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Report of the Fourth Business Meeting of the South East Working Group on Election and 

Governance (SEWEG) held on Saturday the 21st day of January, 2017 at the Institute for 

Innovations in Development (IID) Secretariat, New Haven, Enugu 

Preliminaries  

The meeting started by 9.40 am with opening remarks by the Acting Executive Director, IID, Dr 

Nkwachukwu Orji. He thanked members for their contributions to the discussions that take 

place at each SEWEG meeting and for engaging in the follow-up activities. He noted that the 

day’s business will be dominated by discussions on “Development Planning in Nigeria: The 

South East Zone in Perspective” and deliberations on the draft model law for Local 

Governments in the South East. Dr Orji also noted that the resource person, Dr Uzochukwu 

Amakom, is a seasoned development economist and therefore was expected to do justice to his 

assignment. He added that it would be important for the meeting to discuss the future of 

SEWEG especially from the prism of advocacy and research. Thereafter the Acting Executive 

Director called on members to introduce themselves, for the benefit of the resource person. At 

the end of the introductions, Dr Uzochukwu Amakom was invited to take the stage and present 

the lead discussion paper. 

Highlights of the presentation 

Dr Amakom defined development planning as “an organized process of preparing a set of 

decisions for future action directed at achieving desired goals”. He noted that “Development 

planning involves looking ahead and anticipating the future, making choices from available 

alternative means to achieve specific objectives, and formulating programmes of action to 

attain those objectives”. According to the resource person, planning is important because it 

offers the government an opportunity to stabilize markets and manage 

uncertainties/stabilize shocks, systematically allocate scarce resources and prioritize 

investments, and eradicate poverty. He pointed out that there are three major types of 

planning. The first is strategic planning which is usually for a 3-5 year period. The hallmarks 

of the strategic planning are that it is “organic in areas of strategy and initiatives; static for 

the duration of the plan in areas of mission, vision, values and goals”. The second is 

marketing planning which is usually for a period of 3 months to one year. Its major 

hallmarks are its organic and flexible nature, and its short planning horizons. The third is the 
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operational plan which lasts for one year and is typified by a budget. Its hallmarks are that 

responsibilities must be assigned and outcomes measured.  

The presenter then discussed the different forms of planning and the requirements for a good 

plan. Dr Amakom the proposed that a standard planning cycle for Nigeria should include 

some key components including: identification of determinants, analyzing the causes or 

determinants, assessment of risks and benefits, identification of intervention options, 

deciding what the portfolios are, implementation and review. He briefly illumined each of 

the components above, and then reviewed development plans in Nigeria. 

Dr Amakom pointed out that the first development plan in Nigeria was the “Ten-Year Plan 

of Development and Welfare for Nigeria”, introduced in 1946 by the colonial government 

(1945-1956). He noted that the plan was poorly prepared probably because the colonialists 

were more interested in exploiting the agricultural produce of Nigeria than in development. 

The next national plan was the “National development plan of 1962-1968” which sought to 

spend (over six years) approximately $1,900,000,000 on development and productivity 

enhancing projects. 

The construction of the Kainji dam, the development of the lower Niger River, and 

investments in agriculture were the cornerstones of the plan. Dr Amakom noted that the plan 

had a number of problems, chief among which was its reliance on foreign aid to achieve 

many of its objectives. The 1962-1968 development plan was succeeded by the second 

national development plan (1970-1974). Coming at the end of the Nigerian civil war, the 4.9 

billion naira plan’s major objectives were to build “a united, strong and self-reliant nation; a 

just and egalitarian society; a land of bright and full opportunities for all citizens; and a free 

and democratic society”.  The plan had challenges of poor feasibility studies prior to 

development and poor implementation. The next was the third national development plan 

(1975-1980), a N30 billion plan which was later increased to N43.3 billion. The plan focused 

on giving priority projects and programmes that directly impact rural dwellers positively. 

Unfortunately, the plan did not achieve many of its set goals. It nonetheless recorded the 

fastest growth rate (18.1%) in Nigeria’s history.  
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Dr Amakom pointed out that the fourth national development plan was prepared for the 

period 1981-1985 and envisaged the spending of 82 billion naira (with about 15% coming 

from the private sector). Though some successes were recorded, implementation was marred 

by lower-than-expected oil revenues and the economic crises of the early 80’s. The fifth 

national development plan sought to correct structural defects in the economy and make the 

economy self-reliant and regulated by market forces. The plan was subsequently subsumed 

by the structural adjustment programme (SAP), a two-year plan, which brought the five year 

planning model to an end. After the SAP, came the perspective plan and rolling plans (1990-

1998). According to Dr Amakom, the Vision 2010 plan, set up in 1996 was Nigeria’s first 

perspective plan and it substituted the 3-year national rolling plans. Unfortunately the Vision 

2010 plan, though more comprehensive than its predecessors, died with Gen. Abacha in 1998.  

The next national economic plan was the Obasanjo Economic Direction (1999-2003). Its major 

strategy was the encouragement of the private sector to lead development. The National 

Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy (NEEDS) (2003-2007) came after the 

1999-2003 plan. Its pillars were wealth creation, poverty reduction, value re-orientation, and 

employment generation. The NEEDS plan was succeeded by the Vision 20:2020 which had 

the objective of “optimizing human and natural resources to achieve rapid economic growth, 

and translating that growth into equitable social development for all citizens”. Vision 20:2020 

is the latest national development plan, and appears to be a properly articulated plan. 

Dr Amakon then presented some “interesting facts” about the South East (SE) States. He 

noted that 13 States in Nigeria, each, had more land mass than the entire SE zone. The zone 

had only 3.2% of the land mass of Nigeria, but the highest population density. The region 

accounts for 50% of Nigeria’s merchandise trade, but only 5% of foreign investments. About 

30% of people, and 70% of graduates and professionals, from the region live outside the 

region. The only major investment in the region is the $100 million SABMiller breweries 

plant in Onitsha. There are attempts to revitalize economic activities in the region. These 

include: South East Nigeria Economic Commission (SENEC) and the Regional Agenda for an 

Integrated South East (RAISE). Dr Amakom, suggested that the region should consider 

investment in agriculture, manufacturing, distributive trade and transportation as means of 
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revitalizing the economy. He noted that the region had some key strengths, including: “good 

growth prospects supported by domestic demand; strong external liquidity position; high 

savings and investments rates; strong and competitive private sector; low susceptibility to 

events risks; healthy sectorial diversity; strong demographic advantage; highly educated 

workforce; and innovative society”. He concluded by pointing some challenges the region 

must tackle. They are: 

 Lack of openness during planning and implementation  

 Lack of adequate strategies to address corruption 

 Lack of plan and fiscal discipline)  

 Lack of commitment  

 Absence of relevant data  

 Over ambitious development plans  

 Lack of continuity of government programmes  

 Public service inefficiency  

 Absence of public and private sector partnership.  

 

Discussions on the paper with emphasis on research and advocacy action points 

At the end of the presentation, participants took turns in discussing the paper. Members noted 

that the small land area of the South East implies that the States must work together 

economically or be doomed. The small land area and high population density also implies that 

traditional agriculture may be difficult to scale-up in the region. Food security must nonetheless 

be central to any meaningful development plan for the region. It was observed that it appears 

paradoxical that the innovativeness, education and competitiveness of the people of the region 

has not translated into economic development in the region. Members observed that 

Governments in the region need to ensure continuity of existing plans/ideas, and deliberately 

engage development planners in budget preparation. The creation of a functional regional 

economic block or revival of comatose ones was noted to be key to regional planning and 

development, despite the fact that politicians in the region may belong to different parties. Such 

regional cooperation should build trust and respect the peculiarities of the composite States and 

price unity ahead of uniformity while encouraging healthy competition among the member 

States.  
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Members noted that single individual ownership or purchase of government-owned economic 

establishments should be discouraged. It was observed that creating a knowledge economy 

may be a viable option for the region. Such an approach will help in keeping skilled workmen 

and professionals in the region. Members observed that DAWN was playing a vital role in 

economically advancing the South West and wondered if IID could play a similar role for the 

SE. Similarly members wondered if IID could collaborate with Ala-Igbo Development 

Foundation (ADF) and Ohanaeze ndi Igbo to address some of the development planning issues 

facing the region. At this point, Dr Uzochukwu Amakom thanked IID for the opportunity to 

present his paper and then took his leave. Members took a brief tea break. Thereafter the draft 

model legislation for Local Governments in Nigeria was discussed. 

Draft model legislation for Local Government system of administration in Nigeria 

Barrister Ray Onyegu presented a paper on the Local Government (LG) systems and laws from 

many countries of the world. He detailed the evolution of LG autonomy in different countries 

and compared the existing laws to the model law. He noted that the major modifications were:  

 that the model law requires the Auditor-General to submit the audit report to the 

Council and not the State House of Assembly 

 that the model law abolishes joint accounts operated by States and LGs and recommends 

that all federation accounts’ allocations to the LG should go directly into the LG account 

 that the model law recommends that LGs should submit their development plans to the 

Council and not the State House of Assembly. 

After the presentation, members began a detailed deliberation of the model law. A member 

briefed SEWEG on the constitutional amendments/alterations going on at the National 

Assembly. Members observed that the State Independent Electoral Commissions should 

continue to conduct LG elections, however their Boards should be composed in line with 

Uwais’ report. It was observed that the engagement of civil society groups after the 2007 

general elections helped in raising the momentum which led to the transformations at INEC. 

Such engagements are needed to turn the tides of elections in LGs in favour of the masses. In 

this direction, members reasoned that IID may be in a position to begin a discussion on the 

powers of the National Assembly to legislate on LGs. Finally members agreed that the model 
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law needs to be trimmed down and made to emphasise participatory democracy, free and 

regular elections, transparency and accountability, etc. Prof Offornze Amucheazi volunteered to 

have his legal team streamline the model law if he got a soft copy from Barr. Onyegu. A 

meeting will be summoned by IID to discuss and adopt a trimmer version of the model law, 

once it is available. 

Recap of SEWEG I-III discussions 

Kelechi Iwuamadi led members through a recap of the discussions held at previous SEWEG 

meetings. Highlights of the research and advocacy action points identified in previous meetings 

include, but are not limited to: 

 Economic development and governance 

o The de-industrialization of the South East zone and the need to address it 

o Study of businesses that have survived and drawing lessons from them 

o Creation of a forum for the engagement of government officials in discussions 

with academics, civil society, business leaders, etc. 

o Study of the “Nnewi model” of funds repatriation to build the local “home” 

economy 

o Production of a compendium/inventory of existing skills and businesses 

o Development of models to link investors, researchers and farmers so as to 

improve productivity 

o Development of models for harnessing innovative ideas 

 Local governance 

o Study of the existing security provisioning laws for the South East and identifying 

areas needing modification 

o Study of the perception of local people about the LG system 

o Study of the cost of elections conducted by SIECs 

o Development of a model law for LGs 

o Initiation of a social media campaign to canvass for LG elections 

 Youth and leadership development 
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o Development of a roster of people with leadership qualities and potentials in the 

South East 

o Identification/creation of student groups to be targeted for leadership training 

o Study of the positive qualities of people of other ethnicities that can be imbibed 

o De-emphasising institutionalised “certification” in the name of education and 

emphasising hands-on skills acquisition 

 Regional cooperation and policy coordination 

o Support for South East legislators forum 

o Advocacy for the revitalization of SENEC 

o Analysis of (re)alignments necessary for the South East ahead of the 2019 elections 

 Women development 

o Need to encourage women participation in economic and political activities 

 Accountability 

o Need to promote public sector accountability 

At the end of Kelechi’s presentation, members made some further contributions on the issues 

raised. Members noted that it is important to follow-up on the issues of local governance and 

sustain momentum in that direction. Additionally, it is important to monitor the many MoUs 

signed by States in the SE zone in order to ensure success. Members suggested that IID should 

consider organising a knowledge fair in the SE zone, and encourage Governors in the zone to 

take a trip to China and canvass for investments in the region. Additionally, the creation of a 

WhatsApp group where people can post positive stories from the South East was advocated. 

Transcripts from such a group at a later date may provide very valuable information. 

Jasper Ukachukwu accepted to develop a 2-page proposal on youth leadership development to 

be built around undergraduates who keep journals of their community service activities.  

Conclusion 

The Acting Executive Director thanked members for their commitment throughout the duration 

of SEWEG. He hoped that further engagements will take place in the future while a technical 

meeting will be convened soon to discuss the draft model law. He thereafter called for lunch, 

after which SEWEG IV came to an end at about 4.00 pm.  


