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In 2006/07 questionable payments were reduced significantly, demonstrating that it is possible 
for LGAs to adequately implement financial procedures. Since that time, however, much ground 
has been lost, and in 2009/10 questionable payments amounted to TZS 9.2 billion. The amount 
accumulated over five years is about TZS 33.4 billion. Such an amount is more than enough to 
provide adequate sanitation facilities for public secondary schools; to establish facilities for ex-
tracurricular activities and to provide scholarships for up to 80,000 students from poor families 
for five years. 

Figure 6: More money is spent questionably by LGAs

“-” Item is not explicitly reported in CAG report for that year
Source of data: CAG’s General Reports on Local Government Authorities

Lesson 8: More money for development projects is underutilised
When councils fail to spend the money allocated to them for development projects two things 
happen. First, services and benefits due to communities are delayed. And second, because 
costs are rising and the allotted budget is eaten away by inflation, fewer services can eventually 
be delivered than was originally planned. Notwithstanding these well known ramifications, 
underutilisation of development grants has grown tremendously in recent years. In 2009/10 
alone, an estimated 35% of the allocated development grants to LGAs were not utilised. In 
absolute terms, the unspent development grants in 2009/10 were almost 65 times the amount 
of unspent funds in 2005/06. 
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Figure 7: More Development grants are not spent within the planned year of activity

Source of data: CAG’s General Reports on Local Government Authorities
	

4. Conclusion
This brief has shown that despite five years of Local Government Authorities’  audits, internal 
financial controls in LGAs are still astonishingly weak and irregularities identified by the CAG are 
ignored. The trend of audit opinions in the last few years has, as a consequence, been deterio-
rating and financial management seems to have gotten worse. However, the existence of coun-
cils that perform well, though few, suggests that with appropriate level of commitment others 
too can improve. 

These are compelling reasons to take audit recommendations more seriously. And as data for 
2006/7 demonstrate, shortfalls need not be permanent. The CAG himself has consistently sug-
gested a number of measures, some of which we repeat here:

•	� Local Authorities Accounts Committee (LAAC) of the Parliament need to take a more ac-
tive role by taking to task irresponsible accounting officers who fail to effectively manage 
resources. The LAAC could organise public hearings where citizens can participate and call 
accounting officers to testify on financial management shortfalls in their Councils. 

•	� Councils should become more transparent about resources they collect and/or receive 
and what they are intended to finance. Only under a transparent environment can Citizens 
meaningfully enforce accountability from the demand side.

•	� The authority appointing the accounting officers need to exercise employment sanctions 
as recommended by the CAG and LAAC on managers who fail to safeguard public resources.

•	� The Appointing Authority should consider establishing an employment framework that 
compels management teams in the public sector to be more accountable. CAG has recom-
mended hiring managers on contractual terms renewable on successful performance.

•	� Members of Parliament and Councillors should take a more active role in inquiring wheth-
er council directors manage public resources in the best interest of communities as part of 
their contribution in council meetings.

You can learn more about audit situation in individual councils by reading the full audit report 
from the national audit office’s website www.nao.go.tz. For other analyses on audits and public 
resources visit www.uwazi.org 
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Annex: LGAs ranking by quality of audit opinion received in 5 years
RANK COUNCIL REGION 2005/6 2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 2009/10 SCORE

1 Mufindi DC IRINGA 2 2 2 2 2 2.0

2 Karatu DC ARUSHA 2 2 2 2 2 2.0

3 Kilolo DC IRINGA 2 2 2 2 2 2.0

4 Kiteto DC MANYARA 2 2 2 2 2 2.0

5 Mbulu DC MANYARA 2 2 2 2 2 2.0

6 Morogoro MC MOROGORO 2 2 2 2 2 2.0

7 Kwimba DC MWANZA 2 2 2 2 2 2.0

8 Tunduru Dc SONGEA 2 2 2 2 2 2.0

9 Shinyanga MC SHINYANGA 2 2 2 2 2 2.0

10 Manyoni DC SINGIDA 2 2 2 2 2 2.0

11 Arusha DC ARUSHA N/A N/A 2 2 2 2.0

12 Missenyi DC KAGERA N/A N/A 2 2 2 2.0

13 Siha DC KILIMANJARO N/A N/A 2 2 2 2.0

14 Hai DC KILIMANJARO 3 2 1 2 2 2.0

15 Kisarawe DC COAST 1 2 2 2 2 1.8

16 Mafia DC COAST 2 2 2 2 1 1.8

17 Biharamulo DC KAGERA 1 2 2 2 2 1.8

18 Bukoba DC KAGERA 2 2 1 2 2 1.8

19 Muleba DC KAGERA 2 2 1 2 2 1.8

20 Kasulu DC KIGOMA 2 2 1 2 2 1.8

21 Kibondo DC KIGOMA 2 2 2 1 2 1.8

22 Same DC KILIMANJARO 2 2 2 1 2 1.8

23 Nachingwea DC LINDI 2 1 2 2 2 1.8

24 Hanang’ DC MANYARA 2 2 2 2 1 1.8

25 Serengeti DC MARA 1 2 2 2 2 1.8

26 Chunya DC MBEYA 2 1 2 2 2 1.8

27 Kyela DC MBEYA 1 2 2 2 2 1.8

28 Ulanga DC MOROGORO 2 2 2 1 2 1.8

29 Newala DC MTWARA 2 2 2 1 2 1.8

30 Sengerema DC MWANZA 2 2 2 2 1 1.8

31 Nkasi DC RUKWA 2 2 2 2 1 1.8

32 Sumbawanga DC RUKWA 2 2 2 2 1 1.8

33 Songea DC SONGEA 2 2 2 1 2 1.8

34 Bariadi DC SHINYANGA 2 2 1 2 2 1.8

35 Meatu DC SHINYANGA 2 2 2 2 1 1.8

36 Iramba DC SINGIDA 2 2 1 2 2 1.8

37 Muheza DC TANGA 2 2 1 2 2 1.8

38 Tabora MC TABORA 1 2 2 2 2 1.8

39 Mpanda TC RUKWA N/A N/A 2 2 1 1.7



10

RANK COUNCIL REGION 2005/6 2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 2009/10 SCORE

40 Njombe TC IRINGA N/A N/A 2 2 1 1.7

41 Kibaha TC COAST 2 2 2 1 1 1.6

42 Rufiji/Utete DC COAST 1 2 1 2 2 1.6

43 Kinondoni MC DSM 1 2 2 1 2 1.6

44 Kondoa DC DODOMA 1 2 2 1 2 1.6

45 Kongwa DC DODOMA 1 2 2 1 2 1.6

46 Mpwapwa DC DODOMA 1 2 2 1 2 1.6

47 Bukoba MC KAGERA 1 2 1 2 2 1.6

48 Karagwe DC KAGERA 1 2 2 1 2 1.6

49 Ngara DC KAGERA 2 2 1 1 2 1.6

50 Lindi DC LINDI 2 1 1 2 2 1.6

51 Lindi TC LINDI 1 2 2 2 1 1.6

52 Babati TC MANYARA 2 2 1 2 1 1.6

53 Musoma DC MARA 1 2 2 2 1 1.6

54 Bunda DC MARA 1 2 2 2 1 1.6

55 Musoma MC MARA 1 2 2 2 1 1.6

56 Tarime DC MARA 1 2 2 2 1 1.6

57 Mbozi DC MBEYA 1 1 2 2 2 1.6

58 Rungwe DC MBEYA 2 2 1 1 2 1.6

59 Kilombero DC MOROGORO 2 2 1 1 2 1.6

60 Masasi DC MTWARA 1 2 1 2 2 1.6

61 Mtwara DC MTWARA 1 2 2 2 1 1.6

62 Tandahimba DC MTWARA 2 1 1 2 2 1.6

63 Geita DC MWANZA 1 2 2 2 1 1.6

64 Misungwi DC MWANZA 1 2 2 2 1 1.6

65 Mpanda DC RUKWA 1 2 2 2 1 1.6

66 Mbinga DC SONGEA 2 2 2 1 1 1.6

67 Songea MC SONGEA 2 2 1 2 1 1.6

68 Bukombe DC SHINYANGA 1 2 1 2 2 1.6

69 Shinyanga DC SHINYANGA 2 1 1 2 2 1.6

70 Maswa DC SHINYANGA 1 1 2 2 2 1.6

71 Singida DC SINGIDA 1 2 2 2 1 1.6

72 Handeni DC TANGA 2 2 2 1 1 1.6

73 Pangani DC TANGA 2 2 2 1 1 1.6

74 Tanga CC TANGA 2 2 2 1 1 1.6

75 Kilindi DC TANGA 3 1 1 2 1 1.6

76 Tabora DC TABORA 1 2 1 2 2 1.6

77 Urambo DC TABORA 1 1 2 2 2 1.6

78 Bagamoyo DC COAST 1 2 2 1 1 1.4

79 Kibaha DC COAST 1 2 1 1 2 1.4
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RANK COUNCIL REGION 2005/6 2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 2009/10 SCORE

80 Dar es Salaam CC DSM 1 2 2 1 1 1.4

81 Ilala MC DSM 2 1 1 1 2 1.4

82 Temeke MC DSM 1 2 1 2 1 1.4

83 Dodoma MC DODOMA 1 2 1 2 1 1.4

84 Iringa DC IRINGA 1 2 1 1 2 1.4

85 Iringa MC IRINGA 1 2 1 2 1 1.4

86 Ludewa DC IRINGA 1 1 1 2 2 1.4

87 Kigoma DC KIGOMA 0 2 2 1 2 1.4

88 Moshi MC KILIMANJARO 1 2 2 1 1 1.4

89 Rombo DC KILIMANJARO 2 2 2 1 0 1.4

90 Kilwa DC LINDI 1 2 2 2 0 1.4

91 Ruangwa DC LINDI 1 2 1 2 1 1.4

92 Simanjiro DC MANYARA 1 1 1 2 2 1.4

93 Ileje DC MBEYA 1 1 1 2 2 1.4

94 Mbarali DC MBEYA 1 1 2 2 1 1.4

95 Mbeya DC MBEYA 1 1 2 2 1 1.4

96 Morogoro DC MOROGORO 2 2 1 1 1 1.4

97 Mvomero DC MOROGORO 2 2 1 1 1 1.4

98 Mtwara 
Mikindani MC

MTWARA 2 1 1 1 2 1.4

99 Magu DC MWANZA 1 2 1 2 1 1.4

100 Kahama DC SHINYANGA 1 1 2 2 1 1.4

101 Singida MC SINGIDA 1 2 1 2 1 1.4

102 Korogwe DC TANGA 2 2 1 1 1 1.4

103 Meru DC ARUSHA N/A N/A 1 1 2 1.3

104 Bahi DC DODOMA N/A N/A 1 1 2 1.3

105 Chato DC KAGERA N/A N/A 2 1 1 1.3

106 Rorya DC MARA N/A N/A 2 1 1 1.3

107 Nanyumbu DC MTWARA N/A N/A 1 1 2 1.3

108 Mkinga DC TANGA N/A N/A 2 1 1 1.3

109 Arusha MC ARUSHA 1 2 1 1 1 1.2

110 Monduli DC ARUSHA 1 2 1 1 1 1.2

111 Ngorongoro DC ARUSHA 1 2 1 1 1 1.2

112 Mkuranga DC COAST 1 1 1 2 1 1.2

113 Makete DC IRINGA 1 2 1 1 1 1.2

114 Njombe DC IRINGA 1 2 1 1 1 1.2

115 Kigoma/Ujiji MC KIGOMA 1 1 1 1 2 1.2

116 Moshi DC KILIMANJARO 1 2 1 1 1 1.2

117 Liwale DC LINDI 1 1 1 2 1 1.2

118 Babati DC MANYARA 1 1 1 2 1 1.2
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RANK COUNCIL REGION 2005/6 2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 2009/10 SCORE

119 Mbeya CC MBEYA 0 2 2 1 1 1.2

120 Kilosa DC MOROGORO 2 2 1 0 1 1.2

121 Mwanza CC MWANZA 1 2 1 1 1 1.2

122 Ukerewe DC MWANZA 1 2 1 1 1 1.2

123 Sumbawanga MC RUKWA 0 2 2 1 1 1.2

124 Namtumbo DC SONGEA 1 2 1 1 1 1.2

125 Kishapu DC SHINYANGA 1 1 2 2 0 1.2

126 Korogwe TC TANGA 1 2 1 1 1 1.2

127 Lushoto DC TANGA 1 2 1 1 1 1.2

128 Nzega DC TABORA 1 1 1 2 1 1.2

129 Sikonge DC TABORA 1 1 2 1 1 1.2

130 Longido DC ARUSHA N/A N/A 1 1 1 1.0

131 Chamwino DC DODOMA N/A N/A 1 1 1 1.0

132 Mwanga DC KILIMANJARO 1 2 1 1 0 1.0

133 Masasi TC+ MTWARA 1 1 N/A N/A 1 1.0

134 Igunga DC TABORA 0 2 1 1 1 1.0

135 Kondoa TA DODOMA 3 2 N/A N/A N/A 2.5*

Overall Average Score 1.4 1.8 1.5 1.6 1.4 1.5

Total Number of Councils Audited 124 124 133 133 134

Colour Scheme and score definition

3 Clean (Unqualified) without emphasis on 
matters

 2 Clean (Unqualified) with emphasis on matters

 1 Unclean (Qualified)

 0 Adverse

N/A: LGA did not exist/does not exist by that name in the year of audit. For councils that have 
been audited for less than 5 years, the average score for 3 year is assumed to be the best they 
could have attained. 

*Kondoa Township Authority is disregarded in computing the overall score.

+ Existed as a township authority prior to 2009/10
Source of data: CAG’s General Reports on Local Government Authorities


