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Community	Forum	Sustainability	

Review	

Introduction 

Result 1.6 of the NEI proposal set out a process to improve performance management and 

accountability that emphasized participatory data collection and use.  Private sector actors at 

State, LG and school and community level were to be encouraged to collect data and use it for 

purposes of advocacy, capacity building, and accountability.  At the local government level, it 

was envisaged that community participation would be reflected through a series of forums in 

which representatives from school staff, parents, business and religious leaders would 

collectively review data on the performance of their primary school education system and 

subsequently establish five critical deficiencies that needed support.  Responsibility would then 

be assigned to sub-groups to access support for these critical areas through advocacy to 

Government and leveraging of private sector funds.    

Under the NEI project, forums have been held twice a year in 10 LGEAs in each of the two states 

of Bauchi and Sokoto; data was collected through Local Government Education offices and 

through visits to schools; actions were collectively identified by a wide range of stakeholders at 

a forum; and monitoring committees formed to assess and encourage implementation of these 

action items.  In November 2011, the 20 monitoring committees evaluated their first year of 

program implementation and after reviewing the results of activity implementation 

unanimously elected to continue with a second year of forums and activities.  In June 2012, 

building on the enthusiasm of the forum and committee members, NEI staff conducted a survey 

to assess opportunities to sustain this process of community involvement at LG level and to 

expand the process to all LGs within the two target states. 

This report summarises the findings of that survey, which re-confirms the desire expressed by 

the participants in the November 2011 to retain the forum structures, and proposes options for 

next steps and decisions to be made to ensure continuity after the NEI project.  The report is 

divided into three sections: (i) a short discussion of the data collection process; (ii) a summary 

review of survey results; and (iii) recommendation for three key areas of sustainability – roles 

and responsibilities; financing and formalization of the process. 

Survey Design and Implementation 

 

Given the ongoing and informal feedback from forum participants and monitoring committee 

members with respect to the benefits of the community education forum process, it was 

decided to capture these opinions a more quantifiable manner.  Two separate questionnaires 

were developed: one for forum members and one for monitoring/implementation committee 

members.  Both groups of stakeholders were asked questions on the same topics (i) their 

understanding of the forum process; (ii) the perceived success of the forum with requests for 

evidence of success; (iii) perceived roles and responsibilities of different actors in the process; 

(iv) costs and expected financing; and (v) purpose and value of the process. 
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The questionnaires were reviewed by NEI staff, adjusted and translated into Hausa.  The 

questionnaires were then administered through small focus group discussions to representative 

members of both the community forum and the monitoring committees.  These focus group 

discussions were held in separate locations.   Focus group facilitators comprised of NEI staff and 

representatives from SUBEB Social and Community Mobilization Department.  Facilitators were 

encouraged to ensure that all participants were given a voice (in particular women 

representatives from the Community forum) and to moderate disagreement among 

participants.  Where common agreement in response to a question could not be reached, the 

differing opinion was noted on the questionnaire.  Questionnaires are attached as Annex MMM.   

Interviewees were self-identified based on their response to a written invitation and a 

subsequent oral request.   Responses were recorded and compiled for reporting purposes. 

 

It is important to note that focus group discussions tend to generate consensus around a 

response, and that consensus generates conformity with individual dissenting opinions are 

rarely captured.  The results of this survey should be taken as indicative, rather than 

representative, of the general prevailing opinion.  

 

Survey Findings 

Understanding of the Forum process 

 

The first set of questions were designed to establish if both forum and implementation/committee 

members were able to describe the Forum process, in terms of the selection and implementation of 

action items.   

There was remarkable consistency in the responses with both forum stakeholders and committee 

members able to consistently identify the number of forum held, the specific action items identified 

and the success (or not) in implementing those items.   

General consensus in both states is that action items were identified on the basis of data presented 

at forums – usually EMIS data or school assessments. 

Respondents were also able to provide examples of methods used to confirm the items identified as 

successfully implemented.  For Forum participants indicated that their source of information was 

from presentations by the Monitoring Committees, indicating that there was a cyclical feedback 

process.  Committee members cited a wide variety of methods to confirm item implementation from 

site visits to participation in ceremonies to school based management committee reports as 

evidence for action item completion.    
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Table 1.    Understanding the Forum process  

LG Number 

Forum  

held(2) 

How many 

Agenda Items 

Were 

Implemented 

(4,7) 

What 

Evidence 

Exists to 

Confirm 

Completion? 

(9) 

Funding 

Source 

(10) 

Was the 

Pledge Filled 

(11) 

Sokoto 2 1=1; 2=2; 3=6; 

4=1 

Site visits Self-funded S = 6; M = 2; A 

= 2 

Bauchi 2 1=2; 2=2; 3=3; 

4=1; 5=2 

Site visits (7) 

Money Spent 

(3) 

Advocacy (10) 

Self funded(2) 

S = 9; A = 1 

(parentheses refers to question number) 

The strong and consistent understanding of the process from all stakeholders is encouraging and 

suggests a solid underlying interest and demand for the community forum process.  

Activity Funding 

The next series of questions sought to understand the resources available to address the action 

items.  Lack of funds was the single most common factor cited as impeding the implementation of 

action items.  This is to be expected, but the reason hides both successes and challenges.  On the 

positive side, and in Sokoto in particular, those agenda items that were completed were done using 

community funds from philanthropists, forum-participants and appeal funds.  In 6 Local 

Governments, some of the pledges were fulfilled, in 2 others most of the pledges were met and in 2 

local governments (Silame and Shagari) all commitments were fulfilled.  This level of local 

commitment represents a strong base from which to maintain the forum.  But it also poses a risk:  it 

is difficult to maintain volunteerism without some recognition or other commitment. 

 In Bauchi, success was attributed to advocacy with the SUBEB Chairman.   The ability of Committee 

members to organize a coalition of community representatives to visit the SUBEB office, explain 

their priorities and support their request with data is testament to the forum process and interest it 

generated.  However, it is unclear whether the advocacy visits led to the generation of new support 

through the reallocation of additional resources to the Local Governments; whether they 

encouraged the release of funds already planned for the Local Government; or whether they had no 

effect at all.  Under the new activity-based budgeting introduced by NEI, it may be possible to better 

evaluate in the future whether advocacy visits can influence both the allocation of resources to 

support community-identified priorities and the execution of the budget for those priorities. 

The lack of financial resources to address prioritized action items is a risk to sustained interest and 

commitment in the CEF 

Roles and Responsibilities 

Respondents were asked to assess whether the Community forums and the Implementation 

committees had either the capacity of the authority to implement action items.  The responses 

suggest some confusion around roles and responsibilities.   

In Sokoto, 4 Local Governments considered they had both the capacity and authority to act on the 

action items they identified; a further 5 Local Governments said they had neither the capacity nor 
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the authority and members from one Local Government did not express an opinion.  Those Local 

Governments indicating neither authority nor capacity, identified Local Government Education 

Authorities, SUBEB and Local Government Councils as responsible for action item implementation. 

In Bauchi, there was similar confusion.  In general, forum participants and implementation 

committee members could not establish authority or responsibility. 

This may reflect the reality of action items, many of which can be implemented by multiple actors.  A 

classroom can be constructed by community, LG council or SUBEB. Or some action items might be 

the responsibility of Government (training teachers) while others might be taken on by community 

(buying uniforms for disadvantaged children).    

Unfortunately, the questionnaire did not capture the management of the education forum process, 

currently undertaken by NEI staff.  These responsibilities will need to be defined to ensure 

sustainability.  

Table 2: What Hinders Action Item Implementation and Who has Authority to Implement 

LG Selection 

Criteria (15) 

Obstacles (17) CEF Capacity 

(20) 

CEF Authority 

(21) 

Who has 

authority 

Sokoto School 

request = 3 

School data 

(EMIS) = 7 

Money = 10 Y = 4;  Y = 4;  LGA, LGEA, 

SUBEB 

Bauchi School 

request = 3 

School data 

(EMIS) = 7 

Money = 9 

Apathy= 1 

Individual 

responsibility 

= 1 

Y=7 Y=3 LGA, LGEA, 

SUBEB 

 

Respondents in general appeared confused about the roles and responsibilities for implementing 

action items.  

Forum and Supervision Costs 

Currently, NEI pays for the transport (N3000) and lunch (N1,000) for forum participants and some 

costs towards monitoring and evaluation, including transport costs from LG to SUBEB for advocacy 

visits.  These costs will need to be absorbed in the future. Respondents were asked what the 

reimbursement for transport and lunch should be and who might cover these costs in the future. 

In Sokoto, respondents proposed between N500 and N3,000 for transport (with an average of 

N1,250) and N300 for lunch.  However, in 6 of the 10 LGs, respondents said that they would cover 

their own costs to participate in the forum.  In the remaining 4 LGs, it was suggested that the LGEA 

should cover the participant costs.  Implementation Committee members were less generous and 

preferred to be reimbursed for travel.  This may be because of the distances and time volunteered. 

In general, there seems to be some agreement from forum participants that the forum has sufficient 

value for participants to attend voluntarily.  However, implementation committee members see 

their role as more burdensome and would like to receive some financial recognition.   
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The issue of allowances is a tricky issue to consider for sustainability.  First, “transport” is interpreted 

as a form of sitting allowance, as opposed to compensation for the costs of attending a meeting. 

Second, it is traditionally accepted that participants should receive some sustenance if attending a 

meeting for the whole day.  It therefore seems unlikely that volunteerism could be truly sustained in 

the absence of some compensation.  On the other hand, there is a risk that participants come to the 

meetings, or volunteer to be implementation committee members, for the money rather than for 

the real goal of the forums. 

Table 3:  How Much Should the Forum Cost and Who Should cover those Costs  

LG Sitting 

Allowance 

(23)  

Who pays 

 

CEF Transport 

Proposed (22) 

CEF Lunch 

proposed 

CEF Materials 

proposed 

Sokoto Yes=10 SUBEB = 6; 

LEA=3 

1500 300 200 

Bauchi Yes = 7 SUBEB = 6; 

LEA=6 

2000 500 225 

 

The recurrent costs of maintaining the forum and implementation committees is a key 

consideration for the sustainability of the forums.  

 

Benefits 

Community Education forum were established under NEI to provide stakeholders in primary 

education with an opportunity to come together and raise issues of concern in the delivery of quality 

primary education in their Local Governments.   By sharing information about the schools, it was 

anticipated that the forum would improve local planning and resource allocation, promote public 

participation in education and provide an opportunity to evaluate government resource allocation 

decisions.   

Respondents were asked what they considered to be the most important benefit from the forum 

process and interviewers were asked to record whether the benefit was frequently, rarely or not 

mentioned at all.    Table  4  shows for each benefit the number of LGs where respondents 

frequently cited the benefit.  For example, community ownership was frequently cited as a benefit 

by respondents in all 10 LGs Bauchi state and in 9 LGs in Sokoto state. 

Table 4.    Most Frequently cited benefits of the forum (number of LG/State) 

LG Benefit 

Planning 

Benefit  

Resource 

Allocation 

Benefit 

Community 

ownership 

Benefit 

Business 

partnership 

Benefit 

Transparency 

Bauchi 8 3 10 6 8 

Sokoto 6 4 9 6 7 

 The emphasis on community ownership of education, transparency and improved planning are all 

factors that bode well for sustainability of CEF 

Conclusion 

The survey suggests there is a strong demand from local communities for a process that allows 

greater community involvement in public primary education and provides a legitimate avenue for 
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local communities to articulate their priorities to LG and State decision makers.  The survey also 

suggests that there is a willingness to try and self-sustain this activity after project support is 

withdrawn.   This presents a tremendous opportunity to build on the good will and enthusiasm. 

However, the survey also highlights some specific areas that need to be addressed to provide a 

framework for community forum going forward.  This section highlights those areas and provides 

some recommendations and next steps for action. 

Roles and responsibilities 

It is clear that there is considerable confusion around two areas of functional responsibility (i) 

managing the forum process; (ii) managing the implementation of action items. 

Managing the Forum Process. Under NEI, Local Government coordinators (NEI staff) are 

responsible for all facets of forum management.  They plan the dates, send out invitations, facilitate 

the discussion, draft the minutes and manage the payment of transport and lunch allowances.   

These responsibilities will need to be clearly defined and transferred after NEI.  There are three 

possible organisations to which these duties could be transferred: (i) the existing Local Government 

Implementation committees, which are voluntary, but appointed, oversight committees for 

education activities within a LG; or (ii) the SUBEB Social Mobilisation department, and more 

specifically, the social mobilization officer in the LG Education Authority; (iii) external and existing 

non-government organizations.   

Next Steps:   

• Define the specific scope of work to manage the forum process. (NEI LG Coordinators) 

• Bauchi:  Meet with SUBEB Chairman to discuss adding the management of the Community 

forum to the departmental responsibility of the Social Mobilization department. On approval, 

assist Social Mobilization department to refine their responsibilities based on the SoW and to 

communicate those responsibilities to LG staff. 

• Sokoto:  review the advantages of transferring forum management to the LIC. Develop a 

guidebook for LIC management of the Forum process.   Discuss implications for Forum financing.  

• Consider options for using existing CSOs such as FOMWAN or CSACEFA to provide organizational 

support to forums as part of their function to support community involvement in decision-

making 

 

Managing the Implementation of Action Items.   In both States only about one half of the action 

items were completed.  The primary reason for this was that action items in general were beyond 

the capacity of Implementation committees or forum members to implement or were too costly to 

be fully implemented at a LG scale and could only be addressed at a State level.  During the second 

year of the community forum, the community forum participants were much less ambitious and the 

action items were more likely to be completed.  The management of action item implementation 

can be directly linked to funding which will be discussed in the next section.  Nevertheless, the 

objectives and expectations of the forum process and outputs can be better redefined to reflect the 

perceived benefits to survey participants, and the allocation of responsibilities for item 

implementation can be more clearly disaggregated in the plan development. 

Next steps: 
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• Draft a clear Scope of Work for the forum that clearly articulates the expected objectives.  

Validate this Scope of Work with the state forum participants. 

• Draft clear guidelines for developing and implementing an action item plan. Guidelines 

should allocate clear responsibilities for each step in the implementation process, not just 

the final outcome. Example:  If an action item identifies the need for more qualified 

teacher’s, then all concerned institutions need to be identified (LG Chairman influences 

recruitment; SUBEB for financing a new position or posting to an existing position; LGEA for 

deployment; SUBEB for teacher upgrading, etc) and specific responsibilities assigned to the 

monitoring committee to follow up. 

 

Financing 

Apathy or lack of enthusiasm was not cited as impediments to sustainability.  Not surprisingly, the 

over-whelming challenge that faced community forum was the lack of financial resources.  The costs 

of the forum can, like roles and responsibilities, be broken down into two areas; (i) recurrent cost 

financing of the process and (ii) capital cost financing of specific action items identified through the 

forum process. 

Funding the Forums and the Committees.  Assuming 2 forum a year with 120 stakeholders, an 

average cost per participant of N300 for lunch and N1,500 for transport and 20 LGs in a State, the 

annual cost of holding the forum would be N8.5 million  ($60,000 approximately).  Similarly, 

assuming an implementation committee of 12 members meeting one a month, they serve 

voluntarily, receive a snack for refreshments and an average cost of N1,500 to cover advocacy and 

site visit costs, the annual cost for the Implementation committees is N4 million ($30,000 

approximately).   These amounts can be included in the annual budget, but there would be need to 

be vigilance to ensure they were released and properly accounted for. 

Next steps: 

• Confirm that there is a budget within the Department of Social Mobilisation for the 

2012/2013 budget year.  Establish if the budgeted amount is sufficient to cover the costs of 

the forum.   

• Work with the Social Mobilisation Committees to develop an annual activity plan to request 

fund releases for both forum and implementation committee costs, using existing SUBEB 

processes 

• Establish appropriate accounting procedures for the payment of funds. 

• Work with state CEF to develop protocols and procedures to confirm budget execution 

(reminder visits to staff; advocacy visits to SUBEB Chairman, etc) 

 

Funding specific action items.    The community forum process provides two excellent 

opportunities to meet State MTSS objectives.  First, the process represents a form of bottom-up 

planning wherein the community expresses its desired priorities.  This information can be used to 

adjust resource allocation decisions determined for each LG during the budget and planning process.  

Under this scenario, execution of certain forum activities could be included in pre-existing resource 

allocation plans.  Second, the process provides an opportunity to expand the public-private 

partnership objectives of the SUBEB.  Community Forum have already demonstrated the capacity to 

generate local resources to fund specific community needs (example action items range from the 
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purchase of school supplies to the provision of uniforms to disadvantaged girls to the payment of 

tuition for teachers to receive qualification upgrades).  The community forum presents an excellent 

opportunity to demonstrate full participation of the Government through the concept of matching 

grants.  Under this process, formulas can be developed to provide matching State contributions to 

community efforts.  Examples might include putting the roof on a classroom constructed by the 

community; providing two benches for every bench provided by the community;   posting a teacher 

to communities that provide safe, clean housing, etc.  Each Department would then be responsible 

for fulfilling the Government matching commitment up to a certain point. 

Next Steps: 

• Initiate discussion on matching grants with SUBEB Chairman and management committee 

• If concept is approved, identify opportunities for matching grants based on Agenda Action 

items and SUBEB department responsibilities and budgets. Define matching contributions 

and limits based on this research. 

• Seek approval from SUBEB 

• Announce program through CEF and to LG Forum members. 

 

Legal and Administrative Recognition 

Currently, the forums have no status as legitimate bodies within the State. This lack of recognition 

may have implications for how they are viewed, whether SUBEB can work with them and for legal 

responsibility for member actions.   It is therefore proposed that authorization be sought for the 

forum process and the implementation committees.   The Ministry of Social Development has 

responsibility for recognizing the status of community organizations.  NEI will support the State 

Community Education Forum to achieve recognized status for the Forum and LG Implementation 

committees.  

• Submit Scope of Work for the Forum and the Roles and Responsibilities  of the 

Implementation Committees to the Ministry of Social development to receive State 

clearance and authorization  
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Annex A:  State Tables 

Understanding the Forum Review Process 

 

Table 1a: Summary Table: Understanding of the Forum process (Sokoto) 

LG Number 

Forum  

held(2) 

How many 

Agenda Items 

Were 

Implemented 

(4,7) 

What 

Evidence 

Exists to 

Confirm 

Completion? 

(9) 

Funding 

Source 

(10) 

Was the 

Pledge Filled 

(11) 

Dange Shuri 2 3 of 5 SBMC Philanthropist Some 

Kware 2 3 of 5 Meetings Self Funded Some 

Sabon Birni 2 3 of 5 Site visits Self funded Some 

Gada 2 4 of 4 Site visits; 

money spent 

Self and 

advocacy 

Most 

Illela 2  3 of 5 Money spent; 

memos 

Self and 

advocacy 

Most 

Shagari 2 1 of 5 Site visits Self funded All 

Bodinga 2 3 of 5 Site visit; 

Report from 

Schools 

Self and 

advocacy 

Some 

Silame 2 2 of 5 Ceremonies Self-fund, 

advocacy, 

Philanthropist 

All 

Wamako 2 3 of 5 Site visits; 

report from 

school 

Advocacy; 

appeal fund 

Some 

Kebbe 2 2 of 5 Site visits;  

money spent 

Self-fund, 

advocacy, 

Philanthropist 

Some 

      

   Site visits Self-funded S = 6; M = 2; A 

= 2 

 

Table 1a: Summary Table: Understanding of the Forum process (Bauchi) 

LG Number 

Forum  

held(2) 

How many 

Agenda Items 

Were 

Implemented 

(4,7) 

What 

Evidence 

Exists to 

Confirm 

Completion? 

(9) 

Funding 

Source 

(10) 

Was the 

Pledge Filled 

(11) 

Alkaleri 2 3 of 5 Site visits Advocacy/State Some 

Ningi 2 3 of 5 Site visits Advocacy Some 

Misau 2 3 of 5 Site visits Advocacy Some 

Kirfi 2 2 of 5 Site visits and 

money spent 

Self-funded; 

Advocacy 

Some 

Katagum 2 5 of 5 Site visits Advocacy Some 

Itas Gidau 2 5 of 5 Money Spent Combination Some 
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Ganjuwa 2 4 of 5 Site Visits Advocacy All 

Gamawa 2 1 of 4 Money Spent Advocacy Some 

Das 2 1 of 5 Money Spent Advocacy Some 

Bauchi 2 2 of 5 Site Visits Self-funded; 

Advocacy 

Some 

      

   Site visits (7) 

Money Spent 

(3) 

Advocacy (10) 

Self funded(2) 

S = 9; A = 1 
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Action Item Implementation and Authority 

 

Table 2a: What Hinders Action Item Implementation and Who has Authority to Implement (Sokoto) 

LG Selection 

Criteria (15) 

Obstacles (17) CEF Capacity 

(20) 

CEF Authority 

(21) 

Who has 

authority 

Dange Shuri School 

Request 

Money No No LGA, LGEA, 

SUBEB 

Kware School data Money Yes Yes  

Sabon Birni School data Money Yes Yes  

Gada School data Money No No LGA, LGEA, 

SUBEB 

Illela School data Money No No LGA, SUBEB 

Shagari School 

request 

Money No No SUBEB Chair 

Bodinga School data Money No No LGEA, SUBEB 

Silame EMIS data Money Yes Yes  

Wamako School 

request 

Money    

Kebbe School data; 

school request 

Money Yes Yes  

   Y = 4; N =5   

      

 

Table 2b: What Hinders Action Item Implementation and Who has Authority to Implement (Bauchi) 

LG Selection 

Criteria (15) 

Obstacles (17) CEF Capacity 

(20) 

CEF Authority 

(21) 

Who has 

authority 

Alkaleri EMIS data Money Yes Yes Everyone 

Ningi EMIS data Money/Apathy No No SUBEB 

Misau EMIS 

data/personal 

connections 

Money Yes Yes Committee, 

LGEA, SUBEB 

Kirfi EMIS Data, 

School data, 

SBMC request 

Money Yes Yes LGC, LGEA, 

SUBEB, 

Committee 

Katagum School data, 

SBMC request 

Money No No LGC, LGEA, 

SUBEB 

Itas Gidau SBMC request Money No No SUBEB, LGC 

Ganjuwa SBMC, School 

data 

Money Yes No LGEA, LGC, 

SUBEB 

Gamawa EMIS Data Money Yes No SUBEB 

Das EMIS Data, 

School data 

NA Yes No LGEA, SUBEB 

Bauchi EMSI Data, 

School data 

Money, 

Individual not 

following tasks 

Yes No LGEA, SUBEB 

   Y=7 Y=3  
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Costs of Forum  

 

Table 3a:  How Much Should the Forum Cost and Who Should cover those Costs (Sokoto) 

LG Sitting 

Allowance 

(23)  

Who pays 

 

CEF Transport 

Proposed (22) 

CEF Lunch 

proposed 

CEF Materials 

proposed 

Dange Shuri required LGA 500 300 100 

Kware Yes LGEA 1500 500 200 

Sabon Birni Yes Self-pay 500 150 50 

Gada Yes Self pay 1000 300 100 

Illela Yes Self pay 1500 3000 150 

Shagari Yes Self pay 1000 300 200 + printing 

Bodinga Yes Self pay 2000 300 200 

Silame Yes Self pay 1000 300 100 

Wamako Yes LGEA 1500 300 250 

Kebbe Yes LGEA 2000 300 300 

      

  S = 6; LEA=3 1250/ 1500 300 200 

 

Table 3b:  How Much Should the Forum Cost and Who Should cover those Costs (Bauchi) 

LG Sitting 

Allowance 

(23)  

Who pays 

 

CEF Transport 

Proposed (22) 

CEF Transport 

proposed 

CEF Materials 

proposed 

Alkaleri Yes LG, Members 1500 300 100 

Ningi Yes SUBEB 3000 500 200 

Misau Yes NA 1000 500 150 

Kirfi Yes LG, LGEA, 

SUBEB 

1000 300 150 

Katagum Yes LG, LGEA, 

SUBEB 

1000 300 100 

Itas Gidau NA NA 20? 500 300 

Ganjuwa Yes LG, LGEA, 

SUBEB, 

members 

3000 500 200 

Gamawa NA SUBEB 3000 800 300 

Das NA LG, LGEA,  

members 

2000 500 250 

Bauchi Yes LG, LGEA, 

SUBEB, 

members 

3000 2000 500 

      

  S = 6; LEA=6 2000 500 225 
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Benefits of the Community Education Forum 

 

Table 4a: What are the Most Frequently Cited Benefits for the CEF (Sokoto) 

LG Benefit 

Planning 

Benefit  

Resource 

Allocation 

Benefit 

Community 

ownership 

Benefit 

Business 

partnership 

Benefit 

Transparency 

Dange Shuri   F F  

Kware F  F F F 

Sabon Birni   F  F 

Gada  F F F F 

Illela F F F F F 

Shagari F F F   

Bodinga F  F  F 

Silame    F  

Wamako F  F F F 

Kebbe F F F  F 

      

 6 4 9 6 7 

 

Table 4b: What are the Most Frequently Cited Benefits for the CEF (Bauchi) 

LG Benefit 

Planning 

Benefit  

resource  

Allocation 

Benefit 

Community 

ownership 

Benefit 

Business 

partnership 

Benefit 

Transparency 

Alkaleri F F F F F 

Ningi F  F  F 

Misau F  F F F 

Kirfi   F F F 

Katagum   F F  

Itas Gidau F  F F F 

Ganjuwa F  F  F 

Gamawa F F F F F 

Dass F F F  F 

Bauchi F  F   

      

 8 3 10 6 8 

 


