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THE GENERAL PERFORMANCE OF STATES

ON ALL THE BENCHMARKS

IN THE

2005 SEEDS BENCHMARKING – ANALYSIS BY BENCHMARK

PART ‘A’
THE SYNOPSIS

Benchmarks 1: Policy

Total 20 points
	                                       Relatively better performing States

	What set them apart?
	1.     Better performing states showed evidence of broad

        consultation in preparing their policy documents, and some

        were able to demonstrate that these consultations had 

        affected the final content of the SEEDS.

2.     States that scored best on this benchmark were the one
        that had completed their policy documents and published

        them in several different locations.  Better performing states

        had also made the document widely available to the public. 

	What did states
generally do well?
	· All states had a SEEDS document or an equivalent strategy
with policies and targets.  The majority had clearly stated

targets, and most had strategies for achieving them.

· The majority of states were able to show evidence of some 

Form of consultation in producing their SEEDS.

	What did states not do well?
	· While most states had done some form of costing of capital
projects related to their SEEDS priorities, fewer had also

looked at the recurrent cost implications beyond the current

year.  Too many states only considered capital projects as 

      their strategy to achieve the targets set out in SEEDS.

· While the majority of states had some form of consultation,
few produced any evidence that consultations had affected

the content of the policy document.  This suggests that 
some states’ consultations may have been a token effort.
· Few states presented any evidence of meaningful

Consultation with State House of Assembly.

· Few states had done as much as they could have done to 

Make the SEEDS document available as a public

Commitment to the people.
 

	What were the areas where the lower scoring states could improve?
	· States that had not finalized their SEEDS documents by mid 2005 did  not 

Score well on this benchmark, and can easily improve their scores in the

Next round of benchmarking, especially if they disseminate the final document widely.

· Most states scored well on their policy document, and on setting targets.  Some states had not clearly defined or costed their strategies for achieving their policy goals.
· In future refinements of their SEEDS, it is good practice to consult widely – with the State Executive Council, the State House of Assembly, civil society and the private sector, and also to document the results of those consultations, and how they have affected the final document.
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Benchmark 2: Budget & Fiscal Management

Total 40 points.
	                                             Relatively better performing States

	What set them apart?
	1.     Better performing states were mostly up to date on the 

        production of accounts for audit.  The best performers showed    

        evidence that their Houses of Assembly actively scrutinised 

        the Auditor General’s report.

2.     As well as producing accounts at the end of the year, the 

        better performers also prepared regular financial reports 

       during the year, to track their budget implementation.

3.    Very few were the only ones to provide evidence of regular

       monitoring of the finances of their state-owned enterprises and

       parastatals.

4.    The better performers all had up-to-date records of their 

       internal and external debt, and strategies for managing that 

       debt.  Most did not use loans to finance new spending, but

       those that did had a well-documented and transparent process
       for entering into new loans.  Most also had relatively 

       sophisticated debt management records and had carried out 

       some form of debt sustainability analysis (to show the financial

       implications of servicing their debt).                     

	What did states generally do well?
	· While there were some areas of good practice, no state above
average on this benchmark and less than a quarter of states

were up to average on the capacity measures.

· In the 2005 budget, most states were able to demonstrate that they had increased their recurrent allocations to areas identified 

as SEEDS priorities.  However, poor budget performance meant that this would not necessarily translate into actual spending.

· Most states had made some effort to cost their strategies beyond the current year – mostly through traditional capital rolling plans.

	What did states not do well?

	· A number of states were several years in arrears on producing accounts for audit.  Theses states did not score well on this benchmark because the Auditor General’s report was a key piece of evidence for several of the indicators.
· In most States budgets are not a reliable guide to actual spending.  Where accounts are available, they show huge variances between actual and budgeted expenditure, both at ministry level and in aggregate.  The international standard used in the benchmarking looked for variances of 5% or less between budget and actual expenditure – or in other words, budget performance of 95% or more.  Variances of 20% or more were more common.  States with budget performance as low as 65% seeded to think they were performing well.
· Many states make over-optimistic projections of their revenue.  Few states made convincing projections for internally-generated revenue in their 2005 budgets and less than half made convincing projections of federal allocations.  If states do not collect the revenue they budget for, they will not have funds to implement their expenditure budget. 
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	· Few states are doing all they could to publish their budget and make it available to people outside government.

· Few states were able to produce evidence of budget allocations being released to line ministries in a predictable way, to enable them to plan service delivery effectively.  More often, votes are released on an ad hoc basis as cash becomes available.  This adversely affects both budget implementation and states’ service delivery.

· Few states (if any) have a fiscal strategy document that sets out strategies for matching revenue to expenditure, increasing revenue collection, and reducing debt burdens, over more than one year.

· Only two states have made any meaningful attempt to monitor poverty-reducing expenditure, or expenditure on SEEDS priorities.

· Few states carry out regular monitoring of their state-owned enterprises and parastatals, and in some states, even the statutory audits of these bodies are several years in arrears.

· Most states had scope for improvement in their budget setting process.  States should give line ministries more guidance ahead of the process (e.g. agreeing budget ceilings in advance, so that ministries know the total budget they have to work with), allowing ministries more input to the budget process, and encouraging more active scrutiny of the budget by the State House of Assembly.

	What were the areas where the lower scoring states could improve?


	· A top priority for many states should be to catch up with a backlog of un-audited accounts.
· States wishing to improve the effectiveness of their service provision need to increase the predictability of fund releases to line ministries.  Setting more realistic budgets that reflect real spending priorities is a starting point, but systems also need to be in place to ensure regular fund releases in line with an agreed schedule.

· States can help make their expenditure more predictable by including more realistic revenue projections in their budget.

· Several state governments need to address the substantial levels of arrears owed to members of staff and contractors, and develop a strategy for reducing them.

· Many of the States with significant levels of debt still need to develop accurate records and strategies for reducing them (and to reduce the burden of debt servicing on annual budgets).  While many states will benefit in the long term from the debt relief deal with the Paris Club creditors, this will not affect the (often substantial levels of internal debt.
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Benchmark 3: Service Delivery
Total 20 points

	                                                 Relatively better performing States

	What set them apart?
	1.     The better performing states had collected socio-economic 

        data in the last three years, disseminated this data and used it

         in policy-making.

2.      Better performing states showed more evidence of 

         cooperation with local governments and non-government    

         providers in policy-making and service delivery.

3.      better performing states had carried out staff audits and, in 

         most cases, used these as a basis for some form of 

         restructuring of the civil service in line with service delivery

         needs.

4.      A few of the better performing states encouraged
         independent monitoring of service provision, or used tools 

         such as service charters to make services more accountable.

	What did states generally do well?
	· Almost all states had included some form of service delivery targets and priorities in their SEEDS.
· Most sates were able to demonstrate that new projects undertaken in 2005 had some relationship to these priorities.

· Most states showed evidence of participation in national policy councils and inter-governmental forums.

	What did states not do well?
	· Although states set service-related targets in their SEEDS, few showed evidence that performance against these targets is monitored.  In any case an absence of good socio-economic or baseline data makes it unlikely that most states are able to set meaningful service delivery targets.
· While states may justifiably claim that they have limited capacity for service monitoring, few states allow or encourage independent monitoring of services by others.
· Where data does exist, states have not generally shared it with line ministries or people outside government.

· Few states had any form of service charters or needs assessment to make services more responsive to users.

	What were the areas where the lower scoring states could improve?

	· A few lower-scoring states had not taken even the most basic action to tackle payroll fraud – e.g. pay parades and staff audits.
· Lower-scoring states needed to make more effort to coordinate their service delivery with local governments and non-government service providers.

· Lower-scoring states had done little to restructure their civil services or to introduce mechanisms to make services more accountable to users – e.g. charters, systems for redress
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Benchmark 4: Communication & Transparency
Total 20 points

	                                                 Relatively better performing States

	What set them apart?
	1.     The better performing states had taken some steps to make their

        procurement more transparent.  Most had set up a due process unit 

        similar to the Federal Budget Monitoring & Price Intelligence

        Unit.  It was more common in these states for contracts to be 

        awarded in line with due process standards, and for people to be

        made aware of tendering and the award of contracts.

2.     The better performing states used different ways to give members

        of the public the opportunity to discuss the government’s 

        performance – for example TV and radio talk shows, town hall

        meetings and other forums.

3.     Some of the better performers made their audited accounts 

        Available to the public – e.g. through publication in newspapers.  

	What did states  generally do well?
	· Most states had some form of procurement guidelines.
· Most state governors use some form of broadcast media to enable discussions about their government’s performance.  About half of states used other channels for feedback.

	What did states not   do well?
	· States generally scored badly on this benchmark.  Less than 50% of the States were found to have above average capacity to let the people know how they government operations are carried out within their system, while only FCT was able to translate this capacity into actions to above average level.
· Most states are too secretive about how they have spent their allocations.  States may publicise budgets but few publicise what 

they have spent.  A number of states are several years behind on producing audited accounts.

· There is also very little information about the state’s use of local government funds (e.g. Joint Allocation Committees that the state controls).  New legislation passed in 2005 make it illegal for states not to pass on local government allocations to LGAs.

· Open competitive procurement is still the exception rather than the rule.  Although several states had set up due process units, few if any showed evidence that contracts were regularly awarded in line with due process standards, or even in line with the states’s own procurement guidelines.

· Few states had any sort of guidelines for tackling corruption and only a minority had publicized reports on anti-corruption activities.

	What were the arrears were the lower scoring states could improve?
	· A high priority for many states should be to catch up with a backlog of un-audited accounts and auditors general’s reports.  Without these, any income and expenditure figures that a state might publish in newspapers are of limited validity.
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PART ‘B’

THE CATEGORISATION OF RESULTS 
BY
 CAPACITY 
LEVELS ON EACH BENCHMARK


CAPACITY

	
	POLICY
	BUDGET &FISCAL MGT
	SERVICE DELIVERY
	COMMUNICATION & TRANSPARANCY

	ABOVE AVERAGE
	Abia

Akwaibom

Ebonyi

Ekiti

Enugu

FCT

Jigawa

Koggi

Kwara

Niger
	NIL
	Adamawa

Edo

FCT

Jigawa

Kebbi

Ogun

Osun
	Akwaibom

Anambra

Benue

Cross River

Delta

Ebonyi

Ekiti

Enugu

FCT

Gombe

Kano

Ondo

Osun

Yobe

	AVERAGE
	Adamawa

Anambra

Bauchi

Delta

Imo

Kano

Lagos

Ondo

Plateau

Rivers

Sokoto
	Bauchi

Benue

Cross River

Ekiti

Enugu

Ondo

Yobe
	Bauchi

Benue

Delta

Ekiti

Enugu

Kaduna

Kano

Katsina

Kogi

Niger

Ondo 

Oyo
	Bauchi

Edo

Kaduna

Lagos

Niger

Ogun

Oyo

Plateau

Rivers

Zamfara

	BELOW AVERAGE
	Benue

Borno

Cross River

Edo

Gombe

Kaduna

Katsina

Kebbi

Nasarawa

Ogun

Osun

Oyo

Taraba

Yobe

Zamfara
	Abia

Adamawa

Akwaibom

Anambra

Borno

Delta

Ebonyi

Edo

FCT

Gombe

Imo

Jigawa

Kaduna

Kano

Katsina

Kebbi

Kogi

Kwara

Lagos

Nasarawa

Niger

Ogun

Osun

Oyo

Plateau

Rivers

Sokoto

Taraba

Zamfara


	Abia

Akwaibom

Anambra

Borno

Cross River

Ebonyi

Gombe

Imo

Kwara

Lagos

Nasarawa

Plateau

Rivers

Sokoto

Taraba

Yobe

Zamfara
	Abia

Adamawa

Borno

Imo

Jigawa

Katsina

Kebbi

Kogi

Kwara

Nasarawa

Sokoto

Taraba


NB: Please note that the following States met the minimum standards of 25% in all the four Benchmarks;

Anambra, Cross-River, Ebonyi, Enugu, Ekiti, FCTA, Jigawa, Kaduna, Kano, Lagos, Osun, Ondo and Yobe States.

THE CATEGORISATION OF RESULTS 
BY
 COMMITMENT 
LEVEL ON 
EACH BENCHMARK

COMMITMENT

	
	POLICY
	BUDGET & FISCAL MGT
	SERVICE DELIVERY
	COMMUNICATION & TRANSPARANCY

	ABOVE AVERAGE
	Benue

Edo

Ekiti

Enugu

FCT

Gombe

Imo

Jigawa

Kaduna

Kogi

Kwara

Nasarawa

Niger

Osun

Plateau
	NIL


	Anambra

Bauchi

Benue

Cross River

Ebonyi

Edo

Enugu

FCT

Jigawa

Kebbi

Kogi

Lagos

Ondo

Osun

Rivers

Zamfara
	FCT

	AVERAGE
	Abia

Adamawa

Akwaibom

Ebonyi

Ondo

Rivers

Taraba

Zamfara
	Anambra

Delta

Imo

Kaduna

Lagos

Ondo

Osun

Rivers

Delta

Imo

Kaduna

Lagos

Ondo

Osun

Rivers
	Delta

Imo

Kaduna

Kano

Katsina

Kwara

Ogun

Plateau

Sokoto

Taraba

Yobe
	Ebonyi

Enugu

Kaduna

Ondo

	BELOW AVERAGE
	Anambra

Bauchi

Borno

Cross River

Delta

Kano

Katsina

Kebbi

Lagos

Ogun

Oyo

Sokoto

Yobe
	Abia

Adamawa

Akwaibom

Bauchi

Benue

Borno

Cross River

Ebonyi

Edo

Ekiti

Enugu

FCT

Gombe

Jigawa

Kano

Katsina

Kebbi

Kogi

Kwara

Nasarawa

Niger

Ogun

Oyo

Plateau

Sokoto

Taraba

Yobe

Zamfara
	Abia

Adamawa

Akwaibom

Borno

Ekiti

Gombe

Nasarawa

Niger

Oyo
	Abia

Adamawa

Akwaibom

Anambra

Bauchi

Benue

Borno

Cross River

Delta

Edo

Ekiti

Gombe

Imo

Jigawa

Kano

Katsina

Kebbi

Kogi

Kwara

Lagos

Nasarawa

Niger

Ogun

Osun

Oyo

Plateau

Rivers

Sokoto

Taraba

Yobe

Zamfara.


NB: Please note that the following States met the minimum standards of 25% in all the four Benchmarks;

Anambra, Cross-River, Ebonyi, Enugu, Ekiti, FCTA, Jigawa, Kaduna, Kano, Lagos, Osun, Ondo and Yobe States.
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