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ABSTRACT	
Monitoring and evaluation have gained prominence as a key tool for program success. Thus, NGOs have strived to integrate Monitoring and Evaluation system to promote program performance. This is evident with the ever-increasing demands for M&E experts and request for expression of interest for M&E consultants in the local dailies. However, in developing countries, NGOs are faced with several challenges in addition to inability to resourcefully respond to changing needs. Especially in Somaliland, the implementation of M&E in non-governmental organizations in Borama is still limited. The ineffectiveness of their work has also been observed owing to the inability by NGOs to demonstrate and achieve project results, despite the huge resources at their disposal. It is against this backdrop that this study determined the factors affecting the implementation of monitoring and evaluation systems in local NGOs in Borama city, Somaliland. The study was guided by the following objectives: to establish the effect of budgetary allocation, stakeholder participation and level of training on the implementation of monitoring and evaluation systems in local non-governmental organization projects in Borama city, Somaliland. The study adopted cross sectional survey on 10 local NGOs with a total of 60 respondents. The data was collected using a questionnaire. The data collected was analyzed by descriptive statistics and inferential statistics through multiple linear regression. The study found that budgetary allocation had no significant effect on the implementation of M&E with β = 1.339 and p-value = 0.538. The study also found that stakeholder participation had a significant effect on the implementation of M&E with β = 8.680 and p-value = 0.000. The study further revealed that level of training had a significant effect on the implementation of M&E in the Local NGOs with β = 7.919 and p-value = 0.001. The study concluded that the budgetary allocation, stakeholder participation and level of training under the study significantly affected the implementation of M&E systems. The study recommends that the local NGOs needs to implement effective M&E systems as they enhance the performance and sustainability of established projects. 

1. Introduction 
The primary goals of the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) process are to enhance project performance and produce anticipated or intended outcomes. By evaluating the progress, performance, and outcomes of projects and programmes, or even institutions and organisations, whether international or local NGOs, governments, or individuals, the goal of monitoring and evaluation is to improve current and future management of inputs, outputs, outcomes, and impact in projects and programmes being executed (United Nations Development Evaluation Office, 2012).
Monitoring and evaluation system (M&E) is a set of indicators, instruments, and measurements and enables ongoing programme performance and progress tracking (monitoring). Additionally, the system offers a framework for evaluating a program's efficacy and/or quality of execution (process and outcome evaluation) (Njama,2015). Monitoring and evaluation, according to Hunter (2011), is the process of methodically gathering and examining data on a project that is already underway and contrasting the project's impact and outcome with its goals. With stakeholders demanding accountability and transparency from NGOs and other institutions, including the government, the need for M&E as management tools to demonstrate performance has increased (Gorgens, & Kusek, 2010). 
Based on the program theory Program theory of evaluation has grown in use over the past decade. It assesses whether a program is designed in such a way that it can achieve its intended outcomes. The program theory is a guidance theory in the evaluation of projects as it shows the capacity of the program to attend to specific problems that need to be reviewed within projects. It further offers guidance on what areas need to be emphasized on during the evaluation process (Donaldson, 2012). The progam theory hinges on detailed description of the process or mechanisms such as information about the important steps, links, and phases of the expected transformation process as well as some implementation issues. Therefore, Development Banks and bilateral aid agencies also regularly apply M&E to measure development effectiveness as well as demonstrate transparency (Briceno, 2010). Governmental and non-governmental organizations are increasingly coming under pressure to improve monitoring and evaluation of activities, with particular emphasis on measuring the effects of their interventions on beneficiaries. 
Due to the wide application of Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) throughout many fields and practices, it is difficult to determine its exact origins. Since the late 1960s, there has been growing recognition among scholars and practitioners that effective project management goes beyond simple implementation and is integrally linked to well-designed monitoring and evaluation systems (Woodhill, 2013, Stem et al., 2010, Hockings et al., 2012; Margoluis & Salafsky, 2015). In particular, M&E has taken on increased importance in the sustainability domain, as scholars and practitioners struggle to demonstrate progress made towards addressing the contemporary problem domain (Kanyamuna, 2018).
In the developed countries, many international organizations such as the United Nations, USAID, the World Bank group and the Organization of American States that they have been utilizing this process for many years. The process is also growing in popularity where the governments have created their own national M&E systems to assess the development projects, the resource management and the government activities or administration. And they are using this process to assess their own development and cooperation agencies. Globally, monitoring and evaluation was first time used for poverty reduction strategies and implemented by many countries especially among the developing ones (World Bank, 2013). In Africa, the subject monitoring and evaluation in projects were encountered in the late 1980 and early 1990s such as in Abidjan (Hwang, 2014). In Somaliland, LNGOs are faced with several challenges in addition to inability to resourcefully respond to changing needs. Somaliland states that the monitoring and evaluation of social programs is weak, and where it is done, the information is not publicized (SLHDS, 2020). 
In Somaliland context implementation of M&E by local NGOs; 35% had developed some type of indicator framework for M&E, 21% conducted monitoring activities, 61% had a planned or ongoing impact evaluation and 39% had no M&E report for public consumption. In Borama monitoring and evaluation is poor and is about 47%. The implementation of M&E in non-governmental organizations in Borama is still small. The ineffectiveness of their work has also been observed owing to the inability by NGOs to demonstrate and achieve project results, despite the huge resources at their disposal. Studies on functioning of local NGOs project implementation, monitoring and evaluation show that short term project objectives of local NGOs have been achieved with positive, but often scattered little results. Yet, many studies conducted in context of Somaliland remain limited in empirical findings on addressing effective role of monitoring and evaluation practices on local NGOs executing projects in Borama (Ahmed, 2014).  It is from this backdrop that the researcher prompted to investigate factors affecting implementation of M&E systems in a bid to recommend on the best result-based M&E system that is more effective and efficient for NGO projects. Therefore, this study attempted to determine the factors affecting the implementation of monitoring and evaluation systems in Borama, Somaliland.
Review of Literature 
1.1 Theoretical Literature Review
1.1.1 Program Theory
Over the past decade, the program theory of evaluation has become more popular. It evaluates if a program's design allows it to provide the desired results. The programme theory serves as a guidance theory for project assessment since it demonstrates the program's ability to address particular issues that require examination within projects. Additionally, it provides direction on the areas that should be prioritised during the assessment procedure (Donaldson, 2012).
The benefit of using program theory is that it can provide information that could lead to further explanations of the issue, potential remedies, and other courses of action that could be taken to achieve the desired outcomes. Moreover, it can be applied to improve judgement and broaden ideas for resolving any project's issues (McClinttock, 1990). This theory's methods, however, are constrained since they place an undue emphasis on gathering data to inform the evaluation process, which could be expensive for initiatives with limited funding.
Therefore, a variety of instruments may be used to assess the M&E system's implementation, intermediate variables, and results; nevertheless, careful assessment of their validity, applicability, and reliability is required (Kaumbulu, Muathe & James, 2022). While establishing data collection procedures, these criteria need to be carefully examined, but other evaluation-related considerations also need to be carefully considered. In addition to the intermediate goals, programme implementation, mediating effects processes, and expected outcomes, data collection is also necessary regarding the target population's characteristics (Sedani & Sechrest, 1999). Thus, much like with stakeholders, some variables are too significant to be disregarded and must to be assessed and included in the studies. Theory-based assessments should take into account the client's use of programme components, the amount of treatment actually received, the client's involvement, and the integrity of the services offered 
1.1.2 Implementation Theory
Leonid Hurwicz established implementation theory in 2013 under the auspices of the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC). A single "thing" that needs to be implemented is never referred to as implementation. Any time a new way of thinking, behaving, or organising is incorporated into a social system of any type, it takes the form of a complex bundle of material and cognitive practices, or better yet, an "ensemble." There are numerous moving components in even what seem to be extremely straightforward implementation processes. Accordingly, the goal of any implementation process will be defined as "complex intervention" in the following (Campbell & Murray, 2010).
The creation of a comprehensive collection of conceptual tools that help practitioners and scholars recognise, characterise, and interpret key components of implementation processes and their results is the goal of the development of implementation theory. These, when combined, provide a thorough description and explanation of all the components of a complicated dynamic system.
According to Yarbrough and Smith (2007), it seems to be predictive of the intention to use behaviours, interventions, and innovations. Additionally, the Theoretical Domains Framework integrates concepts from several theories by building upon them (Michie, Johnston, Abraham, Lawton, Parker, & Walker, 2005). Both the Theoretical Domains Framework and the Technology Acceptance Model are intra-disciplinary frameworks that emphasise individual variations and are crucial for comprehending and assessing change.
An intra-disciplinary model is probably not sufficient to describe the complex world of emerging social and organisational processes of intervention and innovation in a general theory of implementation. Given the variety of phenomena at play, a multidisciplinary approach that incorporates ideas from psychology and sociology is probably going to provide a more thorough understanding of how implementation processes work.
1.2 Empirical Literature Review 
Monitoring and evaluation system is component intended to screen, track, and compare project outcomes to declared or planned targets (SAMDI, 2007). It is a thorough endeavour that provides direction for monitoring and filtering an ongoing project, gathering data, and methodically assessing the data for comparison in accordance with the project's predetermined goals and objectives (Kerzner, 2013). M&E systems should be designed for and managed throughout a project's life since they are an essential system of reflection and communication that supports project implementation (Nyonje, Kyalo, and Mulwa, 2015).
In order to comprehend successes or failures, the effectiveness of the M&E system is centred on procedures, expected and actualized accomplishments, contextual elements, results chain analysis, and causation. A development project's goals should be in line with the needs of the beneficiaries, the organization's plans, and the degree to which they address the corporate plan of the organisation and human development priorities like gender equality and empowerment. Initiatives for development should align with local and national policies and priorities, as well as their desired results and outputs (Kusek and Rist, 2004,). Stakeholders can assess if the organisation implementing the project has the necessary technical and legal authority to carry out projects on their behalf by conducting monitoring and evaluation activities (Njama, 2015; Duale & Kaumbulu, 2023)
Njuguna (2016) provided four categories of characteristics that influence monitoring and evaluation. These include staff training, stakeholder participation, adherence to cooperative governance methods, and the potency of M&E. Additionally, Kamau (2017) listed four categories of characteristics that affect monitoring and evaluation. These include staff training, M&E funding levels, budgetary allocation, and the choice of M&E tools and methodologies. Therefore, budgetary allocation, stakeholder participation, and staff training were conceptualised as elements impacting monitoring and evaluation systems in this study.
Project budgets or budgetary allocations should clearly and adequately fund activities related to monitoring and appraisal. To provide the monitoring and evaluation function the proper prominence it deserves in project management, a budget for monitoring and evaluation can be clearly defined within the total project budget (Gyorkos, 2003). According to Kelly and Magongo (2014), the budgetary allotment for M&E should be between 5 and 10 percent of the overall project expenditure. In order to ensure that funds are set aside expressly for M&E and are accessible to carry out vital M&E tasks, it is crucial for M&E personnel to provide input on M&E budget demands throughout the project design stage. 
Nabulu (2015) found that the availability of skills, methods, resources, and resource accountability are critical factors essential to effectively monitor and evaluate government projects. This was discovered in a study aimed at identifying the factors that influence the performance of government project M&E in Kenya's Narok East sub-county Constituency Development Fund (CDF) projects. Kamau and Mohamed (2015) held the same opinion. The stage in the project life cycle, the M&E team's strength, and the M&E systems were all found to have a positive and statistically significant impact on a project's success.
According to the International Fund for Agricultural Development's (IFAD) project M&E handbook, a project's financial and human resources should be its primary areas of concentration when it comes to M&E (Njama, 2015). One of the main obstacles to the implementation of M&E, they note, is budgetary constraints. They suggest allocating funds to pay direct salaries for M&E personnel, train and hire local experts in the field for consultation, and allocate indirect salaries for field staff and management. They also suggest paying for services like training on data collection and analysis, M&E travel expenses, budget consultations, media development, and publication expenses to guarantee high-quality materials to be shared with other clients of M&E (Njama, 2015). Thus, deciding which revenues will be used to meet which M&E goals and objectives is the subject of the financial allocation procedure. Budgetary allocation is viewed in this context as an essential part of the M&E planning system rather than as a stand-alone activity. The priorities specified in the M&E's plans, goals, and objectives should be taken into consideration while allocating or redirecting resources. A project's budgeting method may end up impeding rather than facilitating the agency's goals and objectives if resources are allocated improperly. 
While evaluating the Isidore Hurricane in Mexico, Sperling and Szekely (2015) proposed that an integrated disaster response is necessary for the creation of a national disaster management system. It also underlined how important it is to create an institutional structure and to guarantee communication. The writers made the case that stable arrangements for the sharing of information should go hand in hand with the provision of financial resources.  In this way, a major factor influencing how a humanitarian mission runs are its financial level. Sufficient finance would guarantee the efficient execution of M&E initiatives, hence improving the project's humanitarian results. 
According to Chambers and Chitere (2010), stakeholder participation entails empowering development beneficiaries with regard to resource and need identification, resource use planning, and the actual implementation of development efforts. In addition to promoting inclusiveness and facilitating meaningful engagement by varied stakeholder groups, involving stakeholders in debates regarding the what, how, and why of programme activities typically empowers them (Donaldson, 2013). Similarly, According to Ngatia's (2016) research on the institutional determinants of M&E system implementation among community-based development projects in Kenya's Kibera slum, staff competency, institutional accountability, management support, and resource allocation all have a significant impact on the M&E system's ability to be implemented successfully. Therefore, for this project to succeed, all relevant parties must be fully on board and resources and funding must be allocated on time to provide a prompt and efficient programme implementation.
In Nakuru County, Kenya, Mushori (2015) conducted a study on the factors that influence efficient monitoring and evaluation of county government-funded infrastructure development projects. The study discovered that stakeholder participation significantly affects the efficient implementation of M&E. In addition, A study by Murungi (2015) on influence of project management practices on implementation of donor funded education projects in Kajiado County, in Kenya, revealed that the key stakeholders in the project are important to project success. Thus, effective implementation of M&E activities requires active participation of the stakeholders involved. The study noted that stakeholders’ involvement promotes project ownership and sustainability especially when they are involved throughout the life cycle of the project. The study recommended that stakeholders need to be engaged in the formulation and implementation processes, paying attention to their needs to ensure their maximum participation in the project. All the studies above concluded that there is a positive relationship between stakeholder participation and implementation of M&E systems.
Training is a process that helps people acquire useful knowledge, abilities, and attitudes. According to Wamuhu (2010), in research on the impact of training on the execution of community-based projects in Kenya's Nyeri district, project managers need to prioritise training in fundamental project management skills and knowledge. The academic standing attained in a specialised field is what training is all about. Training should be provided on a regular basis in accordance with the education and experience levels of the workers. To guarantee the process's success, the personnel putting the M&E strategy into action must receive training in contemporary techniques for data collecting and analysis.
In a study on the factors influencing efficient monitoring and assessment of county government-funded infrastructure development projects in Nakuru, Kenya, Mushori (2015) discovered that staff training level significantly affects how monitoring and evaluation are implemented. He mentioned that the team uses a participative approach to M&E activities to share their technical abilities with other stakeholders. In order to improve the efficacy of M&E, he also suggested that capacity building be done.  Furthermore, a study by Mibey (2011) on factors affecting implementation of monitoring and evaluation programs in kazi kwa kijana project in Tanzania, recommends that capacity building should be added as a major component of the project across the country, and this calls for enhanced investment in training and human resource development in the crucial technical area of monitoring and evaluation.
Numerous research on the factors affecting the implementation of monitoring and evaluation systems of local non-governmental organisations have been conducted outside of Somaliland, according to the reviewed literature. Budgetary allocation, staff training, and stakeholder participation have been found to have both having both significant and insignificant effect on execution of M&E of local non-governmental organisations. As a result of contradictory results from different studies and the empirical literature being anecdotal in the context of Somaliland, the study was based on the following hypothesis:
H01: Budgetary allocation has no significant effect on the implementation of monitoring and evaluation in local NGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland.
H02: Stakeholder participation has no significant effect on the implementation of monitoring and evaluation in local NGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland.
H03: Level of training has no significant effect on the implementation of monitoring and evaluation in local NGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland.
2. Methodology 
This study used descriptive survey research design and explanatory research design. This particular design was ideal since the research entailed collecting and comparing data from the phenomenon at the same time of study. Mugenda (2003) argued that descriptive survey designs are appropriate where the overall objective is to establish whether significant associations among variables existed at some point in time. The design was ideal since it seeks to describe the characteristics of certain groups, estimate the proportion with certain characteristics and make predictions. Thus, the design was chosen because of its ability to ensure minimization of bias and maximization of the reliability of evidence to collected (Kaumbulu, Muathe & James, 2020). This design involved the collection of quantitative data for carrying out inferential analysis. Explanatory research design was adopted to test hypothesis and determine the relationship among the study variables. A census was conducted on all 60 respondents. Primary data was collected using a structured questionnaire. A structured questionnaire was formed from a blend of close-ended items. This provided uniformity of responses and enabled the researcher to collect a large amount of data in a short time.  Validity and reliability of the research instruments was determined. Collected data from respondents was cleaned and edited to ensure completeness and consistency. The data was analyzed using descriptive statistics such as mean and standard deviation. And inferential statistics was used to analyze the study using multiple linear regression method to determine the nature of relationship between the two variables. Multiple linear regression was used to determine a strong measure of relationship between study variables. The data was analyzed at 5% margin of error, confidence level of 95% and 0.05 level of significance. Results were presented in tables and charts. It is for this reason that it was used to predict quality of M&E in Borama local NGOs as a factor influencing the implementation of M&E in Borama, Somaliland. 
The study was guided by the following multiple linear regression model:
Y = β0 + β1X1 + β2X2 + β3X3 + ϵi
Where:
Y= Implementation of monitoring and evaluation 
X1= Budgetary allocation
X2= Stakeholder participation 
X3= Level of training 
ϵi= Error term
β0= Constant term
β1 β2 & β3= Regression coefficients
3. Findings 
4.1 Response Rate
Data was collected from all the targeted population of 60 projects from 10 local NGOs with a total of 60 respondents giving a response return rate of 100%. Data was collected on demographic characteristics of the respondents, on budgetary allocation, stakeholder participation, level of training and implementation of monitoring and evaluation.
4.2 Descriptive Analysis 
The characteristics of survey data were analyzed using descriptive parameters such as standard deviation and mean. The result of analysis was shown in table 1.
Table 1. Descriptive Analysis of Variables
	Variable
	Aggregate mean score
	Aggregate standard deviation score

	Budgetary Allocation
	3.81
	1.146

	Stakeholder Participation
	3.58
	1.144

	Level of Training
	3.98
	1.021

	Implementation of M & E
	3.77
	1.056



The descriptive results as shown in table 1, indicates that the aggregate mean score for budgetary allocation was 3.81 and standard deviation of 1.146. According to the 5-point Likert scale employed, this shows that the respondents agreed to the items measuring budgetary allocation, the standard deviation show that there was moderate deviation of responses. The aggregate mean and standard deviation of stakeholder participation was 3.58 and 1.144 respectively. This showed that the respondent agreed with the statements and there was moderate deviation. Level of training had a mean of 3.98 and standard deviation of 1.021, thus, showing that respondents agreed with the items and will low deviation. Project implementation had mean had a mean of 3.77 and standard deviation of 1.056. this shows that the respondents agreed with the items under the study with a low deviation.
4.3 Regression Analysis
Regression analysis is a set of independent variables used to predict the value of a dependent variable. Multiple linear regression was used to determine a strong measure of relationship between study variables. Multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to examine the influence of variables under the study. This study investigates the relationship between factors influencing M&E and implementation of M&E. Factors influencing M&E were characterized as budgetary allocation, stakeholder participation, and level of training. And implementation of M&E was characterized as quality of M&E data, cost effectiveness, utilization of M&E information, duration and frequency of M&E and documentation and lessons learnt. To establish the levels of influence or the relationship between the predictor variables and the independent variable, linear regression analysis was analyzed.
4.4 Test of Hypotheses 
The study sought to investigate the factors influencing the implementation of monitoring and evaluation systems in local non-governmental organization in Borama city, Somaliland. In order to achieve this objective, three hypotheses were formulated: Budgetary allocation has no significant effect on the implementation of monitoring and evaluation systems of local NGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland (H01), Stakeholder participation has no significant effect on the implementation of monitoring and evaluation systems of local NGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland (H02), and Level of training has no significant effect on the implementation of monitoring and evaluation systems of local NGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland (H03) Multiple linear regression was performed to determine the statistical significance of the hypothesized relationships at 95% level of significance. To establish the levels of influence or the relationship between the predictor variables and the independent variable, linear regression analysis was analyzed and the results are presented in Table 2.
Table 2. Empirical Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R2
	Adjusted R2
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.710
	.504
	.477
	8.859


Source: Research Data, 2023
Table 2 shows the model summary with a Pearson correlation of 0.710 indicating that there is a very strong positive correlation between factors influencing M&E and implementation of M&E systems. The coefficient of determination (R2) is 0.504 which illustrates that the three indicators of factors influencing M&E examined in this study jointly account for 50.4% variation in implementation of M&E systems. The results imply that budgetary allocation, stakeholder participation, and level of training predict implementation of M&E. The findings also imply that 49.6% of the variations in implementation of M&E systems were explained by other factors not considered in the model of the study.
Table 3. Empirical Model ANOVA
	Model
	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	4465.677
	3
	1488.559
	18.969
	.000

	
	Residual
	4394.520
	56
	78.474
	
	

	
	Total
	8860.197
	59
	
	
	


	a. Dependent Variable: IME

	b. Predictors: (Constant), BA, SP, LOT
Source: Research Data, 2023


Table 3 presents the results of ANOVA of the model fitted to test the factors influencing M&E and implementation of M&E. the results show F- statistic is 18.969 which is greater than the critical value of 2.77 (F (3, 59) 0.05) and P-value = 0.000 which is less than 0.05 implying that the model was statically significant. The study therefore rejected the hypothesis. And stated the model of the study had goodness of fit for the dataset it is applied on. These results establish that factors influencing M&E which are budgetary allocation, stakeholder participation and level of training are significantly predicted the implementation of monitoring and evaluation in local NGOs in Borama, Somaliland. 
Table 4. Empirical Model Coefficients
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	β
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	
	(Constant)
	37.161
	5.568
	
	6.673
	.000

	
	Budgetary allocation (BA)
	1.339
	2.162
	.071
	.620
	.538

	
	Stakeholder participation (SP)
	8.680
	1.881
	.470
	4.615
	.000

	
	Level of training (LOT)
	7.919
	2.262
	.382
	3.501
	.001

	a. Dependent Variable: IME
Source: Research Data, 2023


The table 4 implies that the optimal equation of the study can now be obtained as: 
Implementation of M&E systems = 37.161 + 1.339BA + 8.680SP + 7.919LOT + ϵ

H01: Budgetary allocation has no significant effect on the implementation of monitoring and evaluation in local NGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland.
The study sought to test the hypothesis that budgetary allocation has no significant effect on the implementation of M&E in LNGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland. According to the results in Table 4, budgetary allocation had β = I.339 and p-value = 0.538. Since p-value was greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis failed to be rejected implying that holding other factors constant at zero, so budgetary allocation has no significant effect on the implementation of M&E systems in LNGO projects in Borama city. The findings also imply that a unit increase in budgetary allocation would result to 1.339 units increase on implementation of M&E systems in LNGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland.
H02: Stakeholder participation has no significant effect on the implementation of monitoring and evaluation in local NGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland.
The study also sought to test the hypothesis that stakeholder participation has no significant effect on the implementation of M&E in LNGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland. From Table 4, stakeholder participation has β = 8.680 and p-value = 0.000. Since the p-value is less than 0.05. Then, the null hypothesis was rejected indicating that holding other factors constant at zero, so stakeholder participation significantly affected the implementation of M&E systems in LNGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland. The findings also imply that a unit increase in stakeholder participation would result to 8.680 units increase on implementation of M&E systems in LNGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland.

H03: Level of training has no significant effect on the implementation of monitoring and evaluation in local NGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland.
The study further sought to test the hypothesis that level of training has no significant effect on the implementation of M&E in LNGOS in Borama city, Somaliland. According to the results in Table 4, level of training has β = 7.919 and p-value = 0.001. Since p-value was less than 0.05, the null hypothesis was rejected implying that holding other factors constant at zero, thus, the level of training significantly affected the implementation of M&E systems in LNGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland. The findings also imply that a unit increase in level of training indicators would result to 7.919 units increase of implementation of M&E systems in LNGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland.
5. CONCLUSION AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1 Conclusions
The study investigated the factors influencing the implementation of monitoring and evaluation systems in local NGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland. In order to establish the role, three hypotheses were formulated to address the three variables. The three latent variables; budgetary allocation, stakeholder participation and level of training were regressed on the implementation of M&E and the results indicated that budgetary allocation had no significant effect on the implementation of M&E in Borama city, Somaliland. From the results of the analysis the study found and concluded that implementation of M&E systems in local NGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland have effective budgetary allocation in terms of amount budgeted for M&E, source of funds and consistency of allocation. The study also concluded stakeholder participation had a significant effect on the implementation of M&E systems in local NGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland. This implied stakeholder participation in terms of frequency of meetings, involvement in M&E activities and project supervision have effective impact on the implementation of M&E in local NGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland. Moreover, the findings of third objective indicated that level of training significantly affected the implementation of M&E systems in local NGO in Borama city, Somaliland. This implied that level of training in terms of relevant M&E training, level of education and frequency of training were effective on the implementation of M&E in local NGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland.
5.2 Policy Implications
The study makes important policy recommendations in light of the outcomes and findings discussed in the preceding sections. Based on the findings and conclusion drawn above, the researcher has shown in this report that budgetary allocation, stakeholder participation, and level of training significantly influence the implementation of M&E in local NGO projects in Borama city, Somaliland. In spite of its limitations, the study is a significant tool for improving the implementation of M&E in local NGOs in Borama city, Somaliland. Basing generalization on the findings in 5.1 the study makes the following recommendations: The monitoring and evaluation activities should allocate enough resources and facilitate so as to enhance a good implementation.
There should be more involvement of the stakeholders in planning, design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of projects. The project implementer should ensure that stakeholders meet regularly to be appraised on project progress. Local communities should be sensitized to the need for M&E. There is a need to harmonize the training curricula for M&E practitioners. There seems to be a glaring disparity in what different organizations consider monitoring and evaluation. Standardization is needed in terms of the tools and techniques used to enhance the growth of M&E as a distinct discipline. 
5.3 Limitation and Future Research
This study investigated factors influencing the implementation of M&E in local non-governmental organizations in Borama city, Somaliland. But it emphasizes budgetary allocation, stakeholder participation and level of training. The study found that stakeholder participation and level of training have significant effect on the implementation of M&E in local NGO projects in Borama city. But only budgetary allocation had no significant effect on the implementation of M&E in local NGOs in Borama. Based on this issue, the researcher recommended that a study should be conducted to include other local NGOs in Somaliland, with more elements of factors influencing M&E. This will help to further to determine the effect of implementation of M&E systems on NGOs project success in Somaliland.
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