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1 Introduction 
 
This service delivery framework aims at improving the financing and delivery of primary 
education in South Sudan. To do this it sets out appropriate institutional and financial 
arrangements for the provision of services and infrastructure required for effective service 
delivery. 
 
The framework is divided into three sections: institutional and financing framework for 
service delivery; institutional and organisational blockages to service delivery; transition plan 
to support the improved financing and delivery of services.    
 
The first section sets out the institutional and financing framework for primary education. It 
briefly outlines the education services that are to be provided. It then sets out the primary 
education delivery chain: the roles and responsibilities of different levels of government and 
non-government institutions/organisations in providing primary education; the systems and 
capacity required; and the key accountability relationships. The second part is the financing 
framework, looking both at the funding levels for education between different levels of 
government, and across the same level, and the funding channels and modalities that deliver 
this funding. 
 
The second section looks at the institutional and organisations blockages to primary 
education delivery. These include poor planning and lack of systems, management, capacity, 
performance regulation and accountability. Drawing on the key accountability relationships 
set out in section 2, it explores how to better incentivise good performance. 
 
The third section is a plan for implementing the framework and addressing the challenges to 
improving primary education by strengthening the service delivery chain, establishing 
coherent financing plans and addressing the blockages to improving service delivery that 
were identified. 
 
By setting out these issues and a plan to address them, the service delivery framework aims 
to improve policy design, planning and implementation in the delivery of primary education 
and so improve the coverage and quality of these services for the people of South Sudan. The 
analysis and actions set out here will feed into the annual sector planning process and help 
deliver the priorities set out in the General Education Strategic Plan. Moreover, setting out 
the systems and capacities required will help the government to ensure that development 
partners target their support on well-identified institutional strengthening requirements. 
 
It is important to note that the aim is not to reformulate policy, but to set out policy and 
financing in a coherent manner to allow identifying and removing the key blockages. In 
formulating the SDF, existing policies and practices have been the starting point. Where 
policies are yet to be developed the service delivery framework should help to raise key 
questions (about roles, responsibilities, accountability, and system, capacity and financing 
requirements) that need to be carefully considered while developing the policy.   
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2 Institutional and financing framework for service 
delivery 

 
This section sets out a clear and coherent institutional and financing framework for primary 
education. It includes the functions of the service delivery chain and the mechanisms for 
financing services and the infrastructure investments required for improved primary 
education. The analysis is split into two parts, the service delivery chain, and the financing 
framework. The section starts by briefly outlining the services that are to be delivered, set out 
in the table below. 
 
Table 1. Services provided by primary schools: 
 
Services / Functions Infrastructure 
• Provide education for all primary school-

aged children for a span of 8 years (age 6-14) 
to standards in accordance with the national 
curriculum 

• Manage school supplies, assets (furniture, 
textbooks, maintenance of buildings etc.) and 
staff in line with national standards 

• Monitor pupils’ progression including 
through administering exams 

• Engage with parents/the community through 
Parent-Teacher Associations/ School 
Management Committees 

• Active outreach to encourage girls and other 
vulnerable groups to attend school 

• Construction of classrooms, furniture, 
administration blocks, teacher houses, pit 
latrines, water facilities, kitchen and store, 
recreation grounds and school fence. 

 
At present South Sudan has 3,447 primary schools with a total student population of 1.4 
million. With a net primary enrolment ratio of 44%, the number of students and schools is 
likely to increase rapidly over the coming years as the government focuses on increasing 
access.  
 

2.1 Service delivery chain 
 
This section describes the proposed primary education delivery chain. It sets out the key roles 
and responsibilities of government and non-government institutions/organisations; the 
systems and capacities required to deliver those roles; and key accountability relationships.  
 

2.1.1 Main roles and responsibilities  
 
At the national level, the Ministry of General Education and Instruction provides overall 
leadership; develops policies, guidelines and standards; allocates resources through the 
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annual budget process and supervises the overall provision of primary and secondary 
education services in the country. MoGEI also directly manages the teacher training 
institutes, national secondary schools, and national examinations. A centre under the MoGEI 
(Maridi Curriculum Development Centre) sets the national curriculum. At present textbooks 
and some other supplies are centrally procured and distributed. 
 
The SMoE provides leadership for education service delivery and management in their 
respective states, disseminates policies and guidelines, plans resource allocation for the 
education sector at the state level, and inspects performance at County level. The County 
Education Departments (CEDs) are responsible for the delivery of primary education, in 
collaboration with education inspectors at the payam level. Each respective school is 
supposed to have a Parent Teacher Association and School Management Committee, that 
bring teachers and community members together and plan for resource allocation and 
activities at the school level.  
 
In addition to the government funded facilities there are over 450 privately-managed primary 
schools (private, NGO or faith-based schools) and almost 500 community schools. Oversight 
responsibility for these private institutions rests with the counties and states, while the 
national government sets policy to regulate such schools. 
 
The tables below summarise the proposed main roles and responsibilities of different 
institutions/organisations in the primary education delivery chain, as well as the key 
differences from the current situation.  
 
  
Table 1.1: Main roles and responsibilities 

Institution/org
anisation 

Proposed main roles and responsibilities Key differences from current situation 
Service Provision  

Sector Management 
 National • National policy formulation and national 

strategic planning 
• Planning and budgeting, including 

determining transfers to States for 
education 

• Management of EMIS 

• Little upward accountability for States 
performance in education.   

 State  • Planning and budgeting at State level, 
including allocation and disbursement of 
funds to County level 

• Financial management of all resources 
expended at state level 

• Set primary leaving examinations 
• Management of State’s education 

information database 

• States’ planning capacity remains weak. 
• States’ stats databases not yet in place due to 

lack of capacity & equipment. States get stats 
from national database.  

• Poor reporting systems from County to State 
level, and State to National level. 

• Weak PFM capacity. 
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 County  • Planning and budgeting at county level 
• Consolidate and channel EMIS data; use 

data for County planning. 

• EMIS data cannot currently be collected 
through regular administrative channels so 
the central government sends outreach teams 
instead.  

• Weak processes for sector involvement in the 
County Strategic Planning process and lack 
of transparency around County resources 
channeled to education.  

 
 Payam • Participate in County planning and 

budgeting 
• Collect EMIS data 

• EMIS data cannot currently be collected 
through regular administrative channels so 
the central government sends outreach teams 
instead.  

 School • Provide EMIS statistics to CED through 
payams.  

• As mentioned above, EMIS data collected 
through school visits arranged from central 
level, not through regular administrative 
channels. 

 Community • Assist in collection of education data. • Currently limited community engagement. 
Personnel Management 
 National • Allocate conditional salary transfers to 

States on the basis of information from 
States and Counties 

• Screen payroll  

• Allocation of teachers is not needs based. 
• Weak flow of information from schools – 

counties – states – national level about needs 
for changes to the payroll. 

 State  • Allocate budget for salaries 
• Recruitment, deployment, promotions and 

dismissals of teachers 
• Pay teachers’ salaries and allowances  
• In-service teacher training 

• Lack of budget for teacher training. 
• Responsibility for in-service training is 

confusing, with many different providers 
(natl, state, DP) 

• Personnel budget skewed towards 
admin/management staff, rather than teachers 

 County  • Deployment and supervision of teachers 
• Assess county needs and recommend 

teacher recruitment, promotion and 
retirements to State level 

• Manage County Education Centres, 
where they exist. 

• Deployment of teachers currently carried out 
at State level. 

• County education centres still under 
development. 

• Teachers appointed without right 
qualification. 

• Not involved in planning and budgeting 
process 

 Payam •  •  
 School • Day-to-day supervision of teachers by 

head teacher 
• Widespread use of volunteer teachers to fill 

gaps, who are not on payroll but work in the 
hope that with time their positions will be 
regularized.  

 Community • PTA works with schools to ensure teacher 
code of conduct is adhered to. 

• PTA recommends teachers’ appointment 
to CED. 

• PTAs currently have limited involvement in 
human resource issues. 

Teaching and Learning Material 
 National • Curriculum development (Maridi 

Curriculum Development Centre) 
• Develop a recommended textbook list 
• Textbook policy development 
• Procurement/production and distribution 

• There is currently no system in place for 
textbook production/procurement and 
distribution (DFID is supporting the 
development of a policy) 
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of textbooks (distribution could take place 
through private sector distribution straight 
to schools) 

• Promotion of interest from the publishers 
and book sellers to move into the country 

 State  • School supplies (stationery, pens etc.) 
procured by State and provided to 
schools  

• Limited State provision of school supplies. 
Schools depend largely on teacher kits 
delivered by UNICEF. 

 County  • Storage and distribution of textbooks and 
supplies 

•  

 Payam •  •  
 School • Assessing textbook needs and requesting 

replenishments 
• Textbook management (to maintain 

textbooks in good condition) 
• Purchase of stationery with school funds 

• Very few textbooks currently in the schools 
and in poor condition. 

 Community • Involved in managing and enforcing the 
textbook management procedures 

•  

Monitoring and Management of Primary Schools 
 National • Development of national inspection 

framework and inspection tools 
• Train State school inspectors  (TOT) 
• Roll out the school  
• Set minimum standards for school 

management and develop Code of 
Conduct 

• Develop policy for regulating private 
schools 

• M&E for entire education system 

• Inspection framework and tools under 
development but not rolled out (being 
developed with VSO support) 

• Minimum standards for schools still in draft 
• M&E tools still being developed (since 2005) 
• Patchy deployment of inspectors, particularly 

at Payam level. 
• Inspection is hampered by lack of transport 

and logistics at all levels of govt. 
• Currently there are no capitation or other 

grants flowing to schools, no policy on 
school grants, and while primary school fees 
are discouraged, they are widely levied. 

• Poor reporting systems from County to State 
level, and State to National level. 

• Uneven capacity and engagement of PTA 
across schools. Some schools do not yet have 
PTA/SMCs, in other schools PTA active only 
in relation to resource mobilisation and 
management. 

 State  • Roll-out and manage the inspection 
system across the State  

• Train school inspectors at County level 
• Implement code of conduct and set 

disciplinary procedures in schools 
• Develop and implement State action plan 

for school management 
• Supervise private schools 
• M&E for state education system 

 County  • CED compiles inspection reports & send 
to SMOE  

• Oversee roll-out and use of school 
capitation grants. 

• Monitor and ensure that SMC are 
operational and perform their functions 

 Payam • Payam supervisors conduct inspections 
and report their findings to the Senior 
Inspector at County Level.  

• Support establishment of SMCs and 
support them in performing their duties 

• Monitor use and capitation grants 
 School • Receives inspectors and collaborate with 

them and liaise with the PTA/SMCs.  
• Receive inspection report and work with 
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PTA to address identified challenges. 
• Day-to-day management of school and 

engagement with PTA conducted by 
Head Teacher.  

• In collaboration with the PTA/SMCs, 
schools develop & implement school plan 
& budgets and report on them.  

 Community • Through PTA/SMC help school to plan, 
budget and account for use of capitation 
grants and support general school 
management.  

• PTA meet inspectors and discuss 
inspection findings. 

• PTA receives inspection report and work 
with school to address identified 
challenges. 

• Uneven capacity and engagement of PTA 
across schools. In some schools PTA active 
only in relation to resource mobilisation and 
management. 

Construction and School Furniture1 
 National Planning, budgeting and reporting: map and 

plan overall national school coverage (based 
on information from States); provide 
guidelines and regulations on construction 
design and furniture standards; allocate funds 
(grants) to states and counties for school 
construction and furniture procurement; 
strengthen state and county capacity to 
manage construction activities. 
 
Procurement and contracting: issue 
procurement and contracting guidelines and 
policies (in collaboration with MoFEP) and 
monitor compliance. 
 
Construction monitoring and inspection: 
construction standard guidelines; inspection of 
sample of construction work to verify 
compliance. 
 
Operation and Maintenance: issue guidelines. 

• No mapping has been undertaken to identify 
where schools should be constructed. 

• County planning guidelines in place by not 
used by sectors. 

• Top-down planning of school allocations, 
without input from counties and states. 

• Procurement and contracting at central level 
rather than county level; little clarity and 
roles and responsibilities for procurement and 
contracting. 

• Site supervisions for school construction not 
currently carried out due to lack of transport, 
fuel, incentives, and inadequate capacity 
(lack of qualified staff). 

• No clarity around supervision of constructors, 
and respective roles of Natl, State, County, 
School and Community 

• No policy on community constructed schools 
• No guidelines on roles and responsibilities 

and financing for O&M. 
• Standards are not always adhered to. Not all 

new schools have latrines, kitchens, fencing 
etc. in accordance with standards. 

 State Planning, budgeting and reporting: issue 
operational policies consistent with national 
policies; mapping of schools and proposed 
allocation for new schools; planning and 
budgeting for school construction; capacity 
development for county and payam  level. 
 
Procurement and contracting: Disseminate 
guidelines and monitor and supervise 
procurement in counties and payams. 
 
Construction monitoring and inspection: 
inspection of schools; report on construction 
progress to national level. 

                                 
1 Consistent with SDF for Local Infrastructure 
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Operation and Maintenance: disseminate 
guidelines. 

 County Planning, budgeting and reporting: support 
mapping and identification of construction 
needs; include construction activities in 
Country development plan and budget. 
 
Procurement and contracting: develop BoQs 
and conduct contracting using national 
standards. 
 
Construction monitoring and inspection: 
contract management; inspection by dept of 
physical infrastructure; reporting on 
construction progress to State. 
 
Operation and Maintenance: O&M planning 
and implementation of larger maintenance 
projects 

 Payam Planning, budgeting and reporting: approve 
school construction projects under their 
mandate (school refurbishing etc.) and 
forward others to country for consideration; 
selection of construction sites. 
 
Procurement and contracting: community 
procurement for community constructed 
schools, as planned in County Dev Plan. 
 
Construction monitoring and inspection: daily 
management of construction; reporting to 
progress to County 
 
Operation and Maintenance: small-scale 
routine maintenance 
 

 Primary 
school 

 
Operation and Maintenance: small-scale 
routine maintenance using capitation grant or 
community contributions 
 
 

 Community Planning, budgeting and reporting: participate 
in planning meetings 
 
Procurement and contracting:  
 
Construction monitoring and inspection: 
provision of labour for community constructed 
schools; participate in inspection/supervision 
 
Operation and Maintenance: Supervise O&M 
spending 
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2.1.2 Systems and capacities in the service delivery chain 
 
In order to fulfil their roles and responsibilities, organisations at different levels need both 
systems and capacity.  The table below summarises what is required at each level of 
government.  
 
Table 2.1: Systems and Institutional Capacities  
 

Institution/ 
Organisa-

tion 

Proposed System and Capacity Requirements Key differences from 
current situation Systems Required Institutional Capacities  

Government 
 National HR management system 

Payroll system 
TLM supply chain 
School inspection system 
School management 
procedures 
Education Management 
Information System (EMIS) 
Procurement system 

HR management officers 
Payroll managers 
Qualified staff for TLM supply 
chain operation (to be 
determined) Senior inspectors 
EMIS operators, developers & 
analysts 
Engineers 
Procurement officers 
 

Planning: unreliable data, 
inadequate planning skills, 
too few planners, limited 
M&E of plans, plans not 
translated into action/budget. 
Centralised planning 
inconsistent with 
decentralisation policy. 
M&E: Weak reporting 
practices. Limited 
communication to the public.  
HRM: No functional job 
descriptions; vacancies in 
key positions; lack of clear 
recruitment procedures; no 
HRIS; no pension system; 
high staff turnover. 
Organograms inconsistent 
with decentralisation policy. 
Lack of systematic CB 
policy, systems and needs 
assessment. 
PFM: Weak adherence to 
systems & procedures (& no 
system in place at County 
level). 
School inspection: capacity 
is weak, lack of logistical 
support, no or limited access 
to inspection tools. 

 State HR management system 
Payroll system 
TLM supply chain 
School inspection system 
School management 
procedures 
Education Management 
Information System (EMIS) 
Procurement system 

HR management officers 
Payroll managers 
Qualified staff for TLM supply 
chain operation (to be 
determined) Senior inspectors 
EMIS operators, developers & 
analysts 
Engineers 
Procurement officers 
 

 County HR management system 
Payroll system 
TLM supply chain 
School inspection system 
School management 
procedures 
Education Management 
Information System (EMIS) 
Procurement system 

HR/payroll officer (or other 
position with this function) 
School inspectors (1 per payam) 
Statistics collation and analysis 
capacity 
Accountant, procurement officer 
Store keeper 

 Facility/ 
School 

Code of Conduct 
School management system 

Qualified Head Teacher No regular Head Teacher 
training system in place. 

Community 
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 Communi
ty 

School management system 
(see above). 

Trained PTA/SMC 
representatives (regular 
refreshing). 

No regular PTA training 
system in place (training 
guide to be printed but rolled 
out how?) 

2.1.3 Key accountability relationships in the service delivery chain 
 
In order to ensure that institutions and actors responsible for providing education services 
and infrastructure have incentives to perform, it is important that there are strong 
accountability relationships in the service delivery chain.  The diagram sets out the key 
relationships, and the table which follows describes them. 
 
Table 1: Accountability Relationships 

  

Local 
Governments 

Citizens 1 
Service 
Provider

 

4 

GRSS and 
States 

 5 

3 

2 



12 
 

 
Relationship Proposals  Key differences from current 

situation 
1 Citizens and 

Service 
Providers  

• School Management Committees2 
participate in planning, budgeting 
and reporting 

• Parent Teacher Associations 
approve school plans and reports 

• School budget and expenditure 
reports are posted in a public place 

• Complaints mechanism in place for 
community members to report 
complains to County level 

• SMCs/PTAs are present during 
school inspections 

• Codes of Conduct for teachers are 
set and monitored in collaboration 
with the community  

• Attendance monitoring system (via 
mobile phones) with data reported 
back to PTA/SMCs 

• PTA/SMC are of variable strength and 
many schools still lack these structures 

• Currently some community engagement 
in school use of registration fees, but no 
formal budgeting and reporting 
requirements 

• No formal complaints mechanism 

2 Citizens and 
Local 
Governments  

• Citizens consulted during County 
planning and budgeting process 

• LGs publicizes information about 
approved construction/rehabilitation 
projects 

• LGs make public their annual 
reports 

• Citizens raise complains with 
elected County Commissioner &/or 
County Legislative Council standing 
committee/ LG Councillors. 

Currently County Commissioners are 
politically appointed; Legislative Councils 
also not elected and in instances not 
functional. Lack of consensus on how to 
ensure Legislative Council representativeness.   

3 Citizens and 
States/ GRSS 

• Through the ballot 
• Grievance and appeals mechanism 

for citizens to seek redress in case of 
LG non-compliance 

• Budget and budget execution 
reporting published, disseminated. 
Budget literacy promoted and 
supported.  

• Annual sector performance reports 
submitted to national & State 
Legislative Assemblies and 
disseminated. 

• Limited info on budget, budget execution 
& sector performance within government 
(esp. across government levels) in the 
first instance. 

• Budgeting & reporting systems and M&E 
systems to be strengthened to be able to 
provide accountability.  

• No formal grievance and appeals 
mechanism. 

4 Service 
Providers and 

• Schools and contractors supervised 
by payam and county school 
inspectors 

• See above for challenges currently faced 
by inspection. 

• There seems to be a lack of 

                                 
2 The key difference and link between PTA and SMC is that: the PTA is like a legislative body, the SMC is the 
executive body. (MoGEI officials). 
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Local 
Governments  

• Annual school plans and reports 
submitted to CED 

• CED annual report to be submitted 
to County Legislative Council (or 
relevant Standing Committee) 

• Teacher and student attendance 
monitoring system (through mobile 
phones), monitored by central govt. 

system/procedures regarding CED role in 
relation to school planning & budgeting.  

• Varying relationship between CED and 
LG structures as mandated in LG Act 
(County Commissioner, Executive 
Director, Executive and Legislative 
Councils). (See note 1).   

5 Local 
Governments 
and States/ 
GRSS 

• States/GRSS issue guidelines to 
States on accountability 
requirements 

• CED submits performance reports to 
SMOE  

• County authorities account for and 
report to States on conditional 
transfers 

• SMOE undertake joint inspections 
with CED 

• GRSS conducts spot check 
inspections 

• Audits of County accounts 
 

• Unclarity around reporting 
procedures/formats etc. for CED reports 
to SOME. 

• Limited performance reporting from 
SoME to National MoGEI. 

 

 

2.2 Financing Framework 
 
This section describes the proposed funding framework for service delivery. It describes   the 
funding levels to different levels of government and channels for delivering this funding.  

2.2.1 Funding Levels 
This section sets the current levels of funding for different levels of government and assesses 
this relative to the proposed responsibilities for levels of government.  It will also set out the 
differences in levels of funding between states and counties (the horizontal distribution of 
funding). It then proposes how funding levels can be better aligned with service and 
infrastructure delivery mandates. 
  
Table 2: Level of Funding For Service Delivery 

Government 
Institution 

2011/12 2012/13 Assessment of Funding 
vs. Responsibilities  

Proposals To align 
Funding Levels with 
responsibilities 

Outturn Budget 

GRSS 48,927,446 97,470,332   
 o/w salaries 18,506,746 18,877,954 
 o/w operating 22,266,309 34,992,378 
 o/w capital 8,154,391 43,600,000 
 o/w donor   
State 213,669,090 232,277,103 Insufficient operating 

budget for level of 
responsibility (salaries on 

Increase operating 
transfer to States  o/w salaries  206,706,999 227,359,299 

 o/w operating 4,805,757 3,099,955 
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 o/w capital 2,156,334 1,817,919 ave. 96% of expenditure) 
 o/w donor   
County   - No operating budget 

- No funds flowing down 
to schools 
- No capital budget to 
support school 
community construction 

- Operating transfer 
for CED 
- Capitation grants to 
schools 

 o/w salaries   
 o/w operating   
 o/w capital   
 o/w donor   

Payam     
 o/w capital   
Sector Total     

 
 

2.2.2 Funding Channels and Modalities 
This section sets out the main funding channels for different levels of government to fulfil 
their roles and responsibilities.  Central to this is the framework for block and conditional 
transfers, and their role in funding service and infrastructure provision. For each funding 
modality, the source of funding should be explained in the narrative.  
 
Table 3: Funding Modalities 

Instituti
on 

Proposed Modalities Key differences from current 
situation Service Provision Infrastructure provision 

GRSS RSS Budget, including donor 
funds 
 

RSS Budget, including donor 
funds 
 

Donor aid is allocated and managed 
separately from government funds, 
although reporting of aid in budget 
documents is increasing. 
 

State State Annual Budget  
• Allocation from State own 

resources (block grants/own 
revenue) 

• Education salary transfer from 
GRSS 

• Education operating transfer 
from GRSS 

 

State Annual Budget 
• Allocation from State own 

resources (block grants/own 
revenue) 

• Education capital transfer 
from GRSS 

 
 
 

Some States top up GRSS transfers to 
States for education by States’ own 
resources; not all. Little information, no 
accountability upward on this spending.  
Problems with reporting in State budgets 
on conditional education transfers to 
Counties.  
In most cases, there are no operating or 
capital transfers made down to County 
level.  
MoGEI not involved in existing (States-
GRSS) accountability processes (e.g. 
SMTC)  

County County Annual Budget 
• Allocation from County own 

resources (local revenue) 
• Block grant transfer from 

State 
• Education salary transfer from 

State  
• Education operating transfer 

County Annual Budget 
• Allocation from County own 

resources (local revenue) 
• County Development Grant 
• Education capital transfer 

from State 
 

County budgets do not always reflect 
transfers from States.  
Practices regarding salary transfers vary: 
sometimes these funds are transferred to 
County level, other times States pay 
county staff directly. 
Some States transfers block grants to 
Counties; Used as contribution to cover 
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from State. 
 

County ‘central administration’ costs.  
Currently County education departments 
receive no operating transfer from State. 
Budget preparation process at County 
level needs strengthening. Prioritisation 
process (County’s own resources) must 
be more transparent.  
Limited own resources.   
Incomplete information on NGO 
activities (varying from one County to 
another).   

Payam Integrated in County budget Payam Development Grant PDG do not yet exist. Covering all 
payams will take several years (>5). 

Service 
Provider
/ School 

Capitation grants transferred 
from county/ state/ GRSS. 
Registration fees levied directly. 

In-kind/cash contributions 
raised from community for 
community-constructed 
infrastructure 

No government grants to schools.  
Although against national policy, in 
some States registration fees partly 
transferred upward to CED & SMOE, on 
instruction by State.  

Citizen/ 
Commu-
nity 

Conditional cash transfers to 
vulnerable pupils (e.g. girls) 
from service provider/county (?) 
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3 Institutional and organisational blockages to service 
delivery 

 
The section describes of the main institutional and organisational blockages in the education 
sector from the perspective of the key stakeholders involved in the sector. It also makes 
proposals about how current blockages can be addressed and potential blockages mitigated to 
improve the quality of primary education.  
 
Table 4: Improving the effectiveness of the service delivery chain 
 

Blockage Effects Reason for this Recommended Solution 

 Incoherent Institutional Framework 
 Staff at county and state level 

do not carry out their mandated 
duties 

Lack of clarity about roles and 
responsibilities at different 
levels of government  
 

Prioritize policies/guidelines for 
completion 
Budget and allocate more staff 
time for dissemination 
Set out procedures for regular 
communication with States and 
Counties 

 Multiple parallel and 
fragmented systems for 
provision of in-service training, 
distribution of school material, 
construction of schools and 
capitation grants 

Lack of systems and procedures 
Fragmented aid portfolio in 
education sector; most 
education funding implemented 
through NGOs with little 
central oversight 

Improve policies and guidelines 
and disseminate these better 

 School facilities not built in 
areas of greatest need 

No clear procedures for 
deciding on location of new 
schools, which allows for 
politically motivated location 
decisions 

Transparent procedure put in 
place, with involvement of 
Counties and States, for the 
allocating new schools or 
rehabilitating existing ones 

 Slow and costly school 
construction process 
 

Capital budget executed at 
central level despite policy of 
decentralization 

Decentralize primary school 
construction (to county level) 

 Incoherent Financial Framework 
 Inequitable distribution of 

teachers and inspectors; unfilled 
positions at Payam level; 
teachers paid at wrong grade; 
some States have more 
administrative/managerial staff 
than teachers 

Budgeting is not done based on 
functions or services to be 
delivered, instead done on the 
basis of number of people that 
need to be placed on the payroll 
(in part a result of the lack of 
pension system) 

Use incremental increase in 
education sector wage budget to 
begin correcting for inequitable 
staff distribution etc. 
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 Counties take a share of school 
fees collected for their 
operating costs 
Lack of staff mobility (no 
transportation) 
Insufficient funds budgeted for 
the roll-out and dissemination 
of policies, frameworks and 
tools 

Lack of operating funds at 
county level (insufficient 
operating budget at State and 
Natl. level) 
Preference for visible, tangible 
outputs (policies completed) 

Budget more for operating 
expenses 
Institute operating transfers 
from State to County level 

 Accountability   
 Schools, LGs, States not held to 

account for performance 
Weak reporting lines from 
schools to payams to counties 
to states to national level 

Issue clear reporting guidelines 
and manage reporting process 
more carefully from centre 

 Schools are not accountable to 
communities 

Lack of functioning 
PTAs/SMCs in many schools 

Agree on clear PTA/SMC roles 
and responsibilities 

 State transfers  funds not 
reaching the State 

Weak national PFM systems 
Lack of Parliamentary and 
public scrutiny of budget and 
budget reports 

Strengthen MoFEP transfer 
systems 
Improve budget transparency 
and accountability 

 Education sector receives a 
very small share of the block 
grants 

Weak budget participation and 
oversight at State level 

Strengthen State budget process 
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4 Transition Plan to support the improved financing and 
delivery of services 

 
The transition plan summarizes a list of priority actions for MoGEI to take forward in 
collaboration with the other key stakeholders based on the recommendations from section 
one and two.  

4.1 Strengthening the service delivery chain   
 
The table below sets out the priority Actions to improve the effectiveness of the delivery 
chain by clarifying key roles and responsibilities and building systems and capacities 
 
Table 5: Improving the effectiveness of the service delivery chain 

Recommended Action Institution/organisation  Date to be 
implemented 

 Agree on a prioritized list of 
policies to be completed and 
disseminated and budget 
accordingly 

MoGEI Jan 2013 (to be 
listed in BSP) 

 Transparent procedure put in place, 
with involvement of Counties and 
States, for the allocating new schools 
or rehabilitating existing ones 

MoGEI Jul 2013 

 Develop a plan for introducing grants 
for community construction of 
schools 

MoGEI / SMoE  

 Issue clear reporting guidelines for 
performance and financial report from 
County – State – National and hold 
States and Counties to account  

MoGEI  

 Develop and disseminate 
guidelines on PTA/SMC roles and 
responsibilities 

  

 

4.2 Establishing a coherent, equitable financing for service 
delivery 

 
The table below sets out priority actions to establish more coherent, equitable financing for 
sector activities 
 
 
Table 6: Establishing coherent, equitable and sufficient financing for sector activities 

Recommended Action Institution/organisation  Date to be 
implemented 
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 Use incremental increase in 
education sector wage budget 
to begin correcting for 
inequitable staff distribution  

MoGEI / MoFEP Jan 2013 (reflect 
in BSP) 

 Budget more for operating 
expenses and institute 
operating transfers from 
State to County level 

MoGEI / MoFEP Jan 2013 (reflect 
in BSP) 

 Introduce capitation grants 
for primary schools 

MoGEI / MoFEP At start of 
2014/15 school 
year (which 
means it must be 
budgeted in 
2013/14 budget) 

 Strengthen sector 
engagement in State budget 
process 

MoFEP / SMoF / SmoE  
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