool were employed could be improved in several ways.
Firstly, in order to recognise more subtle differences between groups and to better
measure influence pupils have on one another, effort must be made in better
selecting the control group to separate existing knowledge, knowledge gained from
peers and knowledge gained from the camp. Concentrating on timing of interviews
may help untangle some of these influences rather than finding extra control groups
and having to increase the number of interviews and data. Secondly, the high
baseline of some responses meant that change was difficult to see. These indicators
should be investigated to see if measurements need changing (i.e. questions with a
smaller range of possible answers) or the RC could be used to select new or
replacement indicators which better measure change in a node closer to
conservation impact (e.g. the ‘Value livestock and predators equally’ node; Figure
10). Finally the indicators for the objective which had a lack of data (Level of desire
to continue / increase wildlife learning) should be reviewed to determine a better
source of data such as desire to attend a wildlife club or even the attendance records
of existing wildlife clubs.

5.5.

Where does this framework fit in?

The aim of M&E frameworks and tools should be clear. Do they aim to guide a
practitioner through the steps of obtaining high quality data or decrease the amount
of effort (resource) required to conduct M&E or simplify systems to allow anyone to
complete an entry-level evaluation? The trade-offs which occur between these
alternatives can be manipulated by (relatively) resource rich NGOs – if they want a
highly rigorous evaluation they can pay for it. Small organisations however have an
upper limit on their resource and so without tools to change the way M&E is
performed, high confidence in the conservation impact of their programmes is out of
reach (represented by line A, Figure 20). There is also a lower limit of data required;
a minimum quality that must be reached for effective management decisions to be
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made (line B, Figure 20). Small NGOs thus exist in the shaded area of the cost impact
relationship where only part of the M&E curve passes in Figure 20. Note that the
curve enters the shaded box at a positive cost to the organisation; M&E is not free.
Existing frameworks and tools shift and bend the curve in various directions gaining
different levels of knowledge for varying cost. In order to benefit small NGOs (in the
shaded space) the curve needs to be shifted to the left to allow a greater confidence
in impact to be realised for no increase in cost. Existing frameworks which utilise
for example, high resource computer packages will pull the curve to the right and
beyond the reach of small NGOs. A self-ranking scorecard may not reach the
minimal quality of data required and so will be useless even if affordable.

F IGURE 20 R ELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RELATIVE COST OF M&E AND CONFIDENCE OF
PROGRAMME IMPACT .
Small NGOs have limited resource for M&E so have a ceiling on their relative costs (a).
There is a minimum quality of data required to make effective management decisions for a
programme (B). Small NGOs conducting M&E exist in the shaded space and without M&E
tools to shift the position of the curve, cannot achieve a high confidence of impact.
Reproduced and adapted from (AFWA, 2011)
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The framework presented here attempts to pull the curve to the left, allowing the
threshold of data quality to be reached (e.g. statistical significance), whilst
minimising costs (e.g. staff time or IT skills).
An advantage of using indicators in the way presented here is that outcomes of
different programmes within one organisation can be compared by success. A cost –
benefit calculation can then follow and conservation impact per £ spent determined
across a suite of programmes (of course this level of precision is unlikely, but
estimations are still useful). Cost-benefit analysis is better than a simple ranking
exercise (programme A had more impact than programme B) as it includes the cost
to the organisation. A step further allows decisions not only to be made between
programmes competing for resource but also organisational investment. A capacity
increase obtained by paying to train staff in IT skills can be compared with what
direct conservation impact could be achieved with the same costs. This gives an
organisation with low resource, greater power to make informed decisions.

Concluding remarks
Correctly setting the minimum quality of data required for an M&E assessment is the
foundation for a successful adaptive management cycle in a resource constrained
organisation. On the contrary to how existing frameworks are positioned, this study
has shown that rather than a lack of scientific understanding being the major hurdle
to M&E; it may well be over-complication which causes problems.
Small conservation organisations should determine exactly what they need to know
to aid their management decisions and then select appropriate tools such as those
presented here to gather and process the required data as efficiently as possible.
This framework thus helps fill the void in appropriate M&E tools for smaller
organisations.
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Appendix 1 Questionnaires
QUESTIONNAIRE A1 KKOS PRE-CAMP QUESTIONNAIRE

Kenyan Kids on Safari – pre-camp questionnaire
1. Interview data
a)

Name of interviewer

_____________________

b)

Interview number

__________

2. Demographic/background
a)

Gender

Boy

b)

Age

_____

c)

School

_______________

d)

Do you have friends from other schools?
o

Girl

Yes

No

If yes, which other schools and how do you know them?
_______________________________________________________________________

e) Have you ever been in the National Reserve before?
a. If so, when?

Yes

No

__________

3. Wildlife knowledge
a) What are the first three words you think of when I say ‘Wildlife’?
_______________________________________________________________________
b) Do you think it is more important for:

1 - Wild animals to be protected from people
2 - People/livestock to be protected from wild
animals
3 - Both as important as each other
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4 - Don’t know
Why (only for answers 1, 2 or 3)?
________________________________________________
a. Can prompt if not sure: 1

Wildlife is important for tourists
Wildlife is beautiful
2

Wildlife is dangerous
Wild animals eat livestock

3

See 1 & 2

c) Wild animals in Samburu
Can you name (three) wild
animals/birds in Samburu?

Have you ever seen one, if
so where?

d) Where did you learn about these animals?

____________________________________

b. Can prompt if not sure: Family, school, friends
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Do you know a fact about
this animal?

e) Wild animal pictures (use separate picture sheet)
Can you name these
animals?

Have you ever seen
one, if so where?

Do you know a fact
about this animal?

1

f)

Where does this
animal live? Circle
all that apply
Samburu
Kenya
Africa
All over the world

2

Samburu
Kenya
Africa
All over the world

3

Samburu
Kenya
Africa
All over the world

Where did you learn about these animals?

____________________________________

c. Can prompt if not sure: Family, school, friends
g) What are the biggest threats/problems for lions in Samburu?
_____________________________________________________________________

i)

How would you feel if there were no lions in Samburu? I would be very upset
I would be a little upset
It would not bother me
I would be a little happy
I would be very happy

4. Conservation
a) Who looks after the wildlife in Samburu?

___________________________________

d. Can prompt is not sure: No-one, rangers, government, Ewaso Lions, Morans
b) The Samburu National Reserve is near, what is the land there for?
_____________________________________________________________________
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e. Can prompt is not sure: Keep people out, tourists, wildlife, sometimes livestock
c) What do Ewaso Lions do?

_________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________
f.

Follow up questions only if subject has some knowledge of EL

g. Which other EL programmes do you know about? _____________________
h. Where did you learn about EL? ___________________________________
d) Do you or your family do anything to help wildlife, if so what/who?
__________________________________________________________________________
e) Can you name anything (else) that you or your family could do (or stop doing) to help
wildlife?
__________________________________________________________________________

5. Influence
a)

Do you remember the school work where you could win a trip to KKoS? Yes

b)

What did you do for the competition?

__________________________________________

c)

Did you enjoy doing your work?

Yes

o
d)

No

No

Why? ______________________________________________________________

Who did you talk with about the competition? _____________________________________
o

Can prompt if not sure: Parents, siblings, friends at school, teachers

6. Family
a)

How many siblings do you have?

______________

b)

What job does your father do?

______________

c)

Is anyone in your family:

Herder

Working for conservancy/national reserve

Farmer

Moran

Working for a lodge/tourism
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Animal Pictures

1.

2.

3.
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QUESTIONNAIRE A2 KKOS POST-CAMP QUESTIONNAIRE

Kenyan Kids on Safari – post-camp questionnaire

3.

4.

7.

Interview data
a)

Name of interviewer

_____________________

b)

Interview number

__________

c)

Interview location

__________

d)

Date

__________

Demographic/background
e)

Gender Boy

Girl

f)

Age

_____

g)

School

_______________

KKoS
a)

Did you attend Kenyan Kids on Safari camp?

Yes (1)
No (go to section 4) (0)

b)

Did you enjoy the camp?

c)

What activities did you do at the camp?

Yes (1) No (0)

___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________

d)

What were your favourite activities? (record first three answers)
__________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
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e)

Was there anything you didn’t like about the camp? Yes (1) No (0)
i.

If so, what/why?
__________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________

f)

Before KKoS did you have friends from other schools?
i.

Yes (1) No (0)

If yes, which other schools and how did you know them?
_______________________________________________________________________

e)

Before KKoS had you ever been in the National Reserve before?
i.

f)

If so, when?

Yes (1) No (0)

__________

Have you talked about the camp with people in your family? Yes (1)
No (go to section 4g) (0)
i.

Which parts of the camp did you talk about?
_______________________________________________________________

g)

Have you talked about the camp with friends who didn’t go? Yes (1)
No (go to section 5) (0)

i.

Which parts of the camp did you talk about?
_______________________________________________________________

ii.

Do you think they would enjoy it?

Yes (1) No (0)

Go to section 5
8.

Non-KKoS

a) Do you have friends in other schools? Yes (1)

No (0)

i. If yes, which other schools and how did you know them?
_______________________________________________________________________
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b) Do you know anything about KKoS? Yes (1) No (0)
i. If so, what?
_______________________________________________________________________
ii.

Where did you learn about KKoS? _________________________________________
o

c)

Family, school, friends

Have you ever been in the National Reserve before? Yes (1) No (0)
o

9.

Can prompt if not sure:

If so, when?

__________

Wildlife knowledge
h) What are the first three words you think of when I say ‘Wildlife’?
_______________________________________________________________________
i)

Do you think it is more important for:

1 - Wild animals to be protected from people (1)
2 - People/livestock to be protected from wild animals (2)
3 - Both as important as each other (3)
4 - Don’t know (9)

a.

Why (only for answers 1, 2 or 3)?
________________________________________________
Can prompt if not sure:

1

Wildlife is important for tourists (1)
Wildlife is beautiful (2)

2

Wildlife is dangerous (3)
Wild animals eat livestock (4)

3
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See 1 & 2

j)

Wild animals in Samburu
Can you name (three) wild
animals/birds in Samburu?

k)

Have you ever seen one, if so
where?

Do you know a fact about this
animal?

Where did you learn about these animals? ____________________________________
i.

Can prompt if not sure:

KKoS, family, school, friends
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l)

Wild animal pictures (use separate picture sheet)
Can you name these
animals?

Have you ever seen
one, if so where?

Do you know a fact
about this animal?

Where does this
animal live? Circle all
that apply

1

Samburu (0)
Kenya (1)
Africa (2)
All over the world (3)

2

Samburu (0)
Kenya (1)
Africa (2)
All over the world (3)

3

Samburu (0)
Kenya (1)
Africa (2)
All over the world (3)

m) Where did you learn about these animals? ____________________________________
j.

Can prompt if not sure:

KKoS, family, school, friends

n) Do you think there are (circle one answer): Too many lions in Samburu (0)
Not enough lions in Samburu (1)

The right number of lions in Samburu (2)

o) What are the biggest threats/problems for lions in Samburu?
_____________________________________________________________________

o

Who should deal with these problems?
_________________________________________________________________
k.

Can prompt if not sure:

Warriors, elders, Ewaso Lions, Rangers
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i)

Where should lions live (circle one answer)?

Near to people (0)
Far away from people (1)
Both near and far (2)

i.

Why?
____________________________________________________________________

j)

Who do you know who DOES NOT like lions (circle all that apply), why?
Person / group

Why?

Family

Friends

Other (please name)

Other (please name)

Other (please name)

k)

Who do you know who DOES like lions (circle all that apply), why?
Person / group

Why?

Family

Friends

Other (please name)

Other (please name)

Other (please name)
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i)

How would YOU feel if there were no lions in Samburu?
I would be very upset (go to section 5 j) (0)
I would be a little upset (go to section 5 j) (1)
It would not bother me (2)
I would be a little happy (go to section 5 k) (3)
I would be very happy (go to section 5 k) (4)

j)

What could you do to change the minds of people who DON’T like lions?
___________________________________________________________________
i.

Have you ever tried this?

Yes (go to section 5 j ii) (1)
No (go to section 5 j iii) (0)

ii.

What happened? __________________________________________________

iii.

Why not? __________________________________________________

k)

What could you do to change the minds of people who DO like lions?
i.

Have you ever tried this?

Yes (go to section 5 j ii) (1)
No (go to section 5 j iii) (0)

ii.

What happened? __________________________________________________

iii.

Why not? __________________________________________________

10. Conservation
f)

Who looks after the wildlife in Samburu?
i.

g)

Can prompt is not sure:

___________________________________

No-one, rangers, government, Ewaso Lions, Warriors

The Samburu National Reserve is near, what is the land there for?
_____________________________________________________________________
i.

Can prompt is not sure:

Keep people out, tourists, wildlife, sometimes livestock
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h) What do Ewaso Lions do? _________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
Follow up questions only if subject has some knowledge of EL

i)

i.

Which other EL programmes do you know about? _____________________

ii.

Where did you learn about EL?

___________________________________

Do you or your family do anything to help wildlife, if so what/who?
__________________________________________________________________________

j)

Can you name anything (else) that you or your family could do (or stop doing) to help wildlife?
__________________________________________________________________________
i.

If so, what is the reason you or your family currently DO NOT do this?

__________________________________________________________________________

11. Influence
a)

Do you remember the school work where you could win a trip to KKoS?

b)

What did you do for the competition?

__________________________________________

c)

Did you enjoy doing your work?

Yes (1) No (0)

o
d)

Why?

Yes (1) No (0)

______________________________________________________________

Who did you talk with about the competition? _____________________________________
o

Can prompt if not sure:

Parents, siblings, friends at school, teachers

12. Family
a)

How many siblings do you have?

______________

b)

What job does your father do?

c)

Is anyone in your family (circle all that apply):

______________
Herder (0)
Job for conservancy/national reserve (1)
Farmer (2)
Warrior (3)
Working for a lodge/tourism (4)

Thank you for completing our questionnaire!
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QUESTIONNAIRE A3 ANNUAL PULSE QUESTIONNAIRE
EWASO LIONS ANNUAL PULSE QUESTIONNAIRE
This data is strictly confidential. The questions and answers will take about 40 minutes. All information obtained will be
written down and distributed to the conservancy. The report will be freely accessible. If you don’t want to answer any
specific question, please tell me. Please take your time to think about the answers. Thank you for your cooperation and for
your time.
GENERAL
TIME START

Date

Name

Location / Manyatta name

Sex

Tribe

Highest education
1ary/ 2ary

GPS location

Clan

Occupation (self-employed or work
for wages)

LIVESTOCK
1 - Do you currently keep your livestock in a boma at
night?
Yes
No
NA
Cattle
Sheep/goats
Donkeys

Interviewer

Age -if
known

Age set

Time living at this manyatta

2 - Could your boma prevent attack from:
Yes

No

Don’t Know

Lion
Leopard
Spotted
Hyaena

Camels
3 - How often do you or your herders lose livestock in the bush?
Never
Rarely

Often

LIONS
1 - Do you see any value in lions?
Yes

No

Go to ALL PREDATORS

Go to next question
2 - What are lions valuable for?
Yes

No

Don’t Know

Tourism
Samburu culture
Keep natural balance
Other (specify)

ALL
PREDATORS

1 - What do you think of these
animals?
Like
Neither
Dislike

2 - What would you like to see happen to numbers of
these animals in the future?
Decrease
Stay the same
Increase

Cheetah
Leopard
Lion
Spotted Hyaena
Striped Hyaena
Wild Dog
CONFLICT
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1 - Do you think that conflict with wildlife has increased or
decreased in the past 2 years?
Increased
Decreased
Neither increase
Don’t
nor decrease
know

2 - How much do you think these predators cause
conflict in Westgate conservancy?
Rank (1,2,3,4; 1=most, 4=least)
Leopard
Lion
Spotted
Hyaena
Wild Dog

EWASO LIONS
1 - Have you heard of Ewaso Lions Project?
Yes
No

Go to next question

2 - What do you think of Ewaso Lions Project?
Like
Neither like nor
Dislike
dislike

End questionnaire

3 - What is Ewaso Lions Project involved in?
Yes
School education
Wild animal research
Tourism
Healthcare
Development

No

Yes

No

Security
Grazing management
Preventing conflict with wildlife
Community events
Anti-poaching

4 - If one morning, you heard that someone had heard a lion near your manyatta the night before, what would you
do?
Yes
No
Yes
No
Nothing
Tell WGCC rangers
Tell people at nearby manyattas
Strengthen your boma
Hunt the lion with warriors or
Try to scare the lion the following
elders
night (e.g. light a fire, sleep with LS)
Track the lion yourself
Tell herders to be extra vigilant
Tell EL
5 - If you heard someone was going to trap a leopard because it had killed their goat, what would you do?
Yes
No
Yes
Nothing
Contact EL
Help them myself
Contact elders
Contact KWS
Stop them myself
Contact warriors
6 - Has Ewaso Lions Project done any good things over the last year?
Yes
No
Don’t
know
For you personally
In your community
In all of Westgate

7 - Has Ewaso Lions Project done any bad things over the last year?
Yes
No
Don’t
know
For you personally
In your community
In all of Westgate

Any details

Any details

Thank you for your participation. Ashe Oleng.

TIME END:
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No

Appendix 2 Templates
TEMPLATE A1 DATA ENTRY TEMPLATE WITH EXAMPLE DATA (TOP) AND SHOWING COLUMN HEADER DETAIL (BOTTOM)
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TEMPLATE A2 EXAMPLE REPORT USING REPORT TEMPLATE WITH KKOS DATA

Ewaso Lions Project
Programme Report
Programme Details
Lion Kids Camp was a programme first run in 2013 by EL under the name Kenyan Kids on
Safari. Eight children were selected from each of three WGCC schools (Lpus-Leluai Primary
School, Ngutuk Ongiron Primary School and Remot Primary School) to attend a three night
camp at Westgate Community Conservancy headquarters with the purpose of introducing local
children to the nature in their community that they wouldn’t normally get the chance to see.

Concept to Impact
Education and awareness of conservation issues as well increased positive experience of
wildlife is thought to benefit predators through the series of cause and effect relationships show
in Figure 1 – a results chain for Lion Kids Camp 2013.

F IGURE 21 RESULTS CHAIN FOR L IONS K IDS CAMP SHOWING HOW ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED DURING THE
PROGRAMME ARE EXPECTED TO HAVE CONSERVATION IMPACT . G REEN BOXES INDICATE OBJECTIVES ( SEE
BELOW) AND HOW THEY FIT INTO THE RESULTS CHAIN

Objectives
Objectives were set before the camp and data collected from children before and after they
attended the camp. A second control group of children who didn’t attend the camp were also
surveyed the results compared to elucidate the results of the camp itself:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Positive difference in attitude towards wildlife
Positive difference in attitude towards wildlife learning
Positive difference in wildlife & conservation knowledge
≥90% of attendees enjoyed the camp
Positive difference in interactions between attendees from different schools
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Actions
The kids stayed for 3 nights and 4 days and took part in activities such as game drives, bird
walks, tent building, a wildlife drama presentation and learning how to use cameras.

Results
Objective 1
≥86% of kids in all groups named wildlife as equally important as livestock, although the kids
who attended the camp showed no difference to the control groups. Objective not met.

Objective 2
There was not enough data collected for this objective to make an assessment on success.

Objective 3
Kids who attended the camp knew significantly more about Samburu National Reserve and
about ways they and their families could help wildlife than control groups. Objective met.

Objective 4
Every kid who attended enjoyed the camp, with the most popular activities being the most novel
(game drive, bird walk & lodge tour). Objective met.

Objective 5
All the kids met new people from elsewhere. Kids from Remot Primary School had fewer
connections with kids from outside their area than the other two schools. Objective met.

Conclusions
The kids who attended the camp came away with a higher knowledge of conservation although
wildlife attitude and knowledge had high baseline levels so the objective was not met. All the
kids had positive experience of wildlife which can be built on in the future. One objective could
not be measured due to a lack of data collected to determine either way.
Lions Kids Camp was a success in terms of engagement with the community. Teachers
interviewed were all very supportive and all the children reported having fun.

Next Steps




Teacher support could be built upon with an increase in the role played by local schools
in 2014.
Maintaining enthusiasm beyond the camp should be focused on for 2014. What can the
children do upon return to school or home that will benefit wildlife?
Expansion of the programme would be welcomed by all, but with limited resource
available this is challenging. Kids from the school furthest from the park have the most
to gain and interaction between different schools is a priority so an increase in the
number of schools participating rather than overall child numbers could be
advantageous

Lion Kids Camp 2014 is scheduled for April and is already being planned.
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Appendix 3 Conceptual models
FLOW CHART A1 INITIAL THREAT ASSESSMENT
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FLOW CHART A2 RADIAL THREAT ASSESSMENT
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FLOW CHART A3 FULL SAMBURU PREDATOR THREAT CONCEPTUAL MODEL
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Appendix 4 Objective setting
OBJECTIVE TABLE A1 ORGANISATIONAL OBJECTIVES, SECTOR, STRATEGY, INDICATOR, SOURCE(S) OF DATA
Organisational objective(s)

Sector

Strategy

Indicator(s)

Source(s) of data

Decrease annually, mean livestock
loss to predators in areas covered
by EL programmes (versus not
covered).

Community

Working with select community
members through e.g. Boma Watch
programme to reduce livestock loss to
predators at bomas and improve
husbandry practice.

EL-assessed mean level of
security (e.g. low, medium, high,
very high).

EL boma security
assessments.

Incidence of conflict in relation
to predators, people and
livestock.

Human population
estimates.

Self-assessed mean level of boma
security (e.g. low, medium, high,
very high).

Annual pulse questionnaire.

Record of CC conflict.

Predator & livestock
population estimates.

Produce annually, a map of prey
density in CC.

Ecological

Mapping prey density outside protected
areas in CC through EL.

Map produced.

Transect data.

Produce annually, a robust
population assessment of lions in
CC & NRs.

Ecological

Census work done by EL and LW guides.

Population estimate produced.

Transect data.
LW sightings database.
Record of lion sightings.

Increase annually, awareness of
importance of lions within CC.

Community 1.

Education and awareness among the
local populace through focussed
programmes, networking, and
workshops (multiple streams).
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Mean lion importance rating
across CC.

Annual pulse questionnaire.

Organisational objective(s)

Sector

Strategy

Indicator(s)

Source(s) of data

Increase annually, both positive
attitude towards predators and
community knowledge of conflict in
CC.

Community 2.

Education and awareness among the
local populace through focussed
programmes, networking, and
workshops (multiple streams).

Mean predator attitude rating
across CC.

Annual pulse questionnaire.

Mean conflict perception rating
across CC versus actual conflict
incidence.

Annual pulse questionnaire.

Number of individuals recruited
into each programme from each
group.

Recruitment records for
each programme.

Incidence and quality of
interaction between groups (e.g.
warriors, elders, women,
children, guides, lodge
managers).

Record of formal/informal
feedback from social
groups.

Increase or maintain annually,
representation of and
communication between identified
social groups within EL
programmes.

Community

Recruit individuals to work with EL from
groups underrepresented in Samburu
conservation (e.g. elders via Wazee
Watch, women via Boma Watch,
warriors via Warrior Watch) and
encourage cross-communication of
conservation topics.

Record of CC conflict.

Record of interaction with
community member(s)
from each
programme.

No retaliatory killing of predators
after EL contact.

Community

Increase annually, knowledge of
and positive attitude towards EL.

Organisational

Effective conflict management.

Promotion of EL as a trusted
conservation partner and long-term
beneficiary to CC residents (via research
activities, tourism, employment, political
activism, education and further
involvement with the community at all
levels).
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Number of predators killed by
humans.

Record of CC conflict.

Mean EL attitude rating across
CC.

Annual pulse questionnaire.

Correct description of EL
organisation and mean number
of EL programmes named across
CC.

Annual pulse questionnaire.

Predator mortality records.

Organisational objective(s)

Sector

M&E complete or initiated for all
on-going programmes by June 2014
and included in all new
programmes at launch.

Organisational

Produce annually, model-based
guidance for conflict mitigation and
management programmes.

Ecological

Strategy

Indicator(s)

Source(s) of data

Selection of EL as a potential
resource in suggested scenarios
of conflict.

Annual pulse questionnaire.

Conducting and analyzing a thorough
evaluation on our organization’s
community outreach programmes.

Number of evaluations ongoing/complete.

EL evaluation toolkit.

Produce a habitat suitability model.

Map and model produced.

Surveys: vegetation,
livestock, people,
settlements, luggas, lions.

Guidance included in setting
objectives for other programmes.

M&E stages complete per
programme (e.g. objectives
written, reports published).

Record of objectives set for
other programmes.
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OBJECTIVE TABLE A2 ANNUAL PULSE QUESTIONNAIRE – INDICATOR ALIGNMENT
Annual Pulse Questionnaire
Indicator
Self-assessed mean level of boma
security (e.g. low, medium, high,
very high).

Mean lion importance rating
across CC.

Mean predator attitude rating
across CC.

Example Question(s)
1.
2.

3.
1.
2.

1.

2.

Mean conflict perception rating
across CC versus actual conflict
incidence.

1.
2.

Do you currently keep your livestock in a boma at night? (yes/no)
Could this boma prevent attack from (yes/no):
a. Lion
b. Leopard
c. Spotted Hyaena
How often do you or your herders lose livestock in the bush? (Never/rarely/often)
Do you see any value in lions? (yes/no)
If so, what are lions valuable for?
a. Tourism
b. Samburu culture
c. Keep natural balance
d. Other (detail)
What do you think of these animals? (like/neither like nor dislike/dislike)
a. Cheetah
b. Leopard
c. Lion
d. Spotted Hyaena
e. Striped Hyaena
f. Wild dog
How would you like to see numbers of these animals change in the future? (decrease/same/increase)
a. Cheetah
b. Leopard
c. Lion
d. Spotted Hyaena
e. Striped Hyaena
f. Wild dog
Do you think conflict has increased or decreased over the last two years? (increased/decreased/don’t know)
How much do you think these predators cause conflict in CC? (rank 1-4: 1=most, 4=least)
a. Leopard
b. Lion
c. Spotted Hyaena
d. Wild dog
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Correct description of EL
organisation and mean number
of EL programmes named across
CC.

1.
2.

3.

Selection of EL as a potential
resource in suggested scenarios
of conflict.

Have you heard of Ewaso Lions Project? (yes/no)
What activities is Ewaso Lions Project involved in? (yes/no)
a. School education
b. Wild animal research
c. Tourism
d. Development
e. Security
f. Grazing management
g. Preventing conflict
h. Community events
i. Anti-poaching
Please name as many Ewaso Lions programmes as you can. (record all answers during interview; number of
CORRECTLY DESCRIBED programmes into results)

1.

If you heard someone was going to trap a leopard because it had killed their goat, what would you do? (yes/no)
a. Nothing
b. Help them
c. Contact KWS
d. Contact EL
e. Contact elders
f. Contact warriors
g. Stop them myself
2. If one morning, you heard that someone had heard a lion near your manyatta the night before, what would you do?
(yes/no)
a. Nothing
b. Tell people at nearby manyattas
c. Hunt the lion with warriors or elders
d. Track the lion yourself
e. Tell EL
f. Tell CC rangers
g. Strengthen your boma
h. Try to scare the lion the following night (e.g. light a fire, sleep with livestock)
Tell herders to be extra vigilant
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Mean EL attitude rating across
CC.

1.
2.

3.

What do you think of Ewaso Lions Project? (like/dislike)
Have Ewaso Lions Project done any good things over the last year? (yes/no/don’t know – specify; details recorded on
questionnaire sheet but NOT in results spreadsheet)
a. For you personally
b. In your community
c. In all of CC
Have Ewaso Lions Project done any bad things over the last year? ((yes/no/don’t know – specify; details recorded on
questionnaire sheet but NOT in results spreadsheet)
a. For you personally
b. In your community
c. In all of CC
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OBJECTIVE TABLE A3 KKOS AIMS, OBJECTIVES , INDICATORS & QUESTIONS
KKoS aims (S. Bhalla, pers. comm.) & activities (KKoS itinerary, Ewaso Lions Project, 2013)
Aims:







Increase positive views towards wildlife
Create interest towards wildlife
Often children don’t see wildlife that is inside the park yet they live just adjacent to the park. They don’t see negative – this will create
positive views
Increasing knowledge
Enjoyment
Integration between schools

Activities:
Activity

Wildlife themed

Non-wildlife
themed

Tent building

X

Personal hygiene and sanitation

X

Photography lesson

X

Guided bird walk (Pukur lugga)

X

Game drives; Samburu National Reserve (SNR) including meeting
wardens and Core Conservation Area (CCA)) including animal
tracking
Talks by young professionals (guide, cook, Moran, ranger, woman
rep)
Games (blinded fold obstacle course)

X
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Mixture

X
X

Wildlife drama

X

Tree planting

X

Sport

1

X

Lodge tour (Sasaab Lodge)

X

Movies (natural history films)

X

Aim (SB 12/04/13)

Objective

Strategy (from
activities)

Indicator(s)

Increase positive views
towards wildlife

Positive difference in attitude
towards wildlife (before versus
after & attend versus not attend)

Game drives, Guided
bird walk, Lodge tour

Lion attitude level
Wildlife importance level
Positive versus negative description of
named/identified animals

2

1

Create interest towards
wildlife

Often children don’t see
wildlife that is inside the
park yet they live just

Positive difference in attitude
towards wildlife learning
(before versus after & attend
versus not attend)

Wide range of enjoyable
activities with wildlife
theme (Guided bird
walk, Game drive,
Wildlife drama, Tree
planting, Lodge tour,
Movies)

Level of desire to continue / increase wildlife
learning

Positive difference in attitude
towards wildlife (before versus

Game drives, Guided
bird walk

Lion attitude level
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Enjoyment level of wildlife themed activities

Wildlife importance level

3a &
3b

adjacent to the park. They
don’t see negative – this
will create positive views

after & attend versus not attend)

Positive versus negative description of
named/identified animals

Increasing knowledge

Positive difference in wildlife
knowledge (increase before
versus after & greater attend
versus not attend)

Game drives, Guided
bird walk, Movies

Correct identification of wildlife

Positive difference in
conservation knowledge
(increase before versus after &
greater attend versus not
attend)

Wildlife drama, Tree
planting, Lodge tour

Wildlife importance level

Display of accurate wildlife knowledge

Threat identification
Knowledge of pro-conservation arguments &
activities
Knowledge of organisations and infrastructure
related to conservation

4

Enjoyment

≥90% of attendees enjoyed
camp

Wide range of enjoyable
activities (Guided bird
walk, Game drive,
Wildlife drama, Tree
planting, Lodge tour,
Movies, Games, Sport,
Tent building,
Photography lesson)

Enjoyment level

5

Integration between
schools

Positive difference in
interactions between attendees
from different schools (increase
before versus after & greater

All activities performed
in mixed groups

Level of inter-school (pupil-pupil) interaction
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attend versus not attend)
6

Attendees have
knowledge of the work of
Ewaso Lions Project in
their community

7

Attendees influence those
around them (nonattending children,
parents, teachers etc.) to
increase positive attitude
toward & knowledge of
both wildlife and
conservation
Questionnaire Design

Positive difference in knowledge
of Ewaso Lions Project (increase
before versus after & greater
attend versus not attend)

Not in original objective
document

Majority of attendees talked
positively to those around them
(parents & friends) about both
wildlife and conservation

Not in original objective
document

Indicator (Objective number)
Lion attitude level (1)
Wildlife importance level (1, 3b)

Positive versus negative description of
animals/wildlife (1)
Level of desire to continue / increase

Accurate description of Ewaso Lions goals
Accurate description of Ewaso Lions programmes
Incidence of interaction between attendees and
others

Content of interaction (conservation & wildlife
versus other topics)

Questionnaire questions
1.
2.
3.
1.
2.

Do you think there are the right number/too many/too few lions in Samburu?
How would you feel if there were no lions in Samburu?
Where should lions live? Why?
What are the first three words you think of when I say ‘wildlife?’
Do you think it is more important for: wild animals to be protected from people/people to
be protected from wildlife/both as important as each other? Why?
3. What would you do to change the minds of people who do/do not like lions?
4. Where should lions live? Why?
1. What are the first three words you think of when I say ‘wildlife?’
2. Do you think it is more important for: wild animals to be protected from people/people to
be protected from wildlife/both as important as each other? Why?
No relevant questions.
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wildlife learning (2)
Enjoyment level of wildlife themed activities
(2)

Correct identification of wildlife (3a)

Display of accurate wildlife knowledge (3a)

Threat identification (3b)
Knowledge of pro-conservation arguments
& activities (3b)

Knowledge of organisations and
infrastructure related to conservation (3b)

Enjoyment level (4)

1. Do you remember the school work where you could win a trip to KKoS? What did you do
for the competition? Did you enjoy the work? Why?
2. What activities did you do at the camp?
3. What were your favourite activities (three answers) at the camp?
4. Was there anything you didn’t like about the camp? What? Why?
1. Can you name (three) wild animals or birds that live in Samburu? Do you know a fact about
this animal?
2. Identify this animal (from picture)? Do you know a fact about this animal? Where does this
animal live?
1. Can you name (three) wild animals or birds that live in Samburu? Do you know a fact about
this animal?
2. Identify this animal (from picture)? Do you know a fact about this animal? Where does this
animal live?
1. What are the biggest threats/problems for lions in Samburu? Who should deal with these
problems?
1. What are the biggest threats/problems for lions in Samburu? Who should deal with these
problems?
2. What would you do to change the minds of people who do/do not like lions? Have you ever
tried this? What happened/why not?
3. Do you or your family do anything to help wildlife? What?
4. Can you name anything that you or your family could do to help wildlife? What is the
reason they do not do this?
1. What are the biggest threats/problems for lions in Samburu? Who should deal with these
problems?
2. Who do you know who does/does not like lions? Why?
3. Who looks after the wildlife in Samburu?
4. The Samburu National Reserve is near here, what is the land there for?
5. What do Ewaso Lions do?
1. Did you enjoy the camp?
2. What were your favourite activities (three answers) at the camp?
3. Was there anything you didn’t like about the camp? What? Why?
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Level of inter-school (pupil-pupil)
interaction (5)
Accurate description of Ewaso Lions goals
(6)

4. Do you think you friends would enjoy it?
1. Do you have friends in other schools? Which schools? How do you know them?
2. Before KKoS did you have friends from other schools? Which schools? How did you know
them?
1. What do Ewaso Lions do?

Accurate description of Ewaso Lions
programmes (6)

1. Which other Ewaso Lions programmes do you know about?

Incidence of interaction between attendees
and others (7)

1. Who did you talk to about the competition?
2. Have you talked about the camp with members of your family? Which parts of the camp did
you talk about?
3. Have you talked about the camp with friends who didn’t go? Which parts of the camp did
you talk about?
4. Do you know anything about KKoS? What? Where did you learn about KKoS?
1. Have you talked about the camp with members of your family? Which parts of the camp did
you talk about?
2. Have you talked about the camp with friends who didn’t go? Which parts of the camp did
you talk about?
3. Do you know anything about KKoS? What? Where did you learn about KKoS?

Content of interaction (conservation &
wildlife versus other topics) (7)
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Appendix 5 Results
RESULTS TABLE A1 KENYAN KIDS ON SAFARI PROGRAMME OBJECTIVES, THE
STRATEGIES UNDERTAKEN TO MEET EACH OBJECTIVE AND THE ALIGNMENT
WITH OBJECTIVES IN THE TIER ABOVE
Label Programme objective (KKoS)
Strategy
Aligned org.
objective(s)
(Table 9)
1

Positive difference in attitude
towards wildlife (versus
controls)

Game drives, guided bird walk,
lodge tour

5

2

Positive difference in attitude
towards wildlife learning
(versus controls)

Range of wildlife themed
activites (e.g. guided bird walk,
game drive,)

4, 5

3a

Positive difference in wildlife
knowledge (versus controls)

Game drives, guided bird walk,
movies

4, 5

3b

Positive difference in
conservation knowledge (versus
controls)

Wildlife drama, tree planting,
lodge tour

4

4

≥90% of attendees enjoyed
camp

Full range of activities (e.g.
guided bird walk, game drive,
tent building, photography
lesson)

8

5

Positive difference in
interactions between attendees
from different schools (versus
controls)

All activities performed in mixed
groups

8

6

Positive difference in knowledge
of EL (versus controls)

Positive interaction of EL staff
throughout the camp

8

7

Majority of attendees talked
positively to those around them
(parents & friends) about both
wildlife and conservation

Full range of activities (e.g.
guided bird walk, game drive,
tent building, photography
lesson)

8

EL, Ewaso Lions Project
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RESULTS TABLE A2 SUMMARY OF CHILDREN ’S QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS
ARRANGED BY PROGRAMME OBJECTIVE AND INDICATOR , SHOWING RESULT AND
TEST STATISTICS

Results summary
Objective 1 – Positive difference in attitude towards wildlife

Test statistics1

Indicator
1.1

Post group had a greater unfavourable response to
potential loss of lions in Samburu than Pre group.

V=216 v Pre

Post group had a greater unfavourable response to
potential loss of lions in Samburu than Non, but not
significantly

W=478 v Non

Non group had a greater unfavourable response to
potential loss of lions in Samburu than Pre group.

W=410.5 Non v
Pre

Attitude
toward lions

p<0.001

P=0.1663

p<0.001
Indicator
1.2

Measure of
wildlife
importance

100% of the Post group ranked people/livestock
with equal importance as wildlife; this was higher
than either Pre (86%) or Non (96%), but not
significantly.

P=0.23 v Non
p=1.00 v Pre

Objective 2 – Positive difference in attitude towards wildlife learning
Indicator
2.1

Level of
desire to
learn about
wildlife

No data was returned on this indicator

-

Indicator
2.2

Enjoyment of
wildlife
themed
activities

When each asked to select their favourite three
activities at the camp, the most popular activities
were all wildlife themed; game drive (named by
75%), bird walk (38%), natural history movies
(38%)

-

Objective 3a - Positive difference in wildlife knowledge
Indicator
3a.1

Wildlife
identification
and fact recall

Post group scored significantly higher on
cumulative identification plus fact recall than Pre
group

V=28 v Pre

Post group scored higher on cumulative
identification plus fact recall than Non group, but
not significantly

W=687

Non group scored significantly higher on
cumulative identification and fact recall than Pre
group

W=346 Non v Pre
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p<0.003

P=0.1818

p<0.03

Objective 3b - Positive difference in conservation knowledge
Indicator
3b.1

Threat
identification

83% of Post group named ‘People kill them’ as a
threat to lions in Samburu, no significant difference
to either Pre (78%) or Non (85%) group

Χ2=0.125 v Pre
P=0.7237
OR=0.8556 v Non
P=0.1336

25% of Post group named ‘Lack of Food’ as a threat
to lions in Samburu no significant difference to
either Pre (9%) or Non (31%) group

Χ2=2.25 v Pre
P=0.1336
Χ2=0.3025 v Non
P=0.5823

8% of Post group named ‘Disease’ as a threat to
lions in Samburu no significant difference to either
other Pre (9%) or Non (10%) group

Χ2=0 v Pre
P=1.000
OR=0.7844 v Non
P=1.000

Indicator
3b.2

Knowledge of
proconservation
activities

Post group scored significantly higher on naming
activities that they and their families could do to
help wildlife than Non group

W=166 v Non

Post group scored higher on naming activities that
they and their families could do to help wildlife
than Post group but not significantly

V=25 v Pre

Post group named ‘Reporting Wildlife Issues’ as a
way to help wildlife significantly more than either
Pre and Non groups

V=37 v Pre

p<0.05

P=0.07233

P<0.02
W=822.5 v Non
p<0.002

Indicator
3b.3

Knowledge of
organisations
and
infrastructure
related to

Pre group named ‘Reporting Wildlife Issues’ as a
way to help wildlife more than Non group, but not
significantly

W=645 v Non

Post group named Nothing as a way to help
wildlife significantly less than Non group

W=456 v Non

100% of Post group named ‘Wildlife’ as a purpose
for Samburu National Reserve, this was
significantly greater than Pre (64%) and greater
then Non (90%) but not significantly

Χ2=6.125 v Pre

P=0.09243

P<0.05

P<0.03
OR=∞ v Non
P=0.1629
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conservation

100% of Post group named ‘Conservation of
Lions/Wildlife’ when asked what Ewaso Lions do,
this was greater than either Pre (77%) and Non
(92%), but not significantly

Χ2=3.2 v Pre
P=0.07364
OR=∞ v Non
P=0.2939

17% of Post group answered ‘Don’t know’ when
asked to name any other (besides KKoS) Ewaso
Lions programme, significantly less than the Non
(40%) group

Χ2=3.2 v Non
P=0.07364

Objective 4 - ≥90% of attendees enjoyed camp
Indicator
4.1

Enjoyment
level

100% of Post group enjoyed the camp

-

Objective 5 - Positive difference in interactions between attendees from
different schools
Indicator
5.1

Level of
cross-school
(pupil-pupil)
interaction

4% of all children (Post + Non) from Remot knew
children from other schools (before KKoS),
significantly fewer than either Lpus Leluai (80%)
or Ngutuk Ongiron (71%)

Χ2=22.7556 Re v
LL
P<0.00001
Χ2=27.7714 Re v
NO
P<0.000001

42% of Post group had friends from other schools
(before KKoS), less than Non (56%) group, but not
significantly

Χ2=1.3622 v Non
P=0.2432

Objective 6 - Positive difference in knowledge of EL
Indicator
6.1

Accurate
description of
Ewaso Lions

100% of Post group named ‘Conservation of
Lions/Wildlife’ when asked what Ewaso Lions do,
this was greater than either Pre (77%) and Non
(92%), but not significantly

Χ2=3.2 v Pre
P=0.07364
OR=∞ v Non
P=0.2939

Indicator
6.2

Accurate
description of
Ewaso Lions
programmes

17% of Post group answered Don’t know when
asked to name any other (besides KKoS) Ewaso
Lions programme, fewer than the Non (40%)
group but not significantly

Objective 7 - Majority of attendees talked positively to those around
them (parents & friends) about both wildlife and
conservation
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Χ2=3.2 v Non
P=0.07364

Indicator
7.1

Indicator
7.2

Incidence of
interaction
between
attendees and
others

Content of
interaction
(conservation
& wildlife
versus other
topics)

56% of Non group correctly described KKoS

-

65% of Non group who correctly described KKoS
named Friends as their source of knowledge; this is
higher than teacher (33%), Family (2%) and Other
(2%)

-

100% of Post group reported talking to both family
and friends about the camp

-

56% of Non group correctly described KKoS

-

65% of Non group who correctly described KKoS
named Friends as their source of knowledge; this is
higher than teacher (33%), Family (2%) and Other
(2%)

-

The game drive (96%), tent building (25%) and
bird walk (21%) were the most popular activities
the Post group talked to their families about.

-

The game drive (58%), lodge tour (25%) and bird
walk/photography/wildlife drama (all 17%) were
the most popular activities the Post group talked to
their friends about.

-

degrees of freedom=1 for χ2 unless otherwise stated; OR, odds ratio for Fisher χ2 test; Pre, children
who were to attend interviewed pre-camp (n=22); Post, children who attended interviewed postcamp (n=24); Non, children who did not attended the camp (n=48). For Pre-Post matched analysis
(n=22.)
1
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RESULTS TABLE A3 COMMENTS ON KKOS FROM TEACHERS ARRANGED INTO
THEMES SUBSEQUENT TO INTERVIEW
Theme
Comments (quotes in “”, otherwise paraphrase or
observation)
KKoS selection process

“Kids all wanted to go so they all worked hard on the
competition”
“They were asking family, friends, teachers for research. So all
the kids gained, not just the winners”

Exposure of children to
new things

“Kids only ever see cameras and binoculars used by tourists;
great for them to get familiarity and learn new vocabulary”
“Some of these kids had never seen lions before”
“Important being taught by new people and meeting new kids”
Remot school has little interaction with other schools, whereas
the Lpus Lelaui and Ngutuk Ongiron play sport etc. with other
schools

Changes in children upon “Sharpened the mind, making kids more focused in other areas”
return
“Improvements in self-discipline, focus and interactions with
others”
“Came back with a different mind”
Influence /
communication

“Kids talked about their experiences. It made the others
curious”
“Good for kids to have something really positive to talk about”
“Kids see themselves as ambassadors for conservation”

Conservation

“The kids came back saying that the wildlife in the park was
friendly compared to outside the park; learning how animals
really behave if you treat them well”
Good for kids to see warriors involved in conservation

Education

“When teaching about conservation & tourism, we now have an
example of a contemporary who has visited the park”
“Boosting formal education”
“Enhance teaching of conservation, economic resources and
importance of tourism”
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“Builds future career choices for learners”
“They’re thinking about a future as a guide, ranger or working in
a lodge”
“There was no follow on work for the kids after the camp either
by KKoS or the school”
Improvements to KKoS

“More English or maths instead of art for the competition”
“More competitions, with prizes of things the kids can use at
school”
“Gender balance on the camp is important – girls have more
immediate influence at home, boys have longer term influence”
“The further afield they go the better. Buffalo Springs?”
“More school visits in other programmes. This will sensitise
wildlife conservation locally”
“Exhibition of drawings and posters”
“Functional wildlife clubs”
“Include local opinion leaders and teachers more”
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