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Abstract: The paper assess whether government participation in public-private partnership has brought
improved service delivery and efficiency in governance. The operations of government like any other private
ingtitutions require continuous evaluation in the form of performance measurement sysem for improvement,
satisfaction of customers, employees and stakeholders. Data was administered Lagos waste management
authority and public. The extent of efficiency in service delivery and governance; and the effectiveness of
performance measurement usage were measured usng an index computed from quegtionnaire items. The data
was subjected to Mann-Whitney independent sample test. Sgnificant differences were observed in the
assessment of saff and the public on public-private partnership service delivery efficiency. The public
confirmed that waste service delivery is efficient asit had yielded quality service and cleaner environment. The
study recommended therefore that for continued public confidence in governance, efficiency in service delivery
and the use of performance measurement techniques should not be undermined or sacrificed for political gains.
This can be facilitated through conscientious monitoring of the outsourced services.

Keywords: Public-Private Partnership, Waste management, Performance measurement, Service delivery,
Efficiency.

. Introduction

Public sector has been described as engine of growthyafieen country because of its responsible
as part of government machinery for implementing policysi@ts and delivering services that are of value to
citizens. It is a mandatory institution under the NigerConstitution of 1999. In Nigeria, federal, States and
local governments constitute the public sector. Chapt@&f YHe Constitution, Executive, Part 1 (D) and Part Il
(C) provides for a public service at the federal and s&atds of government.

The Public Sector in Nigeria is made up of the following:Tli¢ Civil Service, which is often referred
to as the core service and is composed of line mirdsaie extra-ministerial agencies; and (2) The Public
Bureaucracy, which is composed of the enlarged public seimidading the following: (a) Services of the state
and national assembly’s; (b) The judiciary; (c) The armed forces; (d) The police and other security agencies; (e)
Paramilitary services (immigration, customs, prisons, etc); (f) ‘Parastatals’ and agencies including social
service, commercially oriented agencies, regulatory @geneducational institutions, research institutés, e
While, the three tiers of government share some comnainrés in project management. It is obvious that
Nigeria has a large public sector running into millions of perslorifheir major function is to implement
government policies and programs. However, the demands @armedciety has become more invasive, with
resultant growth in problem complexity and increasedlehgés to various levels of government. Improving
public service is the predominant and recurrent objectiveocsBrgment to meet with arising challenges
(Yamada, 1972).

Government has the basic function of providing goods andceerto those they govern. Hence, the
government in Nigeria for example has embarked upon sevenabre@ reforms aimed at improving the
standard of living. The government in ensuring bettevices, redued substantial participations in the
promotion, management and control of public enterprises iasoften believed that government cannot do
business. The operations of public enterprises aren dftdsidized, as they are mainly funded by the
government. The public enterprises have economic, sammal, political undertones and as such do not
emphasize profit-making as the basis of their existenbe. dissatisfaction with the costs associated with
government provision of goods and services is genetadlyo Nigeria’s politicians’ perception. From military
dictatorships to ‘democratic’ governments; all have conspired to reduce governance to the manipulation of
public office to deceive and loot public funds for persarsal (De Bettignies & Ross, 2004).

The dawn of democratic government in Nigeria, brought aboutdhditg over of the provision of
basic services to private enterprises with supervisorytitmdeft for the government. Contracting-out or
outsourcing of services, concession, commercializatiwn outright privatization, became government
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consideration. Hencdor example, some of the services being rendered by the 1Sigtes government were
contracted out to private enterprises in the areasmégoatation and waste disposal. Public-Private Partipersh
projects as done by Lagos State Government. Opportuniéies/ailable to any private investors depending on
the choice of projects interest and location. Areahk sscWaste Management; Transportation (Buses, Cgaches
Station), and Physical Infrastructure; (Roads, Rails & Bridges). fbloas of this paper is however to examine
Lagos waste management. The waste management programmeg ttw/dollowing: Industrial; Household
Waste; Market Waste; and Medical Wadike regulatory agency is Lagos State Waste Managemdémory.

The main stay of the Public-Private Partnership ptofe Lagos-State include: engagemehprivate
firms in waste refuse collection in private/governmmsidential estates; industrial and commercial firams
establishment of refuse recycling plants (RCPRPrivatization of existing transfer loading stagsoand
dumpsites; construction and management of new transféinlp stations/dumpsites. One of the Public-Private
Partnership available on Waste Management incl&dgld on Transfer Concession Open Collection/Pre-
Collection Contracting In Lagos State, the Public-Private Partnership Prograommé@/aste Management has
being contracted out to private investors includighway Managers Limited for public highways; and Public
Sector Partnership (PSP) operators in household and industsiid removal.

In keeping afloat with good accounting and management praadigesations of government like any
other private institutions, require continuous evaluatibgavernment performance for the improvement of
employees and stakeholders and satisfaction of custoPerfarmance measurement is a multi-dimensional
strategy used by firms, to evaluate processes, reprigdernnation-based routines and procedures formally
expressed that managers use to maintain or alter patiesrganizational activities (Simons, 2000). More and
more organizations are implementing new and alternativerpeshce management systems in order to obtain
better results.checking whether internal performance target met and sustaining the continuation of
improvement (Eker & Eker, 2009 as cited in Bonache & Maur010). The results from performance
evaluation serve as feedback and input for cost mamit¢Rekaet al., 2008).

Johnson and Kaplan, (1987:220, cited in Reka, et al., 2008), indicated that “the decline of
manufacturing and rise of service industries led to the neeacturate knowledge of product costs, excellent
cost control and performance measurement”. Any organization that is determined to survive and thriithinva
competitive environment would have recourse to perfam@ameasurement system since it serve as a key
contributor to coordination and control competence. Padoce measurement information serve to monitor
and control specific activities; predict future internal axtieenal conditions; monitor behavior relative to its
goals; make decisions within needed time frames; andalterganization’s overall direction (Kellen, 2003).
The areas of performance measurement examined in tiniy snclude the balance scorecard, quality
management and customer value analysis. These areasdestified in literature as core areas that would
produce strategic decisions and non-financial outcome (idpbigb& Paul, 2007).

The issue now is: has the Public-Private Partnershipnsehof government yielded its desired
objective of being efficient in governance and improved iserdelivery? Has government put in p#ac
appropriate performance measurement system? How efféets/éhe system been, in assessing public-private
partnership service delivery performance? To adequatelesaldinese issues, the rest of the paper is divided
into five subsections: a brief literature review/ttegiwal consideration and methods are in subsectionsnaio a
three; results and interpretations in subsection fourlastly is subsection five and six addresses conclusion,
implication of the study and recommendations.

The objective of this research work is to (i) assess venegovernment involvement in public-private
partnership has brought about improved service delivery efficlency in governance; (i) examine the
existence of, and extent of performance measurement sgffastiveness impacts on public-private partnership
service delivery

The following hypotheses were tested in this study:

Ho: There is no relationship between performance measmtetaechnique effectiveness and efficiency of
Public-Private Partnership service delivery.

Ho: There is no difference among respondents that, PublietBrRartnership service delivery has bought
efficient and improved government services.

II. A Brief Review Of Literature
Public-private partnerships (3Ps) have been describedhletiveen simple contracting out and a fully
private market in the continuum of private versus public lireroent (Hood & Young, 2003)hree major
characteristics of 3Rvere identified in the works of Hood and Young (2003): First, Bybiivate partnerships
are extension of contracting-out to a larger body, nundiéerent tasks That means the contracting-out
relationship is the foundation of the 3Ps; Second, thelling of responsibilities, or the allocation of two
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more tasks to a unique consortium or partner(s). Finallyhihe being the allocation of the financing task to
the private partner.

The recent innovationf Public-private partnerships in Nigeria is the government@urse to private
funds to structure investments. Governments around thiel Ware been using private sector financing and
trying out3Ps to provide roads, bridges, hospitals, airpominals, schools, prisons, passenger rail services
(heavy and light rail), and water services (Schaeffeo\&ridge, 2002).

Public Private Partner ship Programmesin Lagos State

The Public-Private Partnership initiative of Lagos Stateernment is a programme established as a
subset of a holistic approach towards addressing the émfiesstructural deficit of the State (Lagos State
Government, 2007). In response to the wider yearnings of L3tgts citizens for improved quality of life, the
current civilian administration is of the view that atfgipatory approach between Public and Private Seitors
providing basic infrastructural needs on a mutually berafigatform would assist the government in fulfilling
its mandate to the people. The Public-Private Partredshielopmental initiative is not seen as an opportunity
for government to rescind its basic responsibilitiesh® people but rather provide mutual opportunities for
improved participation of the Private-Sector in publiwegoance, which hitherto in the past was seen as an
anathema. This programme is being adopted in other cesirdfithe world. Lagos State Government is
desirous of exploring opportunities of private sector po#ésilto enhance the living standard of the people,
just as it is done, for the execution of high profilejgets in developed Countries of United States, Europe,
Latin America and here with us in Africa, South Africa.

The implementation of Public-Private Partnership jtsjeshall be in conformity with world best
practices, focusing on transparency, proper accountahility process, responsive and responsible interests,
mutually beneficial relationship, zero tolerance famrgption, avoidance of white-elephant projects, qualitative
and well standardized jobs; Cost and profit recoverye Rfillaw and equitable legal framework. Lagos State
Public-Private partnership initiative is opened to adlrious investment options; ranging from equity
participation, various leasing options, BOT, ConcessiongiTenancy Maintenance etc, Accordingly, Public-
Private Partnership initiative in Lagos State is widmslgilable for all sectoral projects, irrespectivdimfncial
implications and sophistication (Lagos State Ministr{Fimfance, 2007).

The Public-Private Partnership initiative under the Lago®gouent is designed to focus on projects
that is visible, achievable within a specified periddtione, and allows financial off-balance sheet on
government. It is opened to both domestic and foreign tiongees Public-Private Partnership projects are to
assist the Lagos State Government to take governance andaulrblitistration to the next level divorcing itself
of projects that can best be handled by the private Séutblic-Private Partnership programme in Lagos State
is widely opened to the various sectors of the Econonyagbs state. However, the programme currently is
structured on the following areas of immediate needs,haie of further expansion in the future. The focus of
sectors currently available for Public-Private Iritia in Lagos state include:-

i. Waste Management;
i. Water;
iii. Commercial Infrastructure; (Buses, Coaches, Bus-stop&r&tathopping Malls, Markets, Hotels)
iv. Physical Infrastructure; (Roads, Rails & Bridges)
v. Transportation

From the theoretical perspective, the principal agemagel calls to bear as it implicitly focused on the
needs and welfare of a diverse group of individual inveptamcipal), who entrusted their wealth to the control
of managers (agent) (Bricker &Chandar, 1998Japting the Agency theory, the public sector represants
principal-agent relationship, where the role of Publicd®d Partnership in service delivery requires total
commitment to meet the needs of the government/invesialshe public whom they serve. That means from a
central agency theory viewpoint, there is a need tampte and institute overall inter-agency programs
concerning the general area of management improvemettiasathe machinery of government is better
coordinated to achieve its ultimate objective(Yamada, 1972)

Business Perfor mance M easur ement

Business performance measurement and control sysirentise formal, information-based routines and
procedures managers use to maintain or alter patternsanioajonal activities (Simmons 2000). Performance
measurement assists business organizations in seisingebs goals periodically and then providing feedback to
responsible officers on progress made with respect @osdt. The time horizon for these goals can typidagly
about a year or less for short-term goals or span aeyears for log-term goals (Simmons 2000). Lebas and
Euske (2002) defined performance as doing today what will leate&sured value outcomes tomorrow. It is
concerned with measuring performance relative to some benchmark, be it a competitor’s performance or a
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preset target.

Measurement systems might have quantitative valuecthdtl be used for comparison purposes. A
specific measure can be compared to itself over toompared with a preset target or evaluated along with
other measures which could be objective or subjeciivanéial or non-financial; lagging or leading; complete
or incomplete; responsive or non-responsive; inputs goubyprocess; critical or non-critical; tangible or
intangible (Simmons 2000).

Business performance measurement has a variety of usesi, Blarrie and Turner (2002) highlighted the
rationale for business performance as follows:
i. to monitor and control
ii. to drive improvement
iii. to maximize the effectiveness of the improvement effor
iv. to achieve alignment with organizational goals and objestiv
v. toreward and to discipline

Simmons (2000) on the other hand considers business penfignmaeasurement as an instrument met to
balance five major pressures within an organizatioey#re:
i. balancing profit, growth and control
ii. balancing short term results against long-term caifiabiand growth opportunities
iii. balancing performance expectations of different constifasn
iv. balancing opportunities and attention
v. balancing the motives of human behavior

Activity-Based Costing (ABC) is a costing model that iifgrcost pools or activity centres in a firm
and assigns costs to products and services (cost driesex) bn the number of events or transactions involved
in the process of providing a product or service. ABC can stuppanagers to see how to maximize
shareholders value and improve corporate performance(Rasfan and Daniel, 2008).

A balanced scorecard is a performance measuremerhébgrovides managers with a set of measure
that gives a fast but comprehensive view of the busidegscludes financial and operational measures that
serve as drivers for future financial performance (Kagnd Norton, 1992).

Quality management and quality costs: Competing in today’s tumultuous environment has place
emphasis on quality. Quality refers to the extent to wipiducts and services satisfy the requirements of
internal and external customers (Reka, et al., 2008). Cost ofygaatibrding to Shim et al., (1998 cited in
Reka, et. al., 2008) is the costs that occurred becausepaldy exists.

Responsibility cost target: Performance in the firmn dvaluated based on fulfilment of the
responsibility cost targets. The cost targets are eqmrately for each of the main products that are sold to
external markets. A pull (backward-working) approach is engoldg determine the responsibility costs in
ensuring the target market profit.

1. Methods
This study was a cross- sectional sample survey deShgn.sample consisted of one hundred and
ninety-five individuals selected from members of staff i@eand junior category) of staff of Lagos State waste
management authority (LAWMA) and members of the public injatkegos. Two self-administered
guestionnaire was designed. One, to collect data fronpubkc and LAWMA staffon the performance of
government in waste management service delivery; and swaembers of staff with respect to assessing the
use of performance measurement techniques in evaluating Puibtite Partnership in service delivery.

M easur ement of the Variables

The first questionnaire measured members of staff andpthic assessment of government’s
performance in waste management service delivery witkdmmencement of Public-Private Partnership. A set
of twenty-one ideals expected from Public-Private Pattigras prescribed by Lagos State Ministry of
Finance(2007) were examined. The second questionnaire measuredermeaf staff assessment of
effectiveness of using performance measurement tools inagivey Public-Private Partnership service delivery.
Three performance measurement techniques that are rétatednfinancial outcomes: customers value
analysis, balanced scorecard and quality management (Gale K&84n and Norton, 2001; Reka, et al.,
2008)with three indicators for customer value analysis: vatpusty, brand equity and retention equity; three
indicators were used to represent the balanced saateccstomer, internal business and learning growth; four
indicators represented aspects of quality managemeneni@v of defect, appraisal of product, prevention of
internal failure and prevention of external failure.
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The assessment on the extent of efficiency in performagovernance and effectiveness of
performance measurement usage were measured using an ingexkezbfnrom questionnaire items. The two
designed questionnaires measured the variables on a sewehikert scale as the usefulness of such scale was
shown in the works of Jermias (2004). Efficiency in perforoeaim terms of service delivery was measured
from extremely high efficiency (score 7) to extremely lefficiency (score 1); and effectiveness of performance
measurement usage was considered as extremely highweifests (score 7) to extremely low effectiveness
(score 1).

An index score of 3.0 and below was considered to signiffficiemcy in service delivery and
ineffectiveness in the use of performance measuremenindax of above 3.0 to 5.0 signify moderate
efficiency and effectiveness while an index of above 5.07ahdignify extremely efficient service delivery and
extremely effective use of performance measurement. dtaevehs analyzed by means of descriptive statistics,
Pearson’s correlation and Mann-Whitney independent sample test.

The questionnaire was statistically validated. The study used the Cronbach’s alpha to determine
internal consistency, variability and reliability ofstrument. Nunnally (1978 cited in Ping, 2005) suggested
minimum acceptable reliability from 0.7; a compelling desimtion of convergent validity was an AVE of 0.5
or above; although there is no firm rule for discriminaadidity, correlation with other latent variablesdeban
0.7 are frequently accepted as evidence of discriminarditya(Bagozzi& Phillip, 1982 cited in Coltman,
2011). The result from validation of the questionnaire shawdfitient reliability, convergent and discriminant
validity.

IV. Result

Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics of responsenvtoether public-private partnership has
brought about improved service delivery and efficiencgamernance. The means scores revealed that out of
the twenty-one indicators for efficiency in servadivery and governance, only two (cleaner environment and
accountability) were described as extremely efficient wiean scores above 5.00; while others were described
as moderately efficient.

The descriptive statistics further revealed that perfaomameasurement (PM) were used by the
agency. The performance measurements identified as besh are: the balanced score card; quality
management and customer value analysis. The extent ofrmparfoe measurement system effectiveness
relationship with public-private partnership service \#ly were analyzed as presented in Tablegt2and
associated hypotheses was tested

The analysis revealed that in the use of balanced saote at p <0.01, internal business and customer
PM analysis are positively significant to more e#fiti government provision, quality services and cleaner
environment; while at p <0.05 internal business is posjtivelated to provision of quality services. Only
learning and growth that is not significant in relationntore efficient government provision and quality
services.

The analysis on quality management PM on service dejitkeyresult showed service appraisal is
related to quality services and efficient government gioni at p <0.05 while other aspects were significant at
p<0.01 except for internal and external failure PM analystsibee not significant.

Customer value analysis PM results showed value equityd begoity and retention equity PM
analysis are significantly related to provision ofatler environment at p<0.05. These analyses showed that PM
effectiveness is related to Public-Private Partnershipiceerdelivery efficiency. The proposition of no
relationship was not supported.
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Table 1: servicedelivery and efficiency in gover nance

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Increased government 95 1.00 7.00 3.6842 2.12514
concerns 100 3.4900 1.95140
Wider spread of 95 1.00 7.00 4.4421 2.13240
government project 100 3.9300 2.02637
Cleaner environment 95 5.0105 1.83636
1.00 7.00
100 6.0200 1.77514
-
More efficient provision of 95 1.00 7.00 3.7158 2.12214
services 100 ) ) 3.2000 1.88562
Achieving objectives at 95 1.00 7.00 3.6947 1.72018
least cost 100 ) ) 3.9700 1.63581
Efficiency in resource 95 1.00 7.00 3.8316 2.23441
allocation 100 ) ) 4.5100 1.88291
Adequate maintenance of 95 1.00 7.00 3.5158 1.87856
government facilities 100 ) ) 3.1100 1.90106
A;f/ailacl;ility of services 95 1.00 7.00 3.3684 2.12909
offere 100 ) ) 3.6900 2.10192
Conformity with world best 95 1.00 7.00 4.8211 1.61758
practices 100 ) ) 4.8000 1.90693
Focusing on transparency 95 1.00 7.00 4.5895 1.81890
100 ) ) 4.2700 2.27350
Ensurin -pr 6421 1.5152
S duerprocess 100 100 70| 3gi00 159894
Provides responsive and 95 1.00 7.00 4.4842 1.63644
responsible interests 100 ) ) 5.3800 1.44795
Mutually beneficial 95 1.00 7.00 3.7789 1.66426
relationship 100 ) ) 3.3000 1.91485
Zero tolerance for 95 1.00 7.00 3.4316 1.97135
corruption 100 ) ) 2.9000 1.98224
Avoidance of white- 95 1.00 7.00 3.8526 1.75626
elephant projects 100 ) ) 4.2100 2.04641
Proper accountability 132 1.00 7.00 gggg ;gggg;
Ensuring fair treatment of 95 1.00 7.00 4.5895 1.34872
complaint 100 ) ) 4.3000 1.58592
Qualitative and well 95 1.00 7.00 4.0842 1.28546
standardized jobs 100 ) ) 3.8200 1.71964
Cost and profit recovery 1?)2 1.00 7.00 22288 ;gg;ég
Rule of law and equitable 95 1.00 7.00 4.0316 1.59422
legal framework 100 ) ) 4.0700 1.93978
Valid N (listwise) 95
100

Sour ce; Researchers survey, 2014

Efficiency of Service Delivery and Perfor mance M easur ement Effectiveness:
The three PM claimed to be used in the agency werezathhs presented below.

Table 2: Balanced Scor ecar d effectiveness and Service delivery efficiency Correlations
4

1 2 3 5 6
Cleaner Pearson Correlation 1
environment
More efficient Pearson Correlation
provision of A52(**) 1
services
Quality services | Pearson Correlation 115 AT76(*) 1
Customer Pearson Correlation 388(™) 829() 387(%) 1
analysis
Internal businesg Pearson Correlation -.300(**) .371(*) .232(%) .327(*%) 1
Ig_:eoavrvr;rl]ng and Pearson Correlation -344(*) 198 175 188 818(*) 1
Sour ce: Researchers survey, 2014 ** Correlation is sicgnifi at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 3: Quality management effectiveness and Service delivery efficiency Correlations

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Cleaner Pearson Correlation 1
environment
More efficient Pearson Correlation
provision of A52(*) 1
services
Quality services | Pearson Correlation 115 AT76(*) 1
Prevention of Pearson Correlation "
defect .054 .299(**) 132 1
Appraisal of Pearson Correlation ) "~ ” " -
product .364(*) .260(%) .580(*) .584(**) 1
Prevention of Pearson Correlation " - -
internal failure -504(*) A11 -031 356(*) | .862(*) 1
Prevention of Pearson Correlation " - - -
external failure -411(*) 176 .068 A455(**) .821(**) | .930(**) 1
Sig. (2-tailed)
N 95 95 95 95 95 95 95
Sour ce: Researchers survey, 2014 ** Correlatimigsificant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 4: Customer value analysis effectiveness and Service delivery efficiency Correlations

1 2 3 4 5 6
Cleaner Pearson Correlation 1
environment
More efficient Pearson Correlation
provision of A52(*) 1
services
Quality services | Pearson Correlation 115 AT6(*) 1
Value equity Pearson Correlation - 495(*¥) 132| -095 1
CVA
E::?:d equity Pearson Correlation -313(%) 334(%) 180| .835() 1
E\e/tintlon equity | Pearson Correlation - 489(*) 097| -094| 981(%) 830(*) 1
N 95 95 95 95 95 95
Sour ce; Researchers survey, 2014 ** Correlds@ignificant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The second hypothesis was tested based on Mann-Whitradysianof independent sample. The
difference among respondents, that is, ti@mbers of staff and the public’s assessment of Public-Private
Partnership service delivery were examined. The restsignificance of difference as shown in Tables 5 and 6
revealed that nine out of twenty one indicators faiciefficy responded to by members of staff and the public,
showed significant difference at p< 0.01. The propositibma significant difference was rejected. The
members of staff had higher assessment of Public-Piataership service delivery in eight out of twenty-one
indicators. This could be interpreted to signifygher publics’ satisfaction of government initiative of
outsourcing. This is in harmony with the thoughts expresséite works of Bettignieset al., (2004) and Egger
(2008) that governments around the world have chosen to form pufliate partnerships outsourcing or
contracting in the provision of services as it culmigabepublic contentment to a much greater extent.

Tables5: Mann-Whitney Test Ranks

N Mean Rank | Sum of Ranks

Increased government concerns staff 95
Wider spread of government projec public 100 3273 1024.00
Total 105 58.49 4036.00
Staff o5 33.84 1049.00
public 100 57.99 4001.00

Total 195
Cleaner environment staff 95 35.35 1096.00
public 100 57.30 3954.00

Total 195
Quality services staff 95 33.00 1023.00
public 100 58.36 4027.00

Total 195
More efficient provision of services| staff 95 35.11 1088.50
public 100 57.41 3961.50

Total 195
Achieving objectives at least cost | staff 95 32.71 1014.00
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public 100 58.49 4036.00
Total 195

Efficiency in resource allocation staff 95 34.56 1071.50
public 100 57.66 3978.50
Total 195

Adequate maintenance of staff

government facilities 95 33.79 1047.50
public 100 58.01 4002.50
Total 195

Availability of services offered staff 95 34.27 1062.50
public 100 57.79 3987.50
Total 195

Conformity with world best practice| staff 95 60.89 1887.50
public 100 45.83 3162.50
Total 195

Focusing on transparency staff 95 54.65 1694.00
public 100 48.64 3356.00
Total 195

Ensuring due-process staff 95 53.03 1644.00
public 100 49.36 3406.00
Total 195

Prowdes responsive and responsib| staff 95 55.42 1718.00

interests
public 100 48.29 3332.00
Total 195

Mutually beneficial relationship staff 95 57.71 1789.00
public 100 47.26 3261.00
Total 195

Zero tolerance for corruption staff 95 53.13 1647.00
public 100 49.32 3403.00
Total 195

Aquance of white-elephant staff 05 64.69 2005.50

projects
public 100 44.12 3044.50
Total 195

Proper accountability staff 95 50.32 1560.00
public 100 50.58 3490.00
Total 195

Ensuring fair treatment of complain| staff 95 58.90 1826.00
public 100 46.72 3224.00
Total 195

ongilltanve and well standardized | staff 95 4711 1460.50
public 100 52.02 3589.50
Total 195

Cost and profit recovery staff 95 39.42 1222.00
public 100 55.48 3828.00
Total 195

Rule of law and equitable legal staff 95 44.85 1390.50

framework
public 100 53.04 3659.50
Total 195

Sour ce; Researchers survey, 2014

Tables6: Mann-Whitney Test Significance of Differencein The Responses On Assessment OfPublic-
Private Partner ship Service Delivery

SN PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP MANN- z ASYMP. SIG.

EFFICIENCY INDICATORS WHITNEY U (2-TAILED)
1 Increased government concerns 528.000 4.024 .000
2 Wider spread of government project 553.000 -4.086 .000
3 Cleaner environment 600.000 -3.642 .000
4 More efficient provision of services 527.000 -4.207 .000
5 Quality services 592.500 -3.774 .000
6 Achieving objectives at least cost 518.000 -4.699 .000
7 Efficiency in resource allocation 575.500 -3.762 .000
8 Adequate maintenance of government faciliti 551.500 1047.500 .000
9 Availability of services offered 566.500 1062.500 .000
10 Conformity with world best practices 747.500 -2.446 0.14
11 Focusing on transparency 941.000 -1.008 .313
12 Ensuring due-process 991.000 -2.446 .552
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13 Provides responsive and responsible interes 917.000 -1.008 .245
14 Mutually beneficial relationship 846.000 -.594 .091
15 Zero tolerance for corruption 988.000 -.628 .50
16 Avoidance of white-elephant projects 929.500 -3.337 .001
16 Proper accountability 1064.000 -.042 .966
18 Ensuring fair treatment of complaint 809.000 -2.051 .040
19 Qualitative and well standardized jobs 964.500 -.824 410
20 Cost and profit recovery 726.000 -2.614 .009
21 Rule of law and equitable legal framework 894.500 -1.326 .185

Sour ce: Researchers survey, 2014

V. Conclusion

The assessment of government involvement in public-prpateership has brought about improved
service delivery and efficiency in governance, as thabBshment of performance measurement system
effectively translate into efficient public-private parstép service delivery in Lagos- State.These are inglicat
by the responses received from both the staff of thecggemd the public with mean scores from over 3.00 to
over 6.00.There was significant difference in the assessof staff and the public judgment on public-private
partnership service delivery efficiency. The public aonéid that the services are efficient as it has yielded
quality service and cleaner environment. It was found te@ hiaproved governance as the public confirm
proper accountability.

The use of balanced score card revealed that at p <0.0hainbeisiness and customer PM analysis
were positively significant to more efficient governmenovision, quality services and cleaner environment;
the analysis on quality management PM on service deligmgwed that the service appraisal is related to
quality services and efficient government provisions atO5 while customer value analysis PM results
showed that value equity, brand equity and retention eghitariRalysis are significantly related to the provision
of cleaner environment at p<0.05. The proposition of tatiomship between PM effectiveness and public-
private partnership service delivery efficiency wassugported.

VI. Implication For Practice/ Recommendations

The utilization of public-private partnership in the \psion of some essential services have yielded
expected dividends as the public responded positively to tedichighlighted to measure efficiency of service
delivery. The use of performance measurement for regeNéew of performance would have had an effect on
the overwhelming satisfaction of both groups of resporsdehserved in this study. This is in harmony with
Kaplan (2001) where performance measurement caters for-dffaddetween short-term productivity
improvements and long-term growth goals. It is reconuhed therefore that for public confidence in
government to continue, efficiency in service delivery #mel use of performance measurement techniques
should not be undermined or sacrificed for political gaifisis can be facilitated through conscientious
monitoring of the partners activities. Also, creatingranefor public opinion, where views can be expressed in
order to assist the government to improve in serviceeatgliv
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Questionnaire Assessment Of Waste Management Authority Service Delivery Efficiency

7= Extremelyhigh efficiency; 1= Extremely low inefficienc
SN ASSESSMENT ITEMS 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

i Public-Private Partnership has brought about:

Increased government concerns

i Wider spread of government project

i Cleaner environment

More efficient provision of services

Quality services

Achieving objectives at least cost

Efficiency in resource allocation

Adequate maintenance of government facilities

Availability of services offered

Conformity with world best practices

Focusing on transparency

Ensuring due-process

Provides responsive and responsible interests

Mutually beneficial relationship

Zero tolerance for corruption

Avoidance of white-elephant projects

Proper accountability

Ensuring fair treatment of complaint

Qualitative and well standardized jobs

Cost and profit recovery

Rule of law and equitable legal framework

N EIE

= XX —T=

Perfor mance M easur ement System Effectiveness Impacts On Public-Private Partnership Service Delivery
Confirm the extent to which the following performance saeament tools are applied in assessing service
delivery in your organization

7= Extremely high effectiveness; 1= Extremely low ineffectiveness

SN 7 6 5 |4 3 2 |1
1 BALANCED SCORE CARD
a) Customer: existing strategies for creati

value and differentiation from the perspecti
of the customer

b) Internal business: setting strategic prioriti
for various business processes that crg
customer and government satisfaction

C) Learning and growth:creating a climate as
matter of priority that supports organisation
change, innovation and growth

2 QUALITY MANAGEMENT

d) Prevention of defect: managing shortcomin

e) Appraisal of product: regular reassessm
of services

f) Prevention of internal failure: forestal

stoppage or breakdowns quickly
Prevention of external failure: avoidin
9) disappointment of customers

3 CUSTOMER VALUE ANALYSIS
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h) Value equity: customers are critical value o
services

i) Brand equity: customers’ subjective appraisal
of the brand

i) Retention equity: the firm building
relationships with customers and encourag
repeat-purchasing
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