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1) EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report presents the findings of the Value for Money Audit of the School Facilities Grant 
(SFG)and to a lesser extent the Capitation Grants (CG), which are the main components of the 
Universal Primary Education Programme.  
 
The findings are based on a sample of 140 randomly selected schools from 10 of the 56 
districts.  
 
Under the decentralisation programme the UPE programme is implemented by the districts 
based on work-plans agreed to between the districts and the Ministry of Education and Sports 
(MoES). Funds are released from the Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic 
Development (MoFPED) in the form of conditional grants to the implementing districts. 
Districts are primarily responsible for ensuring that tenders are awarded in accordance with 
Poverty Alleviation Guidelines (PAF) guidelines and that the completed projects are of the 
desired quality. MoES and MoFPED also undertake monitoring of these programmes on behalf 
of the Central Government. Currently primary education takes about 69% of the education 
sector budget and since inception in 1996/97 up to the financial year 2000/2001, over Ushs.250 
billion was spent on the programme. 
 
We examined the various planning and implementing methodologies with an overall objective 
of ascertaining whether Value for Money has been achieved under this programme. 
 
The work was carried out in two phases namely; the preliminary survey / pre-study and the 
main study. In both stages we employed a number of methods including interviewing various 
stakeholders, data collection and inspection of SFG structures and statistical sampling 
methodology. 
 
2) SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
 

a) GENERAL MANAGEMENT OF THE UPE PROGRAMME  

i) School Facilities Grant 

The audit carried out indicates that while the guidelines require completion of SFG 
sites within 3 months from date of commencement of construction, it was established 
that there is often delayed completion of constructions; in some cases it takes over one 
year to hand over these structures. This is mainly attributed to:  

·  Delayed award of tenders by districts  

·  Delays in payment of contractors who in many cases can not pre finance 
constructions 

·  Contractors using their Influence to obtain full payments when work is not 
complete and this removes the incentive for the contractors to complete the 
structures. 

·  Delayed commissioning of completed structures by some districts rendering the 
structures unavailable for use by the schools. 

 
It was also established that out of the 140 sites inspected 45% were unsatisfactory in 
various aspects and it is estimated that over Ushs.15 billion has been wasted in respect 
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of such structures. Many of them are unlikely to last 30 years as intended while others 
are condemned. This situation is mainly attributed to: 

·  Ineffective supervision by the various monitoring teams and many of them 
simply account for the monitoring funds without undertaking the actual 
supervision. 

·  Commencement of sites before tenders are awarded or before contracts are 
signed. Technical Monitoring teams are unaware of existence of such sites and 
often learn of these sites when it is too late to recommend re-works. 

·  Payments to contractors by some districts based on certificates that are not fully 
certified. In some cases the engineering assistants’  signatures are ignored yet 
these are the technical officers specifically charged with the SFG programmes 
at the districts. 

·  Award of tenders to incompetent contractors who at times fail to interpret the 
technical guidelines. 

·  Disregard of technical evaluations by the District Tender Boards without a good 
basis for these deviations. 

·  Manipulation of the tender process by some contractors who use different 
companies to bid for the jobs and end up dominating constructions yet their 
quality may be unsatisfactory. 

·  Inequitable appropriation of monitoring funds which are fixed at Ushs. 
400,000/= per site irrespective of the span distances and conditions endured by 
some monitoring teams to access SFG sites.  

·  Poor appraisal of schools for completion. In many cases structures completed 
fell below the minimum standards required for completion and a lot of wastage 
was noted under the classroom completion grant. 

·  Delayed release of funds by MoFPED to districts especially towards the end of 
the financial year. As a result of this some structures are erected and completed 
within one month so as to be within the 30th June deadline. This materially 
compromises the quality of construction works. 

·  Failure to evoke penalty clauses by districts. This encourages laxity, slackens 
constructions and compromises the quality of constructions. 

·  Use of inferior materials and non-adherence to SFG technical specifications 

·  Conflict of interest. Some tenders are awarded to ineligible persons who are 
perceived to have conflict of interest including councillors and members of the 
School Management Committee.  

·  In some districts, SFG classrooms have been abused and used as dormitories, 
stores and teachers’  accommodation. 

·  Some schools are overbuilt and with no justification for more classroom or 
latrines and such structures would be more effectively allocated to more needy 
schools 

 
ii) Capitation Grants 

Under this component, the following were noted as constraints to faster achievement of 
the programme objectives. 
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(1) There is delayed disbursement of these grants to schools and schools at times 
have to run for a whole term without any funds. These delays are either by 
Central Government or by the districts, which delay to disburse funds to 
recipient schools. This constrains schools in undertaking critical activities on 
the school calendar 

(2) There are no guidelines on the mode of transfer of funds to schools and as result 
some districts issue cheques which lengthen the time taken for the schools to 
access funds. 

(3) Some schools use distant banks yet they have nearer banks; this increases 
administrative costs in terms of transport costs and reduces funds available for 
other administrative expenses. 

(4) There was ineffective monitoring and as a result some schools had inflated 
enrolments and were given funds for non-existent pupils. 

(5) Contrary to the UPE guidelines, some districts do not disburse all funds to 
schools and retain some at the district.  

(6) Diversion of Capitation Grants by some districts to either SFG or to non-UPE 
activities. 

(7) Financial management at schools is still poor and contrary to UPE guidelines 
some schools use one account for all grants and other monies received from the 
various income sources..  

(8) Funding of private schools did not offer the desired benefits and to a large 
extent there was no value for money achieved. Funds would have been more 
effectively used to fund government aided schools. 

 
b) THE TECHNICAL EVALUATION OF THE SFG PROGRAMME 

 
i) The foundations and all other components of the structures are uniformly designed 

for all places with exception of the earthquake prone areas as can be noted from the 
Technical Handbooks. The absence of proper structural designs has resulted in 
some structures developing multiple cracks especially at the windows and other 
parts of the walls, including the gable ends. 

 
ii) The Title block does not give the responsible signatories; for “designed by” , 

“ checked by”  and “approved by” . We could therefore not ascertain whether these 
drawings were checked and approved by competent authorities. 

 
iii) Most of the findings and observations made under the technical evaluation reveal 

inconsistencies in the technical guidelines, oversights, omissions and inappropriate 
designs. All these point to inadequate planning of the programme at inception. As a 
result of inappropriate designs and compromised quality at implementation many of 
these structures will not last the expected minimum life of 30 years. 

 

iv) From the site inspections it was established that there was an estimated loss of 
about 16% (Ushs.4.5 billion) in the sampled districts over the 3year period.  
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v) The loss determined in the sampled district, when statistically extrapolated over the 
total amount spent across the country during this same period result in a calculated 
estimated loss to the national treasury of Ushs 12.5 billion over the same period. 

vi) The districts of Katakwi, Kampala, Mpigi and Iganga had the worst performance in 
terms of classroom construction while Iganga, Nakasongola, Katakwi and Kampala 
ranked worst in terms of latrine constructions.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
The management of the Capitation Grants (CG) and the School Facilities Grants (SFG), which 
are the main components of the Universal Primary Education programme have been reviewed 
by me. This report focuses on the following aspects of the programme:  
 

·  Management of the construction and completion of classrooms, latrines and teachers’  
houses under the School Facilities Grant. 

 
·  Funds flow and management of Capitation Grants 

 
 
The primary objective of this audit was to evaluate the economy, efficiency and effectiveness 
with which these grants have been utilized. 
 

1.1 Background information on the Universal Pr imary Education 
Programme 

 

1.2 BACKGROUND 
The Government of Uganda (GoU), in a bid to ensure that all children in the country 
received some basic education, declared free primary education in 1997. Initially the 
programme was to cover 4 children per family but was later extended to all children of 
primary school going age. The MoES is charged with the implementation of this policy. 
GOU extends grants to all government aided schools and until the financial year 
2002/03, to some private schools. These grants are; the CG which is used for 
maintenance and general upkeep of the pupils at school and the SFG which is extended 
to schools for construction and completion of classrooms, teachers’  houses, latrines and 
acquisition of furniture. Both grants are conditional and releases are made upon 
satisfaction of accountability requirements for previous disbursements. By achieving 
universal primary education, GoU would be fulfilling its mission of eradicating illiteracy 
while equipping every individual with the basic skills and knowledge with which to 
exploit the environment for both self and national development. 

 

1.3 MOES MISSION STATEMENT 
 

There is no legal instrument setting up the UPE programme but the programme was 
adopted from the 1992 Government white paper on education that was approved by 
Parliament.  

 
The mission of the MoES is; “ to provide quality and relevant education to eradicate 
illiteracy and to equip the individuals with the basic knowledge, skills and 
attitudes to exploit the environment for  self and national development for  better  
health, nutr ition and family life and the capability for  continued learning at the 
lowest affordable cost.”  
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1.4 GOAL OF UPE PROGRAMME 
The goal of the UPE programme is: - “To provide the minimum necessary facilities 
and resources to enable Ugandan children of school going age to enter and remain in 
school and complete the primary cycle of education”1. The targeted date for the 
achievement of this goal was set to be not later than the year 2003.  

 

1.5 MANAGEMENT THE UPE PROGRAMME AND PURPOSE OF SFG 
and CG 

The department of pre-primary and primary education under the Ministry of Education 
is responsible for the implementation of this programme. 
 
The main agencies in the implementation of UPE are; the MOES, MOFPED and the 
District authorities while NGOs and the local communities do complimentary activities. 
Appendix 1 shows the interaction of various agencies in the implementation of UPE.  
 
Capitation Grants are used for maintenance and general upkeep of the pupils at school 
while the School Facilities Grants (SFG) are funds extended to Districts for 
construction and completion of classrooms, teachers’  houses, latrines and purchase of 
classroom furniture. The purpose of the grant is to increase the number of 
infrastructural facilities to cope with the increased enrolment in primary schools since 
the introduction of the Universal Primary Education. Appendices 2(a) and 2(b) 
illustrate the management of CG and SFG respectively. 

 

1.6 FINANCING 
The UPE programme is financed from the Poverty Action Fund (PAF) which is a 
comprehensive strategy for alleviation of poverty through grass root projects. The UPE, 
like other PAF activities, is financed by Government of Uganda, HIPC debt relief 
savings, general aid and specific donor funding. The main donors for the UPE 
programme are; The Netherlands, Sweden, United Kingdom, Ireland and Belgium. The 
EU, USAID, IMF, IDA and UNICEF also substantially contribute to the programme. 
 
From its inception until June 2001, over 250 billion Uganda Shillings was spent on this 
programme as shown in Table 1 below. 
 

Table 1:  Amounts released in Uganda Shillings for each grant per Financial Year 
Financial Year  Capitation Grants   School Facilities Grant  Total Amounts Released  

1996-1997     14,180,619,449                               -   14,180,619,449 
1997-1998     26,220,673,559                               -   26,220,673,559 
1998-1999     31,663,139,112            26,463,827,255  58,126,966,367 
1999-2000     38,407,522,000            34,225,974,500  72,633,496,500 
2000-2001     46,740,000,000            46,110,176,977  92,850,176,977 
TOTAL 157,211,954,120 106,799,978,732 264,011,932,852 

 

                                                 
1 Guidelines on policy, roles and responsibilities of stakeholders in the implementation of UPE”  handbook, 
published in November 1998 
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2 Reasons for  the Value for Money Audit 
 
The audit was motivated by public concern about the programme and hence the need to assess 
whether there has been value for the money spent so far on the UPE programme. As 
demonstrated from the graph above, the trend of releases has been increasing and by 2000/01 
over 69% of the education sector budget was allocated to primary education. Despite this, there 
have been repeated complaints by stakeholders about the poor quality of classroom 
constructions and compromised delivery of other educational services under this programme. If 
these funds are not put to the intended use, there is a risk of failure to achieve the UPE 
programme objectives.  
 
In addition, under the Education Strategic Investment Programme (ESIP), the year 2003 is a 
milestone by which UPE will have been achieved and it is therefore timely to conduct this 
audit to assess whether value for money has been achieved over this 5-year period. 
 

2.1 SCOPE OF THE AUDIT 
The audit focused on two major aspects of the Universal Primary Education programme, 
the Capitation Grant (CG) and School Facilities Grant SFG.  Our review covered the 
period July 1997 to June 2001 and focused on 10 of the 56 districts in Uganda.  No 
schools were selected from the Northern Region due to the insecurity in that region at the 
time of the audit. 
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2.2 School Facilities Grant 
Our work was carried out with the objective of determining if 
 

i) The school construction programme had been properly planned at the beginning of 
the programme by the Ministry of Education and Sports 

 
ii) The design of the schools was acceptable and the drawings produced  adequate to 

attain the objectives of the SFG 
 

iii) The quality of the schools and classrooms built is acceptable and meets the 
requirement that the facilities will have a useful life of at least 30 years 

 
iv) The monitoring of the construction process was carried out properly and in 

effectively manner 
 

v) The tendering process was followed 
 

vi) The Capitation Grants are efficiently managed. 
  
2.2.1 Approach 
 

Given that the schools and classrooms are the main focus of the SFG, we used the total 
population of classrooms constructed during the period under review as our sample 
population.  We then used a statistical approach called monetary unit sampling to select 
a representative sample to audit.  Ten districts were chosen at random from the 56 
districts.  We excluded the northern region due to insecurity in the area at the time of 
our audit. A computer programme designed to extract samples of this nature was 
utilized on the data provided by the Ministry and 140 schools were identified to be 
visited from the 10 districts selected.  An added bonus to this sampling method is that it 
allows us to project the monetary value of the defects of the schools in the sample over 
the total number of classrooms built nation-wide to arrive at an estimated loss to the 
national treasury from the deviations from the accepted norms of construction and 
monitoring. 

In those instances where we found other problems outside of our statistical sample, they 
were also considered but do not form part of the monetary evaluation of the sample. 
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2.2.2 Distr icts selected for  the sample 
 

Table 2 below summarises the data utilised to select the sample and the resulting 
sample areas 

 
Table 2: Data on sample selection 
School Facilities Grant     
Detail  Central Region   Eastern Region  Western Region   Nor thern Region  
Amount in shillings disbursed in each 
region 

           
22,317,613,148 

           
28,522,749,900 

           
28,987,846,967 

           
27,622,209,020 

Total amount disbursed in the 
districts selected (see below) 

             
7,527,497,678 

             
7,215,508,754 

             
4,203,970,000 

 N/A  

% of districts selected in each region 41.67% 18.75% 13.33% 0.00% 
SFG Sample 33.7% 25.3% 14.5%                                 -   
Capitation Grant     
Amount in shillings disbursed in each 
region 

           
38,145,762,066 

           
40,712,673,919 

           
40,708,295,006 

           
31,177,912,961 

Total amount disbursed in the 
districts selected (see below) 

           
18,674,106,541 

           
11,693,607,985 

             
4,071,142,081 

 N/A  

% of districts selected in each region 41.67% 18.75% 13.33% 0.00% 
CG Sample 48.95% 28.72% 10.00% 0.00% 

    
 Distr icts selected in each region  

 Central East West  
  Kampala     
 Mukono  Katakwi  Kisoro  
 Mpigi Tororo  Ntungamo   
 Kayunga Iganga   
 Nakasongola    

 
 
2.2.3 Planning 
 

The initial planning carried out by MoES in arriving at the way the UPE was going to 
be implemented was not reviewed because during our preliminary review of the 
programme, we found that the Ministry did not carry out adequate planning. There 
were no time bound performance indicators established then and there were no 
benchmark criteria against which their performance could be measured.  For example, 
the MoES set out to achieve a classroom/pupil ratio of 1:55 without indicating by when 
this should be achieved. Instead medium term moving targets are set.  

 

2.3 Capitation Grant 
The objective of the Capitation Grant is to improve equitable access to basic education 
by providing the resources necessary to run primary schools.  Our review was focused 
on: 

 
a) Review of the timeliness of the disbursements of funds to the schools by the 

Ministry of Education and Sports 
 
b) Review of the funds disbursement procedures put in place by the ministry 
c) Monitoring of the disbursements by the Ministry 
 
d) Use of funds by the districts once the funds have been disbursed 
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3 PERFORMANCE OF THE UPE PROGRAMME  
 
Since inception in 1997, the UPE programme has produced the following results in the areas of 
enrolment, number of primary schools, classrooms constructed and increased number of 
teachers. 
 
Table3: Below is the summary of these achievements 
Indicator  1996 (Before 

UPE) 
1997 2001 

Enrolment 3 Million 5.3 Million 6.9 Million 

Primary schools 8,500 10,000 12,280 

Classrooms No reliable statistics No reliable statistics 66,300 

Teachers 81,564 89,247 127,038 

Number of children  

entitled to free Education  

N/A 4 per family All children of school going age 
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4 SCHOOL FACILITIES GRANT: MANAGEMENT OF 
CONSTRUCTION AND COMPLETION OF CLASSROOMS, 
LATRINES AND TEACHERS’  HOUSES  

 
The SFG started in the 1998/99 financial year and was aimed at reducing pupil classroom ratio 
by constructing and completing existing classrooms, latrines and teachers’  houses. The target 
was to offer permanent classrooms to as many primary schools as possible with priority given 
to those with very high pupil: classroom ratio and those schools and areas that lack permanent 
structures.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

            
    
 

Picture 1: Pupils of Kidibya P.S studying under a tree 
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Table 4: Targeted and Actual ratios. 
Ratio Target Actual  
Classroom : Pupil 1 : 55 1:94 
Latrine : Pupil 1: 40 1: 170 
Teachers’  Houses2   89,209 21,1283 

      
MoES produced general and technical handbooks that contain guidelines for these 
constructions and these estimate the SFG structures to have a minimum life of 30 years.  
 
During the course of this audit, the following issues emerged that need to be addressed by the 
various UPE implementing agencies; 
  

1. Delayed completion of construction works 
 
2. Unsatisfactory construction works 

 
3. Conflict of interest 

 
4. Abuse of SFG facilities 

 
5. Inappropriate allocation of facilities to schools 

 
6. Too much bureaucracy in commissioning completed structures. 

  
 
 
                                                 
2  Based on MOES statistics for 2001 & 
3 Includes 4,734 Houses which were under construction 

Picture 2: Pupils of Kidibya P.S taking end of term examination in a new 
classroom without furniture 
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7. Other observations 
 
·  Wide variation in sizes of classrooms for completion under SFG 
·  Inappropriate basis for allocation of monitoring funds 
·  Non-deduction of Withholding tax 
 

4.1 DELAYED COMPLETION OF CLASSROOM CONSTRUCTION 
Funds for construction of classrooms in a particular quarter are often released in 
advance on the basis of a District/municipality work plan that is agreed with and 
approved by the MoES. Contracts are then awarded and a contract is signed between 
the SMC and the contractor. All constructions are supposed to be completed within 3 
months from the commencement date specified in the contract. The following were 
noted 

 
4.1.1 Delay in payment of contractors 

 
The agreement between the district and the school community requires that certificates 
for works completed should be settled within one week of presentation.  
 
It was established that many districts take more than one week to settle certificates and 
there are extreme cases like Tororo district, which took over 4 months to process some 
certificates. Furthermore many contracting firms/persons had little financial ability to 
pre-finance more than one stage of the contract and were therefore dependant on 
payments of certified works to finance subsequent stages. For such contractors, delays 
in settlement of certificates resulted in delay in completion. 

 
4.1.2 Delays in award of tenders 

 
Some districts receive SFG funds and take up to 3 months before awarding 
tenders for construction works. This affects the number of classrooms 
constructed in a given quarter and impacts on the attainment of the overall 
targeted classroom : pupil ratio. 

 
4.1.3 Influence peddling  

 
The SFG tender agreement requires that payments will only be made for a stage of 
construction that has been satisfactorily completed and approved by the standard SFG 
certificate of works issued by the district. In addition retention money is to be paid after 
the defects period of 6 months. Furthermore, sites are supposed to be completed within 
3 months of commencement. 
 
It was established that many contractors obtained certificates for stages not completed 
and went ahead to get full payments in advance inclusive of retention fees. This 
irregular practice removes the incentive for the contractors to complete the works in 
time and as a result many of these sites overran time in some cases by over two years. 
Examples of such cases are shown in table 5 below. 
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Table 5: Extreme examples of payments for incomplete works in sampled districts. 
Distr ict School Contractor  Contract 

amount 
Amount Paid Status of works on inspection Expected 

completion 
Date 

Ntungamo Rwanda P.S Mutunzi C 35,000,000 34,443,825 Roofing incomplete Nov 2001 
Ntungamo Bujuzya P.S Mubangizi H 

35,000,000 34,443,825 
Latrine collapsed before completion 
& classroom Finishing not complete  

Nov 2001 

Iganga Bulunguli P.S “SMC”  24,760,000 23,522,000 Done up to roofing  Aug 2001 
Iganga Busuyi (1) P.S  8,578,000 8,149,100 Done up to roofing Mar 2000 
Iganga Busuyi (2) P.S  8,578,000 8,149,100 Done up to roofing Mar 2000 
Iganga Bugomba P.S  8,578,000 8,149,100 Done up to roofing Mar 2000 

Katakwi 
Abwanget Kuju 
P.S 

Pioneer co. of 
Amuria 11,708,000 11,708,000 

Partly roofed Mar 2002 

Katakwi 
Angatuny P.S Larry 

Stationers 

25,418,000 25,418,000 

Water System not done valued at 
2,314,242/= and several deviations 
from Technical. Specs.  

Nov 2001 

Katakwi 
Odiding P.S Pioneer co. of 

Amuria 20,616,000 20,616,000 
Partly roofed Dec 2001 

Kachonga P.S: 
Classrooms 

Ludo 
Enterprises 17,156,000 17,156,000 

Partly plastered Feb 2001 Tororo 

Kachonga P.S: 
Furniture 

Welfare 
Agencies 
(Ally Hamya) 2,700,000 2,700,000 

Not delivered after 2 years Feb 2001 

 
It was also observed that SFG classrooms at Bulunguli P.S had been commissioned by 
MOES officials as complete yet the walls were not plastered, the window bars were 
smaller than those recommended and the classrooms neither had a concrete floor nor a 
blackboard. These classes were in use at the time of inspection. Such gestures 
compromise the efficiency and effectiveness of SFG contractors.  
 

4.1.4 Conclusion  
 

The objective of achieving the targeted classroom: pupil ratio could not be achieved 
because of these weaknesses. 

 
4.1.5 Recommendations 

 
a) District Tender Boards must endeavour to award SFG tenders during the first 2 weeks 

of the quarter if not, immediately the District receives funds. 
 
b) Districts must adhere to the SFG guidelines that require release of funds to SMC 

within one week from certification of stages completed 
  

c) District administration and leadership must only make payments for stages completed 
and certified; engineers who certify stages as complete when they are not, exhibit 
professional dishonesty and appropriate action may be considered by the respective 
District Service Commissions. 

 
 

4.2 Delayed commissioning of complete structures 
 

On completion of SFG sites, a final certificate is supposed to be issued confirming that 
a site is ready for use and it is then officially handed over to the district which 
commissions and hands the classrooms to the school for use. 
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It was observed that some structures though complete, are not in use because they have 
not been officially commissioned. For example in Mukono district, over 24 SFG sites 
were completed by 31st July 2002 but were not in use 4 months after completion 
because they had not been commissioned. This was also the case at Wera P.S in 
Katakwi district.  
 

4.2.1 Conclusion 
 
Delayed commissioning of SFG structures works against the programme since it delays 
use of completed facilities and this delays reduction of congestion in classes. 
 

4.2.2 Recommendation 
 
It is recommended that commissioning be done immediately on issue of the completion 
certificate provided that the structures are proved to be completed.  
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Latrine at Jinja Misindye delayed by over 6 Months 
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Delayed completions at Kawomya P.S in Mukono district  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.3 UNSATISFACTORY CONSTRUCTION OF SFG STRUCTURES 
Classrooms completed under the SFG programme are expected to have a minimum life of 30 
years and conform to the quality and design contained in the technical handbook.  
 
Construction works physically inspected on the sampled schools with the assistance of 
engineers from the MOWHC4 and engineering assistants from MoES revealed that many of 
the construction works are not to the standards set in the technical guidelines and can not 
stand the 30-year test. In extreme cases structures collapsed before they were completed.  
 
Table 6: Constructions fully paid for but the facilities were not put to use. 

Distr ict Schools Construction Status 
Ntungamo Nyakariro P.S, Bujuzya P.S Latrines Collapsed before use 
Katakwi Obalanga P.S Latrines Collapsed before use 
Nakasongola Busone P.S Latrine Condemned 
Tororo Mabaale P.S Classroom Condemned before 

completion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
4 Ministry of Works, Housing and Communication 
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Table 7: Condition of Classroom sites inspected 
Distr ict Good Fair  Bad Very Bad 
Kisoro 90% 10% 0% 0% 
Kayunga 86% 14% 0% 0% 
Mukono 67% 33% 0% 0% 

Nakasongola 80% 5% 10% 5% 

Tororo 64% 36% 0% 0% 

Ntungamo 54% 46% 0% 0% 

Katakwi 50% 29% 21% 0% 
Kampala 36% 36% 0% 27% 
Mpigi 27% 33% 27% 13% 
Iganga 11% 44% 44% 0% 
 
 
The districts of Katakwi, Kampala, Mpigi and Iganga had the worst performance in terms of 
classroom construction 
 
Table 8: Condition of Latrine sites inspected 
Distr ict Good Fair  Bad Very Bad 
Tororo 94% 6% 0% 0% 
Kisoro 70% 20% 0% 10% 
Mukono 63% 0% 0% 38% 
Mpigi 64% 9% 0% 27% 
Kayunga 60% 20% 20% 0% 
Ntungamo 45% 45% 9% 0% 
Iganga 33% 0% 33% 33% 
Nakasongola 25% 31% 25% 19% 
Katakwi 14% 14% 29% 43% 
Kampala 17% 33% 17% 33% 
 
Iganga, Nakasongola, Katakwi and Kampala ranked worst in terms of latrine constructions 
 
From the site inspections it was established that there was an estimated overall loss of about 
16% (UShs.4.5 billion) in the sampled districts over the 3year period. If this is extrapolated it 
translates into a countrywide loss of value of about Ushs.15 billion  

 
These unsatisfactory works are mainly attributed to the following 
 

·  Ineffective supervision and monitoring 
 
·  Commencements of sites before tenders are awarded or before contracts are signed 
 
·  Payments made to contractors without full certification 
 
·  Incompetent contractors 
 
·  Inequitable appropriation of monitoring funds 
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·  Use of inferior materials by contractors to achieve savings 

 
·  Poor technical appraisal of schools for completion 

 

4.4 Ineffective supervision and monitor ing  
SFG guidelines highlight the SMCs, District Technical Supervisors and district political 
leaders as the principal monitors of the SFG programme. It further states that 400,000/= 
will be availed per SFG site to technical supervisors while the political supervisors will 
be funded from the multi-sectoral PAF Monitoring and Accountability Grant. The 
guidelines also give a standardised format for reporting expenditure on district 
monitoring (Form 9). This form is signed by all the concerned inspectors to attest to 
their inspection and visit.  This is to be submitted upon inspection of each site. For the 
SMCs a site supervision form was designed and is included in the technical handbook.  
 
It was established that in all cases funds were paid to the various monitoring teams and 
in many districts Form 9 was attached to payment vouchers as part of the accountability 
but out of all the sites inspected in sampled districts 45 % had unsatisfactory work. 
 
This is evidence that Form 9 may merely be used as a formality rather than proof of 
actual monitoring and as a result it appears that many certificates are issued without 
sites being inspected.  
 
It was also established that there is insufficient sensitisation of SMCs on what they are 
supposed to do and how they are supposed to do it and they hardly make use of the 
technical handbook when undertaking supervision. As a result the benefit of monitoring 
by SMCs appears not to have been realised. 

 
4.4.1 Conclusion 

 
The supervision and monitoring were not effective resulting into unsatisfactory work 
being certified and approved for payment. 

 
4.4.2 Recommendation 

 
·  MOES and district authorities must conduct effective monitoring of SFG sites rather 

than the current accountability oriented supervision. MOES should also monitor the 
monitors to ensure that they do carry out their work in a professional manner 

 
·  SMCs should be sensitised on what they are supposed to do and how they are 

supposed to do it.  
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4.5 Commencement of sites before tenders are awarded / contracts are 
signed 

The District Tender Board awards SFG tenders to successful contractors and then 
contracts are signed between the SMC of the beneficiary school and the contractor. 
Upon signing, the contractor is supposed to commence construction.  
 
It was established that occasionally contractors start constructions before tenders are 
awarded or before contracts are signed. In such cases the technical supervisors are 
unaware of such constructions and therefore do not supervise the work done. In some 
cases it was too late to recommend re-works, as was the case in Kyayi P.S and 
Kewerimidde P.S in Mpigi district and Nyada P.S and Adepar P.S in Katakwi district.  

  
4.5.1 Conclusion 
 

This irregularity erodes the benefit of stage-by-stage monitoring prescribed for SFG 
sites and yields unsatisfactory works.  

 
 
4.5.2 Recommendations 
 

It is recommended that no payment should be made in respect of unsupervised work 
and any commencement of construction before award of tenders or before the contract 
is signed must not be paid for from public funds. 

 

4.6 Payments made without full cer tification  
On completion of each stage of construction, the District Engineer/Supervisor issues a 
certificate. The, Sub-county Chief and the Head Teacher are required to sign the 
certificate. In addition, an Engineering Assistant from MoES (who is independent of 
the district) is supposed to certify all stages of SFG constructions. Payments are 
supposed to be based on fully signed certificates. 
 
A review of paid certificates revealed that some contractors are paid against certificates 
that are not fully signed. This practice was common in Tororo Municipality and 
Katakwi District. Although MoES issued several circulars to districts urging them to 
restrain from this practice, most of the sampled districts ignored it.  

 
4.6.1 Conclusion 

 

In my opinion, certificates that are not signed by all signatories put to doubt the quality 
of in the construction works and reduces the value for money assurance given by these 
certificates.  

 
 

 
 

4.6.2 Recommendation 
 

Since SFG is a conditional grant, it is recommended that MOES establishes a 
disciplinary mechanism for officials who make payments for works not fully certified.  
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4.7 Incompetent contractors  
The SFG guidelines require SMCs, assisted by the District Engineer to identify, 
appraise and nominate three qualified contractors to the technical evaluation committee 
of the District. The committee then evaluates and recommends them to the District 
Tender Board for consideration and award. The successful contractors are supposed to 
follow the specifications in the technical handbook. 
 
From works inspected, it was established that many of these contractors were unable to 
interpret technical specifications. As a result, basic technical omissions and 
commissions were made such as fixing doors inside out, ramps being built out of 
proportion, and door hinges for latrines being placed on the wrong side of the frames 
making their access very difficult. 
  
The selection of incompetent contractors was attributed to disregard by the tender board 
of technical committee evaluations and the SFG contractor procurement system 
prescribed by the guidelines. 
 

4.7.1 Disregard of technical evaluations 
 
 While S.80 of the Local Government Act allows the District Tender Boards to deviate 
from recommendations of the technical evaluation committee if their decision does not 
cause financial loss, many tenders awarded this way often resulted in unsatisfactory 
works. In Katakwi district this practice resulted into a few contractors dominating 
although their previous quality of works was poor. Some of these contractors exhibited 
incompetence and were often defiant in making good the defects as instructed by the 
engineers.  

 
Table 9: Examples in Katakwi District  

Recommendations by Reason for  
deviation 

Status of works on 
inspection 

School Sub-county 

SFG technical 
evaluation 
committee 

Distr ict Tender  
Board 

  

Nyada P.S Kapelebyong Strong reservations 
about Amuria 
Farmers 

Amuria Farmers commenced 
before tender 
award  

V. Poor 

Alogook P.S Katawi   commenced 
before tender 
award  

V. Poor 

Adepar P.S Acowa Strong reservations 
about Amuria 
Farmers 

Amuria Farmers  Poor 

Olekai P.S Asamuk  Amuria Farmers  Poor 

 
 
 
4.7.2 Recommendation 
 

The District Tender Board must make use of evaluations done by the SFG technical team 
and where they differ, satisfactory reasons should be communicated to the SFG evaluation 
committee. 
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4.8 Contractor  Procurement 
 

SFG contracts are supposed to be awarded to local contractors seconded by SMCs as 
part of the poverty alleviation strategy. Although most tenders were awarded on the 
basis of this requirement i.e. being village /district based contractors, much of the work 
done by these firms is unsatisfactory. For example, at Bunangwe P/S in Iganga district 
the SMC changed contractors after the first one had poorly roofed the classroom. At the 
time we inspected this site the second contractor claimed to have finished roofing but 
the roof was evidently not firm and the SMC was still unsatisfied.  
 
In addition, under this system, SMCs are prone to manipulation by contractors. Some 
contractors tender under several names and end up dominating constructions. For 
example Mr. Etilu undertakes most of the constructions in Katakwi district using more 
than 5 different firms. This weakness coupled with the inability of SMCs to vet and 
verify applicants was noted at Angatuny P.S in the same district. It was observed that 
the SMC nominated 3 contractors to the District Tender Board but subsequently 
another contractor submitted another set of SMC minutes recommending him as the 
‘second’  contractor. It was later established that these minutes were fraudulent with 
many signatures differing from those of the genuine SMC members and many names 
included were not SMC members but PTA members. In addition, the minutes were 
signed by the LCII chairman as the secretary instead of the Head teacher. A review of 
other documents revealed that a tender was awarded to this contractor for Abota P.S but 
payments were made to Amuria Farmers which also demonstrates the issue of using 
pseudo names when in substance it is the same contractor undertaking the works.  

 
4.8.1 Conclusion 
 

Although the policy of selecting village/district based contractors has good intentions, 
strict adherence to it may not necessarily result in value for money being achieved in 
matters requiring technical competence and expertise and may instead yield many 
classrooms without due regard to their quality. 

 
4.8.2 Recommendations 
 

Given the weaknesses in this policy, it is recommended that MoES considers reviewing 
the tender award guidelines by uplifting the criteria for selection of contractors from 
merely being district based to also include minimum competencies. 

 
4.8.3 Management’s Response 
 

New guidelines, which address most of the issues related to procurement of SFG 
contractors and monitoring were issued and became effective January 2003.  
 

4.9 Inequitable appropr iation of monitor ing funds 
In order to facilitate monitoring of SFG constructions by the District technical 
supervisors (District Engineer, DEO, CAO & CIA), 400,000/= is provided per site as 
part of the SFG quarterly releases.  
 
It was established that in some cases the Engineering department, which is the technical 
department, is inadequately facilitated. For example, in Iganga, the CFO (Chief Finance 
officer) who is not part of the monitoring team got the same amount as the Works 
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Supervisor who issues all certificates of works. We also found that 74% of the 
monitoring funds go to the ineligible supervisors and only 36% is spent on the eligible 
officials of the district. In some districts, contractors offer transport to the District 
Engineer to visit their sites. These anomalies are attributed to the absence of guidelines 
on appropriating monitoring funds to the various supervisors which leaves a lot of 
discretion to the CAO and DEO as to who gets how much.  

 
4.9.1 Conclusion 

 

Value for money is not achieved as a result of ill facilitation of technical monitors. This 
situation also raises questions on the use of monitoring funds disbursed as part of the 
SFG and if not addressed, may not only constrain but will also compromise the 
objectivity of the monitoring teams.  
 

4.9.2 Recommendations 
 

·  The MoES should come up with guidelines on the appropriation of monitoring 
funds amongst the various monitoring supervisors. 

 
·   The MoES must recover the funds paid out to ineligible officials.   

 
4.9.3 Management’s Response 

 
The new guidelines specify clearly how the Ushs.400,000/= per site are distributed 
amongst the district officials. 

 

4.10 Poor  appraisal of schools for  completion 
SFG guidelines require that ‘ the District/Municipal engineer will check the site, soil 
and building conditions especially the safety and the durability of the unfinished 
buildings to be completed.’  Also the Application form for primary school requires 
that a building for completion must have foundations made of stone or 
concrete………….”  It was noted however that almost all classrooms for completion 
neither had concrete nor stone foundations. An extreme case was Mabale P.S. in Tororo 
District where 19 million (92% of the contract sum) was spent on completion of 
dangerously weak classrooms that were condemned even before completion. This is 
primarily caused by inappropriate appraisals done prior to completion of the structures 
and as a result of this many classrooms under the classroom completion grant are not of 
the quality specified by the technical handbook.  

 
4.10.1 Conclusion 
 

Little value for money was obtained from the classroom completion grant because of 
poor appraisal and as a result most structures under this grant will not last the minimum 
30 years. In addition, remedial and maintenance costs are likely to be high. 

 
4.10.2 Recommendation 
 

·  Engineers, who appraise and certify works as fit for completion when they are not, 
or that stages are complete when they are not, exhibit professional dishonesty and 
the District Service Commissions should consider disciplinary action. 
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·  Legal action should be considered by GoU against the culprit engineers for causing 
financial loss. 

 
 
4.10.3 Management’s Response 

 

The Classroom completion programme was phased out with effect from 2002/2003 for 
the same reasons given in this report. 

4.11 Remittance of unused funds to Treasury  
MoFPED requires that any unused amounts by 30th June must be remitted back to 
treasury even when they are committed. In some cases SFG funds are received by 
districts within June and are expected to use all this money within one month. Because 
of this, all SFG sites for the 4th Quarter in Ntungamo district and Olekai P.S in Katakwi 
were started and completed within one month. In my opinion, these rushed 
constructions may result into weak and substandard structures. 

 
It was also noted that sites which had not been completed by the close of the financial 
year had to wait for clearance from MOFPED5 before settlement of unpaid interim 
certificates. As a result, work stalled for over 4 months as in the case of NTURO P.S. in 
Kisoro.   

 
4.11.1 Recommendations 

 
If MoFPED is to take advantage of the merits of this system, it should release SFG 
funds for the 4th quarter early enough to allow Districts at least 3 months for 
construction before the 30th of June or if released late, allow 3 months to enable 
completion of works.  Alternatively funds meant for the 4th quarter may be released as 
part of the following quarter’s release to avoid the tight deadline of 30th June.  

 

4.12 Failure by Distr icts to evoke the penalty clauses 
The SFG contract provides that in case of default by contractors, agreed penalties 
should be imposed for each day delayed from the agreed completion date. It was 
observed that apart from Ntungamo, no other district sampled takes strong action 
against inefficient and incompetent contractors. This encourages laxity and delays in 
constructions and may be one of the reasons for delayed completion works. 

 
4.12.1 Recommendation 
 

District authorities must strictly adhere to and evoke the penalty clauses contained in the 
contract agreements. 

 
 
 

                                                 
5 Ministry Of Finance Planning and Economic Development 
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4.13 Use of infer ior  mater ials / non-adherence to SFG technical 
specifications.  

MOES produced the technical handbook to guide contractors and the monitoring teams 
as SFG constructions are undertaken. It was established that many contractors made 
unapproved deviations from the technical specifications intended to achieve savings 
on their  par t. These deviations compromised the quality and resulted in loss of value 
in these constructions.  
 

Table 10: Examples of significant deviations from technical specifications. 
Distr ict School Facility Var iation from guidelines 
Tororo Aguruguru P.S Teachers’  house Used plain iron sheets instead of Pre-painted Iron sheets 

Kisoro Sanuriro P.S Teachers’  house Used plain iron sheets instead of Pre-painted Iron sheets 
Katakwi Angatuny P.S Teachers’  house Water harvesting system with 10,000 Ltr Tank worth 

2,314,242/= was totally omitted 
Mpigi Kyabagamba P.S New construction 

of classrooms 
Bricks laid stretcher (140mm thickness) instead of header to 
achieve wall thickness of at least 200mm 

Kampala  Shimoni Dem. Sch. 
Kibuye  & Bukoto P.S 

Latrines Used 4 stance pit to congest 8 stances 

Kayunga Kidibya & many others 
in Galiraya 

New construction 
of classrooms 

Bricks laid stretcher (140mm thickness) instead of header to 
achieve wall thickness of at least 200mm 

Iganga Butende P.S Classroom 
completion 

2 bars instead of 4  used in ring beam; 32mm gauge iron 
sheets instead of 28mm 

Mpigi Most SFG classrooms   70% of the classrooms used 8 – 10mm bars instead 16mm 
iron bars for window frames 

Katakwi Most classrooms 
completed / constructed 

 95% of the classrooms completed / constructed used 8 – 
12mm bars instead of 16mm iron bars for window frames 

Katakwi  Furniture / Desks All desks inspected in Katakwi fell short of these dimensions 
(1500X300X25mm) 

Tororo Kachonga Pit Latrines Width is 2ft. instead of 3 ft.  
Iganga  Pit latrines under SFG 

in many schools 
 Parents compelled to dig the pit before allocation of Pit 

Latrine construction to school. Instead of contractor. 
    

A teachers’  house, Kitchen and latrine at Kagongi P.S in Ntungamo district 
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4.14 Conflict of interest 
The SFG guidelines specifies ineligible contractors as; “ ……. non district-based firms, 
a firm / individual that is associated or has been associated in the past directly or 
indirectly with the district officials and councillors, a firm / individual that in the 
opinion of the district engineer lacks the necessary technical competence to complete 
the works to a satisfactory standard, District councillors, officials and those 
associated with the SFG programme directly or indirectly at all levels.”  
 
It was established that several contracts were awarded to ineligible contractors and this 
constituted a conflict of interest. As a result, many of them were either delayed or are 
sub standard.  Table 11 sets out examples of potential conflicts of interest. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

An incomplete structure without a ring beam at Jinja Misindye P.S in Mukono District 
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Table 11: Examples of possible conflicts of interest 
Distr ict School Contractor  Relationship Comments 
Tororo Kachonga P.S Hamya Ally c/o 

Welfare 
agencies 36 
desks 

Kachonga Sub county 
councillor to the 
district 

Desks not delivered after 2 years  

Tororo Kachonga P.S Ludo 
Enterprises 

Area MP Classrooms delayed for over 2 
years 

Tororo Mabaale P.S, 
Butaleja sub-
county 

Tom Daka C/O 
Eseri 
Contractors 

Husband to 
Nagongera Councillor 

Structure condemned at roofing 
stage but 92% payments made  

Tororo Manafa P.S in 
Mazimasa sub-
county 

 Mazimasa sub county 
councillor  

Unsatisfactory work; floor 
completely peeled 

Mukono Jinja Masindye 
P.S 

 Chairman SMC Done up to wall plate & delayed 
completion /abandoned for over 
one month in September 2002 

Iganga Bulunguli P.S Hon Kirunda 
Kivejinja / SMC 

 Contract was signed 
between SMC & 
SMC! 

Done up to roofing but fully paid 
for and is indicated as  
commissioned by P.S MOES 

Iganga Mpiita P.S Hon Kirunda 
Kivejinja / SMC 

Contract was signed 
between SMC & SMC! 

Several omissions & weak 
structure 

Iganga Kizuba P.S 
 

Councillor at the time 
of tender award 

Site abandoned 

 

4.15 Abuse of facilities 
The main intention of classroom construction was to reduce the Classroom: pupil ratio. 
It was however noted that in Katakwi District several completed classrooms are used as 
teachers’  houses. For example in Alogook Primary School two classrooms were being 
used for teachers’  accommodation yet there were 265 pupils in the P1 class and the 
teacher’s movement in the class was inevitably restricted. In addition some pupils were 
studying under trees. It was also noted that several other schools are taking up this 
undesirable practice. This practice is primarily a result of laxity in school inspection by 
District officials.  
 
Other schools used the new facilities as stores for grain and charcoal among other 
things. 
 

4.15.1 Conclusion 
 

If this practice goes unchecked, it may frustrate the SFG programme by not improving 
the Classroom: Pupil ratio in the beneficiary schools as evident from above. 

 
4.15.2 Recommendation 
 

·  It is recommended that the district officials identify the need for teachers’  
accommodation in some schools but in the meantime these classroom should be 
used for the purpose for which they were meant and the district monitoring team 
should always ensure that such incidences do not recur since this and other such 
practices delay the achievement of the desired classroom: pupil ratio.   

 
·  MoES should sensitise users on maintenance arrangements after hand over of 

facilities.  



Value for Money Audit on Universal Primary Education 

Office of the Auditor  General      23 

 

4.16 I r rational Allocation of SFG facilities to schools 
 

As earlier pointed out the MoES targets to achieve a classroom : pupil ratio of 1:55 and 
latrine : pupil ratio of 1:40 . It was however established that while most schools have 
not yet achieved this target, several schools have Latrine: pupil ratio of as low as 1: 25. 
This may be an indication that the district officials are not aware of these targets when 
undertaking the appraisal. In one case at Butawuka UMEA P.S in Mpigi district, which 
had 24 latrines, the 2-stance SFG Latrine was evidently unused and isolated.  
 
It was also noted that schools in Tororo municipality are over built and appear 
congested with classrooms. The district administration explained that it was because 
they receive SFG funds and yet MoES takes long to approve opening of sites for new 
schools. 

 
4.16.1 Conclusion 
 

The decision to allocate latrines and classrooms to schools that are not in need is 
wasteful and it would have been more effective if these facilities were allocated to more 
needy schools within the respective District.  

 
4.16.2 Recommendation 
 

·  The District appraisal team should always take into account the MoES targets when 
recommending allocation of facilities to schools. 

 
·  MoES should consider approval of sites identified by Tororo Municipality for 

construction of new schools to avoid over congestion. 
 
 

4.17 Diversion of SFG funds 
 

Some schools like Nateete Muslim diverted SFG funds to finance other schools 
activities and some funds were misappropriated by the headmaster without any 
accountability. This is attributed to ineffective monitoring and laxity by supervisor. 
 
Such diversions frustrate the SFG programme and offer no value for money 

 
4.17.1 Recommendations 
 

Monitoring should be enhanced and where there are diversions to personal/other use, 
appropriate action should be taken by the District Service Commission. 

 

4.18 I r rational allocation of monitor ing funds per site 
A flat figure of 400,000/= is released per SFG site in respect of monitoring and 
supervision irrespective of the distance covered and conditions endured by the 
supervisors. As a result supervisors for schools in municipalities, most of which are 
within walking distance, are allocated the same amount of money per site, as those for 
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schools in districts like Kayunga where some schools are over 100 Km from the 
District headquarters. Despite the distance, most roads leading to schools in these 
remote counties are almost impassable and can only be accessed using a four-wheel 
drive vehicle. Naturally these would require more funds for monitoring than 
municipalities.  
 

4.18.1 Recommendation: 
 

This uniform allocation does not reflect the span and coverage of supervision and 
MoES should rationalise the release of monitoring funds to take into account nature and 
conditions faced by the respective monitors. 

 

4.19 Wide Var iations in SFG classrooms for  Completion 
The classrooms recommended for completion must have a minimum of 33.0Sq. metres. 
During this review it was established that sizes of classrooms varied widely as 
demonstrated in Table 12 below: 
 

Table 12: Varied Classroom sizes 
School Distr ict Dimensions Total Area 

Minimum class Size  5.5M X 6M 33.0 Sq. Mts. 
St. Ponsiano Kyamula Kampala 4.9M X 6.0M 29.4 Sq. Mtrs. 
Ibulanku P.S. Iganga 5.65M X 6.6M   37.29Sq. Mts. 
Kachonga Tororo 6.63M X 8.76M 58 Sq. Mts. 
Ddegeya P.S Mpigi 4.5M X 5.9M 26.55 Sq. Mts. 
Bukoyo Muslim P.S. Iganga  62.9Sq. Mts. 

 
While the minimum area of a classroom for completion was set at 33.0 sq. metres some 
structures fell far below this size. For example, at Ddegeya P.S rooms were as small as 
26.55Sq. meters and St. Ponsian Kyamula classrooms are as small as 29.4Sq. metres. 
Not withstanding the small size of classrooms, the construction works were very 
unsatisfactory and value for money was significantly compromised at these sites. 
 
Another observation was in Iganga District where at the same cost per classroom, the 
work done at Ibulanku P.S. was of poorer quality than Bukoyo Muslim P.S. yet the 
classrooms in the latter are 25.61 Sq. meters larger.   

 
4.19.1 Recommendation 
 

Funds committed to completion of facilities should take account of the size rather than 
the flat rate that was used irrespective of size. This way, savings would be realised from 
the very small structures and channelled to other constructions. 
 

4.20 Non-Deduction of Withholding Tax 
It is an income tax requirement that districts deduct 4% from all payments above 1 
million shillings in respect of goods and services rendered to districts and this includes 
SFG contractors.  
 
It was established that in Ntungamo district, Kayunga district and at times Kampala 
district, this tax was not deducted. Through this tax evasion, these districts pay more to 
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contractors than those districts that comply with income tax requirement. This could 
partly account for the relatively good work in Ntungamo among other reasons. 
 

4.20.1 Conclusion 
 

In the absence of guidelines on taxes associated with SFG constructions, all districts are 
supposed to deduct withholding tax and non-deduction amounts to tax evasion which is 
illegal. 
 

4.20.2 Recommendation 
 

MoES should explicitly guide districts on the 4% withholding tax 
 

4.21 SFG:  CONCLUSION 
With the current classroom:pupil ratio of 1:94 against the targeted ratio of 1: 55 the 
MOES is far from achieving its targets in this regard. If the above inefficiencies and 
inadequacies are not addressed, the MOES objective of providing permanent 
classrooms with a minimum life of 30 years to as many primary schools as possible 
will still be unattainable. Furthermore if corrective action is not taken, a lot of money 
will continue to be wasted under this programme.  



Value for Money Audit on Universal Primary Education 

Office of the Auditor  General      26 

 
 

5 FUNDS FLOW AND MANAGEMENT OF CAPITATION 
GRANTS 

The Capitation Grant is aimed at improving equitable access to basic education by removing 
the burden of paying school fees from the parents and enhancing the quality of primary 
education by providing resources necessary to run primary schools. This grant is supposed to 
be provided to schools for all the 9 school months. The funds flow processes and the eventual 
expenditure at schools were examined and it was found that the main threats to better 
performance in this area are;  
 

1. Delayed disbursement of funds to schools 
 

2. Inflated enrolments 
 

3. Retention and diversion of funds by districts and schools 
 

5.1 Delayed Disbursement of Funds to Schools 
 

It was established that most schools receive funds very late and this inevitably disrupts 
school activities. In some cases schools take up to 3 months before schools receiving 
funds. This is attributed to either central government that at times delays to make 
releases to the districts, or delay by districts to disburse funds to the beneficiary 
schools. 
 

5.1.1 Delays by Central Government  
 

The capitation grant guidelines require that, “Releases will be made twice in every 
quar ter : One ninth (1/9th) of the annual budget of UPE grant will be released in 
the fir st month of the quar ter  to cover  implementation dur ing the first month 
when the Distr ict is compiling the required repor ts for  submission to MoES. The 
balance for  the quar ter  will be released in the second month of the quar ter ”   

 
Despite this guideline, MoFPED delays to release capitation grants to Districts. For 
instance, the November 2001 release for Iganga district was transferred to the District 
grants account on 23/1/02, which is a delay of 2 months. Such delays affect planning at 
the District and also trickle down to disrupt school programmes. It is worth noting that 
many schools either receive CG towards the end of the school term or long after the 
school term has ended.  

 

5.1.2  Delays attr ibuted to Distr icts 
 

Delays at the districts are two fold; one is where districts take too long to disburse 
funds to schools. For instance, Iganga District received funds in May 2000 but did not 
disburse them to schools until 28th August 2000 a delay of 3 months at the district. The 
second is where districts fail to submit work plans and progress reports as required by 
the CG guidelines and therefore sanctions are imposed on the respective district. 
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5.1.2.1 Bureaucratic processing of funds at the Distr icts: 
 

Although S.5.(3).d of the Planning and Implementation Guidelines (Capitation Grant) 
requires that Districts should release UPE funds to schools within the first week of 
receipt from the central government, most of the Districts / municipalities reviewed do 
not adhere to this requirement and often release funds after several weeks or even 
months. This has resulted in schools operating on credit and in some cases the few 
credit suppliers charge them highly for scholastic materials to compensate for the delay 
in receiving payments. 

 
Table 13: Extremes delays from sampled Districts 

District Release for the 
month of 

Date Received 
from Central 
Government 

Date of 
disbursement to 

schools 

Days taken by 
District to remit 

funds to 
schools 

Delay (Allow 
Max. 7 days) 

Ntungamo November 2001 12th Dec 2001 22nd Jan 2002 41 34 

Tororo April 2002 5th May 2002 20th June 2002 46 39 

Katakwi March 2002 20th  Mar 2002 22nd April 2002 33 26 

Iganga May 2000 18th May 2000 28th August 2000 102 95 

 
5.1.2.2 Delayed submission of work plans and progress repor ts by distr icts. 

 

It was established that some Districts delay to submit the annual UPE workplans, 
quarterly and cumulative progress reports and quarterly workplans / budget requests as 
required by the guidelines. This automatically leads to delay by MoES to place their 
financial requests to MoFPED. As a result of this, some districts have had releases 
withheld/delayed. For example by 10th September 2002 Bundibugyo district had not 
filed accountability for the 4th quarter 2001/02 (April – June 2002) and its 2nd release of 
the 1st quarter of 2002/03 was withheld pending satisfactory accountability.  Similarly, 
the Feb 2002 release for Iganga was withheld until March 2002.    

 
5.1.2.2.1 Conclusion 

 
This, in my opinion, is inefficiency on the part of the districts and could be avoided to 
hasten the flow of funds from central government to the schools.   

 
5.1.2.2.2 Recommendation: 

·  The current policy of putting sanctions on districts eventually affects schools more than 
the District officials who are inefficient in filing accountability documents. It is 
therefore recommended that individual accounting officers be sanctioned/held 
responsible using disciplinary channels instead of imposing sanctions on districts. 

 
·  Districts should endeavour to submit required returns on time. 

 
5.1.3 Inappropr iate funds disbursement processes 

Whereas there are guidelines on transfer of funds from Central Government to the 
district, during this audit it was established that there are no guidelines on how districts 
should transfer funds to beneficiary schools. As a result districts use different methods 
some of which are so elaborate and delay transfer of funds as demonstrated below. 
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5.1.4 Mode of transfer  of funds to schools 
 

Most Districts reviewed use direct bank transfers to school accounts while others like 
Kampala District and Tororo Municipality issue cheques to schools.  

 
In my opinion the practice of using cheques is not only uneconomical in terms of 
stationery and bank charges but is also inefficient since it takes schools longer to have 
these funds available for their use. 

 
5.1.5 Use of distant banks by Schools 
 

Capitation grants flow from MoFPED (BOU) then to district UCB bank accounts from 
which they are transferred to school bank accounts mainly in UCB branches. It was 
observed that some schools opt to use banks in other districts when there are nearer 
UCB branches within their area of location. This makes the transfer process longer and 
is uneconomical since it increases transport costs and reduces the amounts available for 
other administrative activities of the schools. The Table 14 below shows examples of 
schools in Mukono District that use UCB Nkrumah road branch yet they have nearer 
banks within the district.  
 

Table 14: Examples of schools using distant banks in Mukono District 
School Subcounty Bank used 

Mugomba P/S Ntenjeru  UCB Nkrumah Road – Kampala 
Butera P/S Ntenjeru  UCB Nkrumah Road – Kampala 
St. Posiano Mubanda Ntenjeru  UCB Nkrumah Road – Kampala 
Namasubi Islamic Kyampisi UCB Nkrumah Road – Kampala 
 
5.1.5.1 Recommendation  
 

·  MoES should advise all districts to adopt the good practice of using direct transfers 
to school bank accounts rather than issue of individual cheques to schools since this 
is faster and more economical.   

 
·  Schools should whenever possible use nearer banks. This will lead to faster 

processing and savings on transport. 
 
5.1.6 Allocations to administrative costs  

The CG guidelines provide 10% of a school’s CG to meet administration costs which 
includes imprest, hire of transport, allowances on official travel, electricity, water, 
telephones, posters, head teacher’s official travel and emergencies (e.g. sickness).   
 
It was noted that there are districts without any UCB branch e.g. Kayunga and Katakwi 
Districts; all schools receive their capitation grants through UCB Mukono branch and 
UCB Soroti branch respectively. This inevitably increases transport costs and in some 
cases the 10% provision meant for administration is inadequate to even cover the 
transport costs alone. For example, Kiwenda P.S in Kayunga District received 
Sh.55,000 as CG for the month of June 2002, travel costs alone to UCB Mukono 
branch is Sh.15,000 to and fro. In comparison there are schools located within say 
Mukono town council that do not even incur any transport costs. 
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Another peculiar case was in Kisoro where each school has 3 signatories to the account 
and in some cases they are all required to travel to the bank from as far as Nteko P.S in 
Nyabwishente sub-county to Kisoro town which is about 60Km. They spend over 
30,000/= in transport alone which is over 15% of the CG release.  
 

 
5.1.6.1 Recommendation  
 

MoES / District should address these exceptional cases since they deprive the 
programme of a lot of money on transport costs and reduce the amounts available for 
other school activities.  
 

5.1.7 Inadequate / Ineffective monitor ing  
The planning and implementation guidelines require that MoES, MoFPED and MoLG 
are responsible for the monitoring and evaluation of UPE implementation at the 
national level while the DEO/MEO, DIS/MIS and the CIA must carry out supervision 
and monitoring visits to schools to assess compliance with guidelines, value for money 
and financial accountability. 

 
It was established that monitoring is still lacking and this has resulted into the following 
situations : 

5.1.7.1 Inflated enrolments 
Districts are supposed to release capitation grants to schools based on the number of 
pupils at the beginning of the first term. It was established that some schools had 
inflated enrolments as deduced from two anomalies;  
 

·  The first is where the enrolment submitted to the District was far higher than the 
highest attendance recorded in the registers at the schools  

 
·  The second anomaly is where releases to schools from the District exceeded the 

schools’  entitlement given its enrolment. 
 
Table 15 below shows schools that had possible inflated enrolments since the pupil 
attendance registers and funds received were not in line with the enrolment. 
 
 

Table 15: Possible inflated enrolments 
Distr icts School Pupil 

Enrolmen
t at 

Distr ict 

Pupil Enrolment at 
school 

Entitlement 
due as per  
enrolment 

Amount 
received from 

Distr ict in 2002 

Overpaid 
amounts 

Kayunga Wabwoko P.S 
 P1-P3 = 857 

P4-P7= 610 
Total: 1,467 Pupils 

1,024,635 Feb =1,376,285 
Mar: 1,376,285 
Apr: 1,175,000 

Feb : 351,650 
Mar: 351,650 
Apr: 150,365 

Kayunga Namatala P.S  

468 Highest Attendance 
= 303  
P1-P3 = 200 
P4 – P7 = 103 

281,000 Feb = 614,630 
Mar = 614,630 
Apr = 504,816 
June = 431,005 

Feb: 333,630 
Mar: 333,630 
Apr: 223,816 
June: 150,005 

Katakwi Odiding P.S 
331 No evidence of 

pupils 
Nil Feb, Mar & 

April = 689,585 
Feb, Mar & 
April: 685,585 
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This practice of inflating enrolments and subsequent release of funds to schools in respect of 
non-existent pupils is wasteful and no value for money is realised.  
 
5.1.8 Retention of UPE funds at the Distr ict 

 

S.3.3.vii of the guidelines on policy, roles and responsibilities of stakeholders in the 
implementation of UPE requires that District authorities should ensure that all the UPE 
funds reach schools without retaining any at District headquarters. This is amplified by 
S.5.3(e) of the UPE capitation grant guidelines which require that “  …… no credits 
will mix up two or  more UPE funds releases. No balances should be retained on 
any UPE release (to be mixed up with the subsequent release) without the express 
wr itten author ity from MoES.”  During this review it was established that most of the 
Districts sampled did not release to schools all funds received from MoFPED. This part 
retention of releases implies that schools receive less funds than allocated to fund their 
budgeted activities. 

  
In some months, Tororo and Ntungamo Districts received CGs before disbursing the 
previous release to schools (Mixing of releases). Management explained that funds 
received are sometimes too little to be disbursed to schools thus the need to wait for 
another release so that schools receive substantial amounts. This explanation was 
however not satisfactory because any release however small would enable the schools 
offset some of their obligations given the fact that schools often take credit for 
scholastic materials due to delays in receiving funds. The main cause of this anomaly is 
ineffective monitoring by MOES as this would ensure compliance with guidelines and 
generate more accurate enrolments. 

 

5.1.9 Diversion of UPE funds by the Distr icts / Schools 
 

Under S.4.3 of the guidelines on policy, roles and responsibilities of stakeholders, it is 
the responsibility of the RDC, CAO and head of inspectorate to monitor and ensure 
proper use of UPE grants.  
 
During the course of this audit, probable cases of diversion and unauthorised 
reallocation were noted. In Ntungamo District, capitation grants for the month of 
November 2001 were transferred to the SFG account on 12/12/01 and diverted to SFG 
activities. These funds were reimbursed to the UPE account in January 2002 and 
schools took two months before receiving this money. Diversion at school level was 
noted at Muhanga P.S in Kisoro District where the head-teacher received a block 
release of four months i.e. March – June 2002 and arrears for July 2001 amounting to 
1,992,309/=. The head-teacher duly made accountability for all the funds. On 
verification however, it was established that many of the items indicated as purchased 
were not delivered. On the contrary, items delivered were not part of the budget 
approved by the finance committee and most receipts in support of these purchases had 
inflated prices.  
 
These diversions and unauthorised reallocations are mainly attributed to ineffective 
monitoring by the relevant officials and deprive schools of much needed resources. 

 
5.1.10 Financial Management at schools 
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S.5.6(a) of the CG guidelines and S.9.7(a) of the SFG guidelines require that each of 
these grants must have a separate bank account as a precondition for a school to benefit 
from these grants. In most schools visited, a separate account was maintained for SFG 
while a single account was maintained for handling CG and teachers’  salaries and all 
other financial transactions. There were a few extremes like Olekai P.S in Katakwi 
District where a single account was maintained for SFG, CG, Teachers’  salaries and all 
financial transactions of the school. As a result, funds meant for SFG may be used for 
capitation grants or other non- SFG activities.  
 
In my opinion, the existence of these anomalies is attributed to inadequate appraisal of 
schools before they benefit from these grants and the ineffective monitoring by district 
officials.  

 
5.1.11 Unfacilitated Monitor ing 

 

Kampala District decentralised the education office to division level, Division 
Education Officers were duly appointed by the District and tasked among others with 
monitoring UPE funds. Part of their work is to verify and certify accountabilities 
submitted by schools. 

 
During the course of this audit, it was established that these division education officers 
hardly go to the schools to confirm procurements that would be a basis for certifying 
accountabilities. They explained that no funds are availed by the District to the 
divisions for monitoring and any monitoring done is at the initiative of the division 
from the divisional revenue, which is often limited. In addition Division Education 
Officers are neither involved in selection of SFG beneficiary schools nor in the 
monitoring of sites within their divisions.  

 
5.1.11.1 Conclusion 
 

The achievement of UPE objectives is largely dependant on good financial discipline 
by both schools and Districts. Any diversion or reallocation of UPE funds would 
directly affect beneficiary schools, which would not be in position to obtain the 
necessary scholastic materials and facilities in time. Without effective and adequate 
monitoring, the above anomalies will continue to hamper the UPE programme.  

 
5.1.11.2 Recommendations 
 

·  The Districts and MoES should conduct more effective monitoring of the UPE 
programme as specified in the planning and implementation guidelines as well as in 
the guidelines on policies, roles and responsibilities of stakeholders. It should be 
result oriented rather than the current accountability oriented system. This will 
enable capture of more accurate enrolment information, control and prevent 
diversions and unnecessary retentions as well as offer financial management 
support to districts and schools. 

  
·  Given their proximity to schools, Division Education Officers in Kampala District 

are likely to be more effective and economical if facilitated to do the monitoring of 
CG and SFG sites, which is currently done by the District officials.  
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·  Punitive action may be considered against school / district officials who 
deliberately inflate enrolments since no value for money accrues to stakeholders 
from funds spent on non-existent pupils. 

 
·  MoES should offer guidance to districts where shortfalls in release are experienced. 

 
 
5.1.12 Capitation Grants released to Pr ivate schools 

 

On inception of the UPE programme, there was an increase in enrolment in primary 
schools and in a bid to cope with this enrolment, GOU approved CG support to private 
schools that accepted to take on pupils under the UPE scheme. This however ceased at 
the beginning of financial year 2002/03. 
 
During this VFM audit review, it was established that this arrangement was difficult for 
MoES to administer since the pupils were still required to pay fees and these schools 
hardly accounted for capitation grants. In addition the UPE component received by 
these schools was too small and they could afford to disregard this government 
contribution. As a result some schools in Kampala District left their cheques 
uncollected until they went stale.  
 
In my opinion, this scheme was not effective and little value was achieved from this 
arrangement since it did not guarantee free education for pupils enrolled in these 
schools. Funds would have been more effectively used if they were allocated to the 
more needy government aided schools.  
 

Recommendation 
In future MoES should undertake comprehensive appraisal of its partners before 
committing funds to activities that may not be effective in achieving its intended 
objectives.  
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6 SCHOOL FACILITATION GRANT:  TECHNICAL 
APPRAISAL REVIEW 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section contains findings from review of the SFG general and technical guidelines and the 
evaluation done on the various sites inspected with the objective of assessing whether;  
 

a) The school construction programme had been properly planned at the beginning of the 
programme by the Ministry of Education and Sports 

 
b) The design of the schools was acceptable and the drawings produced  adequate to attain 

the objectives of the SFG 
 

 
c) The quality of the schools and classrooms built was of acceptable quality and met the 

requirement that the facilities have a useful life of at least 30 years 
 

A technical team undertook this evaluation by reviewing documents/guidelines used for the 
execution of the works and carrying out physical inspection and on site physical tests of 
materials used for construction at the 140 randomly selected sample schools in 10 districts.  

 

6.2 Methodology 
The following methods were used when undertaking this review: 
 

a. A general review of the available documentation from the Consultants to ascertain 
completeness, consistency and compliance to the established standards and by-laws. 

b. A three–way interaction between the Engineering Assistants from Ministry of 
Education and Sports, based at the various Districts; the local community at the sites 
visited and the technical review team. 

c. An in-depth examination and review of the documentation from the different 
disciplines, namely Architectural, Structural, Electrical and Quantity Surveying to 
ensure compliance to the set building standards. 

 
d. Analysis of the collected information. 

 
e. Conclusions and Recommendations based on the findings by the team. 
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6.3 Audit Findings 
 
6.3.1 SOIL AND SITE INVESTIGATIONS 
 

a. Documentation Review 
 

A review of the drawings indicates that there may not have been thorough 
investigations prior to producing the designs. This can be observed when one looks at 
the design for the foundation where a single design is provided for the whole country 
with the exception of the earthquake prone areas. Whereas districts have different soil 
types, this appears to have been overlooked at the design stage in which case sample 
site investigations should have been carried out before coming up with the foundation 
designs. 

b. Site Investigation 
 

This is an all embracing term covering every aspect of the sites under investigations. 
The consultant should have collected and recorded all the necessary data needed to help 
in the design and construction process of the proposed works. 

 
c. Soil Investigation 
 

 The purpose of carrying out soil investigation is to: 

·  Determine the suitability of the various sites for the proposed project. 
 
·  Determine the adequate and economic foundation designs. 
 
·  Determine the difficulties that may arise during the construction process. 
 
·  Determine the occurrence and / or cause of changes in soil conditions. 
 

6.3.2 Observation 
 

There is no evidence that the investigations in (b) and (c) above were carried out. The 
foundations and all other components of the structures are uniformly designed for all 
places with exception of the earthquake prone areas as can be noted from the Technical 
Handbooks. The absence of proper structural designs has resulted into the structures 
developing multiple cracks especially at the windows and other parts of the walls, 
including the gable ends. In several cases, cracks were noted running from the top of 
the walls to the foundations. The cause of this in some cases is certainly due to 
differential settlement, which was not properly addressed. This problem is best 
witnessed in Nakasongola District at Busoona Primary School, which is in a swampy 
area near the shores of Lake Kyoga. Here the walls for classrooms are excessively 
cracked and are failing making the classrooms unsafe to be used by pupils. The pit 
latrines on the same site failed completely. The sides of the excavation collapsed into 
the pit and the hanging slab and walls are cracked all over and stand condemned. 

 



Value for Money Audit on Universal Primary Education  

 
Office of the Auditor  General  35
   

Another typical structural failure was noted in Kisoro District where the soils are of 
volcanic origin and lack substantial amount of clay to bind the soil particles together. 
At Kibugu Primary School two pit latrines failed with pit sides collapsing. In these 
cases the design should have provided for wider foundations for the classroom blocks 
and the pit latrines should have been lined with block work from the bottom. Whereas 
the soil types were ignored for classrooms and the pupils’  latrines, this to some extent 
was taken into account when designing the teachers’  houses and latrines.  

 
Since this project involves colossal sums of money, The Ministry of Education and 
Sports should have ensured that the bearing capacities of soils from the various 
locations are checked. (N.B: Facilities for such tests are available at The Central 
Materials Laboratory in Kireka under the Ministry of Works, Housing and 
Communication). This would enhance the quality and safety of the structures. 

 
 
6.3.3 CLASSROOM DESIGNS 

 

a. Ear thquake Zones 
 

The structures in these areas are designed to have reinforced concrete columns. One 
peculiar case of vertical cracks was noted at Rubona Primary School in Kisoro District 
where cracks even run through a purportedly reinforced concrete column. Technically 
this is not possible and one could not tell exactly whether there was truly reinforcement 
or not. Such failures can only be clarified by carrying out further detailed 
investigations. 

b. Floors and Verandas 
 

i) Ground Floor  slabs. 
 

The floor slab was designed with a thickness of 75mm and reinforced with BRC mesh 
as shown on the drawings. A look at the materials schedule shows that the BRC mesh is 
not allowed for (not costed), except for earthquake prone areas. The standard thickness 
of a ground floor slab should be 100mm if it is not reinforced. The 75mm thick 
unreinforced slab is therefore one of the causes for the rampant cracking of the floors 
noted. Furthermore, there is inconsistency in the documents and non-compliance with 
building standards in this respect. 

 
ii) Floor  Concrete 
 

Secondly, the drawings indicate 5mm thick screed on the floor concrete. This is far 
thinner than the minimum recommended thickness of 25mm, unless the designer 
wanted this screed to be done monolithically, which was not specified in the guidelines. 
This inadequate thickness is also another cause of the excessive cracking and peeling 
off of floor screed at the schools visited. It should be noted that such final finishing of 
the floor cannot be done before walling if it is to be done monolithically, since it would 
be damaged by the end of the construction. 
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iii) Verandas and Splash Aprons 
 

The technical handbook gives two options of constructing the splash apron. One 
peculiar option requires the use of stone chipping on compacted murram without 
concrete / screed. Such an apron is not durable and will not last the recommended 
minimum of 30 years and in addition it does not prevent grass from growing around the 
building. In our opinion this is not viable and should not be given as an option.  

Another irregularity noted was that the guidelines do not require use of hard core at the 
verandah below the concrete (ref. To drawing PP/MOE – 3A). This is a major cause of 
cracking of verandas as the concrete slab settles as noted on several classroom blocks 
inspected. 

 
d) Walls 
 

The walls are designed to have height from ground floor level to the top of ring beam 
of 2.6m and this is also the roof level. This is contrary to the standards, which 
recommend a roof level height to be at least 3.0 m for classrooms. Such low roof levels 
have led to poor ventilation and darkening of the inside of classrooms. This is worsened 
by providing a wide verandah recommended by the technical handbook. In some cases 
contractors misinterpreted the drawings and provided eaves of over 1.2 m wide at the 
rear of the buildings.  

The low roofs also lead to overheating inside the classrooms, since no ceiling is 
provided. Due to this, some districts like Ntungamo raise the level of the wall plates to 
a height of 3.2 m. Although this is good, it has cost implications, which have not been 
catered for by the guidelines. This has forced contractors to do substandard work in 
other aspects of the construction like poor mortar mixes to compensate for the extra 
work on the higher walls and this compromises the strength of the walls. This is 
possibly one of the reasons for the substandard works and such constructions are prone 
to failure and expose the pupils to risk of injury. 

 
e) Windows 
 

Quite a good number of windows are provided and according to the specification they 
have rebates for future fixing of shutters. In some districts like Kisoro, due to strong 
winds and rains, shutters had to be introduced immediately to safeguard the roofs from 
being blown off. However, these windows are designed with no vents on top as part of 
the window frame or as permanent vents over since immediately above the window 
frame is a ring beam onto which, the roof is anchored. This certainly cuts off 
ventilation and it is in violation of Schedule 1 of the Building Regulations. This poor 
ventilation will later cause dry rotting to the roof timbers especially during periods 
when the schools are closed for holidays. 

f) Roofs 
 

According to the drawings, roof trusses are supposed to be at 2000mm centre to centre. 
This means that a two-classroom block would have 6 trusses while a two-classroom 
block with an office and store would have 7 trusses. However the schedule of materials 
makes no distinction between the two types of classroom blocks and indicates 6 trusses 
for both. Whereas the schedule of materials shows same number of trusses for the two 
structures, it gives different cost estimates for the trusses. This therefore is an 
inconsistency in the technical guidelines. 
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g) Roof Overhangs 
 

Roofs are designed to have roof overhang supports, which are presumably for 
providing extra lateral support to the roof. Whereas the guidelines require these 
overhang supports to be bolted to the walls, no details are shown for the bolting and no 
cost estimate is allowed for and where they have been provided they are merely nailed 
to the adjacent roof trusses and not bolted. This therefore means that they are not 
offering the extra support intended and compromise the durability of the roof.  

 
h) Gussets 
 

Gussets are mentioned and costed in the schedule of materials but no details of them 
are shown on the drawings as to how and where they are supposed to be fixed or used. 

 
i) L ightening Protection 
 

Unlike for staff houses, the Technical Handbook for classrooms makes no provision for 
lightening protection and this puts the children’s lives at risk. For instance, at 
Kawoomya R/C P.S in Mukono District, a classroom block under construction was 
struck by lightening and as a result the wall had developed multiple cracks. These 
conductors should be provided even for classrooms.  

 
j ) Soft Boards 
 

The Technical Handbook provides for only one soft board (pin board) for a two-
classroom block without mention of where it is supposed to be fitted. Is it for one of the 
classrooms? Or outside the classroom? Is it for the whole school? Or is it for the office? 
If it is supposed to be per classroom then this should be reflected in the costing.  

 
k) Cost Estimates and Availability of Mater ials 
 

The sources of local materials like bricks, sand timber, etc are presumed to be readily 
available at the respective localities, but this is not actually the case. Another fact that 
was over looked during the design stage was that some locally produced materials are 
even more expensive than those that are manufactured elsewhere. This is exemplified 
in a District like Nakasongola where one finds it cheaper to use a solid steel door than 
one made out of timber. 

 
l) Choice of Mater ials  
 

It was noted that some districts like Nakasongola are heavily infested by termites, 
which have devastated vegetation and buildings. In such areas, it is important to 
substitute wooden windows and doors with metallic ones, since those fixed are already 
being eaten away. For this reason, some materials recommended in the guidelines 
cannot be used in some localities, hence the need for use of alternative materials.  
Although an anti termite projection is provided, this was done only for new 
constructions and the treatment of termites was not considered for the structures started 
by the parents and completed under SFG. 
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m) Accessibility of Sites 
 

The SFG guidelines require that sites selected for construction should be easily 
accessible to vehicular traffic. However, it was noted that quite a good number of 
schools in the remote and mountainous districts like Kisoro do not even have 
Community roads for access to the schools. At Kibugu Primary School the team had to 
walk for at least 10km to and from the school, using footpaths through gardens.  

In this place not even a bicycle can be used as a means of transporting materials to the 
site. This therefore implies that the contractor has to employ labourers to carry the 
materials over that distance to the site. This turns out to be costly in terms of time and 
money, yet such allowances are not catered for in the cost estimates and in some cases 
are much higher than the contingency provided. 

 
n) Title Block 
 

A review of the Title block does not give the following responsible signatories; 
“designed by” , “checked by”  and “approved by” . We could therefore not ascertain 
whether these drawings were checked and approved by competent authorities. 

 
6.3.4 LATRINES  

 

6.3.4.1 Pit Latr ine Drawings. 
 

The drawing of a five-stance pit latrine shows a urinal and its outlet. Neither are the 
details for the drain and soak pit given nor are their costs included. In many cases the 
urinals drain in the open, which constitutes a health hazard. In other cases the 
contractors construct the urinal such that it drains into the pit latrine. No wire netting is 
provided for the inlet pipe into the latrine. This means that the inlet would also serve as 
an access for houseflies, which are supposed to be eliminated. It was also observed that 
no urinals are provided on a two-stance latrine and in our opinion this is where it is 
more needed than where there are five-stances. 

 
6.3.4.2 Latr ine Costing 

 

a. The team established that there was no costed schedule of materials recommended for 
the pupils’  latrine but instead a fixed sum of 700,000/= per stance is allocated 
irrespective of the region. This in our opinion was a major omission since it left a lot of 
discretion to the contractors. This to some extent limited the scope of analysis in this 
area. It is recommended that the technical guidelines be revised to include this 
schedule. 

 
b. Cost Estimates 

A close look at the cost estimates for a two-stance pit latrine for the teachers’  house in 
Zone One is Ushs.3,101,306/= while, the cost estimate for a 2-stance pit latrine for the 
pupils costs Ushs.1,400,000/=.  If the bills of quantities were derived on the same basis 
there should be no reason for this wide discrepancy in the total cost estimates for the 
two types of latrines. 
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c. Hand Washing Facilities 

Whereas the technical handbook for teachers’  houses provided for hand wash facilities 
during these inspections we did not come across any teachers’  house with the hand 
wash facilities yet these are provided for and costed.  

In addition there was no provision for hand washing facilities for the pupils, yet they 
are more vulnerable to diseases and need more facilitation to enhance good sanitation.  

d. Costs for Teachers’  latrine 
 

The schedule of materials and costs for the teachers’  latrine implies that the estimates 
are for a 2-stance latrine yet the grand total is for 5-stances. Such inconsistencies 
mislead users as to whether the costs are for 2 or 5 stances.  

 
e. Drop Hole Cover 
 

In order for vent pipes to protect against houseflies, drop holes should be covered. In 
almost all the schools inspected, the drop holes were not covered allowing houseflies 
easy access in/out. This is worsened by use of cowls instead of wire netting on the vent 
pipes since these have big gaps and offer easy access for the houseflies.  

 
f. Vent Pipe 
 

Some of the drawings show one vent pipe for a 5-stance latrine block while one 
drawing provides a vent pipe per stance i.e. 5 pipes for a five-stance latrine. This is a 
conflict in the drawings and during this inspection we did not come across any latrine 
that had a vent pipe per stance. Inevitably contractors chose the drawing that would 
minimise costs and in the absence of any bills of quantities of the pit latrine, we were 
unable to establish what the drawings intended.  

In addition, the cost of the vent pipe is not reflected anywhere and there is no 
specification at all for it. So at some schools, contractors used very light gauge, which 
can even be deformed with a hand and some are already damaged. 

 
g. Disabled Facility 
 

The details for the disabled facility are not shown on the drawing for teachers’  latrine, 
yet a cost estimate can be sited in the materials schedule. This is another inconsistency 
in the documents. 

 
h. Latrine Walkway 
 

The section through the latrine shows that there is no hardcore to be placed below the 
concrete for the walkway. This therefore is one of the causes for the numerous cracks 
noted on many of the latrines visited, where the concrete slab at the walkways is 
failing. 

 
i. Estimation of Materials 
 

There is under estimation of some materials. For example the exact length of the fascia 
board for a two-classroom block is 53.8 m long but the materials schedule gives 50.4m 
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long. This means a full length of a piece of timber was left out. Such omissions lead to 
shortfalls in the overall costs.  

Wrong dimensions are also given for the 5-stance latrine drawing, for the side width 
where the overall dimension should be 2800 mm, but the drawing shows it as 5600 
mm, twice as big. Similarly the length of the front elevation for a teachers’  latrine is 
given as 6.65m instead of 2.25m. In both these cases costs may have been 
overestimated.    

 
6.3.5 TEACHERS’ HOUSES 

 

The staff houses have not yet developed very serious defects as most of those inspected 
were still under construction. However, the defects similar to those identified on the 
classroom blocks were noted on the teachers’  house at Agururu P.S in Tororo District, 
which had developed cracks at the gable ends. 

The following were noted that need urgent attention and review.  

a. Kitchen 
 
A look at the spacing of roof trusses indicates that there is one truss along gridline B-B 
that is in the middle of the chimney. This truss is definitely exposed to the risk of fire 
and so is the entire kitchen. This can be verified at the teachers’  house at Agururu P.S 
in Tororo Municipality. 

 
b. Rain Water Harvesting Tank 
 
 The technical handbook gives a detailed drawing of a 10,000-litre water tank. However 
in the cost estimates the amount given is for a 5,000-litre tank. This is yet another 
inconsistency in the documentation. 

 

6.4 CONCLUSIONS 

The above observations represent inconsistencies in the technical guidelines, 
oversights, omissions and inappropriate designs. All these point to inadequate planning 
of the programme at inception. As a result of inappropriate designs and compromised 
quality at implementation many of these structures will not last the expected minimum 
life of 30 years. 
 

6.5 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
6.5.1 It is recommended that MOES reviews the technical guidelines to address the 

inadequacies noted above and such reviews be carried out, reviewed and checked by 
competent authorities. This will ensure that some emphasis is put to the quality rather 
than the numbers of structures constructed under the programme.  
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6.5.2 There is urgent need to address some defects that render the structures risky for the 
occupants. For instance the teachers’  house at Amagoro P.S whose lightening 
conductor passes inside the house. Also there is need to revise the drawings for the 
timber trusses in the teachers’  kitchens to ensure that none is placed in the chimney. 

 
6.5.3 It is also recommended that training of contractors should be done to enhance better 

interpretation of guidelines and as well build capacity in line with PAF objectives. 
 

6.5.4 Contractors who exhibit incompetence and put up substandard structures should be 
obliged to correct all defects at their own cost and be excluded from any future 
contracts. 
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Appendix 1 - INTERACTION OF KEY AGENCIES IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF 

UPE 
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Appendix 2(a) - Management of Capitation Grants 
 

Flow of grant funds 
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Appendix 2(b) - Management of School Facilities Grant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

District Tender board awards tender to one of the 

 nominated contractors and a contract agreement 

is signed between the SMC & the contractor 

SMC of successful schools are notified & required to nominate 

 3 contractors who are either village or district based 

to the district tender committee 

Subsequent payments are based on monitoring reports 
& Certificates issued by the District Engineer and endorsed 

by the Eng. Assistant (MOES) the Headteacher, subcounty Chief, 

 DEO, CFO, CIA & CAO 
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 Teams as construction 
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Implementation paid in advance through 

 a special SFG account operated by the SMC 
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a special SFG account whose signatories 

are the CAO, CFO and DEO 

MOFPED releases funds to districts quarterly in advance 

based on the approved work plan 

MOES & District discuss & come up with approved work plan 

 and copies are given to the district monitoring team & to MOFPED 

Successful applications are included in the district 

 SFG work plan and the work plan is submitted to the MOES 

District officials conduct technical appraisal and recommend 

 to the district SFG Committee by filling form 3 

SMCs submit application for SFG 
to District by filling form 2  


