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	Increased responsiveness of Government institutions to citizens’ demand for change and action
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	1. Improved systems of M&E and reporting that enable Public Monitoring of performance and public financial management (PFM) in Federal, State and Local Government institutions
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3. Community Information and Action Centres (CIACs) established
4. Strengthened EFCC and ICPC activities at State and Local Government level

5. National Information for Accountability Centre (NIAC) established to collate and make publicly and easily available data, analysis, real life stories and other material relevant to the fight against corruption in Nigeria
6. Independent and effective Monitoring and Evaluation and Quality Assurance of project
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	UNDP, EFCC, ICPC, States, LGCs and participating non-state actors 
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I. situation analysis

1. Background

Nigeria is a Federation comprising 36 States and the Federal Capital Territory
. Each of the 36 States of the Federation is, in turn, comprised of Local Government Councils (LGCs) totalling in aggregate 774. Nigeria operates a federal constitution which provides for political and fiscal autonomy as between the Federal, States and LGCs. It also provides for an independent executive, legislature and judiciary, at both federal and sub-national government levels, with the President exercising executive powers of the Federation. Similar powers are exercised by the Governor at the State level. Nigeria has a population of over 140 million people, accounting for more than half the population of West Africa. There are about 250 ethnic groupings. Nigeria’s land area, 76% of which is arable, spans 923,769km2. Nigeria is endowed with many natural resources and solid minerals and is now the eighth largest producer of petroleum in the world.

At the inception of civilian rule in 1999 the Nigerian economy was in distress, characterized by policy instability, near collapse of social and economic infrastructure, rising levels of poverty, unemployment, huge budget deficits, high rate of inflation, high import dependence, neglect of non oil sector, poor governance environment, high cost of doing business, inefficient state owned enterprises, and insecurity of lives and property. The recently emerging trend of militancy in the Niger Delta region - driven by increased agitation for equitable allocation of oil resources - exacerbates the increasing levels of insecurity of lives and property. Nigeria has a long and recent history of government structural/ policy instability and zero-sum politics. It has a flawed electoral process, and weak traditions and institutions of accountability in and outside government. Government is the biggest political and economic actor and access to government is widely accepted as the easiest route to both power and wealth. Public access to information and participation in governance is minimal.

With the return to democratic governance in 1999, a myriad of economic, political and governance reforms, including reforms to the national integrity system, have been introduced with varying degrees of success. These include the introduction, in 2003, of the National Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy (NEEDS) 2004-2007. Official sources indicate poverty reduction (from 70% in 2003 to 56% in 2005); in macroeconomic stability, a growth rate of GDP (from 3.3% in 1999 to 6% in the period 2004-2007); oil and non-oil sector (0%  and 8.4% respectively), external reserve from $4billion in 1999 to $43billion in 2006, and $65billion in 2008, while exiting from an external debt of $34billion and bringing down average inflation rate to 9.5% during the period
. 

Historical Context

The chequered history of the emergence of the entity known today as Nigeria, offers some useful context of the evolution and seemingly institutionalisation of corruption in Nigeria. Independence marked the beginnings of the paradigm of the “national cake” by which national resources came to be seen as being up for grabs and political power no more than a tool to secure the largest share of those resources for constituent groups. This trend was strengthened and made a permanent fixture in the political economy of Nigeria with the nationalisation of mineral resources by military decree in 1972, abandoning the previous revenue sharing models that strengthened the component units. The more recent constitutional history of Nigeria, starting with the 1979 Constitution, through to the 1999 Constitution which creates a powerful federal government vested with control of the bulk of the nation’s economic resources, merely served to preserve the “national cake” paradigm. The disruption of democratic governance by the 27 long years of autocratic military rule compounded and further ingrained this paradigm. 

The drive against corruption was revived and given impetus by the Obasanjo led administration, in 2003, with the establishment of a legal and institutional framework for corruption in Nigeria. Details of the legal and institutional framework are set out in the sections to follow. The present administration which came into office in 2007 is continuing with the legal and institutional framework and has through the Nigeria Project Agenda (NPA) attempted to root the anti-corruption campaign within a policy framework. Details of this policy context are set out in subsequent sections. 

Current Policy Framework 

The Nigeria Project Agenda (NPA)

The NPA details a comprehensive articulation of the priority policies of President Yar’Adua’s 7-Point Agenda which coalesces the economic development blue print (NEEDS) developed in 2003 by the Obasanjo led administration and the 2007 Implementation Programme of the ruling Peoples Democratic Party. A key pillar of the NPA is “Combating Corruption”. It identifies corruption as one of the nation’s major problems and recognises its adverse effects on the nation’s ability to grow the national economy and reduce poverty. It documents in-roads made since 1999 in the fight against corruption such as the establishment of the Economic and Financial Crimes Commission (EFCC), the Independent Corrupt Practices and Other Related Offences Commission (ICPC), the passage of the Public Procurement Act (PPA), Fiscal Responsibility Act (FRA) and civil service reforms. Enforcement (investigation and prosecution) and preventive (laws and fiscal transparency policies) measures are the two constituent elements of the stated anti-corruption policy of government. Limited in this way to the twin elements of enforcement and prevention, a significant gap in policy coverage is at once obvious. The all important third element of education and public enlightenment which completes the tripod of a holistic anti-corruption policy has received less than adequate attention by institutions having the mandate to implement the campaign. 

A long-term national anti-corruption strategy is conspicuous only in its absence in the policy framework for anti-corruption in Nigeria. Whilst of itself a national anti-corruption strategy, will not win the war against corruption, a home-grown, carefully prioritized, well coordinated, national anti-corruption strategy with an inbuilt external monitoring and evaluation system and high-level political buy-in, is an invaluable tool for articulating and setting the tone of the nation’s anti-corruption agenda and also benchmarking progress, particularly in the context of the number of institutions in the National Integrity System (NIS). This overarching strategic policy gap presents an opportunity for intervention. 

Current Legal and Institutional Framework

The legal framework for anti-corruption in Nigeria is fairly robust, at least at the federal level. It is rooted, in the Constitution and in Acts of the National Assembly. The anti-corruption framework in Nigeria comprises a myriad of legislations, including the constitution which establishes the Code of Conduct Bureau (CCB), with powers to compel declaration of assets by public officers prior to and immediately after occupying public office. The CCB has powers to enforce the public service code of conduct through the instrumentality of the Code of Conduct Tribunal (CCT) also established by the Constitution. In 2007, shortly upon assumption of office, President Yar’Adua made public the details of assets he declared to the CCB – a move which ought to have given impetus to the resolve of the CCB to enforce compliance with the public service code of conduct. The more direct pieces of anti-corruption legislation are the ICPC Act, the EFCC Act, the Money Laundering (Prohibition) Act (MLA), the Criminal Code Act (CCA), the FRA, the PPA and the Nigerian Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (NEITI) Act, not forgetting that several other regulatory institutions have mandates to make rules and determine sectoral practices that impact on the anti corruption fight.
The ICPC Act, an anti-corruption specific legislation enacted in 2002 established the ICPC, with a mandate to prevent, educate against, investigate and prosecute largely public sector corruption offences
. The ICPC Act, which applies to public officers at all levels of government, criminalizes corrupt practices, including corrupt gratification and false statements in respect of public property or moneys and prescribes penal sanctions ranging from 5 to 7 years imprisonment. The EFCC Act, another anti-corruption specific legislation, enacted in 2002, established the EFCC with the principal mandate of combating financial and economic crimes, including advance fee fraud, money laundering and other private and public sector financial and economic crimes. The EFCC Act criminalizes, financial malpractices, retention of proceeds of criminal conduct, economic and financial crimes and makes provision for the forfeiture of property of convicted persons. However no provision exists in the EFCC Act or in any other piece of anti-corruption legislation in Nigeria for non-conviction based property forfeiture. Like the ICPC Act, the EFCC Act applies at all levels of government. The CCA deals with corruption from a more general criminal law standpoint. It criminalizes fraud, bribery and obtaining by false pretences and prescribes penal sanctions ranging from 3 to 7 years imprisonment for these criminal conducts. The MLA, enacted in 2004, makes comprehensive provisions to prohibit the laundering of the proceeds of crime and illegal conduct, criminalizes money laundering and the retention of the proceeds of illegal conduct and prescribes penal sanctions ranging from monetary fines to terms of imprisonment of 2 to 3 years. The NEITI Act provides an institutional mechanism for transparency in the extractive industries, through revenue and expenditure tracking and monitoring of industry practices with an eye to ensuring remedial action, in collaboration with stakeholders.  However, the legal framework for anti-corruption in Nigeria provides scant if at all any platform for the protection of persons who expose and report corrupt practices. A Bill aimed at facilitating whistle-blowing and protecting whistle-blowers remains un-enacted 7 years after being introduced in the National Assembly.  

Administrative fiscal management and procurement reforms have been implemented since 2003, following the World Bank supported country procurement assessment review in 2001. These reform efforts which have led to improved fiscal policy management and procurement practices have been strengthened in 2007 by the passage of the FRA and PPA, respectively creating at the federal level a Fiscal Responsibility Commission (FRC), charged with responsibility for enforcing provisions and for disseminating standard practices that will result in greater efficiency in the planning, allocation and management of public expenditure, revenue collection, debt control and transparency in all fiscal matters, and a Bureau of Public Procurement (BPP) (supervised by a Council) to regulate the procurement of goods, services, and works in the public sector. Taking a cue from reforms at the federal level, some States have enacted their own Fiscal Responsibility Law (FRL), modelled after the FRA and are putting in place mechanisms to ensure due process in public procurement. However, large gaps remain in the legal and institutional framework and institutional capacity of States and LGCs in the area of public procurement and fiscal transparency and accountability which need to be addressed and which presents an opportunity for intervention. 

There are other institutions that predate institutions such as the ICPC, the EFCC, the BPP and the FRC with mandates that relate either directly or indirectly to the fight against corruption. The first such institution is the Public Complaints Commission (PCC), which is charged with ombudsman functions. Another, a creation of the Constitution, is the Office of the Auditor-General, both at the Federal and State levels. The Auditor-General is vested with powers to audit public accounts, including value for money audit. The Constitution affords the Auditor-General security of tenure and independence and requires the Auditor-General to submit audit reports to the Legislature, in practice, through the Public Accounts Committee of the legislature (PAC). In practice, the Auditor General is steeped in the civil service bureaucracy and public accounts have gone un-audited or years. The legislature at both the Federal and State levels are also key institutional actors in Nigeria’s National Integrity System (NIS). The Constitution vests powers in the legislature, both at federal and State levels to investigate corrupt practices in the disbursement and administration of appropriated funds. It is only in recent times that the legislature, particularly at the federal level, has started to appreciate the wide powers conferred on it by the Constitution in this regard, in recent times, conducting probes into the disbursement and administration of funds in the power and aviation sectors, uncovering in the process massive misappropriation of funds and corruption. The final reports of these and remedial actions or sanction to be meted out to erring public officers (if any) are yet to be made public. 

At the international level, Nigeria is a signatory to the United Nations Convention Against Corruption (UNCAC) which is the universally accepted framework for anti-corruption. It provides guidance for national policies and anti-corruption measures based on five main pillars
. Nigeria is also a signatory to the African Union Convention on Prevention and Combating Corruption (AUCPCC), which is the framework of the African Union (AU) for the development of mechanisms required to prevent, detect, punish and eradicate corruption and related offences in the public and private sectors. At the sub-regional level, under the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) Protocols on Democracy and Good Governance and Anti-Corruption, Nigeria has undertaken to fight corruption and to establish appropriate mechanisms to address issues of corruption. Whilst Nigeria is a signatory to these Conventions and Protocols, they have not been domesticated in Nigeria as required by the Nigeria Constitution and therefore do not, strictly speaking, have force of law in Nigeria. At the Private Sector level, there is a “Code of Best Practices for Corporate Governance in Nigeria” (“Governance Code”), which documents and recommends good practices for corporate governance in Nigeria, aimed at ensuring transparency and accountability. The Governance Code contains no sanctions and relies on voluntary compliance. It is also worthy of note that, in the strict legal sense, the Governance Code has no legislative force. Regulatory bodies such as the Central Bank of Nigeria (CBN), Corporate Affairs Commission (CAC) and the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) also have in place governance codes for private sector institutions which they regulate. 

2. Problem and root causes
Perhaps there is some good news about the fight against corruption in Nigeria. The problem is known, there is evidence of political will, though it may be diminishing. Some key pieces of legislations are in place at the federal level, even though, same cannot be said for the states and local governments. A great number of anti corruption initiatives exist especially at the federal level. There is evidence that the Nigerian press is free and able to call leaders to account. There is a robust and growing civil society. Some not so good news will include the fact that activities are often in the short term, poorly connected, lacking citizen participation and ownership. Poor access to information has exacerbated the failure to connect a growing body of data to life realities, a failure to give corruption a recognizable face before the people. In addition to the absence of a national strategy plan to direct anti corruption activities, there are no developed mechanisms for public finance/governance information sharing and coordination, and limited capacity and skills to develop and deploy relevant tools for information collation, sharing and to give the poor a strong voice. There is evidence of very poor budget integrity and transparency, though there are few improvements at the federal level, this remains a major concern and makes the case for a budget tracking initiative. Even at the federal level, where some key legislation exist, some important pieces of legislation, like the Freedom of information and Witness protection laws, are not in place. There is ample evidence of weak public institution processes. There are very little or no functioning open Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) mechanisms with resulting poor oversight, making the case for initiatives to improve system integrity and open fact based assessment, which can further activate and support demand for action. 

According to most indices, the problem of corruption has seen some improvement in the last five or six years, although it remains severe. Transparency International’s Corruption Perception Index (CPI) has improved significantly from a score of 1,0 (out of a maximum of 10) in 2001 to 2,2 in 2007. The World Bank’s Control of Corruption indicator has likewise improved from -1,38 in 2002 to -1,01 in 2007 (on a scale from -2,5 to 2,5). It is worth noting, however, that the change is less marked from the previous historic high, which both indices registered in 1998, with scores of 1,9 and -1,12, respectively (see historic data for both indices in figure below).
One often finds references to the positive development in Nigeria’s Transparency International ranking. Whereas Nigeria was ranked as the most corrupt country of the countries included in the 2000 CPI, it had risen to position number 32 from the bottom by 2007. It may be noted, to qualify this indicator, that of the 31 countries ranked below Nigeria in the 2007 CPI, only 9 of them were included in the 2000 index, the rest are new entries. This means that it is not strictly correct to state that Nigeria has advanced 31 rungs on the ranking. The 9 countries that Nigeria has overtaken are Azerbaijan, Belarus, Cote d’Ivoire, Ecuador, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Zimbabwe, Venezuela and Uzbekistan. The CPI score of most of these countries have deteriorated significantly since 2000.
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There are also a growing number of other surveys that seek to quantify the extent of corruption in Nigeria. These include the Afrobarometer, the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), the public opinion survey conducted by and the Security, Justice and Growth Programme (SJGP) supported by DfID.
 The surveys show that the public think the ICPC and EFCC do a good job (NCVS and SJGP). 22% of the NCVS respondents indicated that they had paid a bribe in the last three years, while the Afrobarometer gave a similar finding of between 17% and 22% in the last 12 months. The NCVS, however, showed a large variance between states, where the rate of bribery varied from a low of 7%, in Kebbi State, to a high of 54% in Rivers State.

The types of surveys presented above provide useful data to inform anti-corruption programming. However a closer look at the types of data presented by the surveys indicates that much of what they measure is instances of bribery. Although bribery and extortion are key ingredients of corruption, it is probably fair to state that the sums involved in bribery in Nigeria are dwarfed by losses to the public purse incurred by misallocations, theft and misappropriation of public funds. The Public Expenditure Management and Financial Accountability Review (PEMFAR)
 indicates that the average annual revenues of states and local governments in the country from the federation account has increased more than fourfold over the period of 2005 -2008 from what it was in 1999. However there is no observable improvement in social amenities or public services at the state and particularly the local government levels in most states, the question therefore is where has all the money gone? An immediate deduction is that the main problem may be that of (leakages) embezzlement, misallocation and outright theft. This makes a strong case for expenditure tracking and suggests that to fight corruption what is needed, is to provide tool to those who have an incentive to fight corruption, this will be the poor who are the only ones not benefiting from corruption. Thus the solution may lie in creating a strong voice for the poor to organize to demand action against corruption. This is possible, if you can give a face to corruption and let the poor see how the loss of these huge revenues, relates to the absence of, or poor services and amenities they ought to receive, there is also the question, of the ‘how’ of communication methodologies, and linkages with the press which happens to be the best medium for mobilizing public voice. This makes the case for co-ordinated information sharing and communication strategies at all levels aimed at improving voice and demand for action. Also there is a need for States and Local Governments to improve the legal systems and processes to support citizen participation in public finance management. 
Despite the progress made by EFCC, the Anti-Corruption (AC) institutions have a low combined average rate of successful prosecutions and recovery of looted funds and have very little presence at the State and Local Government levels. Though the federal government publishes State and LGC share of revenue, leakages in LGC share of federation account proceeds is a major issue. The limited presence of AC institutions, particularly EFCC and ICPC at the State and Local Government levels presents an opportunity for intervention by providing assistance to these AC institutions to establish a presence in and expand their work to the States and Local Government levels. The United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) and other agencies are involved in providing extensive capacity support to improve the EFCC’s ability to monitor, investigate and prosecute offenders, but much of this support is targeted at improving the institutional capacity of the EFCC at the federal level. UNODC also has plans to launch a similar but limited project for ICPC.
3. Proposed solution 

The solution proposed is rooted in the deduction that follows through from the main emerging issue, that is, that largely the main problem of corruption in Nigeria is related to misallocations, embezzlement and theft of public funds. Effectively engaging the poor in the fight against corruption is arguably, in the long-term, the most potent weapon in the anti-corruption arsenal. More particularly both the EFCC and the ICPC have expressed a desire to support initiatives targeted at giving voice to the people and creating effective demand for fiscal responsibility and better use of resources for development.
 This project seeks to mainstream the group that least benefits from corruption (the poor) in the fight against corruption by providing them with a system of learning and action which provides them with tools to monitor government performance and public expenditure, document realities on the ground in their localities and effectively demand action. The project will support the improvement and review of existing systems of performance and financial monitoring and facilitates analysis and two-way dissemination of information on performance monitoring and expenditure tracking; and better performance and financial information sharing and coordination right through to the local level. In this way, existing government performance systems will become more evidenced based and conclusions from such systems will be become more realistic. Similarly government financial systems will become more transparent, accessible and responsive to the needs of ordinary citizens. Support will also be provided to the EFCC and the ICPC to strengthen their capacities to extend their work to the State and Local Government levels to position them to effectively provide action in response to the demand that will be generated. The proposed solution is consistent with “Agency Outcome A.1.3” of the United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) II which seeks the broadening of coalitions and/or campaigns involving non-state actors at Federal and State levels for the creation of public demand for fiscal responsibility and effective use of resources for development.

3. Barriers to proposed solution

A number of challenges to the proposed solution have been identified. Measures have been built into the proposed solution to address these challenges. The first challenge relates to timely access to comprehensive and reliable performance and financial information given the historic reticence of public institutions in Nigeria to make public, information on government spending. The absence of a legal framework to compel disclosure at the State and Local Government level and the gaps in the legal framework at the Federal level amplifies this challenge. However there is a recent initiative of the Federal Ministry of Finance (FMF) to publish Federation Account allocations to the Federal, States and Local Governments in national newspapers. This presents evidence that the observed reticence can be overcome. In implementing the proposed solution, partnerships will be built with AC enforcement agencies, like the EFCC, ICPC, NEITI and other agencies related to the AC campaign to compel the timely disclose of performance and financial information. The EFCC, ICPC and NEITI have expressly indicated their willingness to collaborate with the project in this regard. Support will also be provided to procurement reforms at the State and Local Government levels. A second challenge is the ability to convert the mass of data and information, once disclosed, to useable and easily digestible form and the weak capacity within Civil Society Organisations CSOs and the media to collate and analyse data. This challenge will be addressed by ensuring that easily understandable communication devices are employed in information dissemination using in appropriate cases, local languages. The third key challenge relates to low human and physical capacity to articulate and provide voice. This will be addressed by building broad based partnerships working with the media and CSOs to build capacity for effective voice. 
II. Strategy
A key strength of the United Nations (UN) is its ability to advance social and economic reforms, and the trust it clearly enjoys among its partners as an honest broker. The UN is especially respected for its advisory assistance and technical expertise and for its support for capacity development.

The management of public resources is a present challenge to deepening democracy in Nigeria. The Government’s 7-Point Development Agenda and NPA includes addressing corruption and improving governance. The UNDAF and UNDP Country Programme (CP) both use a broad definition of governance. UNDAF (Outcome 2) and the UNDP CP (B. Political Governance) aim for improvements in the three main pillars of good governance, namely elections, justice and anti-corruption. These will be achieved in accordance with the rule of law and in response to public demand. It is expected that the design of the project and its timely execution will raise the level of accountability and transparency and result in improved governance, enhanced human dignity and social justice.

In viewing corruption as a deficit of democracy, human rights and governance, the involvement of all citizens in fighting corruption, through various empowerment measures and tools, centred around information and knowledge, the project will provide much needed space for the poor and other vulnerable groups to participate in local governance and have a sense of ownership. Corruption, however defined, affects the poor disproportionately. The project envisages a knowledge-based anti-corruption approach that is all-inclusive, useful as a depository of information and a key interface tool for all development programs and capable of significantly contributing to Nigeria’s development objectives and the attainment of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).

The following problems have been identified that will be addressed by the project:

1. There are poor or absent systems of monitoring of the performance of public institutions at Federal and sub-national level. This means that there are is very little information available for citizens on the quality of service delivery and on the budget process, including both revenue and expenditure;

2. These problems are particularly pronounced at the State and LGC level, where the problems are compounded by the continued failure of States and LGCs to put in place the advances in the legislation and practices of procurement that have been realised at the Federal level in recent years;

3. There are few tools available for citizens at community level to gain insight into the mechanisms of service delivery and public finance, and they have few opportunities to give voice to their own experiences and their demand for change and action;

4. The key national institutions mandated to ensure accountability in Nigeria, EFCC and ICPC, have not yet succeeded in effectively realising their stated goals of connecting with the public. Both institutions have plans in place to address this recognised weakness, but they lack the necessary structures in place to effectively realise their objectives of fully engaging the public in the fight against corruption;

5. There is a lack of independent analytical capacity at the national level and no working mechanism for bringing together the growing body of material and experiences of cases and effects of corruption in Nigeria. Consequently there is poor analysis and poor learning from challenges and successes on the ground.

The intended outcome of the project is: Increased responsiveness of Government institutions to citizens’ demand for change and action. This will be achieved through a two-pronged approach of working with Government institutions and independent CSOs and/or coalitions of CSOs.

First, support will be provided to ICPC, in collaboration with stakeholders, to develop and utilise a tool to assess the M&E systems in Ministries, Departments and Agencies (MDAs) at Federal level and in States and LGCs. The assessment will provide particular attention to the quality and accessibility of reporting that is available to the general public. The goal is to have reporting that enables the public to track performance over time and to make comparisons among MDA, States and LGCs. Financial reporting should provide a clear overview of revenues and expenditures, with expenditures tied to identifiable outputs.

Second, States and LGCs will be supported to strengthen transparency and accountability in public procurement.  Where required, assistance will be provided to put in place legal and regulatory reform. Training and equipment will be provided to States and LGC procurement staff and information provided to stakeholders about the where and how to access information on the procurement process.

Third, Community Information and Action Centres (CIACs) will be established at the LG level to serve citizens by assisting them to access information and to provide feed-back and demands for change. The CIACs should be run by a CSO, or coalition of CSOs, active in the respective states, and should actively acquire information on service delivery and public finance from the State and LGC. They will also make available tools for communication, using ICT and traditional means, to enable citizens, CBOs and CSOs to record and disseminate their experiences and as tools to lobby for and demand change and action on specific cases. The aim will be to establish CIACs in four LGCs in each participating State. The CIACs will be assisted by a “hub” or supporting and coordinating office at State level.

Four, EFCC and ICPC will be supported to roll out their activities and planned outreach programmes at State and LGC level in participating States. Both EFCC and ICPC have innovative plans in place for activities at the local level. This project will support EFCC to establish a tool for tracking and reporting revenues, federal transfers and expenditures of States and LGCs, in partnership with NEITI and building on work already done by NEITI. EFFC’s planned programme to support community based Anti Corruption Volunteers will also be supported in participating States and supportive links established with the CIACs. ICPC will be supported in their planned conduct of Townhall Meetings/public hearings and linked with the activities and resources of the CIAC to assure maximum impact.

Five, support will be provided for the establishment of an independent National Information for Accountability Centre (NIAC). The Centre will function as a one-stop information centre for information relevant to accountability issues in Nigeria. It will actively collate and make available information. It will also establish a database on public finance that will be accessible on its website. The Centre will link with CIACs, both to assist the CIACs to get relevant information on activities and finances in their States and LGCs, and to collect and disseminate information from the CIACs that document the realities on the ground. The NIAC will also function as a catalyst of informed debate at the national level through issuance of published analysis, generation of rankings illustrating the comparative performance of States and LGCs, and through participation in radio and TV programmes.

As can be seen, there is a strong cross-cutting theme of generating a strong two-way flow of information between all stakeholders, improved oversight through availability and use of information and the generation of an informed public debate leading a strong demand of change and improved accountability.

There is a strong inter-locking logic of the various components of this programme and each component has clear and identifiable results to achieve. Nevertheless, the project still presents technical and human challenges that exceed those of many projects, due to the complexity of the issues and the politically sensitive nature of accountability issues. Not least, the danger of political capture that can undermine isolated components of the project is a very real risk. It will therefore be necessary to conduct yearly monitoring exercises of the project activities, performed by an independent team of experts. The yearly M&E exercises will be conducted in and open and participative manner in order to ensure the integrity of the process. 
1. Outputs and Activity Results (AR)
Output 1:  
Improved systems of M&E and reporting that enable Public Monitoring of performance and public financial management (PFM) in Federal, State and Local Government institutions

AR 1.1
Tool developed in cooperation with ICPC to assess performance based monitoring systems and financial reporting in institutions with a particular focus on assessing the availability of monitoring information and whether it is accessible and understandable for the public.


AR 1.2
ICPC assisted in collaboration with Stakeholders (STHs) to perform review in selected institutions at Federal, State and Local Government level.


AR 1.3
ICPC assisted in collaboration with stakeholders to disseminate results to public and support public discussion on reports and systems, and to generate recommendations for improved systems to ensure effective and objective monitoring and public availability of performance and financial data, including interface with NAIC and CIAC’s.


AR 1.4
ICPC assisted to work with institutions to implement recommendations.


AR 1.5
Reassessments performed in MDAs, States and LGCs two years after they conducted first review in order to assess progress.

Output 2:
Strengthen systems of Public Procurement at State and Local Government level 


AR 2.1
States/LGCs assisted to put in place, PPLs with public monitoring mechanisms.


AR 2.2
States assisted to perform Needs Assessment of Procurement Departments and facilitate public discussions on findings.


AR 2.3
States provided with Technical Assistance and financial support to implement recommendations from needs assessment.


AR 2.4.
State assisted to conduct Procurement Assessments in cooperation with STH to assess performance of procurement systems

Output 3:
Community Information and Action Centres (CIACs) established

AR 3.1
Full concept for CIACs developed that outlines functions and outputs of the Centres, as well as operational mechanisms that enable them to deliver the objectives to “provide tools for citizens to document cases of abuse, assert voice and demand action; and to make information, including financial information, easily available in easily understandable and actionable formats.” The model should provide for a State level ‘hub’ that provides technical support to LG-level Community Information and Action Centres. Sustainability should be enhanced by Centres’ providing fee-based services, e.g. video and radio production, to business and government institutions. Centre will also address issues of gender and inclusiveness for minority and disadvantaged groups, ensuring delivery of relevant information, in usable formats through traditional channels. 


AR 3.2
MOUs with selected State(s) where CIACs will be established and MOUs with partner(s) identified and selected to run Centres.


AR 3.3
Action Plan and Budget developed and agreed, based on model (see 3.1.1), with implementing partner.


AR 3.4
CIACs established and operational.


AR 3.5
Linkages with NIAC established, ensuing two-way flow of information and innovation, addressing gender concerns.


AR 3.6
Assessments conducted of operations of CIACs, and performance on gender indicators


AR 3.7
Support provided for continued operation and extension of coverage of CIACs.

Output 4:
Strengthened EFCC and ICPC activities at State and Local Government level


AR 4.1
Areas of collaboration with EFCC and ICPC and MOU agreed.


AR 4.2
EFCC assisted in partnership with NEITI to track federation account transfers and to 6 States and LGC’s, and expenditures there from and results disseminated.


AR 4.3
 ICPC supported to provide integrity training of LGC officials.


AR 4.4
ICPC supported to conduct Townhall Meetings in collaboration with CIACs.


AR 4.5
EFCC supported to implement Anti Corruption Volunteer programme in collaboration with CIACs in 6 States.

Output 5:
National Information for Accountability Centre (NIAC) established to collate and make publicly and easily available data, analysis, real life stories and other material relevant to the fight against corruption in Nigeria


AR 5.1
Full concept for a NIAC developed that outlines functions and outputs of the Centre, as well as operational mechanisms that enable it to deliver the objective to “generate and broaden public access to accountability information and stimulate public debate.” Taking into account gender and issues relating to vulnerable and disadvantaged groups 


AR 5.2
Partner identified to host the Centre and support the physical establishment of the Centre.


AR 5.3
Action Plan and Budget developed


AR 5.4
Available relevant information mapped and facilities established to make information easily available both physically and through website.


AR 5.5
Availability of financial information (budgets and execution reports) scoped and database designed to facilitate monitoring and analysis of revenue and public revenue and expenditure at all levels. Database should be accessible and useable through internet and present information in an easily understandable way to capture public interest, for example, by the use of rankings. Efforts should be made to capture value for money, by for example, connecting level of expenditure with outcome by sector (e.g. mortality, enrolment rates, kms and quality of roads constructed, etc).


AR 5.6
Information and material from the CIACs linked to NIAC and disseminated at national level, and relevant information and support provided to CIACs.


AR 5.7
Support provided for salaries, core functions and activities of NIAC.

Output 6:

Independent and effective Monitoring and Evaluation and Quality Assurance of project


AR 6.1
System established for independent and open M&E of the project on an annual basis


AR 6.2
Independent M&E performed every year and shared with stakeholders for discussion
2. Adaptation rationale 

As explained in the introductory sections of the Project Document, a key constraint in the fight against corruption in Nigeria is the lack of a strong and effective citizen’s voice. Some progress has been made on the enforcement side, as exemplified by the progress made by the strengthened capacity of the EFCC, and in prevention, represented by legal reform at the Federal level by the enactment of the FRA and PPA. But in the absence of stronger and more concerted pressure from the Nigerian public for a stronger high level commitment to the fight against corruption, it is unlikely that anything like a believable political will for the cause will be generated.

Whereas it is important that there is continued support for capacity building of enforcement organs, such as EFCC and ICPC, and improvements of the regulatory framework, it will be necessary to support the citizens of Nigeria to articulate a much stronger demand for action, in order for these advances to bear the desired effect.

There are already promising efforts in place to support citizens’ voice, such as ICPC’s Fix Nigeria campaign that has been supported by UNDP. United Nations Institute for Trade and Research (UNITAR) has established a media centre in Bayelsa that has assisted a local group of activists to Outreach activities also form part of the support provided to EFCC by UNODC. Other initiatives include the Campaign for Change, supported by DfID, which includes activities to support expenditure tracking by local communities. The World Bank supports the establishment of Public Information Centres in Abuja, Lagos and Port Harcourt. The PACT Advance programme supported by USAID and implemented by Action Aid for tracking HIV AIDS funding, and other CSO activities in budget tracking which can be linked to the EFCC and NEITI supported revenue and expenditure tracking program here supported. Such agency participation anticipated in this program will overcome many of the access to information challenges such CSO programs have been facing.

Keeping in mind the large and growing number of activities it is important not only to avoid overlap and duplication, but also to realise synergies and ensure learning. This will depend on information sharing and gathering, both by the implementing partners, especially NIAC, and UNDP. Particular care needs to be taken not to overburden State authorities with multiple aid programmes, and it is recommended that preference are given to States where there are not already large donor programmes that provides assistance in the areas of M&E, public reporting and financial control.

NIAC will need to be proactive in gathering and processing information from experiences at the local level, not only from the CIACs supported by the project, but also from other initiatives on the ground, including those referred to above, in order to enable sharing of experiences and learning. It is also hoped that a similar mutually reinforcing relationship can be nurtured between NIAC and other community and sub-national initiatives, as between NIAC and CIAC. The extent to which mutual learning is enabled and needless duplication and competition is avoided will be one of the issues looked into during the annual independent project reviews.

It is expected that one of the major contributions of the project will be to make more easily and available and more visible the full extent of anti-corruption activities in the country and to put in place mechanisms and tools that will enable stronger citizen oversight and two-way communication that will both lead to a better informed citizenry and stronger feed-back and information provision from the citizens to coordinating mechanisms at the sub-national and national level.
3. Operational arrangements plan
The Governmental partners at Federal level are EFCC and ICPC. They will be supported to perform activities that have already been outlined in their existing plans and which fits into the project framework, as outlined above (Outputs 1 and 4). EFCC will also be assisted to liaise with NEITI, which may involve allocation of some funds to NEITI, but NEITI is not expected to be an implementing partner. At the sub-national level, 6 State governments and 4 Local Government Councils in each of those States will be implementing partners. Relevant focal points at each level will have to be identified in the process of negotiating and agreeing support of the review and support activities under Outputs 1 and 2. The six States will be selected from the 12 States identified for UNDP cooperation. Selection criteria will include willingness to cooperate, the existence of strong civil society coalitions and considerations to avoid overlap with other major donor programmes.
The implementing partners for Outputs 3 (CIACs) and 5 (NIAC) will be CSOs or CSO coalitions. The partners will need to be identified as part of the planning process for these outputs. A national CSO (or coalition of CSOs) will be identifies to house the NIAC. This should be an organisation that has accountability work as a clearly defined part of its mission that has demonstrated ability to engage in both analytical work and effective outreach programmes involving the media.
The CIACs will be managed by a CSO or coalition of CSOs in each State. Organisations will be selected that are already doing accountability work at the Local Government level, and that has proven capacity to handle projects with budgets of more than USD 100,000 a year.
An Project Management Commitment will be established, consisting of representatives from all implementing partners, to meet twice annually, in order to ensure that potential linkages are realised between different components and activities and that any concerns are dealt with in a timely manner.
The major benchmarks for activities in the first year include (also see first year work plan in Section IV.
Comparative advantage and links to UNDP programmes
The outputs of this project are well suited to the mandate and capacities of UNDP. Due to UNDP’s position as a trusted partner of Government, it is well placed to serve in the type of mediating and facilitating role, provided by this project, involving both Government and Non State Actors. The project also fits within the mandate of UNDP as “a network advocating for change and connecting countries to knowledge, experience and resources to help people build a better life.”
 UNDP’s coordinating function also puts it in a good position to achieve the cooperation with the other partners required to achieve the project outputs, as outlined in the preceding section.

The project links to Outcome 2 in the UNDP Country Programme, “Accountability and Oversight in Resource Management,” and Outcome A2 in the UNDAF, which has the same heading.
III. Results and Resources Framework  
	Project Title: Strengthening people’s voice and capacities for accountability and transparency in Nigeria

	Donor:  UNDP

	Budget: US$ 23 million

	Duration:  4 years (2009 – 2012)

	Executing Entity: UNDP (DEX)

	Implementing Agency:  UNDP, EFCC, ICPC and participating Non State Actors 

	Applicable UNDAF Outcome (from 2009-12 Strategic Plan): A.2 “Accountability and Oversight in Resource Management”

	Applicable Country Programme Component: 2 “ Accountability and Oversight in Resource Management”

	Situation Analysis: 
Problem and root causes: Weak systems and practices for open M&E and financial reporting, resulting in poor oversight and poor access to information for the public. There is also a lack of tools for citizens at community level to access information on service delivery and public finance, and for them to give voice to their concerns and demand for change and action. 
Proposed solution: To support existing efforts to review and improve upon existing systems of M&E and financial reporting, with a view of making information accessible to the public that will enable them to exert public oversight over service delivery and public financial management. This will be reinforced by the support to establish information centres at Community and the National level that will seek to collate and disseminate information, provide tools for citizens to communicate their concerns and experiences and to catalyse and inform a public debate on accountability issues.
Barriers: There is a historical reluctance by public institutions to share information with the public, particularly when it relates to information on finance. There is also a weak capacity in civil society to collate and analyse data. Dealing with accountability issues, particularly at the sub-national level, can also involve exposure to physical risk. 

	Project objective and strategy:  
The intended outcome of the project is: Increased responsiveness of Government institutions to citizens’ demand for change and action. This will be achieved through a two-pronged approach of working with Government institutions and independent CSOs and/or coalitions of CSOs. The objectives 6 Outputs have a strong cross-cutting theme of generating a strong two-way flow of information between all stakeholders, improved oversight through availability and use of information and the generation of an informed public debate leading to a strong demand of change and improved accountability.




	INTENDED OUTPUTS
	OUTPUT TARGETS
	INDICATIVE ACTIVITIES
	MEANS OF VERIFICATION
	RESPON-SIBLE PARTIES
	INPUTS

	
	
	
	What
	How 
	When
	
	

	Output 1: 
Improved systems of M&E and reporting that enable Public Monitoring of performance and public financial management (PFM) in Federal, State and Local Government institutions
Baseline:  Absence of open M&E systems leading to weak  accountability in public institutions
Indicators:
· # of Federal MDAs, States and LGCs with open M&E mechanisms
	Targets (2009)

- Assessment tool developed
- MOU with ICPC in place
- One MDA at Federal level performed assessment and shared and discussed findings with public and implemented assessment
- Agreement with at least one State to perform assessment

Targets (2010)
- Two MDAs at federal level done assessment and implemented recommendations
- Two States, and four LGCs in each State, conducted assessment and shared findings with public and implemented recommendations.
Target (2011)

- The first MDA to have done assessment is reassessed and findings shared and discussed with public

- Two more States, and four LGCs in each State, conducted assessment and shared and discussed with public and implemented recommendations.
Target (2012)

- Two MDAs (which implemented assessment in 2010) reassessed and findings shared with public

- Two States (that implemented recommendations in 2010) reassessed and findings shared and discussed with public.

- Two more States, and four LGCs in each State, conducted assessment and shared and discussed with public and implemented recommendations.

	Activity Result 1.1
Tool developed in cooperation with ICPC to assess performance based monitoring systems and financial reporting in institutions with a particular focus on assessing the availability of monitoring information and whether it is accessible and understandable for the public.
Action 1.1.1 Develop and agree MOU with ICPC, outlining the terms of cooperation for UNDP to support ICPC to perform performance and PFM assessments, assuring that the involvement of stakeholders is in an integral part of agreement

Action 1.1.2 Draft TORs/task description for review of M&E and financial reporting in MDAs, States and LGCs with a particular emphasis on what information is available to public (to be done with assistance from consultant).
Action 1.1.3 Share task description with stakeholders, including CSOs, MDAs, States and LGCs  to discuss task and agree on way forward. Invite MDAs, States and/or LGCs to participate in assessment, ensuring they are aware that it will be performed in an open and transparent manner.

Action 1.1.4 Finalise assessment tool (TORs) addressing the recommendations from stakeholder consultations. 
Activity Result 1.2
ICPC assisted in collaboration with stakeholders to perform review in selected institutions at Federal, State and Local Government level.
Action 1.2.1 ICPC to seek and secure agreement with MDAs and/or States/LGCs to perform assessment

Action 1.2.2 Train ICPC and stakeholders  in methodology for conducting assessment (using consultant)

Action 1.2.3 Perform stakeholder consultation and sensitization at commencement of assessment 

Action 1.2.4 Perform assessment (ICPC in collaboration with Stakeholder groups, assisted by consultant)

Action 1.2.5 

Publish draft report, share with NIAC, CIAC’s, public and conduct stakeholder consultations to solicit public feedback and recommendations

Action 1.2.6
Finalise report and recommendations incorporating input from stakeholder consultations

Activity Result 1.3
ICPC assisted to disseminate results to public and support public discussion on reports and systems, and to generate recommendations for improved systems to ensure effective and objective monitoring and public availability of performance and financial data.
Action 1.3.1 Arrange workshop(s) to discuss findings and recommendations and prepare outlines for action plans to address recommendations.

Activity Result 1.4
ICPC assisted to work with institutions to implement recommendations.
Action 1.4.1 On request, provide technical assistance and/or financing for implementation of action plans to improve public monitoring of performance and finance.

Activity result 1.5

Reassessments performed in MDAs, States and LGCs two years after they conducted first review in order to assess progress.

Action 1.5.1 Prepare TORs for reassessments.

Action 1.5.2 Conduct reassessments

Action 1.5.3 Share findings with stakeholders

Action 1.5.4 Support follow up action


	Outputs of process (reports)
Reassessments to measure progress against baseline (established by first assessment)
	MOU with ICPC

Agreements with MDAs and States/LGCs

Assessment reports

Implementation reports

Reassessment reports
	See column for Output targets for schedule of assessment reports, implementation reports and reassessment reports
	UNDP, ICPC
	Consultants, Reporting Costs, Workshop Costs, Transport, DSA, Equipment (for States/LGCs to implement recommendations)

Total cost USD 1,398,000


	Output 2:  

Strengthened systems of Public Procurement at State and Local Government level 
Baseline:  Less than 5 States out of 36 have PPL and related institutional arrangements in place
Indicators:

· 6 of States/LGCs with FLR, PPL and related institutional arrangements as a result of the programme
	Target (2009)

- MOU with States/LGCs in place

- Draft PPL produced for # States/LGCs

Target (2010)

- PPL in 6 States/LGCs passed into law

- PPL implementing Regulations in place

- 3 State PPL Regulatory bodies established and operational

- Procurements Departments/structures established and operational in 3States/LGCs

Target (2011)

- 3 State PPL Regulatory bodies established and operational

- Procurements Departments/structures established and operational in 3States/LGCs

- Procurement Assessment of 3 States/LGCs conducted and recommendations implemented

Target (2012)

- Procurement Assessment of 3 more States/LGCs conducted and recommendations implemented

- 2nd Procurement Assessment of first 3 States conducted in 2011 re-performed


	Activity Result 2.1
States/LGCs assisted to put in place, PPLs with public monitoring mechanisms.

Action 2.1.1 Develop and enter into  MOU with States/LGCs, outlining the terms of cooperation for UNDP to support States/LGCs to put in place PPL and PP institutional framework assuring that the involvement of stakeholders is in an integral part of agreement

Action 2.1.2 Draft TORs/task description and work programme for Consultant to prepare draft PPL bills and PP regulations.

Action 2.1.3 Arrange and hold STH workshops to discuss and finalise draft PPL.

Action 2.1.4 Arrange Sensitisation Workshops for State legislators on Draft PPL and PP regulations.
Action 2.1.5 Public enlightenment and sensitisation on the PPL 

Activity Result 2.2
States assisted to perform Needs Assessment of Procurement Departments and facilitate public discussions on findings.

Action 2.2.1 Draft TORs/task description and work programme for Consultant to perform Needs Assessment of Procurement Departments

Action 2.2.2 Arrange and hold STH workshops to discuss and finalise findings of Needs Assessment

Activity Result 2.3
States provided with Technical Assistance and financial support to implement recommendations from needs assessment.

Action2. 3.1 Provide Technical Assistance and Equipment to Implement recommendations from Needs Assessment

Activity Result 2.4
State assisted to conduct Procurement Assessments in cooperation with STH to assess performance of procurement system

Actions 2.4.1 Develop tool for performing State Procurement Assessment (with assistance from Consultant)

Actions 2.4.2 Conduct Procurement Assessment based on the tool developed

Actions 2.4.3 Publish draft report of Procurement Assessment and facilitate STH and public discussions and feedback

Actions 2.4.4 Finalise and publish Report and implement recommendations.
	PPL and PP Regulations

Procurement Assessment Reports 
	MOU with States/LGCs

Procurement Assessment Reports

Implementation Reports

2nd Procurement Assessment Report  
	See column for Output targets for schedule of assessments, implementation reports and 2nd assessment report
	UNDP, States/ LGCs
	Consultants, Reporting Costs, Workshops, Transport, DSA, Equipment (for States/LGCs to establish procurement regulatory bodies and structures 

Total cost 

USD 2,512,500


	Output 3:  Community Information and Action Centres (CIACs) established
Baseline:  Absence of information and communication tools at community level for citizens to monitor service delivery and financial expenditure and to demand action

Indicators:

· # of CIACs established and operational

· # of cases of mismanagement reported (and acted upon)

· Amount of funds recovered
	Target (2009)
- Full concept for CIACs developed and agreed.

- CIACs developed in one State, comprising a State-level ‘hub’ and a CIAC in one LGC, with process initiated in three  other LGCs in the State
Target (2010)

- CIACs established in three more LGCs in State started in 2009, and CIACs (and State-level ‘hub’) established in four LGCs in second State.

Target (2011)

- CIACs established in two more States, with ‘hub’ and four LGC level CIACs in each.

- Assessment of CIACs in two States that were operational by 2010.

Target (2012)

- CIACs established in two more States, with ‘hub’ and four LGC level CIACs in each.

- Assessment of CIACs in two States that were made operational in 2011.
	Activity Result 3.1. 

Full concept for CIACs developed that outlines functions and outputs of the Centres, as well as operational mechanisms that enable them to deliver the objectives to “provide tools for citizens to document cases of abuse, assert voice and demand action; and to make information, including financial information, easily available in easily understandable and actionable formats.” The model should provide for a State level ‘hub’ that provides technical support to LG-level Community Information and Action Centres. Sustainability should be enhanced by Centres’ providing fee-based services, e.g. video and radio production, to business and government institutions.
Action 3.1.1 Draft TORs for the task to design CIAC concept and identify and hire consultant

Action 3.1.2 Conduct stakeholder consultation at beginning of assignment to discuss the role and functions of CIACs, including presentations of existing practices.

Action 3.1.3 Design draft concept based on discussions with stakeholders at State and LGC level.

Action 3.1.4 Present draft concept to stakeholders and incorporate input into final report.

Action 3.1.5 Disseminate final report which provides the model for CIACs.

Activity result 3.2 

MOUs with selected State(s) where CIACs will be established and MOUs with partner(s) identified and selected to run Centres.

Action 3.2.1 Consult with States and draft and agree MOUs with selected States and LGCs

Action 3.2.2 Consult with prospective partners and draft and agree MOU with identified partner(s) to run centres

Activity result 3.3 

Action Plan and Budget developed and agreed, based on model (see 3.1.1), with implementing partner.
Action 3.3.1 Provide Technical Assistance for preparation of Action Plan and Budget

Action 3.3.2 Conduct stakeholder consultations to discuss Action Plan and to get input from citizens in target population

Action 3.3.3 Finalise Action Plan and disseminate among stakeholders

Activity result 3.4 
  
CIACs established and operational.

Action 3.4.1 Provide Technical Assistance and support establishment of Centres.
Action 3.4.2 Map available information on State and Local Government finance, and tie this information to observable outputs and service delivery. E.g. # and quality of boreholes vs. recorded expenditure; health and education budget as % of total budget and basic health and education indicators; data on immunisation budget and number of children actually immunised, giving priority to areas of economic importance to stakeholder communities of each CIAC.

Action 3.4.3 Put in place tools for providing citizen voice provided using ICT, including video, mobile phone text and voice messaging and community radio, and also using conventional notice board, traditional means of communication and public hearings involving women groups and other CBO’s.
Activity result 3.5
Linkages with NIAC established, ensuing two-way flow of information and innovation.
Action 3.5.1 Conduct workshop for NIAC and CIACs to agree on ways to share information and on how best to achieve synergies, value addition and complementarities in functions.

Activity result 3.6

Assessments conducted of operations of CIACs.

Action 3.6.1 Conduct assessment of CIACs after first year of operation

Action 3.6.2 Conduct stakeholder consultations to discuss findings of assessment and agree on action to improve effectiveness of CIACs
Activity result 3.7

Support provided for continued operation and extension of coverage of CIACs.
Action 3.7.1 Disseminate results of CIAC activities to other States, LGCs and communities in States where UNDP is active, in order to build support for the establishment of CIACs

Action 3.7.2 Provide Technical Assistance as and when required

	Feedback from stake-holders (at annual pro-gramme reviews)
- # of cases of misman-agement reported

- amount of funds recovered

- # of newspaper reports
	- Annual reports of CIACs

- Assess-ments


	Yearly monitoring reports and outputs from annual review meeting

- Manage-ment reports annually

- Assess-ments in second year of operation
	UNDP, partners responsible for CIACs
	- Consultants, Operational Costs,  Grants to partner groups and organisations, Journalist support fund, Reporting Costs, Workshops, Transport, DSA, ICT equipment for CIACs

Total cost:

USD 10,743,700


	Output 4: Strengthened EFCC and ICPC activities at State and Local Government level 

Baseline:  Limited Tracking of revenue ,Federation Account transfers to States and LGCs and public expenditure at State and LGC levels.

Weak systems of public accountability at States/LGCs 
Indicators:

· Publicly available State and LGCs Revenue and Expenditure Tracking Reports 

· EFCC Anti-Corruption Volunteers in active operation

· ICPC Townhall Meetings Institutionalised
	Target (2009)
- MOU in place between UNDP and each of  EFCC and ICPC. 

- MOU between  EFCC and NEITI on racking program
- Federation Account Transfer Tracking tool developed

- ICPC Integrity Training delivered to LGCs political Officials

- Townhall meetings held in 30 LGCs and findings published

- EFCC Anti-Corruption Volunteer Model Fully Developed.

- EFCC Anti-Corruption Volunteer Code of Conduct and Regulations in Place

- EFCC Anti-Corruption Volunteer Programme operational in 3 States (including database)

Target (2010) 
- Townhall meetings held in 20 more LGCs and findings published

- EFCC Anti-Corruption Volunteer Programme operational in 3 more States (including database)

- EFCC NEITI Federation Account Transfer and expenditure Tracking implemented in 3 States/LGCs and findings published
Target (2011) 
- Townhall meetings held in 30 more LGCs and findings documented

- EFCC Anti-Corruption Volunteer Programme operational in 3 more States (including database)

- EFCC Federation - EFCC/NEITI  Federation Account Transfer and expenditure Tracking implemented in 3 more States/LGCs and findings published
- Rankings of 4 first States/LGCs Tracked Published

Target (2012) 
- ICPC Townhall meetings held in 30 more LGCs and findings published

- EFCC Anti-Corruption Volunteer Programme operational in 3 more States (including database)

- EFCC/NEITI  Federation Account Transfer and expenditure Tracking implemented in 3 more States/LGCs and findings published
- 2nd States/LGCs Rankings Published

	4.1 Activity Result

Areas of collaboration with EFCC and ICPC in partnership with NEITI agreed in an MOU .
Action 4.1.1 Discuss and agree on  areas of collaboration and roles and document in MOUs  
4.2. Activity Result
EFCC assisted in partnership with NEITI  to track revenues, federation account transfers to 6 States and LGC’s, expenditures of states and LGC’s  and results disseminated.

Action 4.2.1 Assist EFCC in partnership with NEITI  to develop a tool for tracking and reporting of revenue, federation account transfers to States/ LGC’s, and expenditures  (with consultants assistance) taking account of work already done by NEITI 

Action 4.2.2 Arrange STH Sensitisation Workshop on Tracking Tool and Tracking Process 

Action 4.2.3 Assist EFCC in partnership with NEITI  to conduct tracking using the tracking tool developed and to publish detailed results of the tracking widely

Action 4.2.4 Provide support to EFCC in partnership with NEITI  to take necessary follow-up action of findings from tracking and make public such follow-up action

Action 4.2.5 Support NAIC/CIC’s  to Rank States based on findings from tracking. 

4.3. Activity Result

ICPC supported to provide integrity training of LGC officials.
Action 4.3.1 Assist ICPC to prepare integrity training plan assisted by a training consultant

Action 4..3.2 Support the production of training materials

Action 4.3.3 Provide Training Facilities

Action 4.3.4 Assist ICPC to deliver training

4.4. Activity Result

ICPC supported to conduct Townhall Meetings in Collaboration with CIACs.

Action 4.4.1 Support ICPC to prepare Townhall Meeting Plans and Schedule  with CIACs
Action 4.4.2 Support ICPC to conduct and document Townhall Meetings in 120 LGCs in 6 States in collaboration with CIACs

Action 4.4.3 Support ICPC to follow-up on disclosures or findings from Townhall Meetings and to make such follow-up action public

4.5. Activity Result
EFCC supported to implement Anti Corruption Volunteer programme in collaboration with CIACs in 12 States.
Action 4.5.1 Assist EFCC to fine-tune model for Anti Corruption Volunteer programme with the assistance of consultant

Action 4.5.2 Assist EFCC to document code of conduct and regulations for Anti Corruption Volunteers with assistance of consultant

Action 4.5.3 Assist EFCC to create and maintain a database of Anti-Corruption Volunteers

Action 4.5.4 Support EFCC to regulate and supervise Anti-Corruption Volunteers

Action 4.5.5 Provide equipment to EFCC for Anti-Corruption Volunteer Programme
	MOU

Townhall Meeting Reports

Training Report

Anti-Corruption Volunteer Programme Implementation Report

Federation Account Transfers Expenditure Tracking Report

NIAC/ CIACs Rankings 
	MOU

Townhall Meeting Reports

Training Report

Anti-Corruption Volunteer Programme Implementation Report

Federation Account Transfers Expenditure Tracking Report

NIAC/ CIACs Rankings
	See column for Output targets for schedule of implementation
	EFCC/ICPC/States/LGCs/UNDP
	Consultants, Reporting Costs, Workshops, Transport, DSA, Equipment (for EFCC to implement Anti-Corruption Volunteer Programme

Total cost:

USD 3,547,500



	Output 5:  National Information for Accountability Centre (NIAC) established to collate and make publicly and easily available data, analysis, real life stories and other material relevant to the fight against corruption in Nigeria
Baseline:  Absence of effective mechanisms for collating and disseminating information relevant to accountability in Nigeria
Indicators:

· Level of use of NIAC facilities and resources (# of hits on website, documents downloaded, etc.)

· Media reports referring to analysis done by NIAC

· # of cases investigated following NIAC reports and # of convictions

· Amount of funds recovered
	Targets (2009)

- NIAC concept fully developed

- MOU with implementing partner (a CSO or coalition of CSOs)

- Work plan and budget developed and approved

- NIAC fully operatoinalised, with office, staff and resource centre, including website and database
-. Cooperation agreements in place wit h operational CIACs

- 2 public hearings arranged

Targets (2010)

- 50 newspaper reports

- Participation in 6 TV programmes

- Participation in 12 radio programmes

- 1000 hits on website

Targets (2011)

- 100 newspaper reports

- Participation in12 TV programmes

- Participation in 24 radio programmes

- 2000 hits on website

Targets (2012)

- 100 newspaper reports

- Participation in 12 TV programmes

- Participation in 24 radio programmes

- 2000 hits on website

- Future funding of NIAC secured


	Activity Result 5.1
Full concept for a NIAC developed that outlines functions and outputs of the Centre, as well as operational mechanisms that enable it to deliver the objective to “generate and broaden public access to accountability information and stimulate public debate.”
Action 5.1.1 Draft TOR for the task to design NIAC concept and identify and hire consultant

Action 5.1.2 Conduct stakeholder consultation at beginning of assignment to discuss the role of and functions of NIAC, and channels of integration to existing programs for synergy.

Action 5.1.3 Design draft NIAC concept based on consultation with stakeholders, addressing interface with other programs

Action 5.1.4 Present draft concept to stakeholders at national workshop and incorporate inputs in final report

Action 5.1.5 Disseminate final report which provides the model for NIAC

Activity result 5.2

Partner identified to host the Centre and support the physical establishment of the Centre.
Action 5.2.1 Identify partner and draft and agree MOU

Activity result 5.3 
Action Plan and Buddget developed

Action 5.3.1 Provide Technical Assistance for preparation of Action Plan and Budget

Action 5.3.2 Conduct stakeholder consultations to discuss Action Plan and to get input from citizens in target population

Action 5.3.3 Finalise Action Plan and disseminate among stakeholders

Activity result 5.4 

Available relevant information mapped and facilities established to make information easily available both physically and through website.
Action 5.4.1 Commission consultants to assist NIAC to do mapping

Action 5.4.2 Establish library and media centre to make documents and other information publicly available

Action 5.4.3 Set-up website and acquire and install software for sharing and presenting documents electronically, and making videos and radio programmes available on net

Activity result 5.5

Availability of financial information (budgets and execution reports) scoped and database designed to facilitate monitoring and analysis of public revenue and expenditure at all levels. Database should be accessible and useable through internet and present information in an easily understandable way to capture public interest, for example, by the use of rankings. Efforts should be made to capture value for money, by for example, connecting level of expenditure with outcome by sector (e.g. mortality, enrolment rates, kms and quality of roads constructed, etc).
Action 5.5.1 Commission financial expert to do scoping of financial information

Action 5.5.2 Conduct stakeholder consultation on findings and incorporate inputs into final report

Action 5.5.3 Hire IT expert to develop software to be used to make financial information available on website in user-friendly formats

Activity result 5.6
 
Information and material from the CIACs linked to NIAC and disseminated at national level, and relevant information and support provided to CIACs.
Action 5.6.1 Engage consultant to advise on mechanisms to establish effective linkages and two-way flow of information between NIAC and CIACs

Action 5.6.2 Conduct stakeholder workshop and address findings in final report

Action 5.6.3 Implement recommendations, using necessary technical assistance to establish links on websites

Activity result 5.7 

Support provided for salaries, core functions and activities of NIAC

Action 5.7.1 Finances provided for salaries and operational expenses 
Action 5.7.2 Conduct public hearings on current issues

Action 5.7.2 Conduct in-house analysis of information collected and give public presentations on key findings, using media, including newspapers, radio and TV


	Feedback from stake-holders (at annual pro-gramme reviews)
- # of news-paper reports

- # of TV and radio prog-rammes covering activities of NIAC

- # of hits on NIAC website and database

- # of cases of corruption investigate as result of NIAC reports (and # of con-victions)

- amount of funds recovered
	Annual prog-ramme reviews

Annual NIAC progress reports

Webiste user statistics

Media monitoring reports
	Quarterly:

Website user statistics

Media monitoring reports

Annually:

Independ-ent prog-ramme reviews

NIAC progress reports
	UNDP, NIAC imple-menting partner
	- Consultants, Operational Costs, Reporting Costs, Workshops, Transport, DSA, ICT equipment 

Total cost:

USD 3,337,450

	Output 6:
Independent and effective Monitoring and Evaluation and Quality Assurance of project
Baseline: No independent M&E system in place

Indicators:
· Independent M&E exercise performed and shared with public every year

· Extent of media coverage of M&E process
	Target (2009-2012)

- M&E exercise performed once in each year of the project
	Activity Result 6.1

System established for independent and open M&E of the project on an annual basis
Action 6.1.1 System for independent and open M&E drafted
Action 6.1.2 System shared and discussed with stakeholders and system and TORs for review agreed and finalised

Activity Result 6.2
Independent M&E performed every year and shared with stakeholders for discussion
Action 6.2.1 Commission team of independent evaluators.
Action 6.2.2 Conduct evaluations at end of each year.

Action 6.2.3 Share findings of evaluation for discussion and agreement of recommendatons


	Indepen-dent M&E performed
	M&E reports
	At the end of each year
	UNDP
	Consultants, Workshops, Travel, Reporting costs

Total cost:

USD 368,000


IV. Annual Work Plan 

Year:  (Prepare a separate work plan for each year)
	EXPECTED  OUTPUTS

And baseline, indicators including annual targets
	PLANNED ACTIVITIES

List activity results and associated actions 
	TIMEFRAME
	RESPONSIBLE PARTY
	PLANNED BUDGET

	
	
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	
	Funding Source
	Budget Description
	Amount

	Output 1 

Output 1 

Improved systems of M&E and reporting that enable Public Monitoring of performance and public financial management (PFM) in Federal, State and Local Government institutions
Baseline: Absence of open M&E systems leading to weak  accountability in public institutions
Indicators: # of Federal MDAs, States and LGCs with open M&E mechanisms
Targets;----------
Related CP outcome: ---y


	1.1. Activity Result

Tool developed in cooperation with ICPC to assess performance based monitoring systems and financial reporting in institutions with a particular focus on assessing the availability of monitoring information and whether it is accessible and understandable for the public.
	
	
	
	
	
	UNDP
	Consultancy and Workshop
	82,000



	
	Action 1.1.1

Develop and agree MOU with ICPC, outlining the terms of cooperation for UNDP to support ICPC to perform performance and PFM assessments, assuring that the involvement of stakeholders is in an integral part of agreement
	XX
	
	
	
	UNDP
	
	
	

	
	Action 1.1.2

Draft TORs/task description for review of M&E and financial reporting in MDAs, States and LGCs with a particular emphasis on what information is available to public (to be done with assistance from consultant).


	XX
	
	
	
	ICPC
	
	
	

	
	Action 1.1.3

Share task description with stakeholders, including CSOs, MDAs, States and LGCs  to discuss task and agree on way forward. Invite MDAs, States and/or LGCs to participate in assessment, ensuring they are aware that it will be performed in an open and transparent manner.
	
	XX
	
	
	ICPC
	
	
	

	
	Action 1.1.4

Finalise assessment tool (TORs) addressing the recommendations from stakeholder consultations.
	
	XX
	
	
	Consultant
	
	
	

	
	Action 1.1.5

Further ensuring stakeholder participation throughout the process
	
	XX
	
	
	CSO Partners
	UNDP
	Workshop, Transport & DSA
	41,000

	
	1.2. Activity Result

ICPC assisted in collaboration with Stakeholders to perform review in selected institutions at Federal, State and Local Government level.
	
	
	
	
	
	UNDP
	Consultancy and related costs
	42,000

	
	Action 1.2.1

ICPC to seek and secure agreement with MDAs and/or States/LGCs to perform assessment
	
	XX
	
	
	ICPC
	
	
	

	
	Action 1.2.2

Train ICPC and stakeholders in methodology for conducting assessment (using consultant)
	
	XX
	
	
	Consultant
	
	
	

	
	Action 1.2.3 Perform stakeholder consultation and sensitization at commencement of assessment 
	
	
	XX
	
	ICPC/Consultant
	
	
	

	
	Action 1.2.4Perform assessment (ICPC in collaboration with Stakeholder groups, assisted by consultant)
	
	
	XX
	
	ICPC/Consultant/Selected Stakeholders
	
	
	

	
	Action 1.2.5

Publish draft report, share with NIAC, CIAC’s, public and conduct stakeholder consultations to solicit public feedback and recommendations
	
	
	XX
	
	ICPC/Consultant
	
	
	

	
	Action 1.2.6

Finalise report and recommendations incorporating input from stakeholder consultations
	
	
	
	XX
	ICPC/Consultant
	
	
	

	
	Action 1.2.7

ICPC assists MDA to implement recommendations
	
	
	
	
	ICPC
	
	
	14,000

	Output 2:  

Strengthened systems of Public Procurement at State and Local Government level 
Baseline:  Less than 5 States out of 36 have PPL and related institutional arrangements in place

Indicators:

6 of States/LGCs with FLR, PPL and related institutional arrangements as a result of the programme
Targets:

Related CP outcome:
	2.1. Activity Result

States/LGCs assisted to put in place, PPLs with public monitoring mechanisms.


	
	
	
	
	Consultant
	
	
	537,000

	
	Action 2.1.1

Develop and enter into  MOU with States/LGCs, outlining the terms of cooperation for UNDP to support States/LGCs to put in place PPL and PP institutional framework assuring that the involvement of stakeholders is in an integral part of agreement
	XX
	
	
	
	UNDP
	
	
	

	
	Action 2.1.2

Draft TORs/task description and work programme for Consultant to prepare draft PPL bills and PP regulations.
	XX
	
	
	
	UNDP/State Project Coordinator
	
	
	

	
	Action 2.1.3

Arrange and hold STH workshops to discuss and finalise draft PPL.
	
	XX
	
	
	State supported by consultant
	
	
	

	
	Action 2.1.4

Arrange Sensitisation Workshops for State legislators on Draft PPL and PP regulations.
	
	XX
	
	
	State supported by consultant
	
	
	

	
	Action 2.1.5

Public enlightenment and sensitisation on the PPL
	
	
	
	XX
	State supported by consultant
	
	
	

	Output 3:  Community Information and Action Centres (CIACs) established
Baseline:  Absence of information and communication tools at community level for citizens to monitor service delivery and financial expenditure and to demand action

Indicators:

· # of CIACs established and operational

· # of cases of mismanagement reported (and acted upon)

Amount of funds recovered 

Targets:

Related CP outcome: 


	3.1 Activity Result

Full concept for CIACs developed that outlines functions and outputs of the Centres, as well as operational mechanisms that enable them to deliver the objectives to “provide tools for citizens to document cases of abuse, assert voice and demand action; and to make information, including financial information, easily available in easily understandable and actionable formats.” The model should provide for a State level ‘hub’ that provides technical support to LG-level Community Information and Action Centres. Sustainability should be enhanced by Centres’ providing fee-based services, e.g. video and radio production, to business and government institutions. Centre will also address issues of gender and inclusiveness for minority and disadvantaged groups, ensuring delivery of relevant information, in usable formats through traditional channels.
	XX
	
	
	
	
	UNDP
	Consultancy, Consultation Costs
	102,200



	
	Action 3.1.1

Draft TORs for the task to design CIAC concept and identify and hire consultant
	XX
	
	
	
	UNDP
	
	
	

	
	Action 3.1.2

Conduct stakeholder consultation at beginning of assignment to discuss the role and functions of CIACs, including presentations of existing practices.
	XX
	
	
	
	UNDP
	
	
	

	
	Action 3.1.3

Design draft concept based on discussions with stakeholders at State and LGC level.
	XX
	
	
	
	UNDP
	
	
	

	
	Action 3.1.4

Present draft concept to stakeholders and incorporate input into final report.


	XX
	
	
	
	UNDP
	
	
	

	
	Action 3.1.5

Disseminate final report which provides the model for CIACs.
	XX
	
	
	
	UNDP
	
	
	

	
	3.2 Activity Result

MOUs with selected State(s) where CIACs will be established and MOUs with partner(s) identified and selected to run Centres.
	
	
	
	
	
	UNDP
	Travel and Reporting
	5,000

	
	Action 3.2.1

Consult with States and draft and agree MOUs with selected States and LGCs
	
	XX
	
	
	UNDP
	
	
	

	
	Action 3.2.2

Consult with prospective partners and draft and agree MOU with identified partner(s) to run centres
	
	XX
	
	
	UNDP
	
	
	

	
	3.3 Activity Result

Action Plan and Budget developed and agreed, based on model (see 3.1.1), with implementing partner.
	
	
	
	
	
	UNDP
	Consultancy fee, DSA, Etc
	48,750

	
	Action 3.3.1

Provide Technical Assistance for preparation of Action Plan and Budget
	
	XX
	
	
	UNDP
	
	
	

	
	Action 3.3.2

Conduct stakeholder consultations to discuss Action Plan and to get input from citizens in target population
	
	XX
	
	
	Partner
	
	
	

	
	Action 3.3.3

Finalise Action Plan and disseminate among stakeholders
	
	XX
	
	
	Partner
	
	
	

	
	3.4 Activity Result

CIACs established and operational.
	
	
	
	
	Partner
	UNDP
	Equipment and Technical Assistance Cost
	330,250

	
	Action 3.4.1

Provide Technical Assistance and support establishment of Centres.
	
	
	XX
	
	UNDP/Partner
	
	
	

	
	Action 3.4.2

Map available information on State and Local Government finance, and tie this information to observable outputs and service delivery. E.g. # and quality of boreholes vs. recorded expenditure; health and education budget as % of total budget and basic health and education indicators; data on immunisation budget and number of children actually immunised, giving priority to areas of economic importance to stakeholder communities of each CIAC.
	
	
	XX
	
	Partner/CIAC
	
	
	

	
	Action 3.4.3

Put in place tools for providing citizen voice provided using ICT, including video, mobile phone text and voice messaging and community radio, and also using conventional notice board, traditional means of communication and public hearings involving women groups and other CBO’s.
	
	
	XX
	
	CIAC
	
	
	

	
	3.5 Activity Result

Linkages with NIAC established, ensuing two-way flow of information and innovation, addressing gender concerns.
	
	
	
	XX
	NIAC/CIAC/Partners
	UNDP
	Consultancy/Workshops Costs
	24,000


	
	Action 3.5.1
Conduct workshops for NIAC and CIACs to agree on ways to share information and on how best to achieve synergies, value addition and complementarities in functions
	
	
	
	XX
	NIAC/CIAC
	
	
	

	Output 4: Strengthened EFCC and ICPC activities at State and Local Government level 

Baseline:  Limited Tracking of revenue ,Federation Account transfers to States and LGCs and public expenditure at State and LGC levels.

Weak systems of public accountability at States/LGCs 

Indicators:

· Publicly available State and LGCs Revenue and Expenditure Tracking Reports 

· EFCC Anti-Corruption Volunteers in active operation

ICPC Townhall Meetings Institutionalised

Baseline:

Indicators:

Targets:

Related CP outcome:
	4.1 Activity Result

Areas of collaboration with EFCC and ICPC and MOU agreed.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	100,000


	
	Action 4.1.1

Discuss and agree on  areas of collaboration and roles and document in MOUs  
	XX
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4.2 Activity Result

EFCC assisted in partnership with NEITI to track federation account transfers and to 6 States and LGC’s, and expenditures there from and results disseminated.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	85,000


	
	Action 4.2.1

Assist EFCC in partnership with NEITI  to develop a tool for tracking and reporting of revenue, federation account transfers to States/ LGC’s, and expenditures  (with consultants assistance) taking account of work already done by NEITI 
	
	XX
	
	
	
	
	
	85,000


	
	Action 4.2.2

Arrange STH Sensitisation Workshop on Tracking Tool and Tracking Process
	
	XX
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Action 4.2.3

Assist EFCC in partnership with NEITI to conduct tracking using the tracking tool developed and to publish detailed results of the tracking widely
	
	XX
	
	
	EFCC in partnership with NEITI
	UNDP 
	Operational costs for tracking 
	44,000

	
	Action 4.2.4

Provide support to EFCC in partnership with NEITI to take necessary follow-up action of findings from tracking and make public such follow-up action
	
	
	XX
	
	EFCC/NEITI
	UNDP
	Operational Costs 
	39,000

	
	Action 4.2.5

Support NAIC/CIC’s to Rank States based on findings from tracking. 
	
	
	
	XX
	NAIC 
	UNDP 
	Consultancy/Publication costs
	8,500

	
	4.3 Activity Result

ICPC supported to provide integrity training of LGC officials.


	
	
	
	
	
	
	Cost of Integrity Training by ICPC 
	87,500

	
	Action 4.3.1

Assist ICPC to prepare integrity training plan assisted by a training consultant
	XX
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Action 4.3.2

Support the production of training materials
	XX
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Action 4.3.3

Provide Training Facilities
	
	XX
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Action 4.3.4

Assist ICPC to deliver training
	
	XX
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 5:  National Information for Accountability Centre (NIAC) established to collate and make publicly and easily available data, analysis, real life stories and other material relevant to the fight against corruption in Nigeria
Baseline:  Absence of effective mechanisms for collating and disseminating information relevant to accountability in Nigeria

Indicators:

· Level of use of NIAC facilities and resources (# of hits on website, documents downloaded, etc.)

· Media reports referring to analysis done by NIAC

· # of cases investigated following NIAC reports and # of convictions
· Amount of funds recovered

Targets

Related CP outcome:
	5.1 Activity Result

Full concept for a NIAC developed that outlines functions and outputs of the Centre, as well as operational mechanisms that enable it to deliver the objective to “generate and broaden public access to accountability information and stimulate public debate.” Taking into account gender and issues relating to vulnerable and disadvantaged groups 
	
	
	
	
	
	UNDP 
	Consultancy, Workshops and Publications
	102,200

	
	Action 5.1.1

Draft TOR for the task to design NIAC concept and identify and hire consultant
	XX
	
	
	
	UNDP
	
	
	

	
	Action 5.1.2

Conduct stakeholder consultation at beginning of assignment to discuss the role of and functions of NIAC, and channels of integration to existing programs for synergy.
	XX
	
	
	
	UNDP 
	
	
	

	
	Action 5.1.3

Design draft NIAC concept based on consultation with stakeholders, addressing interface with other programs
	XX
	
	
	
	UNDP
	
	
	

	
	Action 5.1.4

Present draft concept to stakeholders at national workshop and incorporate inputs in final report
	XX
	
	
	
	UNDP 
	
	
	

	
	Action 5.1.5

Disseminate final report which provides the model for NIAC
	XX
	
	
	
	UNDP 
	
	
	

	
	5.2 Activity Result

Partner identified to host the Centre and support the physical establishment of the Centre.
	
	XX
	
	
	UNDP 
	UNDP 
	Cost of Reporting 
	2,500

	
	Action 5.2.1

Identify partner and draft and agree MOU


	
	XX
	
	
	UNDP 
	
	
	

	
	5.3 Activity Result

Action Plan and Budget developed
	
	
	
	
	PARTNER/UNDP
	UNDP 
	International/Local Consultants fess, workshops, consultation and reporting
	43,750

	
	Action 5.3.1

Provide Technical Assistance for preparation of Action Plan and Budget
	
	
	XX
	
	UNDP 
	
	
	

	
	Action 5.3.2

Conduct stakeholder consultations to discuss Action Plan and to get input from citizens in target population
	
	
	XX
	
	PARTNER 
	
	
	

	
	Action 5.3.3

Finalise Action Plan and disseminate among stakeholders
	
	
	XX
	
	PARTNER 
	
	
	

	
	5.4 Activity Result

Available relevant information mapped and facilities established to make information easily available both physically and through website.
	
	
	XX
	
	UNDP 
	UNDP
	Cost of Financial Information mapping and data base
	47,000

	
	Action 5.4.1

Commission consultants to assist NIAC to do mapping
	
	
	XX
	
	PARTNER 
	
	
	

	
	Action 5.4.2

Establish library and media centre to make documents and other information publicly available
	
	
	XX
	
	UNDP/PARTNER 
	
	
	

	
	Action 5.4.3

Set-up website and acquire and install software for sharing and presenting documents electronically, and making videos and radio programmes available on net
	
	
	XX
	
	
	UNDP
	Consultant/Software costs
	47,000

	
	5.5 Activity Result

Availability of financial information (budgets and execution reports) scoped and database designed to facilitate monitoring and analysis of revenue and public revenue and expenditure at all levels. Database should be accessible and useable through internet and present information in an easily understandable way to capture public interest, for example, by the use of rankings. Efforts should be made to capture value for money, by for example, connecting level of expenditure with outcome by sector (e.g. mortality, enrolment rates, kms and quality of roads constructed, etc)
	
	
	
	
	PARTNER 
	
	
	

	
	Action 5.5.1

Commission financial expert to do scoping of financial information
	
	
	
	XX
	PARTNER 
	
	
	

	
	Action 5.5.2

Conduct stakeholder consultation on findings and incorporate inputs into final report
	
	
	
	XX
	PARTNER 
	
	
	

	
	Action 5.5.3

Hire IT expert to develop software to be used to make financial information available on website in user-friendly formats
	
	
	
	XX
	
	UNDP
	Salaries/Operational costs on core functions, public hearings, tv & radio air time, publications ,travel etc
	429,000

	
	5.7 Activity Result

Support provided for salaries, core functions and activities of NIAC.
	
	
	
	XX
	
	
	
	

	
	Action 5.7.1

Finances provided for salaries and operational expenses 
	
	
	
	XX
	
	
	
	

	
	Action 5.7.2

Conduct public hearings on current issues
	
	
	
	XX
	
	
	
	

	Output 6

Independent and effective Monitoring and Evaluation and Quality Assurance of project

Baseline: No independent M&E system in place

Indicators:

· Independent M&E exercise performed and shared with public every year

Extent of media coverage of M&E process
Targets

Related CP outcome:
	6.1 Activity Result

System established for independent and open M&E of the project on an annual basis
	
	
	
	XX
	
	
	
	

	
	Action 6.1.1

System for independent and open M&E drafted
	
	
	
	XX
	UNDP 
	
	Consultant Costs and internal workshop
	15,000

	
	Action 6.1.2

System shared and discussed with stakeholders and system and TORs for review agreed and finalised
	
	
	
	XX
	UNDP 
	 
	Cost of consultant drafting M&E Review and TOR 
	22,000

	
	6.2 Activity Result

Independent M&E performed every year and shared with stakeholders for discussion
	
	
	
	XX
	UNDP 
	UNDP 
	Cost for Implementation of 1st year M&E on the project. Together with  , cost of publication of first M&E review reports  which may happen early in the 2nd year
	82,750

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3,356,900

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Budget summary
[image: image2.emf]Budget Summary

2009201020112012Total

Output 1 - M&E Systems 179 000423 000337 000459 0001 398 000

Output 2 - Procurement 537 000901 500765 000309 0002 512 500

Output 3 - CIACs 832 7001 674 0003 473 5004 763 50010 743 700

Output 4 - EFFC/ICPC 925 000868 500877 000877 0003 547 500

Output 5 - NIAC 763 450858 000858 000858 0003 337 450

Output 6 - Project Monitoring 119 75082 75082 75082 750368 000

Total 3 356 9004 807 7506 393 2507 349 25021 907 150

5% Contingency 167 845240 388319 663367 4631 095 358

GRAND TOTAL 3 524 7455 048 1386 712 9137 716 71323 002 508



V. Management Arrangements 
The following parties have roles in the management of the project:

	Who
	Roles and responsibilities

	UNDP
	· Overall responsibilities for the management and reporting of the project

· Day to day backstopping and monitoring

	EFCC
	· Implementing responsibility for Activity Results 4.2 and 4.5
· Supportive role in overall implementation and M&E of project

	ICPC
	· Implementing role of Output 1 and Activity Results 4.3 and 4.4
· Supportive role in overall implementation and M&E of project

	Identified States (6)
	· Implementing roles of Output 2
· Supportive role in overall implementation and M&E of project

	LGCs (6x4)
	· Implementing roles of Output 2

· Supportive role in overall implementation and M&E of project

	CSOs and CSO coalitions
	· Implementing roles of Output 3 and Output 5

· Supportive role in overall implementation and M&E of project


A Project Monitoring Committee (PMC) will be set up to assist UNDP in the overall coordination and quality assurance of the project. The PMC shall have the following composition
· Representative of UNDP Senior Management Team

· Head of Governance Unit

· UNDP Project Officer backstopping project (if not the same as Governance Head)

· Representative of EFCC

· Representative of ICPC

· Representatives of all participating States (one each)

· Representatives from participating LGCs (one selected by 4 LGCs from each State)

· Representative of NIAC

· Heads of CIAC hubs from each State

· Representatives of CIACs (one elected by CIACs from each State)

The PMC shall meet twice yearly to assess progress, identify challenges and agree on remedial action as and when required. This can serve the purpose of routine project monitoring and fulfil reporting requirements as per UNDP regulations. The annual independent project review, as provided for in Output 6, however, is additional.
VI. Monitoring Framework And Evaluation
National-Level

In accordance with the programming policies and procedures outlined in the UNDP User Guide, the Programme will be monitored at the national levels through the following:

Within the annual cycle 

· On a quarterly basis, a quality assessment shall record progress towards the completion of key results, based on quality criteria and methods captured in the Quality Management table below (to come).

· An Issue Log shall be activated in Atlas and updated by the Programme Manager/National Project Managers to facilitate tracking and resolution of potential problems or requests for change. 

· Based on the initial risk analysis submitted, a risk log shall be activated in Atlas and regularly updated by reviewing the external environment that may affect the project implementation.

· Based on the above information recorded in Atlas, a Project Progress Report (PPR) shall be submitted by the Programme Manager to the Project Board and the National Project Managers to the National Project Boards through Project Assurance, using the standard report format available in the Executive Snapshot.

· A Project Lesson-learned log shall be activated and regularly updated to ensure on-going learning and adaptation within the organization, and to facilitate the preparation of the Lessons-learned Report at the end of the project.

· A Monitoring Schedule Plan shall be activated in Atlas and updated to track key management actions/events.

Annually

· Annual Review Report. An Annual Review Report shall be prepared by the Programme Manager and shared with the Project Board and the National Project Managers and shared with the National Project Board. As minimum requirement, the Annual Review Report shall consist of the Atlas standard format for the Quarterly Progress Report (QPR) covering the whole year with updated information for each above element of the QPR as well as a summary of results achieved against pre-defined annual targets at the output level. 

· Annual Project Review. Based on the above report, an annual project review shall be conducted during the fourth quarter of the year or soon after, to assess the performance of the project and appraise the Annual Work Plan (AWP) for the following year. In the last year, this review will be a final assessment. The national review is driven by the Project Board and may involve other stakeholders as required. It shall focus on the extent to which progress is being made towards outputs, and that these remain aligned to appropriate outcome(s). The regional review is driven by the Project Board.

Quality Management for Project Activity Results
Replicate the table for each activity result of the AWP to provide information on monitoring actions based on quality criteria. To be completed during the process “Defining a Project” if the information is available. This table shall be further refined during the process “Initiating a Project”.
	OUTPUT 1:

	Activity Result 1

(Atlas Activity ID)
	Short title to be used for Atlas Activity ID
	Start Date:

End Date:

	Purpose


	What is the purpose of the activity?

	Description


	Planned actions  to produce the activity result.

	Quality Criteria

how/with what indicators the quality of the activity result  will be measured?
	Quality Method

Means of verification. what method will be used to determine if quality criteria has been met?
	Date of Assessment

When will the assessment of quality be performed?

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	OUTPUT 2:

	Activity Result 1

(Atlas Activity ID)
	Short title to be used for Atlas Activity ID
	Start Date:

End Date:

	Purpose


	What is the purpose of the activity?

	Description


	Planned actions  to produce the activity result.

	Quality Criteria

how/with what indicators the quality of the activity result  will be measured?
	Quality Method

Means of verification. what method will be used to determine if quality criteria has been met?
	Date of Assessment

When will the assessment of quality be performed?

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	OUTPUT 3:

	Activity Result 1

(Atlas Activity ID)
	Short title to be used for Atlas Activity ID
	Start Date:

End Date:

	Purpose


	What is the purpose of the activity?

	Description


	Planned actions  to produce the activity result.

	Quality Criteria

how/with what indicators the quality of the activity result  will be measured?
	Quality Method

Means of verification. what method will be used to determine if quality criteria has been met?
	Date of Assessment

When will the assessment of quality be performed?

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	OUTPUT 4:

	Activity Result 1

(Atlas Activity ID)
	Short title to be used for Atlas Activity ID
	Start Date:

End Date:

	Purpose


	What is the purpose of the activity?

	Description


	Planned actions  to produce the activity result.

	Quality Criteria

how/with what indicators the quality of the activity result  will be measured?
	Quality Method

Means of verification. what method will be used to determine if quality criteria has been met?
	Date of Assessment

When will the assessment of quality be performed?

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


VII. Legal Context
National activities: 

The project document shall be the instrument envisaged in the Supplemental Provisions to the Project Document, attached hereto. 

Agreements. Any additional agreements, such as cost sharing agreements, project cooperation agreements signed with NGOs (where the NGO is designated as the “executing entity”) should be attached. 

Special Clauses. In case of government cost-sharing through the project which is not within the CPAP, the following clauses should be included:
The schedule of payments and UNDP bank account details.

The value of the payment, if made in a currency other than United States dollars, shall be determined by applying the United Nations operational rate of exchange in effect on the date of payment.  Should there be a change in the United Nations operational rate of exchange prior to the full utilization by the UNDP of the payment, the value of the balance of funds still held at that time will be adjusted accordingly.  If, in such a case, a loss in the value of the balance of funds is recorded, UNDP shall inform the Government with a view to determining whether any further financing could be provided by the Government.  Should such further financing not be available, the assistance to be provided to the project may be reduced, suspended or terminated by UNDP.
The above schedule of payments takes into account the requirement that the payments shall be made in advance of the implementation of planned activities.  It may be amended to be consistent with the progress of project delivery. 
UNDP shall receive and administer the payment in accordance with the regulations, rules and directives of UNDP.
All financial accounts and statements shall be expressed in United States dollars.
If unforeseen increases in expenditures or commitments are expected or realized (whether owing to inflationary factors, fluctuation in exchange rates or unforeseen contingencies), UNDP shall submit to the government on a timely basis a supplementary estimate showing the further financing that will be necessary. The Government shall use its best endeavors to obtain the additional funds required.
If the payments referred above are not received in accordance with the payment schedule, or if the additional financing required in accordance with paragraph above is not forthcoming from the Government or other sources, the assistance to be provided to the project under this Agreement may be reduced, suspended or terminated by UNDP.
Any interest income attributable to the contribution shall be credited to UNDP Account and shall be utilized in accordance with established UNDP procedures.
In accordance with the decisions and directives of UNDP's Executive Board:


The contribution shall be charged:

(a) […%]cost recovery for the provision of general management support (GMS) by UNDP headquarters and country offices

(b) Direct cost for implementation support services (ISS) provided by UNDP and/or an executing entity/implementing partner.

Ownership of equipment, supplies and other properties financed from the contribution shall vest in UNDP.  Matters relating to the transfer of ownership by UNDP shall be determined in accordance with the relevant policies and procedures of UNDP.

The contribution shall be subject exclusively to the internal and external auditing procedures provided for in the financial regulations, rules and directives of UNDP.

VIII. ANNEXES
1. Risk Log

2. Additional Agreements. 

3. Terms of Reference: TOR for key project personnel should be developed and attached

4. Capacity Assessment: Results of capacity assessments of Implementing Partner
Annex 1. RISK LOG

Please refer to the Deliverable Description of the Risk Log (in Supplementary Annex) for examples of Risks
	Project Title: 
“Strengthening Peoples’ Voice and Capacities for Accountability and Transparency in Nigeria”
	Award ID:
	Date:


	#
	Description
	Date Identified
	Type
	Impact &

Probability (1-5)
	Countermeasures / Mngt response
	Owner
	Submitted, updated by
	Last Update
	Status

	1
	Reluctance to enact legal framework at State and LGC level to regulate public procurement and to compel disclosure of performance and financial information
	
	Regulatory
	P  =  2
I   =  2
	Stakeholder sensitisation to build groundswell of demand for enactment of regulatory framework

Partnerships with AC institutions to compel timely disclosure


	
	
	
	

	2
	Lack of political will to give access to comprehensive and reliable performance and financial information
	
	Political
	P  =  2 

I   =  4
	Partnerships with AC institutions to compel timely disclosure

Stakeholder sensitisation to build groundswell of demand for action
	
	
	
	

	3
	Ability to convert mass of data and information to useable and easily digestible form and weak capacity within CSO and media to collate and analyse data
	
	Organisational/Strategic
	P =  3 

I  =  3
	Trained staff with relevant skills and allocation of sufficient resources to sustain human resources

Support to CSO & Media (including grants) to deepen their capacities
	
	
	
	

	4
	Non-capture of interest of citizens to engage for fear of personal security or lack of conviction that meaningful action will follow
	
	Strategic
	P =  2
I  =  4
	Deployment of easily understandable communication devices for information dissemination, (including use of local languages).

Proactive, innovative and continuing  communication with stakeholders and citizens 

  
	
	
	
	

	5
	Low human and physical capacity to articulate and provide voice
	
	Organisational/Strategic
	P =  3
I  =   3
	Trained staff with relevant skills

Allocation of sufficient resources to sustain human resources 
	
	
	
	


ANNEX 2: Organisations consulted
CIDA

Code of Conduct Bureau

Civil Society Organisations

DFID
ECOWAS

EFCC

Embassy of Norway

European Commission

ICPC

NEITI

State Partners (Adamawa, Akwa Ibom, Benue, Imo, Kaduna and Lagos) 
TUGAR

UNDP Deepening Democracy Mission

UNDP Governance Team 
UNDP Senior Management Team
UNODC (Nigeria)

UNODC (Vienna (Video Conference)) 

USAID

World Bank

Brief Description 


The project seeks to strengthen people’s voice and to strengthen monitoring and the integrity of public finance through better management of information and the development of innovative ways of engaging the public. This will be achieved through a two pronged approach, divided between Government and Non State Actors. 


Support is provided to EFCC and ICPC to assist them to strengthen systems in Federal, State and Local Government institutions, and to assist them to engage with the public. Support is also provided to the strengthening of State and LGC procurement processes.


Support to Non State Actors is a combination of local and national initiatives. The establishment of Community Information and Action Centres is supported to provide tools for local communities to monitor public finance as well as for them to tell their experiences and demand action. This local level initiative is supported by the establishment of a National Information for Accountability Centre that will seek to collate information relevant to accountability in Nigeria and to inform and stimulate a national debate.


The primary beneficiaries of the project are the citizens of Nigeria. Other beneficiaries include participating civil society organisations and journalists, and EFCC, ICPC and participation States and LGCs.





Total resources required           	


Total allocated resources:		


Regular			USD 23m             


Other:


Donor		_________


Donor		_________


Government	_________


Unfunded budget:		             		


In-kind Contributions		_________








Programme Period:		                4 years





Key Result Area (Strategic Plan)	______________


Atlas Award ID:			______________





Start date:		     	


End Date			                


PAC Meeting Date		                





Management Arrangements		DEX








� Section 2(2) Constitution of the Federal Republic of Nigeria 1999.


� NEEDS 2


� Zero Corruption Handbook on the EFCC and ICPC 2007


� Preventive measures, criminalisation of corrupt practices and conduct, enforcement, international cooperation, asset recovery, technical assistance and information exchange. 


� The findings of these surveys are summarized by EFCC in their “Review of Existing Indicators on Corruption and Awareness of EFCC,” published October 2006.


� Nigeria A Fiscal Agenda for Change ( Public Expenditure Management and Financial Accountability Review(PEMFAR) Vol 1 25th may 2007


� Interviews with EFCC and ICPC in the course of preparing the project document (Abuja, September 2008).


� From UNDP’s Brand Message.
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