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FIDUCIARY SYSTEMS ASSESSMENT 

Executive Summary 

1. An integrated fiduciary assessment of program fiduciary systems for the proposed Program was 

carried out on the MUDHCo and a sample of participating regional and urban local governments that will 

implement the ULGDP II consistent with Operational Policy/Bank Procedure (OP/BP) 9.00, Program-for-

Results Financing. A special survey was designed for assessing the financial management performance of 

cities. During September and October 2013, teams visited all 26 new cities joining the program to collect 

this information. For the 18 ULGs
1
 in the current ULGDP program, data was obtained and analyzed from 

the last three Annual Performance Assessments. As part of the fiduciary assessment, the Bank carried out 

a procurement system assessment for the proposed ULGDP II PforR operation between May and 

September 2013. The review included applicable procurement systems, rules and procedures, including 

oversight mechanisms at the program implementing entities. The program implementing entities include 

the federal MUDHCo, regional BoFEDs, and participating cities (ULGs). All the regions and 18 of the 44 

participating cities have been visited and assessed. Fraud and corruption and compliant handling 

mechanisms were also assessed. 

 

2. The fiduciary assessment entailed a review of the capacity of the sample participating entities on 

their ability (a) to record, control, and manage all Program resources and produce timely, understandable, 

relevant, and reliable information for the borrower and the World Bank; (b) to follow procurement rules 

and procedures, capacity, and performance focusing on procurement performance indicators and the 

extent to which the capacity and performance support the program development objectives and risks 

associated with the Program and the implementing agency; and (c) to ensure that implementation 

arrangements are adequate and risks are reasonably mitigated by the existing framework.  

 

3. Financial Management: At the national level, the assessment notes that the Public Expenditure and 

Financial Accounting PEFA ratings of 2010 had placed Ethiopia in the top tier of countries in the Africa 

Region in public financial management. Some of the areas where further improvements were needed are 

in the areas of multi-year planning, unreported government operations, Revenue generation including tax 

collections, budget execution, external and internal audit and external oversight. Government of Ethiopia 

has a well-designed public financial reform program that is addressing these weaknesses in a systematic 

manner.   

 

4. This financial management assessment builds on the lessons learnt during the implementation 

period of ULGDP I (2008-2013). The challenges during ULGDP I were that the program was 

implemented as a special purpose grant outside of government systems at the region and city levels, and 

that cities used a mixture of manual accounting, IBEX accounting system and discrete systems such as 

Peachtree to account for ULGDP.
2
  In the initial years of the program, this led of large variation in 

reporting on ULGDP between the city level, regional level and federal level. Since the Annual 

Performance Assessment (APA) did not take place in a timely manner as scheduled, there were delays in 

release of funds, resulting in cities being forced to manage two capital investment budgets – their own and 

those funded by ULGDP. Flow of funds was therefore a challenge. Public Financial Management 

assessments have shown that internal audit is an area of weakness across the country. In the cities covered 

by ULGDP this has remained a major area of weakness. There has been limited progress on an improving 

                                                      
1
  Although the geographic scope of ULGDP phase 1 is 19, including Addis Ababa, due to the fact that Addis has 

been treated differently (as explained in detail in the Program Appraisal Document), this document will refer to the 

scope of the performance based fiscal transfer element of the ULGDP as 18 ULGs.  
2
  As each regional government in Ethiopia is authorized to issue city proclamations as they see fit, there is no 

formal common definition of what constitutes a city. Therefore, the words “city” and “ULGs” are used 

interchangeably throughout this document. 
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internal audit in the cities covered by ULGDP I. While the backlog of external audit has improved and the 

ratings of all cities have now been classified as “qualified” there is significant variation in risk between all 

the cities classified as “qualified”. There is need to improve the quality of external audit, its coverage and 

follow up to audit reports. There are five cities where follow up to audit report findings varies from 0-40 

percent and this is a major area of concern. On the revenue side, while cities seem to have made 

remarkable progress in increasing own source revenue, there is a possibility of “gaming” with 11 of the 

18 cities exceeding their own revenue targets in EFY 2004. Going forward there is need for “stretch” 

targets to improve revenue collection. 

 

5. Many of these issues will be addressed during ULGDP II. It has been agreed that ULGs will 

follow an agreed template for proclaiming the budget at the Federal, Regional and City level. This budget 

will not only specify the flow of resources to the city level but will also enable the tracking of funding 

used at the sub program level within the city. Fund flows will greatly improve since funds will be 

disbursed twice a year through government systems and cities will have predictable flow of resources. 

The Government chart of accounts will be modified to accommodate this during ULGDP II. All 44 cities 

covered by ULGDP II are now using IBEX for accounting for government funds. The use of IBEX will 

be standardized for ULGDP and resources for equipment and training will be provided to the cities. This 

should greatly improve accounting and reporting. On internal audit, MoFEDs Inspection Department will 

take the lead in improving the quality and timeliness of internal audit reports. They will engage with 

internal audit units in the 44 cities and provide ongoing support in this area. In the area of external audit, 

OFAG will take responsibility for ensuring that quality audits are produced in a timely manner. OFAG 

will engage with ORAGs to ensure that this happens in a cost efficient and timely manner. To ensure 

effective follow up of external audit findings, an incentive system is being built into the DLI system under 

ULGDP II. Through these initiatives it is expected that most of the financial management issues of 

concern during ULGDP I would have been adequately addressed.  It is the conclusion of the assessment 

that the financial management risk is rated as Substantial. 

 

6. Program Procurement: The detail procurement assessment reveals that, in all regional states and 

ULGs (city administration), there is adequate public procurement and contracts management legislative 

framework and systems in place. The major issues with all the implementing agencies are, except at the 

MUDHCo, the weakness of implementation of the applicable public procurement rules and procedures 

including oversight mechanism. The regions as well as the ULGs have limited capacity to follow the rules 

and procedures and therefore there is risk of the agencies’ performance in implementing the applicable 

procedures under the program. The overall performance of procuring entities (city administrations) in 

complying with established system and therefore ensure transparency, efficiency and economy is found to 

be deficient. The conclusion of this assessment is that the risk of program procurement system to help 

achieve the program results is HIGH, before risk mitigation measures have been put in place.  

 

7. As the procurement and contracts management implementation capacity of the ULGs is weak, 

there are three layers of risk mitigation measures proposed. The first risk mitigation measure is achieving 

“Assuring Minimum Access Condition (MC).” This is an action and a requirement to be achieved 

before the program is effective. All the participating ULGs (City administrations) will be checked for 

having the minimum institutional and staff capacity to implement the program. It is checked annually 

through the APA. It is only those cities that meet the minimum access conditions that will participate in 

the program. For the details of the MCs, please refer to annex 10 of the Program Appraisal Document. 

The second risk mitigation measure is implementation and monitoring of the agreed Program Action 

Plan (PAP). There are a number of procurement and contracts management capacity enhancement related 

action plans agreed with the Borrower in order to build the capacity of the implementing Cities and other 

agencies (summarized in the below table). The third risk mitigation measure is the Annual Performance 

Assessment (APA). During the first two years of the program implementation, the APA will cover the 

detail procurement compliance and performance audit and starting the third year of the program 

implementation Independent Procurement Audit (IPA) will be conducted on each ULG. At the moment, 
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as the Regional Public Procurement Agencies (RPPAs), which are mandated to carry out procurement 

audits in their jurisdictions, do not have the capacity to carry out Independent Procurement Audits, the 

first two years APA will include detail procurement audits scope. After the second year, the RPPA’s 

capacity to undertake their statutory responsibilities will be built and they will conduct annual 

Independent Procurement Audits. From procurement and contracts management aspect, both the APA and 

the IPA are required to deliver an acceptable Annual Independent procurement audit report along with a 

satisfactory Management response as to how the audit issues have been resolved. And the result of the 

audits will be part of Disbursement Linked Indicators (DLI 1).  

 

8. Fraud and Corruption Risk is rated as Moderate. To address the fraud and corruption associated 

with fiduciary risk, ULGDP II PforR operation will be aligned to the Anti-Corruption Guidelines (ACG). 

The memorandum of understanding (MOU) signed between the Bank's Integrity Vice Presidency (INT) 

with the FEACC on October 3, 2011 provides a framework for cooperation and sharing of information on 

fraud and corruption allegations, investigations and actions taken on the Program, including on 

procurement. The MOU will provide the Bank and INT with a foundation for expanding the existing 

working relationship to cover future cooperative investigations under the PforR Program when needed, 

and for helping to ensure that the Government of Ethiopia and the FEACC can implement their 

commitments under the Anti-Corruption Guidelines.   The Government also committed to use the Bank’s 

debarment list to ensure that persons or entities debarred or suspended by the Bank are not awarded a 

contract under the Program during the period of such debarment or suspension. 

 

9. For these reasons mentioned from Paragraph 3 to 8, the fiduciary risk assessment concludes 

that this project should be classified as having “substantial” risk.
3
 The main risk areas and the 

mitigation measures that are being put in place are summarized below: 

 

Risk Description  Proposed mitigation measures Time Frame 

Financial Management 

Country Level 

 

Weak capacity in selected areas of PFM 

– especially multi-year planning, 

unreported government operations, tax 

collections, budget execution, 

procurement and internal audit;  high 

staff turnover of qualified accountants 

and auditors,  gaps in legal framework 

especially relating to the accounting 

profession 

The noted weaknesses are being 

addressed by the ongoing 

Expenditure Management and 

Control Program and by the Civil 

Service Reform Program 

No need to 

include it 

in the DLI 

or PAP 

Continuous 

Entity Level 

 

Federal level- Reporting challenges were 

noted 

ULG Level- Weak capacity in ULGs, 

especially the new 26 cities where large 

backlogs in external audit, weak internal 

audit function and reporting issues was 

The program includes measures 

to address audit backlogs, and 

strengthen internal audit function 

at city level 

Federal level quarterly reports 

still exist and formats are agreed 

in advance 

DLI 1,2 

and 3 

 

PAP 

As per dates 

set in DLIs 

and PAP 

                                                      
3
  Fiduciary risk rate is the combination of the overall risk ratings of the financial management, procurement as 

well as fraud and corruption. 
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noted    

Planning and Budgeting  

 

Budget execution and analysis of 

variances may not be as expected as a 

result of implementation issues.  

 

 

The Program includes 

requirements to improve the 

Budget execution/utilization  

 

Regular Semiannual Financial 

report include variance 

analysis  

DLI 2/3 

 

IFR 

 

As per dates 

set in DLIs 

and 

semiannual 

financial 

reports 

 

Accounting  

 

Chart of accounts need to be harmonized 

and clarified 

 

IBEX, computerized accounting system 

utilization need follow up 

 

 

 

Staff turnover is an issue at all levels 

 

CoA will be clarified and 

documented in the Program 

Operating Manual and 

Training will be conducted 

 

The program includes 

measures to use IBEX and all 

cities will use IBEX and 

training will be conducted on 

IBEX/IT  

 

The Program will allocate 

adequate financial 

management staffing at 

MoFED, MUDHCo and ULGs 

to perform the program duties. 

The total FM staff database 

will be submitted in the first 

six months of effectiveness 

and 75 percent of vacant 

professional positions will be 

filled with in two years. 

PAP 

 

 

 

DLI 

 

 

 

 

 

PAP 

As per dates 

set in DLIs 

and PAP 

Internal Control  

 

Internal audit is weak  at all levels and 

controls in place but need strengthening 

 

Inspection Directorate at MoFED 

in coordination with all entities 

will conduct audits once per year 

The Program includes 

requirements to address 

internal audit and internal 

control challenges/ concerns at 

ULGs 

PAP 

 

 

DLI 2/3 

 

As per dates 

set in DLIs 

and PAP 

Treasury management  and  Funds 

Flow -  

 

Delays in liquidating advances 

emanating from project implementation 

issues and thus lead to delay in the 

utilization of funds 

 

Disbursement will happen twice a 

year to ensure that regular flow of 

funds happens and that 

disbursements are linked to the 

achievement of DLIs. 

Review of semiannual reports to 

identify poor implementation and 

budget utilization  

Reconciliation of fund disbursed 

to the Program with the 

DLI 

 

PAP 

 

 

FA 

(Financing 

As per dates 

set in DLIs 

and PAP 
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expenditure will be conducted at 

the end  

agreement) 

Program Financial Reporting  

Delay in Report could exist as a result of 

the level of decentralization 

Training will be conducted in 

report preparation 

 

PAP As per dates 

set in DLIs 

and PAP 

Program Audit  

 

There could be a delays in Program 

Financial Audit report 

 

Value for money audit has not been 

adequately conducted 

Significant audit back logs exist for the 

new cities and qualification issues of the 

all cities are not well followed up  

The program will conduct a 

Financial Audit annually on 

the basis agreed upon TORs 

 

Value for money audits will be 

conducted. The Program 

includes measures to follow 

up on audit backlogs and 

follow up of past audit issues. 

Covenant 

 

DLI/PAP 

As per dates 

set in DLIs 

and 

PAP/covenan

ts 

Procurement     

Compliance with national and regional 

directives 

There is laxity or lack of knowledge of 

the bylaw and therefore incompliance 

with national and regional governments 

directives  with regards to procurement 

planning, use of direct contracting 

without appropriate safeguards, failure to 

use standard bidding Documents and 

subsequently contract documents and 

inconsistent use of committee systems 

for approval of contract award. Use of 

direct contracting is common and 

national competitive bidding used above 

thresholds as required by Directives 

 Program minimum access 

condition (MC) will check on 

the availability and 

functionality of the minimum 

systems, including legal 

documentation; 

 The PAP will include 

familiarization training  and  

the mobile support team will 

support the ULGs to address 

most of the issues related 

with awareness/capacity 

issues; 

  The Borrower will conduct 

Annual  Performance Audit 

(APA) for the first two years 

and Independent Procurement 

audit after the second year 

and deliver procurement audit 

reports with management 

corrective measures 

addressing the findings of the 

audit; 

 

MC/ DLI 1 

 

 

APA and 

DLI 1 

 

 

DLI 1 and 

2 

Program 

implementati

on 

 

Program 

implementati

on 

 

Annually and 

continuous 

Procurement capacity 

There are capacity limitations in terms of 

skilled staff to handle procurement and 

contract administration. As this is a PfoR 

operation, project units which facilitated 

 Minimum access conditions 

will check the availability of 

the minimum procurement 

staffing (two) in each city; 

 The MUDHCo  will maintain 

its project team and the 

MC/ DLI 2  

and 9 

 

DLI 4 

Program 

implementati

on 
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procurement processes under ULGDP I 

may not be available thus further 

deteriorating the capacity of cities to 

implement the program. The cities are 

also experiencing high staff turnover. In 

most cities, most procurement staffs have 

been in position for less than 2 years. 

mobile support team similar 

to ULGDP I; 

 The program will provide 

intensive procurement 

contracts management 

training to the staffs of the 

ULGs as in  PAP 

 

DLI 8 

Transparency and Fairness 

Most cities use incomplete bidding 

documents without preset qualification 

and evaluation criteria and complete 

conditions of contract for the tender 

which would impact on transparency and 

fairness in bid evaluation and contract 

administration. Though it is the 

requirement of the procurement 

regulations of all regions, the contracts 

administration and Complaints handling 

set up and mechanism, in most cities, is 

inadequate. 

 The cities have agreed to 

institute all procedures and 

avail legal document before 

effectiveness MC will check 

on this; 

 Familiarization training will 

be conducted on the use of 

the program systems; 

  Annual Performance Audit 

and IPA will be conducted 

and deliver an acceptable 

Annual Independent 

procurement audit report 

along with a satisfactory 

Management response as to 

how the audit issues have 

been resolved; 

 Continues capacity building 

will be provided following 

the Program Action Plan 

(PAP); 

 All regions will 

institute/establish complaint 

management Board , 

following the requirement of 

their RPP laws;  

MC/ 

DLI 1 

PAP 

 

DLI 9 

PAP/ 

DLI 4 

 

PAP/ 

DLI 2 

Program 

implementati

on 

Annually and 

continuous 

Continues 

 

Program 

implementati

on 

Competitiveness 

There are some government owned 

enterprises in sectors of supply of goods, 

works and services and there have been 

observed preference to use them or allow 

them to compete alongside private sector. 

High margin of preference of up to 18 

percent are applied in bids evaluation and 

in many regional states, there are 

mandatory provisions to support medium 

and small enterprises through 

reservations or preferences. Though this 

approach has a lot of strategic benefits, it 

has to be balanced with the principle of 

fairness to the private sector competitors’ 

as well. 

ULGs will (a)  justify to the 

BoFEDs the use of 

government owned 

enterprises where private 

sector suppliers exist in 

advance of contracting; (b) 

exclude award to Bank 

debarred firms through 

providing regular 

information; and (c) 

MUDHCo will provide 

guidance to ULGs on policies 

on support to micro and small 

enterprises (MSEs) and the 

level of preferences that 

would be acceptable across 

board to ensure uniformity 

Covenant Program 

implementati

on 
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and minimize abuse (this 

guidance will be part of 

participatory and performance 

agreement, PPA and Program 

Operating Manual.) 

Accountability , integrity and oversight 

Contract management, including 

contracts delivery quality and cost 

controls, and resolution of contractual 

disputes are not adequate. Record 

keeping is poor. Many states do not have 

independent and effective institutional 

setup for handling of complaints. The 

regional PPAs do not have the capacity 

to carry out independent reviews and or 

procurement audits. Some Bank debarred 

firms are operating locally and 

participate in bidding processes locally. 

 Minimum access conditions 

will check on the institutions 

and staff availability (tender 

committees and complaint 

handling mechanisms); 

 Program Action Plan (PAP) 

will enhance the program 

management capacity issue; 

 The mobile support team and 

the intensive program 

management training to the 

ULGs staff will address the 

capacity issue; 

 The program will provide 

Regional Public Procurement 

Agencies with procurement 

audit training; 

 Annual Performance 

Assessment and Independent 

Procurement Audits together 

with management corrective 

measures to the findings of 

the audit will address the 

residual risks;  

The MUDHCo will provide 

regular information to cities 

regarding Bank debarred 

firms so that Bank debarred 

firms will not be awarded 

contracts from the program. 

MC 

 

 

PAP 

 

PAP 

PAP 

 

DLI 1 and 

2 

 

APA/IPA 

Program 

Implemen-

tation 

 

Annually and 

continuous 

Continuous 

Within the 

initial two 

years 

Annually and 

continuous 

 

Quarterly and 

Continuous 

 

10. Overall, the fiduciary assessment concludes that the examined program financial management 

and procurement systems are adequate to provide reasonable assurance that the financing proceeds will be 

used for intended purposes, with due attention to principles of economy, efficiency, effectiveness, 

transparency and accountability, and for safeguarding Program assets once the proposed mitigation 

measures have been implemented.  Appropriate systems to handle the risks of fraud and corruption, 

including effective complaint-handling mechanisms, have been agreed on and established.  The overall 

risk for this project is rated as “Substantial”. 
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I. Background and Program Institutional Arrangements 

 

11. Ethiopia is a country of many nations, nationalities and peoples, with a total population of 

91.7 million (2012)
4
. Only 17 percent of the population lives in urban centers, the great majority of them 

in Addis Ababa. At a current annual growth rate of 2.6 percent, Ethiopia’s population is estimated to 

reach 130 million by 2025, and is projected by the UN to be among the world’s top ten, by 2050.  

 

12. Ethiopia has experienced strong economic growth over the past decade. Economic growth 

averaged 10.7 percent per year in 2003/04 to 2011/12 compared to the regional average of 5.4 percent. 

Growth reflected a mix of factors, including agricultural modernization, the development of new export 

sectors, strong global commodity demand, and government-led development investments. Private 

consumption and public investment have driven demand side growth, with the latter assuming an 

increasingly important role in recent years. On the supply side, growth was driven by an expansion of the 

services and agricultural sectors, while the role of the industrial sector was relatively modest. More 

recently annual growth rates have declined slightly, but still remain at high single-digit levels. Growth in 

the export of goods has also moderated in recent years and a decline was observed in 2012/13 for the first 

time since 2008/09. There have been bouts of high inflation in recent years and, while inflation is 

currently much lower, keeping it down remains a major objective for monetary policy. Ethiopia is 

vulnerable to terms of trade shocks from international food and fuel prices, and to large domestic 

weather-related shocks as the 2011/12 East Africa drought demonstrated. 

 

13. Ethiopia is rapidly urbanizing. With population growth rate at about 4 percent per year, 

Ethiopia’s urban areas have consistently been growing faster than the global and middle-income average, 

and are among the fastest growing in Africa. If the current trend continues, it is projected that current 17 

percent urban population (about 13.9 million people) living in cities will reach 23 percent by 2030. 

 

14. Most cities are characterized by high level of poverty and poor access to basic services.  

Urban poverty is significant and more prevalent than rural poverty (46 percent of urban residents are poor 

compared with 30 percent of rural dwellers).
5
  Levels of infrastructure and service delivery in Ethiopia’s 

urban centers are low.  Even in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia’s most well-endowed city, 45 percent of 

households have no access to piped water supply, 40 percent have no access to improved sanitation, 35 

percent of houses are not connected to a road network, and 67 percent of houses have no connection to 

any drainage facility
6
.  The situation is worse in most other cities. 

 

15. Urbanization is key to Ethiopia’s growth prospects.  The urban economy in Ethiopia is a 

major driver of growth. Urban areas are estimated to now account for over 58 percent of gross domestic 

product (GDP) and about 80 percent of the growth in GDP in recent years is linked to the urban economy. 

Urban areas are expected to continue to drive Ethiopia’s economic growth for the foreseeable future.   

 

16. Urbanization offers new opportunities in Ethiopia to improve education, health, and other 

public services, as more concentrated populations are easier to reach.  However, the challenges of 

providing infrastructure, housing, services, energy, and jobs to the expanding urban population are 

                                                      
4
 Source: United Nations.  According to the Ethiopian Central Statistical Agency, the population is 82.6 million. 

5
 World Bank, “The Challenge of Urbanization in Ethiopia: Implications for Growth and Poverty Alleviation,” 

AFTU1, June 2007. 
6
 The second Ethiopian Economic Update Dated June 2013 
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significant, and must be addressed. If not, the rapid pace of urbanization will be associated with the 

creation of slums and deteriorating urban environmental assets. 

 

17. In this context, the Government of Ethiopia (GoE) acknowledges the important role of the 

urban sector in overall economic growth and wishes to invest in it. The Government’s Growth and 

Transformation Plan (GTP) for 2010/11-2014/15 is the articulation of the overarching national 

development strategy for Ethiopia. The GTP envisages a shift in focus from rural-based agricultural 

productivity to urban-based industrialization, complemented by a growing service sector. GoE has 

recognized the need for supportive policies and investments to achieve this vision. As such, it has adopted 

a city-oriented policy framework known as the Ethiopian Cities Prosperity Initiative: Building Green, 

Resilient and Well Governed Cities, 2013/14 – 2025. This policy package outlines the role of the urban 

sector in helping meet the overarching policy objectives of GTP.  

 

18. In this context, the government introduced the Urban Local Government Development 

program (ULGDP) in 2008 as a performance grant to ULGs.  The ULGDP was preceded by a series 

of Bank supported interventions, which aimed to build capacity at ULGs.7 Based on local government 

capacity enhanced through these projects, the government introduced the ULGDP as a performance-based 

programmatic fiscal transfer to ULGs.  The overall goal of the government program is to support 

improved performance in the planning, delivery, and sustained provision of urban services and 

infrastructure by local governments. It aims to fulfill this goal by providing grants to ULGs based on their 

performance across a range of clearly defined areas. The funds are allocated for institutional performance 

and are earmarked for expenditure on urban infrastructure.  

 

19. The proposed second ULGDP (ULGDP II, the Program) is a follow-up to the successful first 

phase. The current ULGDP is jointly funded by the government and the World Bank (participating 

regions and cities contribute each 20 percent, totaling 40 percent of the IDA amount, to the investments). 

Addis Ababa and Dire-Dawa contribute 40 percent of the IDA amount. At the onset of the program in 

2008, a total program budget of US$208 million comprised US$58 million of government own sources 

and US$150 IDA financing.  In 2011, an additional US$208 million (US$58 million from the government 

and US$150 from IDA) was made available to the project, as a result of higher than expected 

performance of local governments and faster than expected project disbursements.  In preparation to 

scale-up of the program to an additional set of ULGs, the ULGDP also included capacity building funds 

to enable 18 new ULGs to participate in the performance-based grant mechanism.   

 

20. The proposed Program, which will scale up the support to cover 44 cities, will provide the 

highly needed investment funds to promote the cities as growth engines in the GoE’s urban 

development strategy, support the institutional capacity of all tiers of governance (federal, regional and 

local) in urban development, and enhance the incentives of everyone involved. This is done through a 

result/performance-based budget allocation system under the PforR modality, clearly linked to well-

defined disbursement-linked indicators (DLIs).  The assessment of the Program is based on significant 

recent analytical work, and references are made to these documents, where relevant.  

 

21. ULGDP is an example of a typical performance based grant that provides incentives based 

upon performance. The standard features of such arrangements are the following:  

 

 

 

 

                                                      
7
The government and the Bank have been working in partnership since the early 2000s to help Ethiopia’s urban local 

governments effectively meet their new responsibilities. The Bank has supported the government’s strategy through a series of 

projects, starting with the Capacity Building for Decentralized Service Delivery project (2003) and the Public Sector Capacity 

Building program (PSCAP, 2004). 



 

 

14 

 
 

 

 

 

 

22. In the Ethiopian context ULGDP was the pioneer in introducing performance based grants 

for capital investment to cities based upon performance. It was therefore a very different kind of 

Special Purpose Grant flowing from the Federal level directly to cities. With a view to understand the 

context it is important to have an overview of the system of Inter-Governmental Fiscal Transfers (IGFT). 

23. There has been a major increase in the size of the Federal Budget over the last five years. In 

nominal terms it has increased almost fourfold in the last six years. During the current year around 20 

percent of the allocation is for recurrent expenditures, 42 percent for capital expenditures and around 30 

percent for transfers to Regions. Transfers to regions have also increased almost fourfold during the same 

period – from around Birr 16.6 billion in EFY 2001(2008/09) to almost Birr 60 bn. in EFY 2006 

(2013/14). Fund flows to regions fall into two main categories. Federal Block Grants flow to regions and 

can be used by the region as per its own priorities. A second major fund flow mechanism is the MDG  

 

24. Support that is to be utilized for capital expenditures at the regional level. 
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25. In real terms the picture looks quite different: 

 

 
 

26. Federal grant has shifted from using simple indicators of population, level of development 

and revenue raising effort to the one that considers the expenditure need and the fiscal capacity of 

each SNG.  The current Federal formula considers the expenditure needs of each SNG for selected 

sectors and the potential revenue capacity of each region for selected revenue basis. The Federal 

Government provides regional subsidy in the form of a block grant based on the relative fiscal gap of 

regional governments in order to equalize fiscal capacity among regions consistent with the Constitution 

of the country. The only exception is Addis which does not receive Federal subsidies due to its ability to 

raise its own financing. The regional allocations made during the last three years are the following: 

 

Regional Transfers (in million birr – nominal figures)   
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27. Regions have limited own source revenues. On average regional revenues account for around 

20 percent of their budgetary outlays. They are therefore highly dependent upon fund flows from the 

Federal level. 

 

 
 

28. At the regional level, different regions transfer different amounts to sub regional entities. 

On average, the large regions transfer around 50 percent of their budgets to the woreda level (both urban 

and rural). The two urban centers of Addis Ababa and Dire Dawa are outliers in this regard. Addis, on 

average, transfers only around 17 percent of its budget to the ten sub cities, and Dire Dawa only transfers 

around 15 percent of this budget to kebeles.  

 
(All figures in million. 

birr) 

2009/10 2010/11 

Region  Federal 

block grant 

Woreda 

block grant  

Ratio Federal block 

grant 

Woreda 

block grant 

Ratio 

Tigray 1326.1 839.5 63.3 1656.6 969.3 58.5 

Amhara 4520.3 2714.3 60.0 5501.0 2781.7 50.6 

Oromia 6406.5 3619.4 56.5 7641.6 4416.7 57.8 

SNNPR 3929.6 2529.4 64.4 45684.6 3050.5 65.1 

Afar  639.9 275.5 43.1 792.5 420.0 53.0 

Somali 1665.8 636.4 38.2 1991.6 912.7 45.8 

Benishangul Gumuz 377.1 188.9 50.1 462.9 206.6 44.6 

Gambella 341.2 133.0 42.3 374.0 125.9 33.6 

Average   52.23   51.12 

 

29. The transfer formulas followed for fund flows to sub regional entities are complex and 

varied. The eleven regions apply different formulas for transfers within their regions. The approaches 

followed are based upon expenditure needs, fiscal capacity, fiscal effort, or per capita allocation. The 

elements of the formula are also varied with different cost elements being considered. 

 

Region OSR FBG Allocation Total Percent Average

(Fy 2012/2013) (Mn. Birr) (Mn. Birr) (Mn. Birr) Total Exp OSR

1 Oromia 5,455.0 11,575.4 17,030.4 33% 32%

2 Amhara 3,334.1 8,212.5 11,546.6 22% 29%

3 SNNP 3,066.6 7,187.9 10,254.5 20% 30%

4 Tigray 2,222.6 2,474.4 4,697.1 9% 47%

5 Somali 902.1 2,908.6 3,810.8 7% 24%

6 Afar 215.3 1,131.2 1,346.5 3% 16%

7 B-Gumuz 268.1 746.1 1,014.2 2% 26%

8 Dire Dawa 331.2 417.2 748.4 1% 44%

9 Gambella 140.8 541.0 681.8 1% 21%

10 Harari 142.5 361.0 503.5 1% 28%

Total 16,078.3 35,555.3 51,633.7 100% 30%
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30. Different regions also consider different sector for calculating unit costs which would form the 

basis of the amount calculated to be transferred. There is only one region (SNNPR) that takes the urban 

development sector into account which calculating resource flows to sub regional entities. 

 
 Education Health Water Agriculture Pastoral 

agriculture 

Administration 

and general 
services 

MSEs Road Urban 

develop
ment  

Tigray Yes Yes Yes Yes no Yes No No No 

Afar Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No No No 

Amhara Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No No 

Oromiya Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No 

Somale Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes No 

SNNPR Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Benishangul          

Gambella Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No No 

 

31. The complexity of the IGFT system of Ethiopia needs to be kept in mind while designing 

any incentive system at the sub regional level. For example, at the subregional level, cities, and 

urban woredas collect “state revenues” and “municipal revenues.” State revenues are to be used for 

financing basic delivery of state services such as education and health while municipal revenues are to be 

used for services such as waste disposal etc. The bulk of the own source revenue collected at the city level 

is state revenue
8
 and the current ULGDP provides an incentive mechanism for increasing revenue 

collection. However this is not as great an incentive as expected since regions deduct state revenue 

collections when they transfer block grants to sub regional entities.  

 

32. It is within this environment that the next phase of ULGDP is being designed. The proposed 

Program, which will now scale up the support to cover 44 cities, will provide the highly needed 

investment funds to promote the cities as growth engines in the GoE’s urban development strategy, 

support the institutional capacity of all tiers of governance (federal, regional and local) in urban 

development, and enhance the incentives of everyone involved. This is done through a 

result/performance-based budget allocation system under the PforR modality, clearly linked to well-

defined disbursement-linked indicators (DLIs).  The assessment of the Program is based on significant 

recent analytical work, and references are made to these documents, where relevant.  

 

 

                                                      
8
  With the exception of Jijiga, where the collection of municipal revenue (primarily from chat) greatly outweighs 

the collection of state revenue. 
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II. Institutional Framework and Implementation Arrangements 
 

33. Ethiopia has a highly decentralized governance structure comprising the federal 

government, nine regional governments, and two city administrations. Each level of government has 

clearly demarcated responsibilities. 

 

34. The institutional arrangements for program implementation will be based on the 

experiences from the current ULGDP, with clear division of tasks and responsibilities between 

involved parties, as per the GoE structure and consistent with existing legal provisions, regulations and 

guidelines of which some will be up-dated to include the new features of the Program. At the central 

level, the Ministry of Urban Development Housing and Construction (MUDHCo) will be responsible for 

the overall program management and operations. MoFED will be responsible for transfers of funds, 

financial management, including audit and reporting, and compilation of federal fiscal reports.  

 

35. MUDHCo, MoFED and the Office of the Auditor General (OFAG) will ensure that 

Program resources are budgeted for and disbursed within the Expenditure Framework, and that 

Program accounts are audited as per statutory requirements. The offices of auditor general at the regional 

level will be supported through the regional capacity building support, and a linked DLI for timely audit.   

 

36. As per the current ULGDP, MUDHCo will be the coordinating ministry and will have the 

overall responsibility for implementation oversight and accounting for ULGDP II funds to the 

Parliament and the days to day coordination will be handled by the Urban Governance and Capacity 

Building Bureau (UGCBB) with in the MUDHCo. The division of tasks is clearly outlined in the ULGDP 

Program Operational Manual, which will be updated prior to the start of the second ULGDP. MUDHCo 

will also be responsible for the capacity building support to the regions and management of the annual 

performance assessments and oversight and M&E issues on Program specific matters. MUDHCo has 

proved in the first phase to have the capacity to manage activities expected in the coming operations, but 

will need support in the scaling up, and strengthening of the capacity building support to regions and 

M&E activities.  

 

37. MUDHCo will coordinate the implementation of the Program Action Plans. All ICB 

contracts procurement and implementation will be performed as per the GoE Procurement Laws. 
The Regional BoFEDs and the Regional Public Procurement and Asset Management agencies will play 

the regulatory roles while the ULGs (city administrations) carry out the actual procurement and contracts 

administration. Procurement and contract complaints that are not resolved at the implementing agencies 

level (City Administrations) will be appealed to the Regional PPAMAs and the complaint Board at the 

regional level will be responsible for addressing the procurement and contract complaints, following 

respective regions legislative frameworks. 

 

38. As per the current ULGDP, MoFED will be responsible for overall financial management 

including handling flow of funds to the regions and the cities included in the Program, and for 

preparing semi-annual and annual financial reports. The flow of funds will be simplified compared to the 

existing system, with bi-annual tranches based on results of annual performance assessments of the 

ULGs. 

 

39. At the regional level, the Bureaus of Trade, Industry and Urban Development (BTIUDs) 

will be the core coordinating office for the ULGDP II, and will have tasks related to capacity building 

support of cities, consolidation of progress reports, oversight functions and backstopping support on 

various tasks related with the Program. The Bureaus of Finance and Economic Development (BoFEDs) 

will manage flow of funds at this level, and consolidate the fiscal reporting from the cities for onward 

submission to the federal level.    
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40. At the ULG level – the Mayor’s office will be responsible for the overall performance of the 

ULG, and based on a signed participation and performance agreement, the tasks will be clearly defined in 

areas of counterpart funding, compliance with MCs, performance criteria, accountability requirements 

and operations. The project selection and approval will be done at the city council level after involvement 

of citizens in the process of identification and prioritization and the established appraisal committees with 

Heads of Department, chaired by the city manager/or mayor. The city will also ensure that it is complying 

with all financial management, procurement and environmental and social safeguards and regulations. 

The incentives in the annual performance assessments will promote this.  
 

41. A steering/coordinating committee (SC) will be established with representatives from 

MUDHCo and MoFED to ensure strong coordination of issues on planning, allocations, flow of funds, 

and compilation of data and approval of the results from the annual performance assessments (APAs). A 

program technical sub-committee under this committee will review the results from the APA and provide 

quality assurance of the results, as well as handling of complaints in a streamlined manner. The Program 

Technical Committee (PTC) will comprise of key technical staff of MUDHCo and MoFED and will also 

carry out periodic evaluation of program implementation against objectives and provide technical 

guidance with support from the World Bank. It will bring policy issues to the SC and ensure that the 

Program is implemented in line with the Program Operational Manual. It will meet on a quarterly basis. 

III. Program’s Expenditure Framework 

42. Program grants (performance based capital grants and capacity building funds) are to be 

seen as specific purpose grants in the GoE Fiscal Decentralisation Strategy, 2004. They will target 

specific outcomes in terms institutional improvements and infrastructure and service delivery, although 

these are not sector specific, but multi-sectoral reflecting the needs for urban development across sectors. 

It will promote the future roll out of support to ULGs as a genuine part of the intergovernmental fiscal 

framework.  

 

43. ULGDP-II will supplement the OSR of the ULGs, and the support received from the 

regions for recurrent costs, and will focus on larger infrastructure investments in the ULGs 

consistent with their mandates. Of the total Program funds of US$ 380 million, US$ 323 Million will be 

used in the PG grants for investments in infrastructure and services (of which the ULGs can spent up to a 

maximum 5 percent for capacity building).  The remaining US$57 million will be applied for 

federal/regional capacity building support, oversight, support to audit and safeguard management, and 

Program management, including the APAs, value for money audits and M&E.   

 

44. The average annual ULGDP-II grant amount for investments per capita p.a. will amount to 

about 14.9 USD over the next five years, which is approximately on par with the current support under 

ULGDP I (for the currently enrolled 18 ULGs). The amounts will enable the existing and new ULGDP 

ULGs to boost their investments in infrastructure and services, also compared to the existing modest 

resources from only ULG own source revenues.
9
 The size of the grant has been determined based on: (i) 

experiences from grants and utilization in the first ULGDP, where the grants were in the same range; (ii) 

review of existing infrastructure gaps (which would argue for a higher grant, but resources are not 

unlimited); (iii) review of typical unit cost of projects; (iv) considerations on the trends in urbanization; 

(v) considerations on the absorption capacity and review of the level of urban OSR and options for 

maintaining and sustain the investments (note the Program will support incentives to mobilize further 

OSR and to contribute towards maintenance and operations of existing and new infrastructure).
10

 

 

                                                      
9Dege Consult, UI, and SuDCA Development Consultants, ELGRS, Component 2a Report, October 2013 for further details.  
10 Please refer to the analytical work, op. cit. Draft Report on Component 2b, October 2013.  
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45. Although there is an average size of US$14.9 per year per capita, the actual size of 

disbursement to a given local government will depend on that local government’s performance as 

determined by the annual performance assessments. The graph below shows the typical range of per 

capita disbursement depending on the performance of a ULG against the average performance (in this 

example set as 60 points on a scale from 0-100), and the allocation is the first FY 2014/15 with an 

average of US$ 14.9 per capita, and with examples of what average performance scores on the three ULG 

performance-related DLIs will result in and allocations against various results in the APA. New ULGs 

will only get access to the DLI I, the MC linked allocations in the first Fiscal Year, to ensure that they 

gradually build up the capacity to handle and absorb funds.  

 

46. The range of annual per capita allocation for a typical ULG depending on performance on 

the minimum conditions and performance measures.  

 

47. There are currently nine Disbursement Linked Indicators (DLIs) that are planned. The 

design of the program is fairly standard with minimum access conditions and rewards for performance. 

The total size of the program is US$556.53 million of which US$380 million is from IDA. 

 
Classification FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 Total  

Performance based  fiscal transfers to 44 ULGs 

(DLIs 1, 2 and 3 which measure Program 

minimum conditions and performance measures) 

 Of which from regions and cities* 

 Of which from regions only  

 Of which from cities only  

78.75
11

 

 

 

28.60 

13.13 

15.48 

105.20
12

 

 

 

36.99 

18.22 

18.77 

105.20 

 

 

36.99 

18.22 

18.77 

105.20 

 

 

36.99 

18.22 

18.77 

105.20 

 

 

36.99 

18.22 

18.77 

499.55 

 

 

176.55 

86.01 

90.53 

Capacity building and ULG support by regional 

governments (linked to DLIs 4, 5, 6 and 7) 

5.20 5.20 7.20 5.20 7.20 30.0 

Federal support and capacity building Program 

administration (DLIs 8 and 9) 

5.40 5.40 5.40 5.40 5.40 27.00 

Total 89.35 115.80 117.80 115.80 117.80 556.55 

                                                      
11  Comprised of US$50.14 million IDA and US$28.60 million government funds from regions and ULGs.   
12  Comprised of US$68.21 million IDA and US$ 36.99 million government funds from regions and ULGs.   
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IV. Proposed Program’s Fiduciary Arrangements 

A. FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

48. The 2011 Country Integrated Fiduciary Assessment (CIFA) notes improvements in 

Ethiopia’s public financial management (PFM) systems. The emphasis has been on “getting the basics 

right” in the fields of planning and budgeting; revenue administration; and budget execution, including 

procurement, accounting, and reporting systems. The Government of Ethiopia has also focused quite 

extensively on improving regional PFM systems. Since these reforms are ongoing, there is variability in 

PFM systems between the federal level, the nine regions, and the two city administrations as well as in 

over 800 local governments. The detailed ratings for the federal government and selected regions are in 

Annex “A”. There is great variability between the Federal Government and the Regions. 

 

49. Improvements have been noted in the preparation of sectoral strategic plans. Rigorous 

budget formulation has been in place since 2000 at all levels of government. MoFED is now focusing at 

introducing medium-term perspective to budgeting at federal level through strengthening the macro–fiscal 

framework and introducing a medium-term fiscal framework (MEFF) structured in a program budgeting 

format. By so doing, the linkages between spending and policy objectives will be further strengthened. In 

the area of revenue administration, introducing Standard Integrated Tax Administration Systems 

(SIGTAS) and rolling out tax identification numbers has increased tax collections. 

 

50. The Government of Ethiopia (GoE) has been implementing a comprehensive Public 

Financial Management (PFM) reform program, with support from development partners, 

including the Bank for the last twelve years through the Expenditure Management and Control 

Program of the government’s civil service reform program (CSRP). This was being supported by the 

IDA financed Public Sector Capacity Building Support Program (PSCAP), Protection of Basic Services 

(PBS) and other donors financing as well as Government own financing. These programs have focused on 

strengthening the basics of PFM systems: budget preparation, revenue administration, budget execution, 

internal controls, cash management, accounting, reporting and auditing. With the basics increasingly in 

place, the Government is beginning to increase its focus on strengthening the linkages between public 
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policy objectives and expenditure. In this context, GOE has embarked on a programming/performance 

budgeting framework within MoFED. 

 

51. Ethiopia’s performance as per the main dimensions of PFM is the following: 

 

 Credibility of the budget - The predictability in the composition of expenditure improved sharply, 

the variance in excess of the aggregate deviation falling to 5.7 percent. The budget is reasonably 

realistic and is reasonably implemented as intended, and performance in this regard has improved 

marginally since the period covered by the first PEFA assessment. Actual amounts spent were not 

very different from budgeted amounts. In addition, there were no significant changes in the 

original composition of primary expenditures and aggregate federal revenue out -turn compares 

well with federal budgeted revenues. Moreover expenditure arrears are far from being a systemic 

problem indicating that commitment controls are good (with no cash rationing). As far as the 

credibility of the budget is concerned, the situation in 2010 appears to have improved when 

compared with the same in 2007. In fact the country has managed to perform consistently in all 

areas relevant to budget credibility with the focus remaining on ensuring fiscal discipline. 
 

 Comprehensiveness and transparency - improved during the period covered by the 2010 PEFA 

assessment. Other notable areas of improvement are: Increase in the amount of budgetary 

documentation submitted to House of Peoples’ Representatives (HPR), strengthened reporting on 

donor projects and programs, improved transparency in inter-governmental fiscal relations, 

through greater timeliness in the provision of information to regional governments on the size of 

the budget subsidies that they will receive, and improved access by the public to key fiscal 

information through audit reports.  An issue remaining to be addressed is for the Government to 

make available to the public information on the incomes and expenditures of extra-budgetary 

operations which includes the road fund, pension and social security fund, sugar fund, and the 

like. 

 

 Policy based budgeting - In 2010 the annual budget process continues to be well ordered with the 

existence of a budget calendar generally adhered to, and a budget circular issued to budgetary 

institutions. A rolling three-year Macroeconomic and Fiscal Framework (MEFF) with main 

economic and fiscal aggregates is elaborated yearly. Budget institutions are gradually learning 

how to elaborate their budget on a multi-year basis (performance budgeting). With regard to 

2007, the 2010 PEFA evaluation indicates that performance in both budget preparation and multi-

year budgeting (with the introduction of program budgeting) has slightly improved. 

 

 Internal audit – an internal system based audit manual has been prepared and provided to all 

internal audit units in the federal and regional governments supplemented with a training manual. 

International Standards for the Professional Practice in Internal Audit (ISPPIA), issued by the 

Institute of Internal Auditors are reflected throughout.  Weaknesses were noted in an internal 

audit, which recommended increased focus on systems audits, and increasing management 

response to audit findings. Further strengthening of the internal audit function is a key challenge. 

 

 Accounting and reporting - The full roll-out of IBEX has helped to strengthen the quality of in-

year budget execution reports, Annual financial statements prepared for 2006/07-2008/09 (EFYs 

1999-2001) included information on revenue and expenditures, financial assets and liabilities, but 

excluded information on donor-financed projects and programs. A limiting factor continued to be 

the use of non-IPSAS compliant accounting standards; compliance with IPSAS would require 

disclosure of information on donor-financed projects and programs. 

 

 External audit - Overall performance of external audit has improved due to increased coverage 

and a lessening of the time needed to audit annual financial statements. Audits conducted by 
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OFAG generally adhere to INTOSAI auditing standards and focus on significant issues. The PFM 

study also notes that regional performance of PFM reform varies from region to region. 

B. PROCUREMENT 

52. In Ethiopia, for Federal budgetary bodies, public procurement is regulated by the Public 

Procurement and Property Administration Proclamation No. 649/2009. The Proclamation establishes 

the Federal Public Procurement and Property Administration Agency (FPPPAA) as a body responsible for 

regulation and monitoring of Federal bodies’ public procurement activities. The Nine regional states and 

two City administrations do have their own procurement proclamations and directives which are basically 

drafted using the federal one as a prototype. Only the two city administrations under the Federal 

Government, Addis Ababa and Dire Dawa, have their own “Local Procurement Laws while all other city 

administrations under regional governments have no local procurement law of their own, as they are 

required to be abided by their respective regional procurement laws. At the federal level, Directives, 

Manuals and SBDs/SRFP have been issued following the proclamations. The same development is 

observed in most of the regional states.  But the intensities that these legal requirements being known by 

the procuring entities and their proper implementation is very weak. In general, the Procurement Legal 

Framework of the nine regional states and two City administrations could be considered adequate, despite 

a number of setbacks when it comes to the implementation by almost all city administrations. 

 

53. A CPAR was carried out in 2002 and updated in 2010 mainly to respond to Ethiopia’s 

progress in decentralization since 2002 and also address the gaps identified during the 2002 CPAR. 

Though some improvements were achieved since the 2002 CPAR, the 2010 CPAR highlighted a number 

of risk areas and inadequacies in the legal , institutional setups and procurement practices that includes; 

(a) FPPA does not have regulatory and monitoring responsibility over government owned enterprises; (b) 

FPPA reports to MoFED and the RPPAs report to their respective BoFEDs and cannot be considered 

independent of the executive bodies though it seems they have some level of  management autonomy; (c) 

capacity of FPPA and RPPAs to monitor procurement activities and carry out comprehensive 

procurement audits are weak; (d) there are no formal oversight or complaint mechanism at some regional 

states levels; (e) there is lack of adequate recognition for the procurement profession, and a shortage of 

capacity to effectively enforce and implement the procurement law; (f) procurement staffs skills in 

understanding procurement process management requirements of the government’s own system is  low 

and the private sector is not organized and mature. 

 

54. The 2010 CPAR has also highlighted concerns with: (a) the minimum time given to Bidders to 

prepare meaningful bids; (b) the local preferences given to micro and small enterprises (MSEs) and (c) 

the legal framework allows a merit point system to be used for both goods and works procurement and 

this may lead to reduced transparency in award of contracts. These weaknesses or situations may affect 

the implementation of the planned program (PforR). 

 

55. Program Procurement and contracts administration risks identified during the assessment 

include: (a) noncompliance with national and regional directives; (b) weak procurement capacity at the 

ULGs; (c) transparency and fairness issues related to procurement process as the result of not 

implementing the legal procedures available; (d) competitiveness issues as the result of government 

owned enterprises involvement in tenders and application of different preferential  treatment to MSEs; (e) 

Weak accountability, integrity and oversight arrangements; (fi) weak contracts administration, complaints 

handling set up and mechanism, and the inefficient resolution of contractual disputes . The detail of 

mitigation measures action plans for these weaknesses is presented in table on fiduciary risks and 

proposed mitigation measures. 
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C. FRAUD AND CORRUPTION 

56. There is a robust legal framework for addressing fraud and corruption in Ethiopia. The 

1957 Penal Code criminalized some acts of corruption. Several provisions dealing with corruption 

were incorporated in the 1974 Special Penal Code. Both remained in force until 2004 when a new 

Criminal Code was enacted. In May 2001, the Government established the Federal Ethics and Anti-

Corruption Commission (FEACC) with a mandate to expand and promote ethics and anti-corruption 

education, prevent corruption (through review of working procedures and systems), and to investigate and 

prosecute alleged corruption offences. 

 

57. Proclamation No. 433/2005 and Regulation No. 144/2008 provides for the role, powers, 

duties, and responsibilities of the FEACC. These provisions enable FEACC to effectively achieve its 

objectives. The FEACC has received political support at the highest level in the country. The Government 

has also declared that it follows a zero-tolerance policy toward corruption. 

 

 

58. Since 2007, all the nine Regional Governments have established their own Regional Ethics 

and Anti-corruption Commission (REACC) as per the regional laws. However, FEACC is 

responsible for coordinating efforts of Anti-corruption across regions including ULGs and preparing a 

national report on anti-corruption efforts across the country. It also solely represents the nation on 

external communications. The REACC work and collaborate with the FEACC.  

 

59. FEACC and REACC have adopted both preventive and curative approaches in combating 

corruption in the country. They  undertakes preventive functions and activities through different 

mechanisms, which include establishing anti-corruption offices and forums, studying work procedures 

and systems within public institutions and making recommendation for addressing identified weaknesses, 

and providing ethics education. Likewise, investigation and prosecution of suspected cases of corruption 

are important curative activities of their mandates. 

V. Program Fiduciary Performance and Significant Fiduciary Risks 

A. FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

60. There is no doubt that ULGDP was one of the most successful programs of its kind. It is now 

helping to incentivize better performance in most of the cities that have been covered and it is emerging 

as a model that is to be emulated across the country. It is to the credit of ULGDP that the two biggest 

regions in the country – Oromia and SNNPR have introduced performance based incentives for cities in 

their regions.  

 

61. This fiduciary assessment has assessed the risks across the entire financial management 

cycle – from planning and budgeting and revenue generation up to audit and accountability. The risks are 

identified and discussed separately in each section below: 

 Planning and Budgeting: As indicated in the PEFA assessments and as was the experience 

during ULGDP I, Ethiopia has a well-functioning planning and budgeting system. The APA for 

EFY 2004 showed that fifteen of the eighteen cities in the program had fully complied with 

government planning processes.  
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The program will follow government planning and budgeting arrangements as outlined budget 

Manuals. The budget will be proclaimed at the Federal level at the Federal MUDHCo as a 

special purpose Grant classified by Regions, MUDHCo and ULGs/Cities. At Regional and ULG 

level the budget will also be proclaimed without offset and double counting, particularly for their 

matching fund/contributions. The MUDHCo/MoFED, will allocate the ULGDP-II Budget to 

regions and ULGs based on the performance result in collaboration with World Bank. The 

program Budgeting is structured an upstream process starting at the ULGs and moving upwards 

to the regions and the federal level. Each Regional bureau will collect all the budget requests 

from each ULG, consolidate them based on the performance assessment and approved capital 

investment plan (CIP), and submit to MUDHCo. Each ULGs is required to prepare a CIP, along 

with a related budget for each budget year, and send it to the next higher-level for review, 

approval and consolidation. MUDHCo will prepare a consolidated budget and submit this to the 

concerned body for approval. Fund transfers by MoFED will be based on approved budgets 

submit by MUDHCo. A chart of accounts of the Program mapped to the budget and that 

facilitates budgeting and accounting will be part of the Program Operating Manual. The risk to 

ULGDP II for planning and budgeting is therefore classified as “Moderate”. 

 

 Revenue: At the city level revenue officials collect two kinds of revenue. The first kind is known 

as “State” revenues (for social services which are collected on behalf of the region) and 

“Municipal” revenues (for city services such as waste management) which are collected on behalf 

of the municipality. There is large potential for increasing revenue collection across Ethiopia 

since the draft Adam Smith study (November 2013) has assessed the tax gap as a percent of 

revenue as being 37.4 percent at the Federal level and much higher in some of the big regions 

where the primary focus of ULGDP II is going to be implemented. 
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As part of the preparation process for the IFA, a detailed survey was undertaken of the twenty six 

new cities joining the program. The finding of this assessment is that there is great potential for 

increasing State Revenue and municipal revenue during the ULGDP II period. In nominal terms, 

for 17 cities newly joining the Program, between EFY 2002 and EFY 2005, state revenue 

increased by 360 percent and municipal revenue increased by 233 percent. 

  

 

This survey has also shown that revenue projections are accurate with State Revenue being on 

average at 101 percent of the target and Municipal revenue being at 81 percent of the target. State 

revenue is also (on average) three times larger than municipal revenue. The details are at Annex 

“B”. 

 

Increase in nominal revenue between EFY 2002 and EFY 2005

State Revenue Municipal Revenue

1 Almata 652% 376%

2 Wokro 539% 551%

3 Fintosalem 509% 257%

4 Debra Markos 441% 110%

5 Debra Markos 441% 110%

6 Asella 426% 133%

7 Hossana 413% 330%

8 Yirgalem 388% 184%

9 Debre Tabor 357% 210%

10 Motta 354% 195%

11 Humera 347% 175%

12 Batu 337% 122%

13 Adwa 288% 393%

14 Nekemte 176% 191%

15 Woldaya 156% 389%

16 Burayu 148% 81%

17 Ambo 145% 145%

Average 360% 233%
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This is also the experience with the 18 cities currently in ULGDP I where the last annual 

assessment showed that 11 cities exceeded their revenue targets for EFY 2003.  

 

 

The basic message from this analysis is that there is large potential for revenue increases in the 

44 ULGDP II cities and “stretch” targets need to be assigned to these cities. This is key for 

improving the sustainability of the program. The risk from the revenue side to the program is 

also “Low”.  

Revenue Targets and Outcomes for EFY 2005 for Selected Cities

SR Target cp to Actuals SR cp to MR MR target cp to Act SR target cp to MR target

1 Debra Markos 117% 422% 55% 197%

2 Debre Tabor 99% 578% 73% 427%

3 Fintosalem 131% 664% 60% 307%

4 Motta 98% 407% 78% 326%

5 Debra Markos 117% 422% 55% 197%

6 Gambella 80% 158% 108% 213%

7 Ambo 96% 266% 50% 138%

8 Asella 76% 209% 61% 169%

9 Batu 92% 375% 95% 389%

10 Burayu 89% 84% 62% 59%

11 Nekemte 104% 226% 84% 182%

12 Robe 75% 123% 85% 141%

13 Buta Jira 76% 253% 102% 340%

14 Hossana 81% 300% 87% 321%

15 Yirgalem 129% 340% 79% 209%

16 Jijiga 127% 15% 127% 15%

17 Adwa 99% 217% 100% 219%

18 Almata 101% 209% 99% 206%

19 Humera 114% 322% 86% 242%

20 Wokro 119% 144% 95% 116%

21 Woldaya 111% 640% 83% 481%

22 Areka 88% 265% 92% 276%

23 Debra Birhan 99% 463% 49% 229%

Average 101% 309% 81% 235%
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 Budget Execution: Budget execution (of the adjusted budget) is good at the national, regional 

and woreda levels. During the last FY the average budget execution rate for the recurrent budget 

(at the regional level) was 94 percent and for the capital budget it was 85 percent.  

 

 
 

The situation at the city level is quite similar. In EFY 2004, the recurrent budget execution rate 

for the 18 cities in the ULGDP I was close to 100 percent and for the capital investment program 

it was 78 percent. For the 26 new cities joining the program the special survey conducted for the 

IFA has shown that (as an average for three years – EFY 2002 to EFY 2005), the recurrent budget 

execution rate was almost 100 percent and the capital budget execution rate was 72 percent. The 

details are at Annex “C”.  

 

 
The risk to the program from the perspective of budget execution is also classified as ‘Low”.  

 

 Treasury Management and Flow of Funds: Treasury management and flow of funds has 

been somewhat of an area of concern during ULGDP I. Over the last five years cities have 

repeatedly raised their concerns regarding the flow of funds. Due to timing delays they have 
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had to maintain two capital investment budgets – one being their own CIP and the other being 

the ULGDP CIP. While allocations have been communicated to them in time, reporting delays 

and commitments have resulted in them receiving funds in a stop go manner. This will need to 

be addressed as the program moves into its second phase. As can be seen in the table below, 

the flow of funds to a sample of cities varied between 41 percent to 71 percent of the funds 

due.  

 

Some of the shortfalls above are amounts due from the region and the city for ULGDP – 

funding sources over which the Bank has little control. While the aide memoire of July 2013 

had pointed to serious shortfalls on the part of several regions and cities in making their 

contributions to ULGDP (20 percent each), it turns out that regions and cities have made their 

contributions in full against the amounts that were transferred to them, not what was allocated 

to them. The details are at Annex “D” and provide a good lesson for the design of the next 

program. 

 

Part of the reason for the erratic cash flows is the fact that in ULGDP I there have been 

significant timing delays in the completion of the Annual Performance Assessment (APA). Over 

the six years of the program only four annual performance assessments have been conducted: 

 

o August 15-September 18, 2010 of performance in EFY 2001/FY2008-09 with impact on 

EFY 2003/FY 2010-11;  

o July 7-August 8, 2011 of performance in EFY 2002/FY2009-10 with impact on EFY 

2004/FY2011-12;  

o April 5-May 5, 2012 of performance in EFY 2003/FY2010-11 with impact on EFY 

2005/FY 2012-13;  
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o May 5-July 7, 2013 of performance in EFY 2004/2011-2012 with impact on EFY 

2006/FY 2013-14.  

 

As per the Program Operational Manual for ULGDP (November 2011) these APAs should have 

been completed by December prior to the actual disbursement year, reviewing the performance of 

the previous year. Even for the APAs that were completed, they were minimum around six 

months behind schedule, making it hard for the ULGs to use the results in the normal annual 

planning and budgeting process.  

 

Due to this several cities have had to maintain two capital investment budgets – one being their 

own CIP and the other being the ULGDP CIP. This will need to be addressed as the program 

moves into its second phase. Semiannual financial reports also will report on the budget 

utilization including variances analysis. 

 

From the perspective of the Bank the situation is a bit different. An initial allocation of $99 

million was made at the start of the program. Three years later, 35 percent of the initial 

allocation was not utilized.  The details are at Annex “E”. Cities in the ULGDP have voiced 

their concerns regarding the flow of funds. Things have improved in recent years and the 

program is expected to fully disburse US$300 million by the end of the program in December 

2014. The details of the allocations made, funds released and balances are at Annex “F”.  

 

Going forward, it has been agreed that disbursement of program funds from IDA to MoFED 

will be made once a year upon achievement of the disbursement linked indicators (DLI). 

Funds will be deposited to the Treasury or a separate foreign currency account. The MoFED 

has expressed their preference of opening of a separate foreign currency account where the 

IDA funds will be deposited. Local currency accounts may also be opened. Upon achievement 

of the indicators, the MUDHCo will work with MoFED to inform the World Bank and 

provide evidence as per the verification protocols, as justification that results for the DLI have 

been met.   

 

In case of a scalable DLI, the task team will determine the amount to be disbursed on the basis 

of the programs progress report and DLI verification protocol. A notification will be made to 

the borrower to advise the amount to be disbursed against progress achieved towards the 

results of the scalable DLI. Disbursement requests will be submitted to the Bank using the 

Bank’s standard disbursement forms signed by an authorized signatory. 

 

Although PforR operations do not link disbursements to individual expenditure transactions, 

the aggregate disbursements under such operations should not exceed the total expenditures by 

the borrower under the Program over its implementation period. If, by Program completion, 

Bank financing disbursed exceeds the total amount of program expenditures, the borrower is 

required to refund the difference to the Bank. 

 

Once IDA resources reach the separate foreign currency account, then the Program can use it 

to finance program expenditures or transfer resources to local currency account for 

transferring funds to federal level implementing entities and regions. At regional level BoFED 

will also, as per consultation with the BUD, disburse resources to ULGs, and regional entities. 

Duties and responsibilities of the various implementing entities and their roles in fund flows 

and management of resources will be documented in the Program Operating Manual. The 

below depicts the fund flow chart.  
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Given the experience of the Bank during ULGDP I, the risk assessment regarding Treasury 

operations and flow of funds is classified as “Moderate”. 

 

 Accounting and Reporting: ULGDP I has been a Special Purpose Grant (SPG) that has been 

provided through MoFED to MUDHCo, and through BoFED to BUDs and the cities. During 

implementation of ULGDP I, cities used a mix of system to account for ULGDP funds. These 

were a mix of manual, IBEX, and discrete systems such as Peachtree. Accounting was a major 

challenge since there were major variations in figures at the city / regional and federal levels, 

as can be seen in the table below: 
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During implementation of the Program, the quality of accounting and reporting improved 

significantly, but remains a challenge in some of the 18 cities who joined the Program in 2008. 

For the 26 new cities joining the program, this is going to be a major challenge. In 58 percent 

of these cities cash flow statements are not prepared on time, some 46–76 percent of cities 

submit quarterly reports to BoFEDs on time, and only 38 percent of cities generate income 

and expenditure statements in a timely manner. IBEX has been introduced in all cities for core 

government operations. Only a few of these cities are using IBEX for accounting and 

reporting on donor funded projects. 

 

Government rules/regulations and directives as well as manuals will be in use for the Program 

in respect to accounting policies and procedures. The chart of accounts will take on board of 

program accounting and reporting needs and this will be documented in the Program 

Operating Manual. IBEX will be used by all participating cities to record transactions and to 

produce reports at all levels. Adequate capacity building will be provided to cities to enable 

them to utilize this software effectively for ULGDP II. The Program will allocate adequate 

ULGDP; Comparative IFRs from BoFED and cities in Oromia 

July 2011 – March 2012 

 
Cumulative project life to March 2012 

 
 

 

 City City IFR 
BOFED 

IFR 
Variance 

 
City IFR 

BOFED 

IFR 
Variance 

  ETB ETB ETB 
 

ETB ETB ETB 

        
Funding 

  
  

 
Funding 

  
Adama  67,725,770  56,975,769  10,750,001  

 
298,207,914  287,457,914  10,750,000  

Jimma  37,546,075  28,888,065  8,658,010  
 

112,774,292  112,305,925  468,367  

Shashemene 26,165,927  22,872,917  3,293,010  
 

125,171,044  121,878,034  3,293,010  

Dilla 

(SNNPR) 
7,529,123  12,746,266  (5,217,143) 

 
15,883,697  50,193,994  (34,310,297) 

 
   Expenditure 

 
Expenditure 

Adama  21,452,693  13,198,768  8,253,925  
 

264,393,393  256,139,468  8,253,925  

Jimma  34,058,522  17,584,396  16,474,126  
 

112,774,293  96,300,167  16,474,126  

Shashemene 7,556,620  7,545,620  11,000  
 

122,708,771  122,697,771  11,000  

 

ULGDP comparative IFRs from BoFEDs and MoFED  

July 2011 – March 2012 

 
Cumulative project life to March 2012 

 
 

 

 

BOFED 

IFR 

MOFED 

IFR 
Variance 

 
BOFED IFR 

MOFED 

IFR 
Variance 

  ETB ETB ETB 
 

ETB ETB ETB 

        
Oromia (all 4 cities)   

    
Funding  44,261,529 215,661,034 171,399,505 

 
659,281,608 740,846,227 81,564,619 

Expenditure 49,808,712 78,047,857 28,239,145 
 

607,137,122 635,371,287 28,234,165 

        
SNNPR (all 4 cities) 

     
Funding  86,559,906 86,551,906 (8,000) 

 
405,185,834 318,493,928 (86,691,906) 

Expenditure 79,585,271 79,585,271 0 
 

270,394,171 270,394,171 0 
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financial management staff at MoFED, MUDHCo and ULGs to perform program FM duties.  

Semi-annual accounting reports, the Format of which has been agreed will be used, to report 

on the use of program resources.  These reports will be submitted to the World Bank by 

MoFED within 45 days of end of the Semi-annual end date. Program financial reports will be 

produced from the existing system and their production will be the responsibility of the each 

implementing entity which will be consolidated at the higher level and at the end by MoFED. 

(Reports of the regional implementing entities (like ULG’s) will be consolidated by BoFED 

which will be submitted to MoFED. The BoFED and MUDHCo’s reports will be consolidated 

by MoFED). The format of the semiannual financial report was agreed at Negotiations. 

MoFED will also prepare annual Program financial statements in accordance with acceptable 

standards within three months of the end of fiscal year and provided them to the auditors to 

enable them to carry out and complete the financial audit on time. 

From the perspective of accounting and reporting, the risk is classified as “Substantial”. 

 Internal controls and internal audit: Internal audit is an area of weakness across the 

country. In the cities covered by ULGDP I this has remained a major area of weakness and 

there has been little progress in improving systems and capacity over the last five years. The 

survey for the IFA of the 26 new cities joining the program has shown that internal audit 

departments are weak, there is patchy coverage and in 77 percent of cities internal auditors do 

not assess the accuracy of quarterly financial statements submitted by the city to BoFEDs. The 

typical findings of irregularities at the city / woreda level are the following: 

 

In ULGDP II, Government rules/regulations and directives as well as manuals in regards to 

Internal Control procedures will apply. While the internal control framework is generally 

recognized as being robust, a particular area of weakness noted is in internal audit. To deal 

with this risk, it has been agreed that MoFED’s Inspection Directorate in collaboration with 

BoFED’s Inspection Directorate will work closely with the relevant Internal Audit 

Departments of the Cities and provide on-going support. The Inspection Directorate will 

SN Tig Afar Amh Oromia Somali B/G SNNPS Gamb Harari D/D Total % age

1 Number  of offices audited including follow up visits 3 14 25 5 3 18 3 3 3 77

2 Follow up visits only 2 14 24 5 3 18 3 2 3 74 96.10

3 Weak fixed asset / store management (register, stock card, 

disposal, periodic inventory, storage, tag numbers, expired 

14 41 73 9 16 54 14 6 9 236 35.44

4 Long outstanding advances and payables/not settled timely 3 15 13 5 3 12 1 2 1 55 8.26

5

General or subsidiary ledger balances (payables, 

receivables, cash, bank) not maintained/balances wrongly 

recorded / not updated / not reconciled
1 8 14

5 2 6 2 2 2 42 6.31

6
Cash not reconciled or counted regularly / at year end 7 4 3 13 3 2 1 33 4.95

7 Per diem forms not filled properly 11 3 1 12 1 1 2 31 4.65

8
Missing/unacceptable/ incomplete supporting documents 1 2 6 14 2 1 26 3.90

9 Incomplete, delayed or no monthly bank reconciliations 4 3 3 3 2 3 1 1 20 3.00

10
Expenditure mis-coded / mis-recorded 1 2 3 7 13 1.95

11
Accounting records not kept up to date or complete 2 2 1 3 2 1 11 1.65

12 Weak internal control on payments 2 5 7 1.05

13 Withholding tax/VAT not deducted from payments 2 2 1 5 0.75

14
Cash book not maintained / no surprise cash counts / cash 

level not determined

2 2 0.30

15 Weaknesses in procurement 1 1 2 0.30

16 Re-audited woredas: issues fully rectified 1 1 1 1 4 0.60

17 Re-audited woredas: issues not rectified 1 1 1 1 4 0.60

18 Re-audited woredas: some issues outstanding 1 38 37 6 14 54 19 3 3 175 26.28

Total 21 0 114 168 43 48 186 44 19 23 666 100.00

Summary of Continuous Audit findings of 2005 Q4 (Audit Review)
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review internal audit reports on an annual basis - following risk based post audit arrangements 

for the program activities. To achieve this task, the Directorate will strengthen its capacity and 

will coordinate with MUDHCo and MoFED/COPCU to review federal and regions and ULGs 

to review sample regions and ULGs. Internal Audit Reports will be submitted to the MoFED 

and MUDHCo within 30 days of completion of the audit report together with a proposed 

action plan to deal with identified risks. The reports will be shared with the World Bank 

during annual assessments. 

 

It is due to this that the fiduciary risk to the program is classified as “Substantial”. 

 

 External Audit: In the 2010 PEFA assessment external audit was rated as one of the weaker 

components of the public financial management cycle in Ethiopia. While there have been 

major improvements at the Federal level, there are significant weakness at the regional level. 

Many of the big regions, where the bulk of the cities covered by ULGDP II are covered – have 

very low audit coverage. In SNNPR, Amhara and Oromia, audit coverage is less than 30 

percent of the institutions due to be audited every year. 

 

At the start of ULGDP I there was a large backlog in audit coverage in the 18 cities in the 

program and their financial management practices were weak. ULGDP through its scoring 

system brought a particular focus to this area and over the course of the last five years, all 

audit backlogs have been eliminated in the cities in the program and there has been an 

improvement in management of public funds. In EFY 2004 all 18 cities received a “qualified” 

audit opinion, a major improvement for the six cities that had received an ‘adverse” opinion 

the previous year. However not a single city as received a “clean” opinion as yet and that is 

the trajectory for future reforms.  
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For the 26 new cities joining the program, their situation is quite similar to the 18 cities when 

they joined the program in 2008. For the 26 new cities, they have a major audit backlog from 

the last five years which varies from 50 percent of cities to 15 percent of cities per year. Their 

financial management practises are also weak and between 8-15 percent of these cities 

received an “adverse” audit opinion per year for the last four years. The main irregularities 

relate to issues such as weak asset management, poor cash reconciliations, long outstanding 

advances and payables, weaknesses in procurement and mis-coding of expenditures.   

 A major challenge has been the poor follow up of audit findings. For the 18 cities in ULGDP 

I, the APA for EFY 2004 found that five cities implemented between 0-40 percent of the 

findings for the previous year. Due to this audit findings are repeated year after year, with 

limited follow up and impact.  

 
 

Value for money auditing during ULGDP I has been mixed. The only value for money audit 

that has been conducted relates to cobblestone investments that have been made that account 

for over US$56 million of ULGDP funds. This value for money audit showed that “good” 

quality work on cobblestone investments ranged from 60 percent to 90 percent in the regions 

and there was large variability on a unit cost basis between regions – especially the 

investments made in Bahir Dar.   

 Due to the reasons outlined above, it has been agreed with Government that the program is 
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subject to both financial and performance (value for money) audit. It has also been agreed that 

the Office of the Federal Auditor General (OFAG) or an assigned auditor, in collaboration 

with ORAG will conduct the annual financial audit of the financial statement of the Program. 

The audit will be conducted in accordance with agreed upon terms of reference following 

international auditing standards. The terms of reference were agreed during Negotiations. The 

resultant audit report and management letter will be submitted to the World Bank within six 

months after the end of the GOE fiscal year. In accordance with the Bank’s policies, the Bank 

requires that the Recipient disclose the audited financial statements in a manner acceptable to 

the Bank; following the Bank’s formal receipt of these statements from the borrower, the Bank 

makes them available to the public in accordance with The World Bank Policy on Access to 

Information. In addition to the financial audit, OFAG will also conduct value for money for 

the Project. The first value for money audit of the Program will commence from the second 

year onwards. Terms of reference for this value for money audit will be prepared by 

MUDHCo in consultation with the OFAG and World Bank. 

The risk rating for external audit if therefore classified as “Substantial”. 

 

 Transparency and accountability:  There is need for focusing on this area during ULGDP II. 

The finding of the October 2013 assessment was that in 88 percent cases Cities did not make 

public audit findings either to the staff or the public. This issue needs to be addressed since 

Parliamentary Oversight over the budget process and for ensuring accountability has been 

identified as probably the weakest area of the PFM cycle in Ethiopia.   This risk is also 

classified as “Substantial”.  

 

Staffing and Infrastructure: The core functions for financial management are going to be 

conducted by the Office of Finance and Development (OFED) in the participating cities. The 

October 2013 assessment has shown that 22 percent of positions in OFEDs are vacant. The 

greatest shortfall is on the planning side where 33 percent of staff positions are vacant. In 

addition, there is high staff turnover. 36 percent of the existing staffs have been in office for 

less than two years. There is therefore need to ensure that existing positions are filled up and 

that adequate training is provided to the existing staff to enable them to discharge their 

functions. The facility survey showed that in almost 75 percent of cities there were major 

basic facilities and infrastructure deficits that constrained staff from discharging their 

functions. This is an issue that will need to be addressed during ULGDP II. The details are at 

Annex “G”. Given the key role that OFED staffs play in discharging their fiduciary duties, this 

risk is also classified as “Substantial”. 

 

B. PROCUREMENT 

62. Eighteen (18) out of forty four (44) cities participating in the Project were assessed. These 

included nine Regional capitals, one city administration and nine other cities. Of these, six were old 

cities that had participated in the ongoing ULGDPI project and twelve are new cities. Overall the 

performance of cities that benefitted from the previous ULGDP I was better than new ones buoyed by 

institutional capacity provided by the Project and adherence to agreed Project procurement procedures. 

However when it comes to government own financing,  both old and new cities show poor performance in 

the implementation of Regional Government Procurement Proclamations; 

 

63. Based on the current records, all regional states and city administrations spend more than 

50 percent of their annual budget through procurement. At the federal level, this percentage goes up 

to 65 percent on average. The scope of procurement of contracts in terms of number and value of items 

undertaken by the towns/cities, each year, varies from town to town. The total number of contracts 

procured each year (works, goods and consultancy services) ranges from as low as seven in smaller towns 
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to as big as one hundred ninety five in some bigger cities. Procurement of works and goods contracts take 

the major share in terms of numbers while procurement of works contract is the largest in terms of 

contract values. The average value of works contract handled by the cities also varies from a city to a city, 

but can be considered as about US$1.5 million. Some cities (Hawassa, Dire Dawa, Bahir Dar) have 

experience of procuring contracts of value as big as over US$10 million for works contracts. Under the 

planned PforR operations, the cities are not expected to have works and goods above current the Bank’s 

Operations Procurement Review Committee thresholds. 

 

Annual number of Contracts handled by Each City Administration 

No City Goods Works Services Total 

1 Hawassa 5 26 5 36 

2 Yirgalem 6 15 - 21 

3 Butajira 10 10 5 25 

4 Nekemte 6 34 - 40 

5 Ambo 36 5 - 41 

6 Adama 40 49 8 97 

7 Batu/Ziway 12 12 - 24 

8 Gambella 3 4 - 7 

9 Assosa 10 1 1 12 

10 Dire Dawa 37 65 15 117 

11 Harar 35 62 12 109 

12 Jigjiga 34 46 15 95 

13 Bahir Dar 13 6 13 32 

14 DebreMarikos 38 26 7 71 

15 Debre Tabor 62 12 15 89 

16 Mekelle 18 159 18 195 

17 Wukro 32 37 15 84 

18 Samara/Logiya 3 2 6 11 

      

Sum` 400 571 135 1106 

 

Annual Procurement Expenditure and Maximum Contract Amount of Each City Administration: 

No City Annual Procurement Expenditure 

(USD) 

Maximum Contract Amount (USD) 

1 Hawassa 33,514,015.86 14,070,596.58 

2 Yirgalem 1,327,414.77 138,051.14 

3 Butajira 1,008,835.23 463,690.65 

4 Nekemte 424,772.73 185,307.10 

5 Ambo 767,098.66 129,343.30 

6 Adama 13,829,996.80 1,061,931.82 

7 Batu/Ziway 724,242.12 69,025.57 

8 Gambella 63,715.91 58,709.38 

9 Assosa 1,438,285.18 79,644.89 

10 Dire Dawa 28,367,090.11 13,008,949.25 

11 Harar 6,371,590.90 5,309,659.09 

12 Jigjiga 13,274,147.72 4,778,693.18 

13 Bahir Dar 8,814,034.08 2,336,250.00 

14 DebreMarikos 1,890,238.63 185,838.07 

15 Debre Tabor 877,479.70 187,961.93 

16 Mekelle 27,566,654.91 4,513,210.22 

17 Wukro 4,019,411.93 180,565.51 
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18 SamaraLogiya 217,691.50 28,140.60 

Total 144,496,716.74 Max. = 14,070,596.58 

 

64. Annual procurement expenditure and maximum value of contracts are presented in charts 

below:- 

 All maximum contract values are “Works Contract” and there is also more number of “Works 

Contract” than “Goods” and “Services”; meaning good amount of procurement expenditure 

goes to works contract, followed by Goods procurement while procurement of Services is 

almost non-existent. 

 Cities procurement expenditure in terms of number of contracts as well as values of contracts 

tremendously varies from city to city. Accordingly their procurement capacities vary from city 

to city depending up on their past experiences. 

65. Procurement Planning:  

 Preparation of annual procurement Plan is a requirement by Procurement Directives and 

Regulation of the regions (prototype of the FPPA directives). The Procurement Directive has 

detailed parameters to be included in the Procurement Planning Template and accordingly 

consists: - Procurement type/category, Description of contract, Lots, Quantity., Method, 

Procurement Lead time for different milestones, and estimate contract amount and the Source 

of financing as well as Contract Type.  But in practice most of the cities are not preparing the 

Procurement plan with contents as required. Almost all cities prepare list of contracts and 

estimated budgets and consider that as a procurement plan. Key information like procurement 

methods, dates for key milestones, including procurement lead times and record of actual 

dates are missing. Of all, though it is the requirement in all directives, the procurement plans 

are not updated and are not tracked as progress monitoring tools. The assessment team’s 

observation is that the entities prepare list of procurement items with budgets only for budget 

processing purpose but not for planning, managing and monitoring the procurement cycle of 

contracts. Again, the biggest gap is due to lack of skills and enforcement of the requirement of 

the regional public procurement requirements. 

 

 Procurement of goods, works and services required by all sector offices in the City 

Administrations is undertaken in pool system, by finance and economic development offices. 

This requirement applies to regional sector bureaus (by Public Procurement and Property 

Disposal Agency) and Woreda Administrations as well.  A study carried out by MoFED on 

the pool system found dissatisfaction by some sector because of delays in the system and lack 

of control by the respective sector bureaus. 

 

66. Procurement Markets, Process and Procedures: 

 As per the regional procurement proclamations and directives, the default procurement 

method is open tendering, which includes, International Competitive Bidding, National 

Competitive Bidding and regional/local open bidding. A clear and applicable guideline for 

procurement method selection is elaborated in the procurement manual of the regions for staff 

to follow. The most used procurement method for medium to large value procurement in most 

of the visited cities is NCB, followed by local Competitive Method (for Works/Goods and 

services for which MSEs are major players). Almost all Procurement Directives have 

discouraged Direct Contracting and shopping. However the actual practice by some procuring 

entities is contrary to the legal procedures. For example, award of contracts through Direct 

Contracting to private or government owned enterprise is a common practice in Amhara NRS. 
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The assessment mission has noted contracts with large value were procured using direct 

contracting method, though the default procurement method is open bidding. 

 

 The participation of Government owned enterprises, in Bids for supply of goods, works and 

services is allowed in some cases through direct awarding and in some cases on competitive 

basis. Similar to the Federal Procurement law, the regional procurement laws have a provision 

that allows domestic margin of preference to be applied in the following three cases when 

domestic bidders compete with foreign bidders; (i) Pharmaceutical materials which are 

produced locally will be given 25 percent of margin of preference, (ii) Others goods which are 

produced in the country will be given 15 percent of margin of preference, (iii) For woks and 

consultancy services a margin of preference of 7.5 percent will be given. Procurement 

directive of most of the visited regions have a provision that works and services contract of up 

to certain limit (example: ETB 500,000.00) are reserved only for MSEs; while for contracts 

above this threshold the MSEs enjoy 3 percent margin of preference over the private bidders. 

Some Regional  Governments have also issued directives to determine “Supports to be given 

to MSEs development”, where works and production and supply contracts up to certain 

threshold of  ETB 5,000,000.00 (US$250,000) and Services up to ETB 2,500,000.00 

(US$125,000), are reserved for MSEs only, on competitive basis among themselves. 

According to the directive, an enterprise (MSE) is entitled to get the privilege only for three 

times. Contracts with an estimated value of over the above thresholds may be awarded to the 

private contractors/suppliers (either to domestic or foreign bidders), but they are obliged to 

sub-contract 30 percent of the work/supply/service to MSEs. According to the MSE Directive, 

BoFEDs have an obligation to enforce provisions of the MSE directive, hence overriding the 

regional BoFED Procurement Directive. 

 

 The assessment reveals that there are adequate suppliers of goods, works and services in most 

regions, except for few emerging regions. For most National Competitive Bids (NCB), the 

number of Bidders is overwhelming, making the evaluation process cumbersome. Similarly 

for LCB, where major players are MSEs, there is no shortage, as the city administrations can 

organize, train and deploy as much number of MSEs as they require, provided there are 

sufficient contracts to engage them. The assessment of the regional procurement markets 

situation has not identified any exceptional circumstances involving natural monopolies that 

could be involved in the supply of goods, works and services under the Program. 

 

 Standard Bidding Documents are not used consistently and in its complete form, by most city 

administrations, and if at all used are very much modified. In ULGDP cities, SBDs are 

properly used for GIZ or Bank financed project, while for government financed contracts in 

same cities the Bidding Documents are incomplete and miss important section. As a result of 

use of incomplete Bidding Documents important sections like ITB, Bid Data Sheet, 

Evaluation and Qualification Criteria and Conditions of Contracts are missing, jeopardizing 

the overall Bid Process quality. Due to incomplete and inconsistent bid information in the 

issued bidding Documents, the quality of Bid evaluations and contracts provision in the 

resulting contract agreements are also inadequate.  

 

 In most of the visited cities, bids for larger contracts are advertised in widely circulated 

newspapers and also advertised on local notice boards. In general, Bidding Document 

preparation and the evaluation and award of contracts are undertaken within reasonable time. 

Bid evaluation results of all bidders are posted on notice boards in addition to notifying the 

bidders the result of the evaluation. 

 

67. Procurement and Contracts Administration Capacity: 
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 The unit responsible for handling procurement in each City Administration is the 

Procurement, Finance and Property Administration Process.  The Procurement, Finance and 

Property Administration Process fall under the Finance and Social Economic Development 

Officer of each City.  In each city the finance and social development office has three 

processes; namely, Development Plan Process, Internal Audit Process and Procurement, 

Finance and Property Administration Process.  “The process that is responsible for day to day 

procurement operation is the Procurement, Finance and Property Administration Process”. A 

review of the staffing levels in the cities has shown that there are shortages of staff at the 

senior positions, those currently assigned have been there for less than 2 years on average and 

there is high staff turnover. In most cases, the qualification for those in position was found to 

be a Diploma level in Accounting or Purchasing. It was observed that job level for 

procurement staff is much lower in general when compared to similar professions like 

financial management. In most cases there are no established career structures for procurement 

cadres. Cities that are participating in the ongoing ULGDP I have project units which process 

all procurement.  

 

 Contract administration of Goods procurement is handled by the Procurement Units and 

property administration officers while works and engineering consultancy services are 

delegated to BUD at the regional level and to infrastructure and design and construction units 

under city managers, at the city administrations level. Payment verification and request are 

made by the sector units and payment is being effected by OFED of each city administration. 

The regional Public Procurement Directives have contained reasonably adequate guidance on 

basic contracts administration procedures similar with the Federal one. But the awareness and 

implementation of the contract administration procedures, by the city administrations, is very 

low. The actual practice is much haphazard and this makes the contract administration 

unreliable and risky. It is noted that staffs are not aware of what is provided in the directives 

and most have no experience of contract administration. The contracts administrations 

weaknesses stems from the poor contract documents signed between cities and 

suppliers/contractors. The signed agreements of most contracts are incomplete and this again 

origins from incompleteness of the issued Bidding Documents that do not contain the correct 

and complete model contracts to be entered. In most cases, the Bidding Documents contain 

only Invitation for Bid (IFB) and Bill of Quantity (BOQ). And the contract agreements 

contain only form of contracts and priced BOQs.  As the result, there is no agreement based 

formal contract administration practice and all subsequent actions (monitoring and control of 

contracts timeliness, quality delivery and cost controls) are based on traditions and perceptions 

or unwritten understandings between the parties. This is a critical area to be addressed through 

the Program Action Plan (PAP). 

 

 Procurement processing delays is not a major challenge in most of the cases. This may be 

attributed to the simple and non-complex nature of contracts being handled by cities so far. 

Bidding document preparation takes one week to one month and similarly the bid evaluation 

process takes two weeks to two months depending on the size and complexity of the contract. 

For goods contract, the main problem, while preparing bidding documents, is obtaining the 

right specification from sector offices.  Most sector offices have limited capacity for 

preparation of technical specifications (purchaser’s requirements) in their procurement 

requests. Again, in terms of time taken to prepare Bidding Documents and to complete the Bid 

Evaluation there is big variation between cities depending on their experience in the bid 

processes management. 

 

 Cost and time overrun (variations) is not a major problem for goods. But cost and time 

overrun is common challenge for Works and Consultancy Services contracts implementation. 

Up to 30 percent cost overrun has been recorded at some City Administrations. Though there 
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is no legal provision for procedures of approving variations orders or issuing contracts 

modifications, the practices is that, “Award Approving Committee” or “project committees” in 

some regions (serving as “Award Approving Committee”), reviews and approves variations. 

 

 During the assessment, it was noted that contractual disputes are dealt not consistent to the 

provision of the contract or acceptable standards. The practice to resolve contractual disputes 

varies considerably from a city to a city. In some cases, where there is a contractual provision 

in the contract agreement for disputes resolutions, contractual disputes are resolved following 

the mechanisms as stipulated in the contract agreement. But in most cases, the contract 

agreements do lack detail contractual clauses and provisions not only dispute resolution 

mechanism, but also basic obligations and rights of the parties. Therefore most cases are 

resolved following traditions and perceptions or unwritten understandings between the parties. 

C. FRAUD AND CORRUPTION 

68. It is difficult to determine the extent to which fraud and corruption will actually occur in 

the ULGDP program as there is no apparent systematic recording, collection, or analysis of fraud 

and corruption data under ULGDP1. Previous reviews and implementation support missions under 

ULGDP 1 did not encounter any reports of fraud and corruption in the Program except issues relating to 

procurement compliance which were resolved.  The various Regional and Local authorities under the 

Program will undertake regular monitoring and are subject to fiduciary controls, and consequently, will 

adopt a common approach to preventing, deterring, and detecting fraud and corruption throughout the 

Program. 

 

69. The Government of Ethiopia has agreed to implement the PforR Program in accordance 

with the Anti-Corruption Guidelines applicable to PforR operations of the World Bank. The Federal 

Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission (FEACC) and the Regional Ethics and Anti-Corruption 

Commission (REACC) were established with powers to prevent, expose, investigate and prosecute 

corruption offences and impropriety in Ethiopia.  Over the past decade, the FEACC has investigated some 

2,302 suspected cases of corruption and prosecuted a number of suspected offenders; 612 offenders 

received sentences varying between 3 and 21 years imprisonment and fines. Among the cases investigated 

and prosecuted were those involving high-ranking government officials, ruling party members, chief 

executive officers, and staff of government owned public enterprises.
13

 In the last ten years (2001–2012), 

there has been a steady rise in the total number of cases prosecuted as well as an improvement in 

conviction rates from 77.8 percent to 85 percent. All regional ethics and anti-corruption commissions 

received 7,037 complaints and tipoffs within their mandate amounting to two third of the total complaints 

under the federal and regional mandate in 2011 and 2012. Out of the total complaints and tips off, 16 

percent were convicted with variation among regions.
14

 As indicated in the subsequent flow charts, 

federal, regional, and local governments have well-defined complaints handling mechanisms starting 

from the federal level to the city administrations.   

 

70. Alignment with the Bank’s Anti-Corruption Guidelines: The Program will be aligned with 

Anti-Corruption Guideline in respect to sharing of debarred firms list and information on fraud and 

corruption allegations. It will also take into account investigation of fraud and corruption allegations as 

per the MOU signed between FEACC and INT. 

 

71. Sharing of Debarment list of firms and individuals:  The Government of Ethiopia commits to 

use the Bank’s debarment list to ensure that persons or entities debarred or suspended by the Bank are not 

awarded a contract under the Program during the period of such debarment or suspension.  The 

information on the list of debarred and suspended firms is public information in “Clients Connections”, 

                                                      
13

  FEACC annual reports, 2011 and 2012. 
14

  Ibid. 
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and on the Bank’s website. Companies and individuals debarred by the Bank and the PPRA will be 

posted and updated regularly on MUDHCo’s website (www.mudc.gov.et), and advertised publicly by 

ULGs. MUDHCo will take responsibility in ensuring that the website is updated regularly with 

information on the list of debarred firms and individuals and share this information with all ULGs in the 

Program, instructing them to comply by appending the debarment list to the annual transfer of Grant 

notification which will be made public - and go to all Program ULGs.  This list will also be used by 

procurement officers and council members to monitor ULGs compliance. ULG compliance with the 

debarment list will also be monitored through the Program annual assessment.  

 

72. In addition the Government also agreed that they would include some disclosure measures in 

bidding documents for works, goods and services to be financed under the program, including insisting 

that the firms and/or individuals declare they have not been debarred or suspended and/or have any links 

with a debarred entity or individual.    

 

73. Sharing Information on Fraud and Corruption Allegations: In line with the ACGs, the 

government (through FEACC) will share with the Bank all information on fraud and corruption 

allegations, investigations and actions taken on the Program, including on procurement.  Since the 

proposed program is providing support to 44 ULGs, the structure of collecting and sharing information on 

fraud and corruption and on the program goes beyond the Federal Government and would involve 

Regional and local institutions as well.  Consequently, information on fraud and corruption and 

complaints regarding the Program will be collected at the Regional level and shared with the Federal 

Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission who will in turn share with the Bank.  The FEACC gets monthly 

reports from the REACC on fraud and corruption and other relevant activities, but in the case of this 

program, the FEACC would compile and share information on fraud and corruption with the Bank every 

6 months.  The details of this reporting would include the types of allegations and the status of actions 

taken. A template for recording and sharing the information with the Bank has been provided to the 

FEACC.  

 

74. Investigation of fraud and corruption allegations: As indicated earlier, the Federal Ethics and 

Anti-Corruption Commission (FEACC) and the Regional Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission 

(REACC) were established with powers to prevent, expose, investigate and prosecute corruption offences 

and impropriety in Ethiopia.   

 

75. The Bank's Integrity Vice Presidency (INT) has a good working relationship with the FEACC as 

part of a memorandum of understanding (MOU) signed between them on October 3, 2011. The MOU 

provides a framework for cooperation and sharing of information, where appropriate, taking into 

consideration the legal and policy framework and mandate of each organization. Thus far, the working 

relationship between INT and FEACC based on the MOU has been cooperative and productive. The 

MOU will provide the Bank and INT with a foundation for expanding the existing working relationship to 

cover future cooperative investigations under the PforR Program when needed, and for helping to ensure 

that the Government of Ethiopia and the FEACC can implement their commitments under the Anti-

Corruption Guidelines. More specifically, the terms of the cooperation includes the following: (a) to 

provide one another (spontaneously or upon request) with information of relevance for detection, 

substantiation and prevention of fraud and corruption in connection with conduct which may constitute a 

serious crime under national legislation or a sanctionable offence under World Bank Group and Policies; 

(b)  to undertake joint activities and collaborate when appropriate in each Party’s efforts to detect, 

substantiate and prevent fraud and corruption; (c) to engage one another on relevant activities which they 

organize and undertake, and which may be of common interest in the execution of their mandates; (d)  to 

provide a mechanism for the reciprocal referral of inquiries and recommendations pertaining to 

investigations and actions residing within the mandate and jurisdiction of the respective parties; (e) to 

designate contact points to facilitate and expedite the effective and confidential transmission of 

information exchanged, and (f) to meet periodically to identify possible priority areas for cooperation that 
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present common strategic or operational objectives. The MOU will therefore make it possible for INT to 

collaborate with the FEACC on any case of suspected fraud and corruption in the Program.   

 

76. FEACC, as indicated earlier has the responsibility for investigating and prosecuting corruption in 

the country, including for funds specifically from Development Partners to support the Government of 

Ethiopia.  This responsibility is sometimes delegated by the FEACC to the REACC as part of an MOU 

between them, which provides among other things powers to investigate and prosecute corruption for 

funds and more specifically funds that seek to benefit the Regions and Cities. In addition, the FEACC and 

REACC Commissioners meet bi-annually to share information on lessons learned, conduct joint learning 

programs as well as discuss various issues regarding capacity building and priorities for addressing 

corruption in the country more broadly.  

D. COMPLAINT-HANDLING MECHANISMS 

77. Complaint handling mechanisms are in place at all level of governments as per the 

requirement of the National Proclamations (Proclamation 433/2005 and 434/2005) and institutional 

level operational guidelines. These proclamations clearly define the procedures to follow under 

corruption offences as well as for administrative complaints related to the Program. There are a number 

ways for participation and engagement of citizens in complaint handling, transparency and social 

accountability. At the grassroots, citizens have shown experience in forming community groups, 

committee or representative to liaison with constituency and seek solutions. ULGs have started to create 

forum for receiving in requests and information and responsiveness by local authorities. Such 

mechanisms include facilitating face-to-face/interface meetings and joint discussion between citizens and 

providers of services; joint monitoring and assessment performances.  Although the system of complaints 

handling is very well established in Ethiopia, the MUDHCo and the Regional and Local Authorities will 

take full responsibility in ensuring that program beneficiaries are regularly informed about the complaint 

system which is an important requirement that will help in ensuring the program meets its development 

objectives. 
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Figure 1: Complaint Handling Flow Chart for ULGs: 

Complaint/ tips off

Suggestion box, verbal and written  complaint, electronic media  complaint

Ethics Liaison Unit  /complaint handling  
body

Sorting and selection  of complaints by type 
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Administrative action/ improvement 
or reform

Response to 
complaint

Fraud and corruption related 
allegation

Forward  to FEACC 
Registrar 

Submit  to  commissioner or deputy commissioner

Response  to 
compliant

If not 
wrong  
doing

If wrong 
doing

FEACC 
case 

REACC 
case 

Investigation  and prosecution  report to REACC  deputy commissioner 

Deputy commissioner forwards to commissioner with recommendation

Commissioner makes decision whether to prosecute or not

Investigation and prosecution team 
investigates

Police

 

78. ULGs have defined and interlinked accountabilities in handling complaints on the Program 

as well as reporting fraud and corruption to ensure they discharge their responsibilities effectively. 

Complaints can be received from internal or external clients through various channels such as suggestion 

boxes, verbal, written and in person. At the ULGs level, complaints are lodged to the City Complaint- 

Handling Body or unit consisting of Ethics Liaison Unit officers (responsible for managing complaints 

related to finance, procurement, administrative. personnel, revenue etc.), to the police , to other delegated 

bodies or directly to REACC.  The Ethics Liaison Officers are the legal representatives of REACC at the 

local levels, and this program will seek to support their capacity strengthening on a demand-driven basis 

as part of the broader capacity support to MUDHCo and the Regional Authorities. 

 

79. The City Complaint- Handling body identifies whether the complaint is fraud and 

corruption related complaints or other complaint (such as administrative /system, service provision 

related complaints). If it is fraud and corruption, it classifies whether it is petty corruption or grand 
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corruption
15

 in the case of a large Region such as Oromiya where this distinction is made primarily 

because cases of petty corruption are prosecuted by the Oromiya Justice Bureau, while grand corruption 

cases are prosecuted by the REACC. It also identifies whether the jurisdictions in which a complaint 

could be treated is with either FEACC or REACC or delegated to the Police for investigations.  If the 

complaint is classified as an administrative issue related to the Program, the Complaint- Handling body 

collects the required information and refers to the concerned institution /department and provides advice 

to take preventive and corrective actions while at the same time reporting to the Ethics infrastructure 

coordination Department at REACC who keeps track of the complaints that come in on the Program.  

Response or feedback is provided to the complainer. If the decision is not satisfying to the complainer, 

he/she can take the case to REACC for further action. 

  

80. On the other hand, if the complaint is found to be related to allegation of corruption and 

fraud or related to wrong doing as per the screening, the Complaint- Handling body /liaison unit 

officer forwards the issue with the necessary data to the Registrar of REACC. The Registrar sorts out 

the complaint in terms of its jurisdictional responsibility, whether it is petty or grand corruption, and 

submits to the Deputy Commissioner of REACC. The Deputy Commissioner verifies the complaint and 

then refers it to the investigation and prosecution team. The investigation team investigates the case and 

submits its findings back to the Deputy Commissioner. Then the Deputy Commissioner checks the 

information collected from the investigations, endorses and then forwards to the REACC Commissioner. 

The Commissioner refers the case to the court /prosecutor for the next action. Sometimes complainers can 

directly approach the Police. The Police, in its mandate as a delegated body in this instance, investigate 

the cases and forward the results to FEACC or REACC depending on the mandate given and the process 

moves forward as described above after the information gets to the Registrar. In terms of sharing 

information with the Bank on Complaints regarding the Program, the Planning and Evaluation section of 

REACC will compile reports related to complaints from the Ethics Infrastructure Coordination Case 

Team,(consolidated reports coming from all ULGs), Investigation and prosecution  department in 

REACC, Registrar, and from the Ethics Officers of the Regional Urban Development Bureau and submit 

on quarterly basis to FEACC who will then  submit a consolidated report to the World Bank bi-annually. 

 

81. The expectation is that most of the prosecution for corruption-related offences in the 

Program will be done by the REACCs, with support from the FEACC, as and when necessary.  The 

MOU between FEACC and REACCs provides a context for collaboration on various issues, including 

prosecution support.  FEACC has responsibility of strengthening the capacity of REACCs and organize 

various training and capacity building programs in response to identified priority areas where such 

capacity is needed.  As part of this Program, there will be some support to help strengthen the capacity of 

both FEACC and REACCs on a demand-driven basis, including supporting their request for a Program 

Coordinator at FEACC and at all REACCs to ensure there is full support to the program demands for 

receiving and compiling complaints on the program and sharing with the Bank, ensuring that information 

is shared on the debarment lists is shared regularly, and other related issues that comes up as part of the 

program to ensure full compliance and applicability of the Bank’s Anti-Corruption Guidelines.  

COMPLAINT HANDLING IN PUBLIC PROCURING ENTITY RELATED TO PROCUREMENT  

 

82. The procurement systems assessment found that there are systems and procedures for 

handling bidder’s enquiries and complaints at federal, regional and local levels for procurement in 

ULGDP I and remedial action are taken on complaint review board decisions and observations 

made following appeals. The federal procurement proclamation enacted the establishment of “Board for 

Review and Resolution of Complaints in public procurement” and instituted the board with five members. 

A complaints review unit in PPA (the board member) receives and compiles complaints and presents to 

                                                      
15

In Oromiya Region, cases which are below Birr 100,000 (About 5,000 USD) and not committed by higher official is considered to be petty 

corruption and will be referred to the Bureau of Justice for investigation. On the other hand a case which is above Birr 100, 000 or even below 
Birr 100,000 but committed with the involvement of higher official is considered to be Grand corruption and will be referred to the investigation 

department in REACC. 
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the board; receive offence reports from Procuring Entities against suppliers. The Board refers any 

procurement complaints perceived to involve fraud and corruption to the FEACC and/or REACC for 

investigations. 

 

83. As indicated in the procurement systems assessment, the revised procurement legislation/ 

directives of each regional state provides a mechanism for submitting complaints that ULGS are 

required to comply with. Complaints from suppliers or bidders can be lodged to the procuring entity 

within 5 days of the circumstances justifying a complaint becomes known. The head of the procuring 

entity responds to complainer within 15 days. If the complainant is not satisfied with the response 

provided by the head of the procuring entity or if the head of the procuring entity doesn’t reply to the 

complainer, then the complainer appeals the case to the procurement complaint review board (majority of 

the board members are public officials and from procuring agencies). The head of BoFED or the process 

head of economic and social development gives final approval of the recommendation of the Board or 

committee. Response is made to the complainer within 15 days. If the complainer is still dissatisfied with 

the response of procurement complaint board, the complainer can take the matter to the courts. If  the 

complaint process/procedure related and the complainer is satisfied, necessary actions are taken  and 

responses are made  to the complainer .On the other side, the procurement process  can be  withheld or 

upheld  depending on the confirmation of the  complaint  for wrong doing or not. 

 

84. Complaints could be on serious/petty breaches of fraud and corruption related allegation or 

on the processes or procedures of procurement conducted (for example, due to inadequate 

knowledge of the complainer which requires explanation).  If the complaint review board/committee 

suspects the case is related to fraud and corruption, then the case is directed to the REACC or FEACC. 

Any bidder, procuring entity, citizen including Ethics unit officers, Federal and regional auditor generals 

can lodge procurement related complaints to REACC or FEACC. Besides, as mentioned above, the ethics 

liaison unit officer of each entity report fraud and corruption related cases.  Although the Anti-Corruption 

law in Ethiopia makes provision for people to complain directly to the FEACC and REACC if they 

believe a case of fraud and corruption has been committed, the Program Coordinators will also emphasize 

this point to all the procuring entities as part of the program’s information dissemination. The regional 

and city administration/ULG level procurement complaints handling flow mechanism is shown follows. 
 

Figure 2: Fraud and Corruption Suspicious Cases Investigation Flow Chart 
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Figure 3: Compliant Handling Flow Chart at the City Administration on Procurements 

 

 
 

 

 

85. There is also an appeal mechanism that if the complainant is not satisfied with the 

explanation provided by the head of the procuring entity, then the complainant appeals the case to 

the regional procurement complaint board. The majority of the board members are from public 

officials and procuring agencies and the final approval of the recommendation of the Board is made by 

the BoFED head, who is again part of the executing or contracts award approver. The system in place is 

workable, but the independency of the complaints review committee/board is questionable.  The system 

also allows the complainant takes the case to court seeking for further justice if the complainant is not 

satisfied with the resolution given by the complaint board. The existing complaints handling mechanism 

is satisfactory except that the board is not independent from the procurement executing bodies and the 

general business community has less awareness of the existence of such mechanism to complain.   The 

risk mitigation measure that can be recommended is: (i) The RPPAs need to conduct business outreaches 

and sensitize the business community regarding the available procurement complaints redressing 

mechanism; (ii) The independence of the complaint review board may be improved by involving private 

sector and independent professionals as a board member 

 

86. As to complaints suspicious of fraud and corruption and how these are directed to REACC 

or FEACC, the existing practice is workable. The existing practice is as follows: (i) any bidder, citizen 

or individual can report/direct (whistle blow) the case to REACC or FEACC; (ii) the case can also be 

reported to the ethics officer of each entity who further forwards the case to REACC or FEACC; (iii) the 

complaint review board/committee screens cases and if the board suspects the case is related to fraud and 
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corruption, then they direct the case to REACC or FEACC. The only gap identified with this arrangement 

is that both the FEACC and REACC staffs have less capacity and competence to review complex 

procurement and contract cases. In many places, implementing agency staffs are scared of the name 

REACC and FEACC as they consider any thing taken to these offices causes impressment of staffs as the 

cases may not be investigated by qualified experts in the field of public procurement and contracts 

management. This risk may be minimized by: (i) providing the FEACC and REACC staffs training and 

capacity building on public procurement and contracts management and (ii) the FEACC and REACC use 

specialized experts to review and investigate fraud and corruption suspicious procurement and contract 

issues before they take actions on cases reported. 

 
87. The assessment revealed that there are serious shortcomings in contract management, 

especially at the cities level. In order to mitigate this risk, the following three actions may be considered 

as program action plan : (i) The MUDHCo, regions, or the Bank may support the cities with provision of 

contract management and administration training and (ii) A consultant may be recruited by the project to 

prepare a contract administration manual to the participating cities and provide the necessary training on 

it (the Contract administration manual will be based on the Governments own systems) ; (iii) the ToR of 

the annual procurement audits should include review of the contract performance to further bring the 

cases to the management. 

 

88. There is inadequate system by which city administrations keep data on volume of 

complaints and the nature of complaints and report on them. Incoming procurement complaints have 

no separate file; they are kept in the respective contract files. There is also no system or practice by which 

complaints and responses are disclosed to the public. However the finding of this assessment is that there 

is a practice of responding to procurement complaints. No evidence of retaliation has been noticed. The 

shortcoming observed is that complaints are reviewed by the implementing/procuring entity and this 

could result in conflict of interest issues. There is need to ensure the independence of the entity reviewing 

complaints. 

VI. Fiduciary Risk Summary 

A. Addressing Fiduciary Risk 
 

89. Based on the above reasons, the fiduciary risk assessed for this operation is classified as 

“substantial”.  Overall, the fiduciary assessment concludes that the examined program financial 

management and procurement systems are adequate to provide reasonable assurance that the financing 

proceeds will be used for intended purposes, with due attention to principles of economy, efficiency, 

effectiveness, transparency and accountability, and for safeguarding Program assets once the proposed 

mitigation measures have been implemented.  Appropriate systems to handle fiduciary risks including the 

fraud and corruption, including effective complaint-handling mechanisms, have been agreed on and 

established.  Risk mitigation measures for the identified risks have been discussed and agreed with 

Government. The risk mitigation measures have two pronged approach: First a Disbursement Linked 

Indicator will be provided in the Financing Agreement to support transparency aspects of the Program. 

Secondly specific actions have been proposed that will support the DLI and help improve efficiency and 

performance monitoring are indicated in the Program Action Plan. 

 

90. Summary of risks, mitigation measures and action plan are presented below: 

 

 

Risk Description  Proposed mitigation measures Time Frame 
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Financial Management 

Country Level 

 

Weak capacity in selected areas of PFM 

– especially multi-year planning, 

unreported government operations, tax 

collections, budget execution, 

procurement and internal audit;  high 

staff turnover of qualified accountants 

and auditors,  gaps in legal framework 

especially relating to the accounting 

profession 

The noted weaknesses are being 

addressed by the ongoing 

Expenditure Management and 

Control Program and by the Civil 

Service Reform Program 

No need 

to include 

it in the 

DLI or 

PAP 

Continuous 

Entity Level 

 

Federal level- Reporting challenges were 

noted 

ULG Level- Weak capacity in ULGs, 

especially the new 26 cities where large 

backlogs in external audit, weak internal 

audit function and reporting issues was 

noted   

The program includes measures 

to address audit back logs, and 

strengthen internal audit function 

at city level 

Federal level quarterly reports 

still exist and formats are agreed 

in advance 

 

DLI 1,2 

and 3 

 

PAP 

As per dates 

set in DLIs 

and PAP 

Planning and Budgeting  

 

Budget execution and analysis of 

variances may not be as expected as a 

result of implementation issues.  

 

 

The Program includes 

requirements to improve the 

Budget execution/utilization  

 

Regular Semiannual Financial 

report include variance 

analysis  

DLI 2/3 

 

IFR 

 

As per dates 

set in DLIs 

and 

semiannual 

financial 

reports 

 

Accounting  

 

Chart of accounts need to be harmonized 

and clarified 

 

IBEX, computerized accounting system 

utilization need follow up 

 

 

 

Staff turnover is an issue at all levels 

 

CoA will be clarified and 

documented in the Program 

Operating Manual and 

Training will be conducted 

 

The program includes 

measures to use IBEX and all 

cities will use IBEX and 

training will be conducted on 

IBEX/IT  

 

The Program will allocate 

adequate financial 

management staffing at 

MoFED, MUDHCo and ULGs 

to perform the program duties. 

The total FM staff database 

will be submitted in the first 6 

months of effectiveness and 

75 percent of vacant 

PAP 

 

 

 

DLI 

 

 

 

 

 

PAP 

As per dates 

set in DLIs 

and PAP 
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professional positions will be 

filled with in 2yrs. 

Internal Control  

 

Internal audit is weak  at all levels and 

controls in place but need strengthening 

 

Inspection Directorate at MoFED 

in coordination with all entities 

will conduct audits once per year 

The Program includes 

requirements to address 

internal audit and internal 

control challenges/ concerns at 

ULGs 

PAP 

 

 

DLI 2/3 

 

As per dates 

set in DLIs 

and PAP 

Treasury Management and Funds Flow 

 

Delays in liquidating advances 

emanating from project implementation 

issues and thus lead to delay in the 

utilization of funds 

 

Disbursement will happen twice a 

year to ensure that regular flow of 

funds happens and that 

disbursements are linked to the 

achievement of DLIs. 

Review of semiannual reports to 

identify poor implementation and 

budget utilization  

Reconciliation of fund disbursed 

to the Program with the 

expenditure will be conducted at 

the end  

DLI 

 

 

 

 

 

PAP 

 

 

 

Financing 

agreement 

As per dates 

set in DLIs 

and PAP 

Program Financial Reporting  

Delay in Report could exist as a result of 

the level of decentralization 

Training will be conducted in 

report preparation 

 

PAP As per dates 

set in DLIs 

and PAP 

Program Audit  

 

There could be a delays in Program 

Financial Audit report 

 

The value for money audit has not been 

adequately conducted 

Significant audit back logs exist for the 

new cities and qualification issues of the 

all cities are not well followed up  

The program will conduct a 

Financial Audit annually on 

the basis agreed upon TORs 

 

Value for money audits will be 

conducted. The Program 

includes measures to follow 

up on audit backlogs and 

follow up of past audit issues. 

Covenant 

 

DLI/PAP 

As per dates 

set in DLIs 

and 

PAP/covenan

ts 

Procurement     

Compliance with national and regional 

directives 

There is laxity or lack of knowledge of 

the bylaw and therefore incompliance 

with national and regional governments 

directives  with regards to procurement 

planning, use of direct contracting 

without appropriate safeguards, failure to 

 Program minimum access 

condition (MC) will check on 

the availability and 

functionality of the minimum 

systems, including legal 

documentation; 

 The PAP will include 

familiarization training and 

the mobile support team will 

MC/ DLI 

1 

 

 

APA and 

DLI 1 

Program 

Implementati

on 

Program 

Implementati

on 
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use standard bidding Documents and 

subsequently contract documents and 

inconsistent use of committee systems 

for approval of contract award. Use of 

direct contracting is common and 

national competitive bidding used above 

thresholds as required by Directives 

support the ULGs to address 

most of the issues related 

with awareness/capacity 

issues; 

  The Borrower will conduct 

Annual  Performance Audit 

(APA) for the first two years 

and Independent Procurement 

audit after the second year 

and deliver procurement audit 

reports with management 

corrective measures 

addressing the findings of the 

audit; 

 

 

 

DLIs 1 

and 2 

Annually and 

continuous 

Procurement capacity 

There are capacity limitations in terms of 

skilled staff to handle procurement and 

contract administration. As this is a PfoR 

operation, project units which facilitated 

procurement processes under ULGDP I 

may not be available thus further 

deteriorating the capacity of cities to 

implement the program. The cities are 

also experiencing high staff turnover. In 

most cities, most procurement staffs have 

been in position for less than 2 years. 

 Minimum access conditions 

will check the availability of 

the minimum procurement 

staffing (two) in each city; 

 The MUDHCo  will maintain 

its project team and the 

mobile support team similar 

to ULGDP I; 

 The program will provide 

intensive procurement 

contracts management 

training to the staffs of the 

ULGs as in  PAP 

MC/ DLI 

2 and 9 

 

DLI 4 

 

DLI 8 

Program 

implementati

on 

Transparency and Fairness 

Most cities use incomplete bidding 

documents without preset qualification 

and evaluation criteria and complete 

conditions of contract for the tender 

which would impact on transparency and 

fairness in bid evaluation and contract 

administration. Though it is the 

requirement of the procurement 

regulations of all regions, the contracts 

administration and Complaints handling 

set up and mechanism, in most cities, is 

inadequate. 

 The cities have agreed to 

institute all procedures and 

avail legal document before 

effectiveness MC will check 

on this; 

 Familiarization training will 

be conducted on the use of 

the program systems; 

  Annual Performance Audit 

and IPA will be conducted 

and deliver an acceptable 

Annual Independent 

procurement audit report 

along with a satisfactory 

Management response as to 

how the audit issues have 

been resolved; 

 Continues capacity building 

will be provided following 

the Program Action Plan 

(PAP); 

 All regions will 

MC/ 

DLI 1 

PAP 

 

DLI 9 

PAP/ 

DLI 4 

 

PAP/ 

DLI 2 

Program 

implementati

on 

Annually and 

continuous 

Continues 

 

Program 

implementati

on 
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institute/establish complaint 

management Board , 

following the requirement of 

their RPP laws;  

Competitiveness 

There are some government owned 

enterprises in sectors of supply of goods, 

works and services and there have been 

observed preference to use them or allow 

them to compete alongside private sector. 

High margin of preference of up to 18 

percent are applied in bids evaluation and 

in many regional states, there are 

mandatory provisions to support medium 

and small enterprises through 

reservations or preferences. Though this 

approach has a lot of strategic benefits, it 

has to be balanced with the principle of 

fairness to the private sector competitors’ 

as well. 

Cities will: 

 Seek guidance from the 

regional authorities.   

 Follow guidance on policies 

on support to MSEs and the 

level of preferences that 

would be acceptable across 

the board to ensure 

uniformity and minimize 

abuse (this guidance will be 

part of participatory and 

performance agreement, PPA 

and Program Operations 

Manual). 

 

Covenant Program 

implement-

tation 

Accountability , integrity and oversight 

Contract management, including 

contracts delivery quality and cost 

controls, and resolution of contractual 

disputes are not adequate. Record 

keeping is poor. Many states do not have 

independent and effective institutional 

setup for handling of complaints. The 

regional PPAs do not have the capacity 

to carry out independent reviews and or 

procurement audits. Some Bank debarred 

firms are operating locally and 

participate in bidding processes locally. 

 Minimum access conditions 

will check on the institutions 

and staff availability (tender 

committees and complaint 

handling mechanisms); 

 Program Action Plan (PAP) 

will enhance the program 

management capacity issue; 

 The mobile support team and 

the intensive program 

management training to the 

ULGs staff will address the 

capacity issue; 

 The program will provide 

Regional Public Procurement 

Agencies with Procurement 

audit training; 

 Annual Performance Audit  

and  Independent 

procurement audits together 

with management corrective 

measures to the findings of 

the audit will address the 

residual risks;  

 The MUDHCo will provide 

regular information to cities 

regarding Bank debarred 

firms so that Bank debarred 

firms will not be awarded 

contracts from the program  

MC 

 

PAP 

 

PAP 

PAP 

 

DLI 1 and 

2 

 

 

APA/IPA 

Program 

implementati

on 

Annually and 

continuous 

Continues 

Within the 

initial two 

years 

Annually and 

continuous 

 

Quarterly  

and  

Continues 
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B. Proposed Fiduciary inputs to the Program Action Plan  
 

91. The following are inputs to the program action plan from fiduciary. 

 

No Action Pre-Start 

FY 

FY-1 FY-2 FY-3 FY-4 

1 Budgeting:  

Budget execution and analysis of variances is a 

challenge noted and this will be addressed through 

semi-annual reports. Review of reports to identify 

poor implementation and budget utilization will be 

performed.  

     

2 Accounting:  

IBEX shall be used for all cities. Fragmented use of 

systems will be avoided. 

CoA will be clarified by MoFED and shall be 

included in the Operating manual and Training 

will be conducted 

     

3 Staffing:  

 

OFEDs’ staff database will be submitted in the 

first six months of effectiveness, and 75 percent 

of professional staff positions will be filled 

within two years.  

Continuous training shall be provided for the 

staff to cater for staff turnover. 

 

     

4 Internal Controls: 

Inspection Directorate at MoFED, in collaboration 

with regional Inspection Directorates at BoFEDs, 

will oversee the conduct of internal audits at least 

once per year by ULGs internal auditors.  

     

5 External Audit: 

In addition to a financial audit (which is a legal 

covenant), a value for money audit will be 

conducted by OFAG. The first value for money 

audit will commence from the second year onwards 

and will be submitted to the World Bank with in 6 

month of the end of the EFY. 

 

     

6 Regional PPAs to enforce their legal requirements      



 

 

54 

 
 

and provide reminders to Cities and organize 

training on the use and implementation of the 

procurement laws, directives, manuals, standard 

bidding documents and monitor the consistency of 

practices.  

7 Cities will: 

 Seek guidance from the regional authorities.   

 Follow guidance on policies on support to 

MSEs and the level of preferences that would be 

acceptable across the board to ensure uniformity 

and minimize abuse (this guidance will be part 

of participatory and performance agreement, 

PPA and Program Operations Manual). 

 

     

8 BoFED will undertake audit capacity building of the 

regional PPAs. 

     

9 Each participating city’s mayors issue instructions 

and make all procurement legal documents 

including SBDs available to the staff and enforce 

and oversight its applications 

     

10 The weakness in the existing Procurement 

complaints handling mechanism may be improved 

through: (i) The RPPAs will conduct business 

outreaches and sensitize the business community 

regarding the available procurement complaints 

redressing mechanism; (ii) BoFEDs will review the 

independence and options for improving the 

complaint handling mechanism 

     

11 The gap identified with the capacity of FEACC  and  

REACC may be improved through: (i) providing the 

FEACC and REACC staffs training and capacity 

building on public procurement and contracts 

management and (ii) the FEACC and REACC use 

specialized experts to review and investigate fraud 

and corruption suspicious procurement and contract 

issues before they take actions on cases reported, 

and (iii) provide training on complaint handling 

mechanisms and reporting for staff of REACCs and 

Ethics units in the ULGs 

     

12 A consultant may be recruited by the Program  to 

prepare a contract administration manual to the 

participating cities and provide the necessary 

training on it (the Contract administration manual 

will be based on the Governments own systems)  

     

C. Undertaking Audit 
 

92. Financial audits of ULGDP have been produced on an annual basis and meet the quality 

expectations.  These have been undertaken by the Audit Services Corporation on behalf of the Office of 

the Federal Auditor General.  The OFAG undertakes the audit of all spending units on an annual basis. 

These audits are of a financial nature and primarily focus on forming an opinion on the program financial 
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statements and of course comprise transaction-level testing, but internal controls are examined and 

reported on as well.  

 

93. Since this PforR operation uses country systems, OFAG’s regular audits of MUDHCo and the 

Cities will be sufficient for meeting the audit requirements of this Program. The auditor will be required 

to express an opinion on the audited financial statements of compliance with International Standards on 

Auditing (issued by IFAC) or INTOSAI pronouncements and submit the audit report within six months of 

the end of the financial year. In addition, the auditors will provide a detailed management letters 

containing the auditor’s assessment of the internal controls, accounting system, and compliance with 

financial covenants.  

 

94. The OFAG also undertakes value-for-money audits on a regular basis. As a key risk mitigation 

measure going forward, discussions will be held with OFAG to adjust the terms of reference for the 

annual financial audits to take into account the value-for-money aspects.  

VII. Implementation Support Plan 

A. Reviewing Implementation Progress 
 

Annual assessment of minimum conditions  

95. Fraud and corruption may be an issue though not very significant during the implementation of 

the program as it can be managed by strengthening the existing mitigation arrangement. The key factors 

that lead to fraud and corruption arise from the large nationwide decentralized nature of the program, 

insufficiently strengthened complaint redress mechanisms, weak system of disclosure of information 

between provider and user in infrastructure development and weak fiduciary environment.  Improving this 

environment in the target ULGs is a specific goal of the ULGDP II, and will be addressed directly 

through the following main modalities outlined. 

 

96. The Government of Ethiopia has agreed to implement the Program in accordance with the Anti-

Corruption Guidelines  applicable to PforR operations (ACG).The government will continue to enhance 

the prevention, investigation and prosecution actions on anti-corruption (fraud and corruption) in all 

program financed ULGs primarily through the existing FEACC and ULGs decentralized arrangements. 

The FEACC will consolidate reports submitted by REACC and share information with the World Bank 

and MUDHCo. The consolidated report on anti-corruption (fraud and corruption) by FEAC will feed into 

the Independent annual Program assessment (APA) to be carried out by an independent firm- the 

assessment measures adherence to Program's minimum conditions and performance indicators and 

determines the annual disbursement. The annual assessment will include, as minimum access conditions 

and performance indicators, steps such as: 

a) Having strengthened systems of grievance and complaint handling and redress in place at all 

ULGs, especially by strengthening the link of ULGs, REACC ,FEACC with BoFEDs and ULGs’ 

OFEDs. 

b) enhancing the competiveness  in procurement and publicly advertising the bidding procedures/ 

disclosing information to the public  

c) biannual reporting of ULGs  on fraud and corruption, accountability and governance  

d)  having a consultative process for ULGs (carrying out  municipal forum twice annually)  
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e) The Federal  ULGDP office  recording  such allegations, or allegations from any other source 

regarding Program funding, and actions taken on them  in performance report 

f) develop a Local Government Anti-Corruption Strategy and Action Plan on  governance and 

anticorruption issues  by MUDHCo to be implemented  and mentored at the URLG level  

g)  Fulfilling the minimum capacity building requirements including; 

 Capacity building program/training  to enhance the  assessment and reporting capacity of 

FEACC in M  and E, enhanced assessment capacity, information sharing, accountability 

and participation 

 Assigning qualified 2-3 core staff members in FEACC with  the requisite computers and 

software  

 Development of  software and availability of vehicle for field work in FEACC  

 It will also require to ensuring the placement of core fiduciary staff at the ULGA level for 

each year of the Program;  

 REACC, liaison units capacity building/training to enhance the  assessment and reporting 

capacity in M&E, enhanced assessment capacity, information sharing, accountability and 

participation 

 Capacity building program to be managed at ULCGs and MUDHCo specifically focusing 

on training and improving system and strengthening transparency, accountability 

stringent oversight and monitoring arrangement at the ULGA and MUDHCo levels to 

minimize fraud and corruption risk,  

97. The institutional responsibilities for the above mentioned activities related to handling fraud and 

corruption will be discussed and agreed at appraisal.  

 

98. Conducting performance /Financial audit reports (with no adverse or disclaimer opinion) annually 

for program funds in all 18 ULGAs at first and in other ULGs. 

 

99. Mitigation measures and action plans have been proposed for each of the identified fiduciary risk 

elements. Specific weaknesses pertaining to the Program will be dealt with through the Program Action 

plan and some selected Disbursement Linked Indicators (DLI) to be monitored using agreed verification 

protocol and implementation  

B. Monitoring Fiduciary Risks 

100. The frequency and breadth of fiduciary systems implementation support may be varied in 

accordance with changes in the risks to the Program. It is expected that as implementation progressed, 

substantial improvements in procurement and financial management capacities will reduce the risk profile 

and may afford a reduced supervision schedule. This will be determined by the Bank’s fiduciary systems 

team in consultation with other pooling partners to monitor compliance with the Joint Financing 

Arrangement and fiduciary provisions of legal covenants. 
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Annex A:  PEFA Ratings for Ethiopia (2010): Federal and Regional Levels 

 

 

 

Fed Amhara Oromia SNNPR B/G Harari Average

PI-1 Aggregate expenditure out-turn compared to original approved budget 3 2 3 1 2 3 2.33

PI-2 Composition of expenditure out-turn compared to original approved budget 2 1 1 1 1 1 1.17

PI-3 Aggregate revenue out-turn compared to original approved budget 3 4 4 4 2 4 3.50

PI-4 Stock and monitoring of expenditure payment arrears 4 3.5 3.5 4 3.5 3.5 3.67

PI-5 Classification of the budget 3 3 3 3 3 3 3.00

PI-6 Comprehensiveness of information included in budget documentation 4 1 1 2 1 1 1.67

PI-7 Extent of unreported government operations 1.5 3 1.5 3 1.5 1.5 2.00

PI-8 Transparency of inter-governmental fiscal relations 3.5 3.5 3.5 4 4 0 3.08

PI-9 Oversight of aggregate fiscal risk from other public sector entities. 2.5 4 4 4 1.5 4 3.33

PI-10 Public access to key fiscal information 2 2 2 2 2 2 2.00

PI-11 Orderliness and participation in the annual budget process 4 4 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.67

PI-12 Multi-year perspective in fiscal planning, expenditure policy and budgeting 2 1.5 1.5 2 1.5 1.5 1.67

PI-13 Transparency of taxpayer obligations and liabilities 3.5 4 4 3 4 3.5 3.67

PI-14 Effectiveness of measures for taxpayer registration and tax assessment 3 3 3 3 2.5 3 2.92

PI-15 Effectiveness in collection of tax payments 1.5 1.5 2.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.67

PI-16 Predictability in the availability of funds for commitment of expenditures 3 2.5 2.5 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.75

PI-17 Recording and management of cash balances, debt and guarantees 3 3 3 3 3 2.5 2.92

PI-18 Effectiveness of payroll controls 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.50

PI-19 Competition, value for money and controls in procurement 2.5 2 2 2.5 2.5 2 2.25

PI-20 Effectiveness of internal controls for non-salary expenditure 3.5 3 3 3 3 3 3.08

PI-21 Effectiveness of internal audit 2.5 2.5 2.5 2 1.5 2.5 2.25

PI-22 Timeliness and regularity of  accounts reconciliation 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 2.5 3.33

PI-23 Availability of information on resources received by service delivery units 3 2 3 3 4 3.00

PI-24 Quality and timeliness of in-year budget reports 2.5 2.5 2 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.42

PI-25 Quality and timeliness of annual financial statements 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.50

PI-26 Scope, nature and follow-up of external audit 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2 2.42

PI-27 Legislative scrutiny of the annual budget law 2.5 2.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.83

PI-28 Legislative scrutiny of external audit reports 2.5 3.5 2.5 3 1.5 2.5 2.58

Average 2.83 2.77 2.64 2.75 2.41 2.48
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Annex B: Revenue Trends in the 26 New Cities Joining the Program 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

State Revenue July Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. April May June Total

1 Debra Markos EFY 2005 2,979,742                    2,229,136                    4,300,180                    9,148,229                    3,264,821                    581,892                       2,887,623                    2,651,104                    525,718                       5,836,923                    3,749,644                    8,578,514                    46,733,527                             

2 Debre Tabor EFY 2005 1,408,120                    1,221,956                    1,530,871                    3,174,213                    1,464,056                    1,525,771                    1,379,025                    1,637,495                    1,699,345                    903,489                       2,106,223                    2,405,732                    20,456,297                             

3 Fintosalem EFY 2005 765,076                       1,177,578                    1,173,022                    2,788,619                    1,872,310                    1,572,596                    1,071,672                    1,019,525                    1,580,458                    1,393,383                    665,712                       1,900,241                    16,980,192                             

4 Motta EFY 2005 229,618                       628,172                       2,901,088                    385,172                       598,388                       2,320,909                    271,641                       1,375,019                    1,005,809                    276,815                       1,034,978                    1,704,788                    12,732,398                             

5 Debra Markos EFY 2005 2,979,742                    2,229,136                    4,300,180                    9,148,229                    3,264,821                    581,892                       2,887,623                    2,651,104                    525,718                       5,836,923                    3,749,644                    8,578,514                    46,733,527                             

6 Gambella EFY 2005 704,403                       857,869                       404,829                       430,226                       932,003                       543,021                       1,041,716                    586,789                       297,443                       674,545                       729,401                       -                                7,202,245                               

7 Ambo EFY 2005 2,218,556                    2,187,115                    1,763,398                    2,649,142                    2,201,152                    1,154,365                    1,992,896                    1,909,661                    1,499,158                    1,550,068                    972,687                       3,028,435                    23,126,633                             

8 Asella EFY 2005 3,617,207                    247,214                       4,881,601                    2,038,938                    2,748,982                    1,538,753                    3,853,172                    743,106                       668,835                       2,040,812                    1,223,188                    5,096,784                    28,698,592                             

9 Batu EFY 2005 2,445,833                    1,673,999                    4,114,876                    1,425,861                    2,324,889                    2,338,515                    3,915,093                    1,307,598                    2,426,946                    2,387,788                    2,861,453                    5,152,958                    32,375,809                             

10 Burayu EFY 2005 1,959,280                    4,409,307                    4,920,837                    4,194,589                    4,474,808                    5,011,219                    1,630,137                    2,464,498                    3,956,418                    2,533,663                    4,810,265                    6,452,901                    46,817,921                             

11 Nekemte EFY 2005 594,417                       8,019,903                    3,740,166                    3,637,516                    2,902,446                    3,115,199                    2,914,838                    2,348,460                    2,295,996                    2,274,456                    3,417,466                    5,534,497                    40,795,360                             

12 Robe EFY 2005 2,493,695                    1,749,979                    1,635,518                    1,799,699                    2,202,006                    1,049,856                    984,189                       757,556                       666,347                       882,548                       1,166,105                    1,511,153                    16,898,651                             

13 Buta Jira EFY 2005 1,421,799                    1,462,864                    939,199                       2,310,169                    1,574,704                    955,550                       757,524                       957,805                       1,404,229                    1,009,170                    1,271,344                    5,286,850                    19,351,205                             

14 Hossana EFY 2005 981,303                       1,698,748                    3,810,986                    1,796,003                    1,882,766                    386,255                       1,859,833                    1,233,607                    1,619,940                    808,679                       5,216,062                    17,592,471                 38,886,651                             

15 Yirgalem EFY 2005 796,217                       1,230,623                    1,134,664                    285,262                       2,826,440                    993,273                       885,064                       623,310                       817,740                       798,370                       738,939                       3,162,358                    14,292,260                             

16 Jijiga EFY 2005 333,368                       415,984                       460,821                       487,071                       491,404                       573,423                       586,916                       584,460                       750,561                       634,853                       597,333                       654,881                       6,571,074                               

17 Adwa EFY 2005 5,700,040                    2,276,813                    2,847,983                    2,126,596                    5,121,930                    2,611,048                    2,497,592                    1,096,637                    3,674,713                    1,196,985                    2,429,954                    4,169,597                    35,749,888                             

18 Almata EFY 2005 4,101,192                    2,945,395                    1,611,112                    1,540,833                    2,119,052                    1,209,562                    1,166,943                    1,518,147                    1,539,282                    1,179,532                    526,654                       1,732,351                    21,190,056                             

19 Humera EFY 2005 1,058,160                    4,003,780                    4,939,050                    2,183,579                    4,756,684                    2,380,603                    2,610,420                    2,379,178                    3,179,458                    2,094,358                    1,829,089                    2,870,371                    34,284,729                             

20 Wokro EFY 2005 719,269                       3,009,059                    1,669,105                    2,419,855                    1,871,732                    1,413,911                    1,495,340                    1,413,546                    1,563,789                    2,112,985                    2,340,761                    3,714,066                    23,743,417                             

21 Woldaya EFY 2005 1,185,031                    3,891,217                    2,594,408                    5,104,227                    3,206,448                    3,445,932                    2,675,210                    2,490,084                    5,607,591                    1,985,463                    6,814,243                    16,876,338                 55,876,192                             

22 Semera EFY 2005 253,724                       290,367                       937,938                       396,253                       898,529                       179,960                       1,166,496                    178,611                       176,375                       1,260,155                    179,415                       -                                5,917,823                               

23 Areka EFY 2005 531,476                       779,921                       375,943                       604,765                       784,474                       689,916                       574,256                       1,229,779                    486,366                       487,135                       966,993                       736,073                       8,247,096                               

24 Debra Birhan EFY 2005 2,542,054                    3,759,414                    5,752,563                    1,549,687                    8,254,683                    3,515,199                    2,440,477                    2,129,565                    3,871,335                    2,646,078                    2,956,350                    5,050,567                    44,467,974                             

Total 648,129,515                          
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Annex C: Expenditure Trends in the 26 New Cities Joining the Program 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 AREKA  BUTTA JIRRA  HOSSANA Mizan-Aman  YIRGALEM Ambo Asella Batu Burayu Robe Nekemte Sebeta Debre Birhan

2002 Actual Budget 14,407,692.00   -                        32,926,268.00   31,071,304.90   28,715,605.80   32,395,891.09   14,494,902.00   100,320,284.00 19,774,000.00   56,577,150.00   199,864,681.00 50,140,926.97   

Actual Exp 14,464,682.00   -                        36,062,777.21   21,417,733.64   24,422,621.17   24,803,569.53   26,363,474.50   11,759,055.87   76,886,881.33   19,038,999.00   40,272,107.00   109,941,210.64 46,526,095.41   

Actual Capex 2,538,302.00      -                        7,633,708.50      5,561,733.58      3,284,349.24      5,687,634.79      16,123.00            1,140,488.57      50,626,060.69   4,800,969.00      6,763,575.00      52,730,025.96   29,546,370.14   

2003 Actual Budget 20,079,358.00   23,081,590.48   39,634,170.00   32,994,837.00   34,520,988.65   33,020,043.60   43,874,519.00   26,122,575.00   138,148,747.00 22,629,000.00   80,319,988.00   160,648,083.87 45,173,245.69   

Actual Exp 22,297,505.00   22,850,895.31   36,781,518.55   32,328,462.84   31,457,190.61   28,134,725.26   40,424,555.18   22,158,560.11   93,219,640.48   21,017,724.00   43,514,032.00   89,029,133.90   41,181,517.14   

Actual Capex 4,036,098.00      3,929,811.55      -                        8,669,738.30      4,785,607.56      5,419,389.99      2,086,375.75      6,105,779.93      59,146,097.43   5,443,495.00      4,151,720.00      39,831,934.41   18,010,171.94   

2004 Actual Budget 22,530,760.00   31,957,305.00   49,266,555.00   33,490,812.34   42,684,575.04   39,464,880.80   50,905,171.00   28,259,285.56   148,416,603.00 38,020,280.00   62,949,509.96   158,284,470.51 56,480,175.96   

Actual Exp 21,561,060.00   30,784,705.05   48,471,293.10   33,451,983.46   36,720,327.24   33,911,025.31   50,252,085.16   26,891,937.31   75,061,524.15   37,288,980.00   52,819,830.00   87,518,847.93   47,676,098.81   

Actual Capex 2,146,788.00      5,146,251.65      5,683,925.69      6,608,691.14      5,366,440.16      5,251,612.97      1,462,712.00      7,304,203.99      36,603,580.84   11,834,126.00   5,140,911.00      18,911,303.42   18,589,371.88   

2005 Actual Budget 25,627,074.00   50,536,781.68   65,949,140.00   53,633,451.00   47,174,194.75   46,787,564.00   38,407,388.00   34,766,695.90   113,199,994.00 43,676,826.00   73,923,256.00   155,350,549.00 69,272,470.98   

Actual Exp 25,496,799.00   47,811,905.38   64,949,482.67   51,219,757.37   46,209,478.16   37,401,527.04   37,102,655.84   31,031,938.93   81,861,508.21   37,316,311.00   60,052,872.00   99,327,597.04   53,794,241.43   

Actual Capex 1,177,035.00      15,182,307.26   9,678,043.16      15,665,221.47   9,250,785.87      1,612,593.12      1,073,174.00      5,647,809.38      30,646,144.94   11,444,218.00   11,266,352.00   31,033,512.28   17,896,271.63   

Debre Tabor Debre Markos Finote Selam Motta  Woldiya Adwa Alemata Humera  Wukro Assosa  GAMBELLA Semera/Afar

2002 Actual Budget 33.87                    25.79                    21.91                    18.75                    29,074,576.00   32,654,568.56   18,486,705.80   1,402.19              20,794,329.49   7,666,602.00      -                        -                        

Actual Exp 34.40                    62.18                    20.42                    18.43                    28,140,263.45   27,985,383.11   18,176,048.62   1,353.20              20,794,329.49   5,117,733.41      -                        -                        

Actual Capex 14.82                    -                        9.88                      4.15                      10,222,855.67   6,664,984.52      5,021,982.42      314.49                  5,797,823.48      1,044,755.00      -                        -                        

2003 Actual Budget 39.14                    41.16                    17.73                    18.02                    39,584,115.00   41,730,692.75   25,337,937.58   1,852.89              28,800,164.13   8,912,649.00      -                        -                        

Actual Exp 39.84                    54.51                    22.36                    23.70                    37,158,172.80   26,549,178.94   25,780,068.16   1,818.28              28,800,164.13   8,390,175.68      -                        -                        

Actual Capex 11.62                    24.45                    7.94                      0.54                      13,782,431.73   1,410,800.62      7,790,224.58      392.01                  8,645,774.13      2,813,275.56      -                        -                        

2004 Actual Budget 51.15                    56.99                    122.78                  5,502.34              47,187,406.00   72,749,137.60   57,449,391.97   2,617.21              54,729,190.48   19,615,245.00   32,329,891.00   12,000,000.00   

Actual Exp 51.01                    55.16                    33.46                    6,123.14              45,800,434.69   65,627,989.83   54,403,676.68   2,576.88              54,729,190.48   17,538,445.00   33,695,700.17   11,694,590.15   

Actual Capex 12.81                    0.16                      14.39                    6,098.00              12,530,074.90   33,173,355.09   30,521,698.60   730.02                  29,567,502.06   520,806.00         -                        1,815,730.95      

2005 Actual Budget 62.09                    74.39                    36.76                    6,942.99              57,005,646.26   93,293,259.41   75,432,126.05   3,352.73              83,124,457.21   28,736,833.00   33,833,962.00   15,350,000.00   

Actual Exp 59.93                    68.74                    35.54                    6,678.06              56,467,293.63   92,064,035.51   71,311,862.00   3,280.43              83,124,457.21   23,529,470.00   34,988,487.29   11,921,705.00   

Actual Capex 15.09                    21.03                    11.25                    6,649.00              21,531,122.71   45,783,209.31   42,420,469.00   1,020.27              51,885,305.50   3,653,803.00      -                        766,058.98         
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Annex D: Regional and City Contributions to ULGDP: 

 

Data on Fund contribution from Regions  and  cities in EFY 2001 - 2005(FY 2009 - 13) 

Amhara Region 

City Year 

Actual 

transferred 

amount in ETB 

Region 

contribution  

City 

Contribution 

Region and  

City 

Contribution Percent 

Bahir Dar 

2001/2002 

          

55,927,460.39  

        

10,791,870.00  

         

12,791,870.00  

        

23,583,740.00  42% 

2003 

          

76,714,605.45  

          

9,696,498.60  

         

12,661,453.00  

        

22,357,951.60  29% 

2004 

          

70,003,501.90  

          

5,646,422.31  

         

11,646,422.31  

        

17,292,844.62  25% 

2005 

        

112,369,544.00  

        

30,858,765.67  

         

17,025,707.05  

        

47,884,472.72  43% 

Total     315,015,111.74       56,993,556.58        54,125,452.36    111,119,008.94  35% 

Gondar 

2001/2002 

          

47,828,440.76  

          

8,855,440.80  

           

5,495,774.00  

        

14,351,214.80  30% 

2003 

          

81,726,839.48  

        

13,465,440.20  

         

16,087,937.35  

        

29,553,377.55  36% 

2004 

          

22,285,791.69  

          

6,020,668.84  

           

4,050,000.00  

        

10,070,668.84  45% 

2005 

        

108,629,917.86  

        

30,400,972.61  

           

7,000,000.00  

        

37,400,972.61  34% 

Total     260,470,989.79       58,742,522.45        32,633,711.35      91,376,233.80  35% 

Dessie 

2001/2002 

          

55,094,191.45  

          

9,421,974.30  

           

6,179,719.26  

        

15,601,693.56  28% 

2003 

          

57,966,399.47  

          

8,102,576.85  

           

8,102,576.85  

        

16,205,153.70  28% 

2004 

          

12,000,000.00  

          

3,490,703.05  

           

3,490,703.05  

          

6,981,406.10  58% 

2005 

          

58,857,744.00  

        

20,573,952.23  

           

5,589,440.20  

        

26,163,392.43  44% 

Total     183,918,334.92       41,589,206.43        23,362,439.36      64,951,645.79  35% 

Kombolcha 2001/2002 20,022,621.23  5,920,286.00  5,920,285.71  11,840,571.71  59% 
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2003 

          

30,327,911.34  

          

5,000,000.00  

           

9,000,000.00  

        

14,000,000.00  46% 

2004 

          

22,285,791.69  

          

6,542,758.34  

           

4,000,000.00  

        

10,542,758.34  47% 

2005 

          

36,570,235.25  

          

7,612,767.26  

           

7,361,283.74  

        

14,974,051.00  41% 

Total     109,206,559.51       25,075,811.60        26,281,569.45      51,357,381.05  47% 

Oromia Region 

City Year 

Actual transferred 

amount in ETB 

Region 

Contribution City Contribution 

Region and City 

Contribution Percent 

Adama 

2001/2002 

          

46,864,661.76  

          

8,041,592.00  

         

12,723,351.27  

        

20,764,943.27  44% 

2003 

        

139,412,460.64  

        

21,584,992.00  

         

33,803,050.00  

        

55,388,042.00  40% 

2004 

          

37,942,086.04  

        

33,000,000.00  

         

10,500,000.00  

        

43,500,000.00  115% 

2005 

        

111,978,336.00  

        

27,085,964.00  

         

30,040,000.00  

        

57,125,964.00  51% 

Total     336,197,544.44       89,712,548.00        87,066,401.27    176,778,949.27  53% 

Bishoftu 

2001/2002 

          

33,252,203.98  

          

7,573,481.00  

           

9,728,974.70  

        

17,302,455.70  52% 

2003 

          

55,762,302.41  

        

10,286,204.00  

         

13,134,600.00  

        

23,420,804.00  42% 

2004 

          

18,339,618.00  

        

15,000,000.00  

         

14,257,057.00  

        

29,257,057.00  160% 

2005 

          

64,159,492.00  

        

12,467,376.00  

         

15,504,234.75  

        

27,971,610.75  44% 

Total     171,513,616.39       45,327,061.00        52,624,866.45      97,951,927.45  57% 

Sashemene 

2001/2002 

          

25,592,162.50  

          

4,837,676.00  

           

5,460,000.00  

        

10,297,676.00  40% 

2003 

          

56,270,190.10  

          

8,593,317.00  

         

13,274,307.00  

        

21,867,624.00  39% 

2004 

          

42,038,847.35  

        

13,172,040.00  

           

9,407,000.00  

        

22,579,040.00  54% 

2005 

          

25,816,000.00  

        

13,966,360.00  

           

6,300,000.00  

        

20,266,360.00  79% 

Total     149,717,199.95       40,569,393.00        34,441,307.00      75,010,700.00  50% 
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Jimma 

2001/2002 

          

32,419,199.67  

          

7,187,871.00  

           

7,845,226.13  

        

15,033,097.13  46% 

2003 

          

46,301,111.90  

        

10,062,611.00  

           

4,800,000.00  

        

14,862,611.00  32% 

2004 

          

29,543,360.82  

        

13,172,040.00  

           

6,765,000.00  

        

19,937,040.00  67% 

2005 

          

81,125,285.00  

        

10,730,296.00  

         

13,040,582.00  

        

23,770,878.00  29% 

Total     189,388,957.39       41,152,818.00        32,450,808.13      73,603,626.13  39% 

SNNP Region 

City Year 

Actual transferred 

amount in ETB 

Region 

Contribution City Contribution 

Region  and  City 

Contribution % 

Hawasa 

 

2001/2002  

          

23,904,883.59  

          

5,305,025.00  

           

6,852,399.33  

        

12,157,424.33  51% 

2003 

          

48,157,075.73  

          

9,656,599.90  

           

9,656,599.90  

        

19,313,199.80  40% 

2004 

          

74,062,962.94  

        

14,689,094.00  

         

10,590,212.00  

        

25,279,306.00  34% 

2005 

        

106,990,485.81  

        

22,492,205.00  

         

32,492,205.00  

        

54,984,410.00  51% 

Total     253,115,408.07       52,142,923.90        59,591,416.23    111,734,340.13  44% 

Dilla 

2001/2002 

            

9,642,892.83  

          

2,124,888.00  

           

3,638,337.72  

          

5,763,225.72  60% 

2003 

          

23,118,079.46  

          

5,800,000.00  

           

4,221,610.00  

        

10,021,610.00  43% 

2004 

          

27,878,654.26  

          

4,683,934.62  

           

3,063,510.87  

          

7,747,445.49  28% 

2005 

          

42,133,853.00  

          

3,750,000.00  

           

3,500,000.00  

          

7,250,000.00  17% 

Total     102,773,479.55       16,358,822.62        14,423,458.59      30,782,281.21  30% 

 W/Sodo 

2001/2002 

          

14,203,204.37  

          

3,222,742.00  

           

1,822,185.42  

          

5,044,927.42  36% 

2003 

          

39,709,014.26  

        

10,622,316.22  

           

4,078,709.00  

        

14,701,025.22  37% 

2004 

          

35,843,979.18  

          

7,000,000.00  

           

6,000,000.00  

        

13,000,000.00  36% 

2005                                          29% 
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27,890,336.00  5,726,864.80  2,256,457.57  7,983,322.37  

Total     117,646,533.81       26,571,923.02        14,157,351.99      40,729,275.01  35% 

Arba 

Minch  

2001/2002 

          

16,139,239.98  

          

4,624,484.43  

           

2,200,000.00  

          

6,824,484.43  42% 

2003 

          

21,173,288.22  

          

5,800,000.00  

           

1,000,866.00  

          

6,800,866.00  32% 

2004 

          

29,410,053.65  

          

2,500,000.00  

           

4,000,000.00  

          

6,500,000.00  22% 

2005 

          

41,764,769.00  

          

4,000,000.00  

           

5,500,000.00  

          

9,500,000.00  23% 

 Total      108,487,350.85       16,924,484.43        12,700,866.00      29,625,350.43  27% 

Tigray Region 

City Year 

Actual transferred 

amount in ETB 

Region 

Contribution City Contribution 

Region  and  City 

Contribution Percent 

Mekelle 

2001/2002 

          

50,751,280.89  

        

12,090,046.50  

         

12,090,066.00  

        

24,180,112.50  48% 

2003 

          

32,390,224.90  

          

8,342,868.00  

           

8,342,868.00  

        

16,685,736.00  52% 

2004 

          

70,000,000.00  

        

20,343,794.00  

         

20,343,794.00  

        

40,687,588.00  58% 

2005 

        

149,081,569.00  

        

28,801,308.16  

         

28,801,308.16  

        

57,602,616.32  39% 

Total     302,223,074.79       69,578,016.66        69,578,036.16    139,156,052.82  46% 

Adigrat 

2001/2002 

          

12,528,972.47  

          

3,293,404.65  

           

3,293,410.00  

          

6,586,814.65  53% 

2003 

          

34,920,609.91  

          

8,714,096.00  

           

8,714,096.00  

        

17,428,192.00  50% 

2004 

          

27,128,306.97  

          

6,771,237.00  

           

6,771,237.00  

        

13,542,474.00  50% 

2005 

          

38,408,978.00  

          

7,681,795.61  

         

10,335,970.88  

        

18,017,766.49  47% 

Total     112,986,867.35       26,460,533.26        29,114,713.88      55,575,247.14  49% 

Axum 

2001/2002 

          

12,239,565.07  

          

2,517,068.45  

           

2,517,068.45  

          

5,034,136.90  41% 

2003 

          

29,553,907.04  

          

5,899,444.00  

           

5,896,444.00  

        

11,795,888.00  40% 

2004                                          44% 
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18,982,212.47  4,206,720.00  4,206,720.00  8,413,440.00  

2005 

          

31,897,277.00  

          

5,955,617.28  

           

5,955,617.03  

        

11,911,234.31  37% 

Total        92,672,961.58       18,578,849.73        18,575,849.48      37,154,699.21  40% 

Shire  

2001/2002 

            

7,121,551.61  

          

1,631,089.40  

           

1,631,089.40  

          

3,262,178.80  46% 

2003 

          

33,311,606.05  

          

6,221,606.00  

           

6,221,606.00  

        

12,443,212.00  37% 

2004 

          

22,285,961.53  

          

4,455,181.00  

           

4,455,181.00  

          

8,910,362.00  40% 

2005 

          

31,896,582.00  

          

6,307,316.41  

           

6,307,315.00  

        

12,614,631.41  40% 

Total        94,615,701.19       18,615,192.81        18,615,191.40      37,230,384.21  39% 

       

       

Harari, Dire Dawa and  Addis Ababa 

City Year 

Actual transferred 

amount in ETB 

Region 

Contribution City Contribution 

Region  and  City 

Contribution Percent 

Harar 

2001/2002 

          

26,735,055.66  

          

8,176,000.00  

           

8,288,870.00  

        

16,464,870.00  62% 

2003 

          

68,640,948.92  

        

15,100,000.00  

           

7,595,315.00  

        

22,695,315.00  33% 

2004 

          

46,834,263.76  

          

9,329,698.50  

           

4,300,000.00  

        

13,629,698.50  29% 

2005 

          

39,388,397.00  

          

9,689,725.40  

           

2,000,000.00  

        

11,689,725.40  30% 

Total     181,598,665.34       42,295,423.90        22,184,185.00      64,479,608.90  36% 

Dire Dawa 

2001/2002 

          

76,088,700.04  

                            

-    

         

27,849,796.00  

        

27,849,796.00  37% 

2003 

          

70,825,449.63  

                            

-    

         

19,776,481.00  

        

19,776,481.00  28% 

2004 

          

15,000,000.00  

                            

-    

         

30,312,296.36  

        

30,312,296.36  202% 

2005 

          

52,472,255.00  

                            

-    

         

23,293,599.00  

        

23,293,599.00  44% 

Total     214,386,404.67  -        101,232,172.36    101,232,172.36  193% 
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Addis 
Ababa 

2001/2002 

          

78,313,994.45  

                            

-    

         

29,000,000.00  

        

29,000,000.00  37% 

2003 

        

106,060,074.98  

                            

-    

         

56,000,000.00  

        

56,000,000.00  53% 

2004 

          

98,261,548.46  

                            

-    

         

19,000,000.00  

        

19,000,000.00  19% 

2005 

          

40,541,801.00  

                            

-    

                             

-                               -    0% 

Total     323,177,418.89  

                            

-        104,000,000.00    104,000,000.00  32% 
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Annex E: Utilization of ULGDP funds EFY 2001–EFY 2004 

  

Round 1 

drawing 

rights from 

IDA Grant  

ULG 

Contribution 

Regional 

Contribution 

Total 

ULGDP 

Funding in 

USD 

ULGDP utilized and allocated amount for 2001 and 2002 

Total IDA 

allocated by 

end of 2002 

million USD 

Remaining 

IDA Fund to 

be utilized in 

03-04 EFY, 

million USD 

Percent 

remaining to 

be utilized 

from the first 

round 

Funds 

Utilized in 

2001 EFY 

(AR) million 

birr 

ULGDP 

Plan in 2002 

EFY million 

birr 

Total 

ULGDP 

allocated by 

end of 2002 

million birr 

Total 

ULGDP 

allocated by 

end of 2002 

million USD 

FIRST ROUND                       

Addis Ababa  10.00 4.00   14.00 0.00   0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 100% 

Dire Dawa 9.20 3.68   12.88 10.20 81.74 91.94 7.38 5.27 3.93 43% 

Amhara                      

Bahir Dar 6.73 1.35 1.35 9.42 27.05 87.01 114.06 9.16 6.54 0.19 3% 

Dessie 6.80 1.36 1.36 9.52 15.37 12.19 27.56 2.21 1.58 5.22 77% 

Gonder 7.84 1.57 1.57 10.97 12.82 60.80 73.62 5.91 4.22 3.61 46% 

Kombolcha 2.77 0.55 0.55 3.87 9.83 26.50 36.33 2.92 2.08 0.68 25% 

Oromia                    

Adama 9.20 1.84 1.84 12.88 15.30 66.38 81.68 6.56 4.69 4.51 49% 

Bishoftu 5.28 1.06 1.06 7.39 17.70 29.05 46.75 3.76 2.68 2.60 49% 

Jimma 6.40 1.28 1.28 8.96 2.80 36.64 39.44 3.17 2.26 4.14 65% 

Shashemene 3.75 0.75 0.75 5.25 10.30 26.00 36.30 2.92 2.08 1.67 44% 

SNNP   0.00 0.00                 

Hawassa 5.04 1.01 1.01 7.06 7.20 31.79 38.99 3.13 2.24 2.81 56% 

Arbaminch 2.92 0.58 0.58 4.09 1.58 22.05 23.63 1.90 1.36 1.56 54% 

Dilla 2.46 0.49 0.49 3.44 0.38 14.39 14.77 1.19 0.85 1.61 66% 

WolaytaSodo 2.65 0.53 0.53 3.70 1.66 20.76 22.42 1.80 1.29 1.36 51% 

Tigray                    

Mekelle 6.80 1.36 1.36 9.52 20.72 48.17 68.89 5.53 3.95 2.85 42% 

Adigrat 2.62 0.52 0.52 3.67 2.67 16.29 18.96 1.52 1.09 1.53 59% 

Axum 1.90 0.38 0.38 2.66 7.30 6.91 14.20 1.14 0.81 1.09 57% 

Shire Endaselassie 1.77 0.35 0.35 2.47 4.10 6.85 10.95 0.88 0.63 1.14 64% 

Harari                    

Harar 4.88 0.98 0.98 6.83 5.48 35.65 41.13 3.30 2.36 1.69 35% 

Total All 99.00 23.64 15.96 139.60 172 629 802 64.39 45.99 52.18   

Total first round 99.00 23.64 15.96 139.6        

Second round 46.00 9.20 9.20 64.40        

Total ULGDP 145.00 32.84 25.16 204.00        

1 USD = 12.45 Birr          
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Annex F: ULGDP I Funds Allocated, Funds Released and Balances 

 

 

 

 

 

 

First round Allocation in USD 3rd & 4th quarter transfer in ETB Total Transfer in USD

USD rate 11.0665

1 2 5(4/11.0665)

Bahir Dar 6,729,008.00 19,716,452.00                                                    1,781,633.94

Gonder 7,835,856.00 13,384,593.00                                                    1,209,469.39

Kombolcha 2,766,504.00 6,636,155.00                                                      599,661.59

Dessie 6,803,179.00 8,234,516.00                                                      744,093.98

Sub total 24,134,547.00 47,971,716.00 4,334,858.90

Mekele 6,802,181.00 6,411,713.00                                                      579,380.38

Axum 1,902,222.00 5,061,431.00                                                      457,365.11

Adigrat 2,622,540.00 4,295,207.00                                                      388,126.96

Shire Enidasilase 1,767,476.00 3,264,550.00                                                      294,993.90

Sub total 13,094,419.00 19,032,901.00 1,719,866.35

Hawassa 5,043,347.00 4,955,715.00                                                      447,812.32

Sodo 2,645,587.00 1,972,458.00                                                      178,236.84

Dila 2,459,525.00 721,133.00                                                         65,163.60

Arba Minch 2,918,112.00 1,538,860.00                                                      139,055.71

Sub total 13,066,571.00 9,188,166.00 830,268.47

Adama 9,200,363.00 10,934,020.02                                                    988,028.74

Bishoftu 5,278,153.00 9,862,090.53                                                      891,166.18

Jimma 6,398,943.00 3,912,852.00                                                      353,576.29

Shashemene 3,748,824.00 6,817,685.48                                                      616,065.19

Sub total 24,626,283.00 31,526,648.03 2,848,836.40

Harar 4,878,180.00 8,149,539.00                                                      736,415.22

Dire Dawa 9,200,000.00 50,317,700.00                                                    4,546,848.60

Addis Ababa 10,000,000.00 0.00

Total 99,000,000.00 166,186,670.03 15,017,093.93

City/Town

Allocation, transfer and balance in EFY 2001(2008/9)

Allocation, transfer and balance from EFY 2001(2008/9) to EFY 2005(2012/13)
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1st quarter transfer in ETB 3rd quarter transfer in ETB 4th quarter transfer in ETB Total transfer in ETB Total Transfer in USD

USD rate 12.5107 13.3501 13.5126

6 7 8 9(6+7+8) 10(9/(K4/L4/M4))

Bahir Dar 13,000,000.00                               8,501,800.49                                 20,048,864.48                               41,550,664.97 3,159,661.01

Gonder 3,000,000.00                                 12,898,632.18                               13,609,325.80                               29,507,957.98 2,213,135.37

Kombolcha 5,000,000.00                                 6,422,914.73                                 4,421,726.17                                 15,844,640.90 1,208,001.35

Dessie 10,000,000.00                               7,376,652.60                                 24,321,083.41                               41,697,736.01 3,151,751.74

Sub total 31,000,000.00 35,200,000.00 62,400,999.86 128,600,999.86 9,732,549.47

Mekele 15,944,352.95                               12,412,181.90                               13,717,564.80                               42,074,099.65 3,219,370.21

Axum 2,628,134.00                                 131,494.63                                    3,034,255.98                                 5,793,884.61 444,470.73

Adigrat 1,233,765.45                                 6,374,384.08                                 3,857,162.90                                 11,465,312.43 861,544.55

Shire Enidasilase 869,747.60                                    781,939.40                                    2,573,485.35                                 4,225,172.35 318,542.89

Sub total 20,676,000.00 19,700,000.01 23,182,469.03 63,558,469.04 4,843,928.38

Hawassa 1,886,966.90                                 3,964,714.65                                 13,097,486.95                               18,949,168.50 1,417,087.95

Sodo 2,483,320.80                                 2,256,676.80                                 7,490,748.90                                 12,230,746.50 921,886.84

Dila 2,259,398.48                                 2,081,233.13                                 4,581,128.28                                 8,921,759.89 675,520.14

Arba Minch 2,915,313.82                                 4,997,375.43                                 6,687,690.73                                 14,600,379.98 1,102,280.64

Sub total 9,545,000.00 13,300,000.01 31,857,054.86 54,702,054.87 4,116,775.57

Adama 3,837,397.00                                 6,433,323.90                                 25,648,965.86                               35,919,686.76 2,686,774.30

Bishoftu 5,402,838.70                                 7,857,458.96                                 10,119,915.65                               23,380,213.31 1,769,351.11

Jimma 9,417,668.60                                 3,494,597.69                                 15,589,153.32                               28,501,419.61 2,168,210.11

Shashemene 6,550,095.00                                 4,814,619.46                                 7,402,927.40                                 18,767,641.86 1,432,056.05

Sub total 25,207,999.30 22,600,000.01 58,760,962.23 106,568,961.54 8,056,391.56

Harar 3,401,000.00                                 4,700,000.00                                 10,484,519.62                               18,585,519.62 1,399,811.49

Dire Dawa 5,771,000.00                                 20,000,000.00                               25,771,000.00 1,959,401.26

Addis Ababa 33,000,000.05                               45,313,994.40                               78,313,994.45 5,825,353.88

Total 95,600,999.30 148,500,000.08 232,000,000.00 476,100,999.38 35,934,211.61

City/Town

Allocation, transfer and balance in EFY 2002(2009/10)

Allocation, transfer and balance from EFY 2001(2008/9) to EFY 2005(2012/13)
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Allocation in USD 2nd quarter transfer in ETB 3rd quarter transfer in ETB 4th transfer in ETB Total transfer in ETB Total Transfer in USD

USD rate 16.6667 16.8517 16.9139

11 13 14 15 16(12+13+14+15) 17(16/Q5/R5/S5/T5)

Bahir Dar 3,379,010.00 7,130,671.17                            24,194,001.85                          45,389,932.43                          76,714,605.45 4,547,127.98

Gonder 3,882,934.00 13,980,869.27                          20,859,909.37                          46,886,060.84                          81,726,839.48 4,848,745.57

Kombolcha 1,100,250.00 8,065,615.77                            12,743,570.88                          15,085,584.89                          35,894,771.54 2,132,059.27

Dessie 2,252,279.00 15,280,504.92                          7,176,710.68                            29,942,323.67                          52,399,539.27 3,112,982.14

Sub total 10,614,473.00 44,457,661.13 64,974,192.78 137,303,901.83 246,735,755.74 14,640,914.97

Mekele 2,365,514.12                            10,444,440.20                          19,580,270.58                          32,390,224.90 1,919,359.86

Axum 837,316.00 12,623,802.71                          9,245,857.57                            7,684,246.76                            29,553,907.04 1,760,402.37

Adigrat 1,079,451.00 5,151,062.98                            10,559,091.22                          19,210,455.71                          34,920,609.91 2,071,431.44

Shire Enidasilase 886,771.00 14,372,427.73                          6,114,131.03                            12,825,047.29                          33,311,606.05 1,983,418.66

Sub total 2,803,538.00 34,512,807.54 36,363,520.02 59,300,020.34 130,176,347.90 7,734,612.32

Hawassa 22,723,557.00                          5,143,597.63                            20,289,920.15                          48,157,074.78 2,868,238.26

Sodo 1,426,253.00 7,137,801.84                            9,262,372.53                            23,308,839.89                          39,709,014.26 2,355,995.34

Dila 7,403,042.84                            5,679,578.39                            10,035,458.23                          23,118,079.46 1,374,540.74

Arba Minch 1,404,292.00 11,332,910.69                          3,697,894.96                            6,142,482.57                            21,173,288.22 1,262,572.60

Sub total 2,830,545.00 48,597,312.37 23,783,443.51 59,776,700.84 132,157,456.72 7,861,346.93

Adama 4,129,888.00 34,316,482.58                          41,007,144.87                          64,088,833.19                          139,412,460.64 8,281,519.93

Bishoftu 1,874,064.00 10,759,845.61                          16,251,975.59                          28,750,481.21                          55,762,302.41 3,309,814.92

Jimma 16,157,724.90                          17,395,918.80                          28,459,924.65                          62,013,568.35 3,684,391.42

Shashemene 1,883,929.00 15,297,666.54                          1,683,462.35                            23,576,604.16                          40,557,733.05 2,411,675.68

Sub total 7,887,881.00 76,531,719.63 76,338,501.61 144,875,843.21 297,746,064.45 17,687,401.94

Harar 1,863,562.00 19,879,542.22                          20,441,849.47                          28,319,557.24                          68,640,948.93 4,080,150.23

Dire Dawa 9,374,455.69                            13,273,198.11                          48,180,795.83                          70,828,449.63 4,198,705.38

Addis Ababa 56,811,900.50                          18,707,033.50                          30,541,140.98                          106,060,074.98 6,324,487.88

Total 25,999,999.00 290,165,399.08 253,881,739.00 508,297,960.27 1,052,345,098.35 62,527,619.66

Allocation, transfer and balance from EFY 2001(2008/9) to EFY 2005(2012/13)

City/Town

Allocation, transfer and balance in EFY 2003(2010/11)
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Allocation in USD 3rd quarter transfer in ETB 4th quarter transfer in ETB Total transfer in ETB Total Transfer in USD

USD rate 16.9225/17.2394 17.2394/17.3953/17.6207

19 21 22 23(20+21+22) 24(23/Y4/Z4/AA4)

Bahir Dar 4,975,471.00 0.00

Gonder 5,717,481.00 70,003,501.90                             70,003,501.90 4,010,265.57

Kombolcha 1,620,078.00 22,285,791.69                             22,285,791.69 1,264,750.64

Dessie 3,316,401.00 12,000,000.00                             12,000,000.00 681,017.21

Sub total 15,629,431.00 0.00 104,289,293.59 104,289,293.59 5,956,033.43

Mekele 5,962,425.00 30,000,000.00                             30,000,000.00 1,734,951.29                               

Axum 1,232,919.00 13,982,212.47                             13,982,212.47 803,792.55

Adigrat 1,589,453.00 24,169,252.00                             24,169,252.00 1,389,412.77

Shire Enidasilase 1,305,739.00 12,761,560.51                             12,761,560.51 733,621.18

Sub total 10,090,536.00 0.00 80,913,024.98 80,913,024.98 4,661,777.78

Hawassa 4,339,364.00 7,000,000.00                               26,715,230.17                             33,715,230.17 1,913,387.67

Sodo 2,100,106.00 413,650.47 15,186,211.53                             15,599,862.00 885,314.54

Dila 1,633,416.00 581,882.52 14,707,955.30                             15,289,837.82 867,720.23

Arba Minch 1,723,141.00 16,000,862.05                             16,000,862.05 908,071.87

Sub total 9,796,027.00 7,995,532.98 72,610,259.05 80,605,792.03 4,574,494.32

Adama 6,081,113.00 37,942,086.04                             37,942,086.04 2,153,267.81

Bishoftu 2,759,493.00 18,339,618.24                             18,339,618.24 1,040,799.64

Jimma 3,340,288.00 29,543,360.82                             29,543,360.82 1,676,628.10

Shashemene 2,774,018.00 42,038,847.35                             42,038,847.35 2,385,764.89

Sub total 14,954,912.00 0.00 127,863,912.45 127,863,912.45 7,256,460.44

Harar 2,744,029.00 10,000,000.00                             28,983,705.75                             38,983,705.75 2,212,381.22

Dire Dawa 6,440,437.00 15,000,000.00                             15,000,000.00 851,271.52

Addis Ababa 10,000,000.00 68,548,609.50                             68,548,609.50 3,890,231.91

Total 69,655,372.00 17,995,532.98 498,208,805.32 516,204,338.30 29,402,650.62

Allocation, transfer and balance from EFY 2001(2008/9) to EFY 2005(2012/13)

City/Town

Allocation, transfer and balance in EFY 2004(2011/12)
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Allocation in USD 1st quarter transfer in ETB
2nd quarter transfer in 

ETB

3rd quarter transfer in 

ETB

4th quarter transfer in 

ETB
Total transfer in ETB Total Transfer in USD

USD rate
17.8349/17.6207 17.8349/18.1561 18.1561/18.3739 18.3739

28 29 30 31 32 33(29+30+31+32) 34(33/

Bahir Dar 5,456,306.00                        26,241,000.00                      27,995,654.30                      32,132,889.55                      26,000,000.00                      112,369,543.85                    6,195,932.77                        

Gonder 7,401,857.00                        10,000,000.00                      39,806,340.36                      43,573,577.50                      15,250,000.00                      108,629,917.86                    5,962,707.73                        

Kombolcha 2,097,362.00                        -                                        11,739,012.01                      18,331,223.24                      6,500,000.00                        36,570,235.25                      1,998,374.34                        

Dessie 3,636,897.00                        4,439,523.15                        4,837,470.22                        31,080,751.31                      18,500,000.00                      58,857,744.68                      3,216,974.94                        

Sub total 18,592,422.00 40,680,523.15 84,378,476.89 125,118,441.60 66,250,000.00 316,427,441.64 17,373,989.79

Mekele 7,958,953.00                        40,000,000.00                      34,955,213.11                      50,126,356.83                      24,000,000.01                      149,081,569.95                    8,231,568.88                        

Axum 1,645,775.00                        5,000,000.00                        10,387,578.75                      15,786,968.57                      722,729.88                           31,897,277.20                      1,751,347.15                        

Adigrat 2,122,787.00                        2,298,476.34                        14,066,629.03                      22,043,872.67                      38,408,978.04                      2,091,983.55                        

Shire Enidasilase 1,742,963.00                        3,845,936.36                        15,926,721.53                      12,123,924.16                      31,896,582.05                      1,742,298.18                        

Sub total 13,470,478.00 48,845,936.36 47,641,268.20 95,906,675.96 58,890,526.72 251,284,407.24 13,817,197.76

Hawassa 6,215,495.00                        31,699,340.12                      22,619,780.51                      47,221,365.18                      5,450,000.00                        106,990,485.81                    5,075,107.74                        

Sodo 2,993,992.00                        17,578,357.17                      5,311,979.23                        5,000,000.00                        27,890,336.40                      1,550,313.52                        

Dila 2,328,654.00                        13,170,698.96                      6,064,646.17                        22,296,903.19                      601,604.86                           42,133,853.18                      2,318,758.93                        

Arba Minch 2,497,151.00                        13,409,191.60                      8,231,284.18                        17,124,293.84                      3,000,000.00                        41,764,769.62                      2,300,478.38                        

Sub total 14,035,292.00 75,857,587.85 42,227,690.09 86,642,562.21 14,051,604.86 218,779,445.01 11,244,658.57

Adama 7,899,640.00                        41,000,000.00                      11,490,364.03                      49,487,972.85                      10,000,000.00                      111,978,336.88                    8,484,436.72                        

Bishoftu 3,584,716.00                        16,590,489.00                      2,926,097.27                        35,142,906.27                      9,500,000.00                        64,159,492.54                      3,521,174.02                        

Jimma 4,339,185.00                        17,000,000.00                      10,482,896.89                      30,642,388.24                      23,000,000.00                      81,125,285.13                      4,450,385.84                        

Shashemene 3,603,595.00                        4,000,000.00                        650,653.77                           6,165,346.23                        15,000,000.00                      25,816,000.00                      1,412,061.28                        

Sub total 19,427,136.00 78,590,489.00 25,550,011.96 121,438,613.59 57,500,000.00 283,079,114.55 17,868,057.86

Harar 2,721,833.00                        7,850,544.00                        6,807,898.36                        18,229,955.42                      6,500,000.00                        39,388,397.78                      2,161,072.03                        

Dire Dawa -                                        37,472,255.91                      -                                        15,000,000.00                      52,472,255.91                      2,880,268.85                        

Addis Ababa 29,712,938.00                      10,828,863.19                      -                                        -                                        40,541,801.19                      2,262,430.82                        

Total 68,247,161.00 281,538,018.36 254,906,464.60 447,336,248.78 218,192,131.58 1,201,972,863.32 67,607,675.69

Allocation, transfer and balance from EFY 2001(2008/9) to EFY 2005(2012/13)

Allocation, transfer and balance in EFY 2005(2012/13)

City/Town
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USD rate

36 37 38

Bahir Dar 250,351,266.27                                     20,539,795.00 15,684,355.71                                       4,855,439.29                                         

Gonder 303,252,810.22                                     24,838,128.00 18,244,323.63                                       6,593,804.37                                         

Kombolcha 117,231,594.38                                     7,584,194.00 7,202,847.21                                         381,346.79                                            

Dessie 173,189,535.96                                     16,008,756.00 10,906,820.01                                       5,101,935.99                                         

Sub total 844,025,206.83 68,970,873.00 52,038,346.55 16,932,526.45

Mekele 259,957,607.50                                     20,723,559.00 15,684,630.62                                       5,038,928.38                                         

Axum 86,288,712.32                                       5,618,232.00 5,217,377.90                                         400,854.10                                            

Adigrat 113,259,359.38                                     7,414,231.00 6,802,499.26                                         611,731.74                                            

Shire Enidasilase 85,459,470.96                                       5,702,949.00 5,072,874.81                                         630,074.19                                            

Sub total 544,965,150.16 39,458,971.00 32,777,382.60 6,681,588.40

Hawassa 212,767,674.26                                     15,598,206.00 11,721,633.94                                       3,876,572.06                                         

Sodo 97,402,417.16                                       9,165,938.00 5,891,747.08                                         3,274,190.92                                         

Dila 90,184,663.35                                       6,421,595.00 5,301,703.64                                         1,119,891.36                                         

Arba Minch 95,078,159.87                                       8,542,696.00 5,712,459.20                                         2,830,236.80                                         

Sub total 495,432,914.63 39,728,435.00 28,627,543.85 11,100,891.15

Adama 336,186,590.34                                     27,311,004.00 22,594,027.50                                       4,716,976.50                                         

Bishoftu 171,503,717.03                                     13,496,426.00 10,532,305.86                                       2,964,120.14                                         

Jimma 205,096,485.91                                     14,078,416.00 12,333,191.75                                       1,745,224.25                                         

Shashemene 133,997,907.74                                     12,010,366.00 8,257,623.09                                         3,752,742.91                                         

Sub total 846,784,701.02 66,896,212.00 53,717,148.21 13,179,063.79

Harar 173,748,111.08                                     12,207,604.00 10,589,830.19                                       1,617,773.81                                         

Dire Dawa 214,389,405.54                                     15,640,437.00 14,436,495.61                                       1,203,941.39                                         

Addis Ababa 293,464,480.12                                     20,000,000.00 18,302,504.49                                       1,697,495.51                                         

Total 3,412,809,969.39 262,902,532.00 210,489,251.51 52,413,280.49

Allocation, transfer and balance from EFY 2001(2008/9) to EFY 2005(2012/13)

Total transfer project life                    

ETB

Total allocation project life             

USD

Total transfer project life             

USD

Total Untransfered balance project 

life                    USD

City/Town
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Annex G: Staffing and Facilities Survey in the 26 New Cities Joining the Program: 

 

Summary of Date For FM Assessment of  Cities

Staff Structure 

Total Total Total Percent 

Required Actual Vacant Vacant

No. No. No.

Amhara 

Procurement & Finance 126 122 4

Audit 24 22 2

Planning 24 21 3

174 165 9 5%

Oromia 

Procurement & Finance 170 134 36

Audit 28 22 6

Planning 60 35 25

258 191 67 26%

SNNPR

Procurement & Finance 85 71 14

Audit 21 18 3

Planning 14 14 0

120 103 17 14%

Tigray 

Procurement & Finance 90 74 16

Audit 9 7 2

Planning 30 22 8

129 103 26 20%

Emerging Cities

Procurement & Finance 75 40 35

Audit 12 9 3

Planning 19 6 13

106 55 51 48%

Grand Total 787 617 170 22%

Summary by Department

Procurement & Finance 546 441 105 19%

Audit 94 78 16 17%

Planning 147 98 49 33%

Grand Total 787 617 170 22%
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Summary of Date For FM Assessment of  Cities

Employee Qualification 

Total Total Total Total 

Above Diploma & Below

BA BA Equivalent Diploma

No. No. No. No.

Amhara 

Procurement & Finance 0 29 56 36

Audit 0 7 10 5

Planning 2 12 5 2

2 48 71 43

Oromia 

Procurement & Finance 0 60 52 22

Audit 0 13 7 2

Planning 1 23 7 3

1 96 66 27

SNNPR

Procurement & Finance 7 41 21 2

Audit 0 10 7 1

Planning 0 14 0 0

7 65 28 3

Tigray 

Procurement & Finance 1 35 29 9

Audit 0 5 2 0

Planning 0 20 1 1

1 60 32 10

Emerging Cities

Procurement & Finance 2 13 21 10

Audit 0 3 6 0

Planning 1 3 2 0

3 19 29 10

Grand Total 14 288 226 93

Summary by Department

Procurement & Finance 10 178 179 79

Audit 0 38 32 8

Planning 4 72 15 6

Grand Total 14 288 226 93
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Summary of Date For FM Assessment of  Cities

Employee Work Experience 

Total Total Total Total 

1-5 years >5-10 Yrs. >10-15 Yrs Above 15 Yrs. 

No. No. No. No.

Amhara 

Procurement & Finance 54 27 10 26

Audit 9 9 3 1

Planning 12 5 3 1

75 41 16 28

Oromia 

Procurement & Finance 57 39 14 24

Audit 8 7 1 5

Planning 17 12 1 5

82 58 16 34

SNNPR

Procurement & Finance 42 26 0 3

Audit 11 3 2 2

Planning 9 2 3 0

62 31 5 5

Tigray 

Procurement & Finance 31 23 12 8

Audit 0 4 2 1

Planning 11 8 2 1

42 35 16 10

Emerging Cities

Procurement & Finance 36 4 1 0

Audit 6 2 2 0

Planning 8 0 0 0

50 6 3 0

Grand Total 311 171 56 77

Summary by Department

Procurement & Finance 220 119 37 61

Audit 34 25 10 9

Planning 57 27 9 7

Grand Total 311 171 56 77
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Summary of Date For FM Assessment of  Cities

Employee Work Experience 

Total Total Total Total Total 

Up to 1 Yr. Up to 2 Yr. Up to 3 Yr. Up to 4 Yr. Up to 5 Yr.

No. No. No. No. No.

Amhara 

Procurement & Finance 5 18 10 10 11

Audit 0 2 3 2 2

Planning 1 4 5 3 1

6 24 18 15 14

Oromia 

Procurement & Finance 7 12 15 12 11

Audit 1 1 2 0 4

Planning 2 6 3 2 4

10 19 20 14 19

SNNPR

Procurement & Finance 13 8 8 11 2

Audit 3 1 1 3 3

Planning 2 2 3 0 2

18 11 12 14 7

Tigray 

Procurement & Finance 7 2 3 7 12

Audit 0 0 0 0 0

Planning 3 2 4 0 3

10 4 7 7 15

Emerging Cities

Procurement & Finance 5 4 6 5 16

Audit 0 2 2 1 1

Planning 1 0 1 0 6

6 6 9 6 23

Grand Total 50 64 66 56 78

Summary by Department

Procurement & Finance 37 44 42 45 52

Audit 4 6 8 6 10

Planning 9 14 16 5 16

50 64 66 56 78
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Summary of Date For FM Assessment of  Cities

Training 

Total Total Total 

No. Trainee Days No of Trainers

Amhara 

D/Birhan 34 62 12

D/Tabor 20 32 13

D/Markos 36 76 23

Finoteselam 19 65 27

Motta 4 25 3

Woldiya 28 72 28

141 332 106

Oromia

Ambo 65 26 6

Assela 15 28 30

Batu 10 13 15

Burayu 0 11 5

Nekemt 0 24 60

Robe 5 25 3

95 127 119

SNNPR

Areka 17 24 11

Butajira 10 13 4

Hossana 10 18 20

Mizan 0 26 0

Yirgalem 34 15 8

71 96 43

Tigray 

Adowa 198 18 15

Alamata 49 60 31

Hummera 31 48 45

Wukiro 42 28 10

320 154 101

Emerging Cities

Assosa 51 24 18

Gambella 7 22 4

Jijiga 90 42 27

Semera 0 0 0

148 88 49

Grand Total 775 797 418
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Summary of Date For FM Assessment of  Cities

Facilities 

Direct

Office space  Furniture Vehicle Computer Printers Machine Fax Tel. Line Power Bank Zone Dist

Qlty (Qty) Qlty No. No. No. No. No. No. Type No. Kms.

Amhara 

D/Birhan Insufficient Insufficient 0 10 4 0 0 4 Regular 10 0

D/Tabor 180M2 Insufficient 0 15 7 0 0 4 Regular 6 0

D/Markos 190M2 Insufficient 1 15 6 1 1 5 Regular 9 0

Finoteselam 125M2 Insufficient 0 9 4 0 0 2 Regular 5 0

Motta Insufficient Insufficient 0 4 4 1 1 3 Regular 3 19Kms.

Woldiya Insufficient Insufficient 1 12 3 1 0 5 Regular 6 0

Oromia

Ambo Sufficient Insufficient 0 17 7 1 0 3 Regular 8 0

Assela Sufficient 0 16 10 1 2 Regular 9

Batu 200M2 Insufficient 0 10 3 1 0 3 Irregular 4 119Kms

Burayu Sufficient Insufficient 1 20 10 1 1 3 Regular 3 25Kms

Nekemt

Robe 192m2 0 15 5 0 0 2 Regular 7 0

SNNPR

Areka 358M2 Sufficient 0 10 4 1 0 6 Irregular 2 29Kms.

Butajira 180M2 Insufficient 2 14 6 1 1 4 Irregular 4 293Km

Hossana Rental Insufficient 0 3 3 0 1 3 Regular 11 0

Mizan

Yirgalem Sufficient 2 64 27 5 0 44 Regular 3 45Kms.

Tigray 

Adowa Sufficient Insufficient 0 11 4 1 1 3 Regular 4 25Kms

Alamata Sufficient Sufficient 0 10 3 1 1 2 Regular 6 60Kms.

Hummera Insufficient Sufficient 1 21 12 1 2 4 Regular 11 0

Wukiro Sufficient Sufficient 1 15 6 2 1 4 Regular 4 75Kms.

Emerging Cities

Assosa Insufficient 0 14 6 0 0 2 Regular 6

Gambella Insufficient 1 12 6 1 0 3 Regular 6 0

Jijiga 612 Insufficient 2 9 3 1 1 2 Regular 15 0

Semera


