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I. Introduction

a. Content
This note presents an overview of the main findings and key messages of the various sector and thematic reports carried out as part of the Rapid Budget Analysis of  the FY07/08 and FY 08/09 budgets. The analysis for FY07/08 uses actual expenditures data, while the analysis for FY08/09 uses the expenditures estimates approved by parliament (original estimates). As much as possible, the analysis is cast in a medium-term perspective.

b. Focus

The key focus of this note is on the alignment of the budget to the Mkukta, the National Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy of Tanzania. In other words, the key question addressed by the Rapid Budget Analysis is: “to what extent is the national budget an effective financial instrument to implement the policies and achieve the objectives of the Mkukuta?”. The analysis of alignment is carried out along the three following directions.
i. Budget Macro-fiscal context and budget macro-framework
The macro-economic dimension is relevant to the Mkukuta inasmuch as a positive macro-economic environment, which is supportive of sustainable growth and low inflation, is by itself an important ingredient in achieving the Mkukuta objectives.  In this respect, the note discusses the impact of the budget on key macroeconomic variables such as the inflation rate, the GDP growth rate, and the interest rate. The macro-economic environment in turn is relevant to Mkukuta as it is a major determinant of the resources envelope available to the budget and can also influence the structure of spending.
ii. Budget allocation
The analysis of budget allocation looks at how the budget is distributed among different Mkukuta sectors and clusters, and also at how the budget is composed in terms of wages, current expenditures, maintenance, and public investment. It discusses whether this sectoral and economic composition is consistent with the policies and objectives of Mkukuta, and other sector policies. This analysis is carried out both with respect to the execution of the FY07/08 budget and of the estimates of the FY08/09 budget.
iii. Impact / results

The last stage of the analysis addresses the question of whether the budget achieves its stated impact on the ground in terms of providing effective public services to the population in a way that is both equitable and efficient. This part of the analysis is still sketchy as the evidence is scarce. It builds on whatever performance reports have been produced by MDAs and on other sources such as the Household Budget Survey.
II. Macro-fiscal Policy and Macro-economic Budget Framework

a. Overview
This section analyses in sequence two issues: (i) the impact of the budget on the macro-economic situation, which is labeled as the “macro-fiscal policy” issue; and (ii) the constraints imposed by the macro-economic situation on budgetary choices which is labeled as “the macro-economic framework” of the budget.
Within the context of a broadly stable macro-economic framework, emerging vulnerabilities faced by Tanzania involve rising inflation, and some pressures on the external balance of payments, making the conduct of macro-fiscal policy particularly sensitive.
Inflation has been on a rising trend above the government target of 5% since 2004, and has significantly accelerated in 2007 and 2008 as international commodity inflation added to domestic pressures. 
Figure 1. Monthly CPI inflation rate, January 2003- September 2008, new series
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Source:NBS
The inflation experienced by families, as measured by the household budget survey (HBS), appears to have been also significantly higher than the market prices revealed by he CPI. The cumulative consumer inflation measured by the HSB between 2001 and 2007 is around 98% (i.e. an almost doubling of prices), while the CPI cumulative inflation for the same period measures at 41%. 

All together, it is clear that rising inflation represents a serious challenge for the government, including for fiscal policy, as it tries to preserve hard-won macro-stability and protect the purchasing power of the population.

The Balance of Payments (BoP)  of Tanzania is currently strong, with a high level of foreign reserves, and a positive outlook for gold exports, while tumbling oil process will be also is helpful. Over the last 5 years, however, the composition of the balance of payment has become a bit more vulnerable, with the current account deficit overshooting the levels of foreign aid, making the balance of payment dependent on private inflows, in particular FDI. 

Figure 2. Current Account and foreign aid 2001-2007
[image: image2.emf]
Source: IMF staff report
b. Macro-fiscal policy: The impact of revenue and financing on the macro context
i. Domestic revenues
Domestic revenues have witnessed a remarkable sustained upward trend since the early 2000s. This development is particularly important as it provides the foundations to reduce aid dependence, and improve domestic accountability. Domestic revenues are also a source of financing that does not have an inflationary impact through monetary aggregates, though potential tax pass-through to the consumers are inflationary. 
Table 1: Domestic Revenue: Trend over 2005/06 – 2008/09

	
	 2005/06 
	 2006/07 
	 2007/08 
	 2008/09 

	Domestic Revenue Trend
	 Act. 
	 Act. 
	 Prel. Proj 
	 Budg. 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Total Domestic Revenue
	12.5%
	14.1%
	16.0%
	18.5%

	  Tax Revenue
	11.5%
	13.0%
	14.8%
	17.6%

	      Import Duties
	1.1%
	1.2%
	1.5%
	1.5%

	      Excise Duty
	1.5%
	2.7%
	3.0%
	3.6%

	      Value Added Tax
	4.7%
	4.3%
	4.5%
	5.0%

	      Income Tax
	3.3%
	3.7%
	4.0%
	5.2%

	      Other taxes
	0.8%
	1.1%
	1.9%
	2.3%

	  Nontax Revenue
	0.8%
	1.1%
	1.9%
	2.3%


Source : Budget Digest

At around 16% of GDP in 2007/08, and projected at around 18.5% of GDP in 2008/09, domestic revenues in Tanzania are still below the average for Sub-Saharan Africa, and not high by international standards. This indicates that the level of taxation in Tanzania is not excessive, as far as its macro-aggregate impact is concerned, and that there is scope for further increase. The impact of the structure of taxation for economic growth is also broadly appropriate according to a 2006 FIAS report that indicated that “the income tax code and VAT legislation are broadly appropriate and conducive to growth of the five sectors. Problems remain with implementation, the extent of exemptions, and local government taxation. … The marginal effective tax rate in Tanzania is comparable with those in South Africa, and Zambia… it is excessive only for non-VAT registered medium and small scale enterprises, for which it can be as high as 50.5%,”

Looking forward, the main risk is that the tax base is relatively narrow and the increased performance has been reliant on higher contribution by the large  taxpayers, so that excessive concentration on this narrow base should be avoided. The government’s plans to review tax and non-tax revenues in the mining sector, and in the natural resources sector in general, are a welcome development, as they allow to broaden the tax base. 
[image: image26.emf] 

2004/05   2005/06   2006/07   2007/08  

Actual   Actual   Actual   Actual  

Domestic Revenue  

23   18   15   16  

Customs and Excise  

45   44   43   44  

Large Taxpayers  

32   38   42   40  

Gross Collection  

100   100   100   100  

DEPARTMENT  

Table 2. Contribution of TRA Departments to overall tax collection (in percent) 
ii. Foreign financing:  
In 2007/08, the share of foreign aid in GDP has been declining for the first time in the last 5 years. The Government has projected a further decline in FY08/09, both as a share of GDP and in absolute value.
Figure 3. Total Aid Inflows Relative to Domestic Revenues 2005/06 - 2010/11
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              Source Budget Frame 12/10/2008, MOEA.
The slight reduction in foreign aid potentially helps with the conduct of monetary policy to control inflation, as foreign currency funding of the budget increase the monetary base for an equivalent amount net of the import content of expenditures, and needs to be sterilized.
The reduction in foreign funding is however problematic with respect to the existing vulnerabilities in the balance of payment, which could be exacerbated in case of a potential negative impact of the current global economic crisis on flows of foreign direct investment (which is likely to be offset by higher gold prices and/or lower oil prices).

Foreign aid in FY07/08 was composed of 66% of grants and by the remainder 34% of concessional loans. The FY08/09 budget projects an increase in loans to 40%, which given the concessional nature of loans will not significantly affect the debt sustainability profile of Tanzania.
iii. Domestic financing 
Domestic financing is a non-inflationary financing source, as it does not increase the monetary base, and tends to raise interest rates, which is the mainstream anti-inflationary instrument used by Central Banks throughout the world. A main drawback of domestic financing compared to foreign financing is its cost. Foreign financing when it is fully sterilized has a cost equivalent to the T-bill interest rate on less than the full amount (since part of the expenditure flows back in foreign currency through imports), while the interest cost of domestic financing is borne on the full amount. The cost advantage of (sterilized) foreign financing is lower, the lower the import content of expenditures, and the lower the domestic interest rate. Thanks to vastly improved t-bill auctions and monetary management by the Central Bank over the last year, in parallel to rising inflation, real interest rates on T-bills have become negative. Therefore use of domestic borrowing to smooth the expenditure pattern in the current conditions would be an option for the Authorities.
c. Macro-fiscal policy: impact of expenditures on the macro context
In a context of rising inflation, a large increase in public expenditure can put additional pressure on aggregate demand, depending also on the funding modality and the composition of expenditures. In such an environment, an expenditure profile tilted towards investment, and less towards current outlays high in domestic content, would be preferable, as it would tend to increase productivity and reduce demand pressure on the non-tradable sector. Higher public investment is also necessary to reach the government’s objective of sustained annual GDP growth between 8-10%, as few countries have achieved such feat without an aggregate level of investment reaching over 30% of GDP, which requires a significant contribution from public investment.
The approved budget framework for 2008/09 aims at increasing recurrent spending by 1.3% point of GDP, from 17.2% to 18.5% of GDP, while development expenditure remains stable at 9.8% of GDP. Over the medium term (2009/11), as aid flows are projected to abate, development expenditure are expected to further decrease to reach 7.7% of GDP by 2010/11, while recurrent expenditures stabilize around 17.5% of GDP. The trend in projected development expenditure is surprising given the ambition of the Government to sustain the projected higher level of growth.
One should note that the above classification of current expenditure does not give a fully accurate decomposition of the nature of spending. A more accurate classification shows that 41.8% of the development budget is composed of non-capital spending, mostly on goods and services (accounting for 22.8%, of which the purchase of medical supplies accounts for 9.3%). Similarly, 7% of the recurrent budget includes expenses linked to infrastructure or equipment. 
Based on a more rigorous classification, in FY08/09, 75% of expenditures are recurrent against 73% in FY07/08. This relatively low level of investment and the declining trends are worrying signals. They find their correspondent in some of the key sectors, such as health or agriculture.

Figure 4. Economic classification of the 2008/09 Budget
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In agriculture, for instance, the share of capital expenditure is much smaller than that of development expenditure. It accounts for only 22.5 percent of total sector budget compared to 49 percent of development expenditure. Fifty seven percent of the development expenditure is eventually recurrent expenditure, spent on the provision of goods and services. This indicates that little capital investment is going into the agriculture sector. Moreover, the actual or spent capital expenditures are likely to be much smaller than approved, partially due to the delays in feasibility studies and project implementation problems as was the case in 2006/07, which further hampers the infrastructure development for agricultural growth in Tanzania.

In health, an accurate classification show that recurrent expenditure accounts for 90% of the total health sector budget, of which wages and salaries accounts for almost half of all recurrent spending. Goods and services accounts for 47% of total health budget, of which 67% comprises medical supplies. Therefore, capital expenditure only accounts for 10% of the total health sector budget, of which 9% is for investment (see Annex 1). While, government has stated that this year will be focused on addressing the human resources shortage in health, there will need to be a substantial increase in the capital expenditure in order to fulfill the other priority that focuses on rehabilitation, upgrading and establishment of facilities at primary level.
The situation is even more severe if one looks at the actual expenditures. A look at execution rates reveals that not only the development budget shows execution gaps that are much higher than recurrent expenditures, but some very high execution gaps (i.e. very low execution rates) are concentrated in the 3 key infrastructure ministries (this is true even f some of the low execution is due to under-reporting of donor funded projects through the Dummy exchequer system).

Table 3. Selected MDAs budget execution gap
	 
	 
	2006/07
	2007/08

	 Vote
	 Ministry
	Recurrent
	Develop.
	Total
	Recurrent
	Develop.
	Total

	58
	Min Energy & Minerals
	0.2%
	82.1%
	64.3%
	6.2%
	90.8%
	80.6%

	49
	Min Water & Irrigation
	3.9%
	12.1%
	11.2%
	3.5%
	43.0%
	39.4%

	98
	Min Infrastructure Dev.
	1.6%
	38.3%
	24.1%
	5.9%
	50.3%
	36.8%

	52
	Min Health & Social Wel
	3.8%
	23.3%
	10.6%
	10.1%
	41.9%
	25.8%

	46
	Min Education & Voc Tr
	2.4%
	11.5%
	7.2%
	7.4%
	15.9%
	11.0%

	43
	Min Agriculture & Food Sec
	9.9%
	41.6%
	23.6%
	6.4%
	9.9%
	8.0%

	Source: MoFEA, IFMS Itemized expenditure by warrant holder
	
	
	
	

	Note: The gap is sum of release and spending gap, where release gap is the diffrence between original budget estimates and exchequer relaese; and spending gap is the difference between exchequre release and expenditure

	For 2007/08 7 votes are not included in the overall budget execution gaps analysis because their data is still missing. These vote are 20,23, 29, 38, 39 & 57


In this context of low capital expenditures, the large increase in wage in the new budget, on the heel of the minimum wage increase, is particularly worrying. While the need to increase the minimum wage was widely recognized, such a massive increase risks putting Tanzania in a vicious circle of increasing wages, raising inflation and lower growth. The overall wage bill, including allowance and “hidden” wage costs stands at 9.5% of GDP in the 2008/09, against 9.1% last year. 
Figure 5. Change in budget shares between 2007/08 and 2008/09

The increase in wage bill appears inconsistent with Medium Term Pay Policy. The optimistic scenario of the Medium Term Pay Policy projected an increase in wage bill in the range of 5% by 2007/08. The actual progression of nearly ** percent per year ** is way out of medium term pay targets. The picture looks even worse when allowances are added to basic wages, which increases the wage bill to 9.1% of GDP in 2007/08 and 9.5% of GDP in 2008/09. 

The increase in number of civil servant employees (new hires) has little impact on increase in total basic wage in 2008/09: about 70% of the increase total basic wage is due to salary increases, while less than 10% of the increase in total basic wage bill is due to new hires.
Figure 6.Decomposition of increase in Basic Wages in 2008/09
[image: image5.emf]Bilion Tsh. Shares of Total % of GDP

2007/08 wage arrears 112.0 18.8% 0.4%

2008/09 wage arrears 20.0 3.4% 0.1%

2008/09 new hires 50.0 8.4% 0.2%

2008/09 normal salary adjustment 241.4 40.6% 0.9%

Other (incl. Social benefits, Parastatal wages, etc) 171.2 28.8% 0.7%

Total 594.6 100.0% 2.3%


d. The Macro economic framework of the budget: Overview
The following paragraphs review the macro-framework of the 2008/09 budget from a medium-term perspective, with a focus on two kinds of issues: the influence of the macro-economic situation on the level of the various budget aggregates, and the reliability of the projection of the budget aggregates.

The Government’s fiscal framework for 2008/09-2010/11 aims at halving the overall budget deficit (before grants) from 11.1% in 2007/08 to 5.8% in 2010/11. Domestic revenues are set to increase by 3.5 percentage point of GDP over the next 3 years from 15.6% to 19.4%, while overall expenditures slightly decrease from 26.7% in 2007/08 to 25.2% in 2009/10. Table 2 gives a summary of the structure and trend of the main fiscal aggregates over the medium term. 

Table 4. Fiscal Framework , 2005/06 – 2010/11

	
	 2005/06 
	 2006/07 
	 2007/08 
	 2008/09 
	2009/10
	2010/11

	Fiscal Developments
	 Budg.  
	 Act. 
	 Budg. 
	 Act. 
	 Budg. 
	Prel Act.
	 Prel Budg. 
	Proj.
	Proj. 

	 
	(In percent of GDP)

	Total Domestic Revenue
	13.7%
	12.5%
	14.5%
	14.1%
	15.6%
	 
	18.5%
	19.0%
	19.4%

	Grants
	5.2%
	6.2%
	8.3%
	4.9%
	7.5%
	 
	5.6%
	4.3%
	4.0%

	Total Expenditure
	26.8%
	24.4%
	28.3%
	23.2%
	27.0%
	 
	28.2%
	25.4%
	25.2%

	Total Primary Expenditure
	23.3%
	21.0%
	26.6%
	20.7%
	24.0%
	 
	25.3%
	23.0%
	23.0%

	Overall Balance (excl.grants)
	13.1%
	10.7%
	13.8%
	10.3%
	11.1%
	 
	9.4%
	6.4%
	5.8%

	Overall Balance (incl.grants)
	6.3%
	4.8%
	5.3%
	3.9%
	3.6%
	 
	3.8%
	2.1%
	1.8%

	 
	(Annual Percentage Change)

	Total Domestic Revenue
	 
	 
	19.1%
	28.9%
	42.3%
	 
	35.0%
	17.0%
	17.0%

	Grants
	 
	 
	79.3%
	-8.7%
	20.9%
	 
	-14.8%
	-13.7%
	7.1%

	Total Expenditure
	 
	 
	18.7%
	9.0%
	26.7%
	 
	18.9%
	2.6%
	13.7%

	Total Primary Expenditure
	 
	 
	28.3%
	13.4%
	19.6%
	 
	20.0%
	3.8%
	14.1%

	Overall Balance (excl.grants)
	 
	 
	18.2%
	10.5%
	7.2%
	 
	-3.4%
	-22.5%
	3.8%

	Overall Balance (incl.grants)
	 
	 
	-7.1%
	-6.7%
	-9.5%
	 
	20.5%
	-35.5%
	-2.8%


Source: Budget Frame 2007/08-2010/11

e. Macro-framework: revenue and financing
i. Levels
Overall the macro medium-term projection appear optimistic on the revenue side,and pessimistic on the foreign aid side.
The authorities have projected a strong increase in domestic revenue to mitigate long term vulnerabilities to an anticipated decline in aid over FYs 09/11 period. In 2008/09, domestic revenue is projected to further increase to 18.5% of GDP. The GoT anticipates that the expansion of the tax base induced by private sector growth, the implementation of the new 5 years corporate business plan of the TRA as well as a new strategy to increase revenue collection from natural resources (incl. the mining sector) would lead to a two and half point surge in domestic revenue in 2008/09 and a half point increase over the next 2 years.
While the growth in the revenue to GDP ratio is commendable, it represents a very challenging target. This 2.5 point annual increase seems highly ambitious against the already sizable one percentage point annual average increase in domestic revenues since 2002/03. The targeted increase in May 2008, under the PSI economic program supported by the IMF, was more modest, as the revenue-to-GDP ratio was expected to reach 16.2 percent of GDP in 2008/09. In the March Budget guidelines, the GoT had anticipated a 15 percent annual increase in revenue collection, implying that revenue collection would reach 16.7% of GDP in 2008/09. This will require careful monitoring, and a strategy on how to adjusted to eventual shortfalls.
The government has cautiously revised aid projections over the next 3 years anticipating aid would be almost halved by 2010/11. A quick look at the pattern of external aid in Tanzania gives mixed result: over the last 2 years aid was significantly over budgeted over the 2003/04-2004/05 period aid was under-budgeted. Failure to properly assess aid flows has hampered GoT budget management as total expenditure was accommodating aids ups and downs. 

In 2008/09, the GoT anticipates that total foreign aid inflows as a percentage of GDP would decrease by 2 points. This 4.7% decline is largely attributed to a decline in grants (-14.8%) despite an increase in foreign loans. The structure of aid inflows in terms of aid modalities illustrate a decline in budget and project support (inclusive of MCC and MDRI) and an increase in basket support as budgeted in 2008/09 relative to 2007/08.  
Over 2009/10-2010/11, the GoT has forecasted a further decline in aid flows and plans to scale down expenditure as of 2009/10. Over the medium run, the budget frame indicates that expenditure would be gradually scaled down from 28% to 25% of GDP as aid decreased from 9.4% to 6% of GDP between 2008/09 to 2010/11. The projected medium term level of foreign aid flows seems is likely to be higher than projected as new donor projects come on line and more robust development partner pledges are made. 

ii. Reliability

An analysis of the medium-term reliability of the MTEF revenue projection (see table Table 3. ) bears out the following conclusions:

· Budget support is on average the most reliable form of funding for the budget, followed by domestic revenues.

· Both project and basket funding are very difficult to project.

· The first outer year projections in 2006/07 were more reliable than the second outer year.  

Table 5. Medium-Term Projection Analysis
[image: image6.emf]06/07 MTEF Year 2 06/07 MTEF Year 3 07/08 MTEF Year 2

Tsh Millions

Accuracy Accuracy Accuracy

Domestic Revenues 125% 149% 120%

Aid Inflows

o/w Projects 174% 139% 175%

o/w GBS 110% 94% 80%

o/w Baskets 147% 247% 60%

Total Expenditure 125% 136% 118%

o/w Recurrent 110% 126% 109%

o/w Development (local) 188% 187% 150%


Source Budget Digest 2006/07, Budget Speech 2007/08, Budget Frame 12/10/2008, MOEA.
f. Macro economic framework: expenditures
i. Levels
The approved medium term expenditure framework indicates a 1.2 percentage point of GDP increase in overall expenditure in 2008/09 followed by a sharp fall of 3 percentage point in 2009/10. The lower level of expenditure follows the pessimistic assumption on aid trends (discussed above) together with a one percent annual reduction of the overall deficit between 2009/10 and 2010/11.
A credible medium term budget framework would indicate how surplus aid will be saved, or shortfalls made up fro through domestic borrowing or spending cuts. Hence, it would be important for the GoT to develop a Priority Investment Plan (PIP) in line with Mkukuta objectives, with clear indication of (i) programs that would be protected and financed through domestic borrowing in case of aid shortfall and (ii) a pipeline of high return projects that could absorb any aid surplus.  
ii. Reliability
Table 3. Medium-Term Projection Analysis indicates that recurrent expenditure projections are much more accurate than local development expenditure that is largely tied to donor project inflows via counterpart funding. 
Over the last 2 budget, the government has increased the share of  local funding of the development budget in key sectors, such as Roads or Water, which gives the government greater margin of maneuver to accommodate the fluctuations in project funding, but also renders moot the intention of donors of imposing their budget priorities through earmarked project funding. Without getting into the merit of the reduction in the water sector budget,   the large domestic funding in 07/098 allowed government to reduce the water sector budget in FY08/09, notwithstanding a large increase in donor funding for the sector. 
Figure 7. Local and foreign funding in Infrastructure and Water budgets
[image: image7.emf]0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

MoID Budget

Forex

Local

Forex

81,000  113,000  91,000  94,000  221,000  127,827  196,711 

Local

27,000  41,000  78,000  114,000  86,000  132,888  335,286 

02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09


[image: image8]
g. Recommendations
· Improve the reliability of the macro-framework, by sustaining efforts to develop capacity in macro-fiscal policy and macro-modeling.
· Improve growth orientation of the budget by increasing share of public investment 

· Reduce the inflationary impact of the budget by controlling wage growth in line with medium-term pay policy.

· Improve forecasting of domestic revenues

· Develop Priority Investment Plan (PIP) in line with Mkukuta objectives, with clear indication of (i) programs that would be protected and financed through domestic borrowing in case of aid shortfall and (ii) a pipeline of high return projects that could absorb any aid surplus.  
· Engage with Development Partner over medium-term projected level of financial assistance, with a view of avoiding abrupt reduction.

· Consider using domestic financing for limited amount of expenditures smoothing, as long as real domestic interest rates remain low.

· Continue to provide sizeable local funding to development budget in key sector to reduce vulnerability.

III. Budget Allocation
a. Allocation between Mkukuta and non-Mkukuta sectors

The share of Mkukuta spending, net of MDA wages, has decreased since last year. To assess properly the share of Mkukuta vs. non-Mkukuta expenditures, it is important to consider that the GoT has exclusively allocated to Mkukuta the “other charges” or “development” expenditure categories, therefore excluding transfers to local authorities and wages. 

· Basic salaries and pension paid for example to teachers and medical staff (nurses, doctors etc. or judges) are excluded from Mkukuta, although they are essential priority expenditure to deliver social services. As more “Mkukuta infrastructure”, such as schools and health centers, are built, the GoT would need to train and recruit more personnel to ensure these structures deliver adequate services. 

· Transfers to local government which represent 18% of total budget are not coded according to the Mkukuta spending and are therefore considered as non-Mkukuta spending. 
· Also, a large amount (4.9% of total expenditures) is budgeted this year in vote 21 (classified as non-Mkukuta) to pay wage arrears and adjust salary along the revised pay scale.

Taking into account these adjustments, two different breakdowns have been calculated: one which just includes the LGA spending and excludes all wages (the basic ones as well as the wage adjustment and arrears included in vote 21); a second breakdown includes LGA expenditures and the whole MDA wage bill (with the arrears and adjustment in vote 21 redistributed to their respective MDAs). In the first case, a reduction in the budget share of Mkukuta is noticeable. In the second case, there is actually an increase in the share of Mkukuta by half a percentage point. It is to be noted as mentioned above that about 70% of the increase total basic wage in FY07/08 is due to salary increases rather than new hires, so the increase is Mkukuta spending in the second definition reflects this fact.
Table 6. Breakdown between Mkukuta and non-Mkukuta expenditures

	
	2007/08
	2008/09

	Incl. LGA, excl. MDA wages

	Mkukuta
	64.50%
	62.00%

	Non-Mkukuta
	35.50%
	38

	Incl. LGA, excl. MDA wages

	Mkukuta
	68%
	68.5%

	Non-Mkukuta
	32%
	32.90%


The diminution in the Mkukuta share on non-wage expenditures is of concern, particularly given the still modest progress towards poverty reduction, as evidenced by the recent Household Budget Survey which would advocate for additional effort towards the implementation of Mkukuta. On the other hand, because of the large growth in the overall budget expenditures, the slightly reduced Mkukuta share translate in a sizeable nominal increase in the Mkukuta expenditures. 

Allocation to key non-Mkukuta votes has remained stable with the exception of votes 21 and 50 (Treasury and Ministry of Finance and Economic Affairs), which have increased substantially, even after the salary adjustment s have been netted out from vote 21.
Table 7. Selected Non-Mkukuta budget allocations
	Selected Non-Mkukuta budget allocations
	 2007/08 
	 2008/09 
	 2007/08 
	 2008/09 
	 Share difference 

	Vote code
	Vote name
	 Budget , Tsh
	 Budget, Tsh 
	 shares 08 
	 shares 09 
	

	22
	Public Debt
	    609,147,867,000 
	    675,699,758,000 
	10.0%
	9.4%
	-0.7%

	28
	Police Force
	    146,896,446,000 
	    150,516,063,000 
	2.4%
	2.1%
	-0.3%

	29
	Prison Service
	      72,046,888,000 
	      76,615,042,000 
	1.2%
	1.1%
	-0.1%

	30
	President's Office
	    190,840,960,000 
	    200,647,261,600 
	3.1%
	2.8%
	-0.4%

	34
	Foreign Affairs
	      59,041,192,000 
	      69,405,738,700 
	1.0%
	1.0%
	0.0%

	38
	Defence
	    198,896,067,000 
	    241,705,175,000 
	3.3%
	3.3%
	0.1%

	39
	National Service
	      47,853,625,000 
	      55,897,006,000 
	0.8%
	0.8%
	0.0%

	42
	Natinal Assebly Fund
	      42,718,423,000 
	      57,442,490,900 
	0.7%
	0.8%
	0.1%

	57
	Ministry of Defence
	      62,887,271,000 
	      85,955,157,000 
	1.0%
	1.2%
	0.2%

	21,50*
	Treasury & MoFEA
	    286,648,056,000 
	    518,737,133,800 
	4.7%
	7.2%
	2.5%

	Sub-total
	
	  1,716,976,795,000 
	  2,132,620,826,000 
	28.3%
	29.6%
	1.3%

	 Total budget expenditures
	  6,068,015,309,400 
	  7,215,983,371,000 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%


* Vote 21 & 50 have been combined because they used to be one vote before 2008/09; Wage adjustments for major sectors in 2008/09 have been taken out of vote 21
b. Allocations between Mkukuta clusters

The government has made commendable efforts to use the three clusters of the Mkukuta as the strategic level of budget allocation. It seems, however, that in the past three years hesitations have prevailed as to the fundamental direction of strategic Mkukuta allocation. The hesitations seems to be between a 40:40:20 allocation across clusters, and one more tilted towards supporting economic growth resulting in a 50:30:20 distribution. For instance, the FY06/07 guidelines projected a 49:30:21 allocation for FY07/08, but the FY07/08 budget guidelines went for a 42:41:17 profile. Similarly the FY07/08 guidelines projected a 43:37:20 allocation for FY08/09, but the FY08/09 budget guidelines establish a 48:34:18 distribution.
Table 8. Budget Guidelines : Cluster Allocation

	BG
	05/06-07/08
	BG 06/07-08/09
	BG 07/08-09/10
	BG 08/09-10/11

	
	05/06
	06/07
	07/08
	08/09
	07/08
	08/09
	09/10
	08/09
	09/10
	10/11

	Cluster I
	39
	43
	49
	48
	42


	43
	41
	48
	50
	51

	Cluster II
	43
	35
	30
	31
	41
	37
	39
	34
	33
	31

	Cluster III
	18
	22
	21
	21
	17
	20
	20
	18
	17
	18


Cluster I : Growth of the economy and reduction in economic poverty

Cluster II : Improvement of quality of life and social being

Cluster III : Governance and Accountability


The difficulty to strategically use the Mkukuta clusters for budgeting is further complicated by the classification of Mkukta clusters, which, as mentioned above, does not include basic salaries and transfers to local government. 

Accounting for transfers to LGA and the wage bill gives a different view of Mkukta cluster allocation, in particular raising markedly the share of cluster 2, at the expense of cluster 1 and 3,  as well as showing a substantial stability of the shares of the various clusters.
Table 9. MKUKUTA Allocations (incl. LGA transfers)
[image: image9.emf]Expenditure

  % of Mkukuta % of Overall % of Mkukuta % of Overall

Cluster 1 35.2% 22.7% 37.4% 23.2%

Cluster 2 44.9% 29.0% 45.1% 28.0%

Cluster 3 14.2% 9.2% 12.7% 7.9%

Cross Cutting 5.7% 3.7% 4.8% 3.0%

Total Mkukuta

100.0% 64.5% 100.0% 62.0%

Non Mkukuta

35.5% 38.0%

Overall  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

2008/09 2007/08


Similarly, the inclusion of the MDA wage bill, rebalances the shares in favor of cluster II and show a substantial stability of the overall shares.
Table 10. MKUKUTA Allocations (incl. MDAs wages and LGA transfers)
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% of Mkukuta % of Overall % of Mkukuta % of Overall

Cluster I 34.4% 23.4% 35.2% 24.1%

cluster II 46.7% 31.8% 49.1% 33.6%

Cluster III 13.5% 9.2% 11.5% 7.9%

Cross Cutting 5.4% 3.7% 4.3% 3.0%

Total MKUKUTA 100.0% 68.0% 100.0% 68.5%

Non-MKUKUTA 32.0% 31.5%

Overall 100.0% 100.0%


c. Allocation between main sectors

The only Mkukuta sector which has seen its share of total expenditures increase significantly is transport which obtained a 1.5 percentage point increase. The Heath budget has remained broadly stable, while both Education and Agriculture have seen their share decrease by around 1 percentage point. The Water sector experienced the most drastic reduction of around 2 percentage point. Altogether these changes account for a decrease of 1 percentage point of total expenditures, equivalent to the decrease of the overall Mkukuta share.

Figure 8. Sector Share for selected Mkukuta sector

[image: image11]
The increase in the Transport budget conceals a much sharper increase in the road sub-sector budget, which has almost double over the last 3 years, moving from 6.45% of the total expenditures in 06/07 to 8.66% in 07/08 and 11.51% in 08/09.

As a consequence, the Transport Sector Investment Plan requirements have largely been met, at a level of 96% in 2007/08 and 101% in 2008/09. The requirements in TSIP are respectively 646.3 million USD (FY2007/2008) and 695.88million USD in FY 2007/08 and FY 2008/09. (FY2008/2009). In comparison, the allocated budget for Roads is respectively 621 million USD (719,338.03 million Tsh) and 704 Million USD (716.097 million Tsh). 
d. Allocation within sectors
i. Agriculture
Specific government priorities within the agriculture sector in Tanzania (Agricultural Sector Development Strategy) include (i) supporting the local development process to increase access to services and expand agricultural investments; (ii) increasing agricultural productivity through the adoption of, and investment in more productive technological packages; (iii) increasing the area under irrigation and promoting greater water use efficiency; (iv) improving access to inputs and appropriate technology; and (v) maintenance of food security through a national food reserve. Overall the sector budget is largely in line with its stated priorities, when one looks at Figure 9, but it is not possible to make a more accurate conclusion since the strategy for the sector has not been costed. 
Figure 9. Functional composition of the 2008/09 approved agriculture sector budget
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There are, however, several emerging trends that require attention. During 2006/07-2008/09, the budgets for input programs and grain reserves increased, while the expenditure for research and training, policy and planning, and animal disease control decreased. The latter expenditures are growth-enhancing and are for core public goods without which not only will the performance of the sector suffer in the long-run but also the effectiveness of input use, increasingly promoted by the government, likely to be constrained.

ii. Education

The distribution of the education budget shows around 2/3 of the budget going to pre-tertiary education. In the 2008/09 budget, we observe stability of the primary budget 
Figure 10.  Composition of total education expenditure by Levels
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allocation, a decrease in secondary education funding, and an increase in tertiary education.  It is not clear how this evolution matches the stated eduction sector priority to “achieve enhanced enrolment, attendance and completion of pre-and primary levels”.
iii. Health
In health, it is problematic to decompose the budget precisely according to the different levels of care or according to the key priority programs of the government. It appears that the health budget is more or less evenly distributed between central/hospital care, primary care and medical supplies. Depending on the distribution of medical supplies across levels of care, the orientation and strategic alignment of the health budget could look very different.
Table 11. 2008/09 health budget by level of care and type of expenditure (Tsh million)
	Central/hospitals
	
	       227,559 
	34.7%

	 
	Hospitals: national referral /specialist
	        42,800 
	6.5%

	 
	Hospitals: regional;
	        20,254 
	3.1%

	 
	Hospital: district
	        26,253 
	4.0%

	 
	other priorities central
	       107,152 
	16.3%

	 
	admin and other expenses central
	        31,100 
	4.7%

	Medical supplies
	       214,692 
	32.7%

	Local/regional expenditures (primary healthcare)
	       214,172 
	32.6%

	TOTAL
	 
	       656,423 
	100.0%


iv. Water
The internal consistency of budget allocations with government policy objectives in the water sector is improving.  The budget reflects changes in the role of the government, both at the level of the MOW and local governments – with more funding allocated to local governments in line with more decentralized service delivery.  In the MOW, the departments focusing on coordination, policy and planning and water resource management have seen their budgets increase sharply.

The largest part of the MOW budget is allocated to the urban water supply and to a lesser extent the water resource management sub-sectors.  A positive development is that a larger part of overall government funding is currently allocated to the rural sub-sector, which in view of the total population living in rural areas and their lower levels of access results in a more equitable distribution of funds.  Nevertheless, despite the decline in bias towards rural water supply (and sanitation), the average budget allocation to the sub-sectors is still tilted in favor of the urban sub-sector, which receives annually TzS 7,767 for every urban resident compared to TzS 3,550 per year for rural residents.  

Figure 11. Government allocation to rural & urban water sub-sectors (TSh. millions)
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v. Social sectors: common issues
An emerging deteriorating trend in the budget composition of both health and education is the rise of allowances in their respective budgets. Education and Health have entered the group of top 5 beneficiaries of allowances in 2008/09 budgets, coming from the 6th and 7th raking the previous year. Allowances in these two ministries have increased both in share of total allowances and also as a percentage of ministry’s PE in 2008/09 compared to 2007/08. It is not very clear whether the nature of activities in the two ministries involve paying a lot of allowances as this is the case for the National Assembly Fund and Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In the water sector, only 55 percent of total staff expenditure is made up of wages and salaries (up from 50 percent in 2006/07); almost all of the remaining staff costs consists of personal allowances.  This translates into an overhead costs on basic salaries of 81 percent.  This constitutes a decline in the past three years as in FY2006/07 the overhead costs was higher at 97 percent, but is still very high – and indicates that the pay reform process still has some way to go in the sector.  

In the water sector, the share of resources allocated to maintenance represent one third of the total budget and surpasses the total resources allocated to the construction/rehabilitation of infrastructure. By contrast, maintenance spending only represents 1% of total spending in the education and health budget. This latter trend is particularly worrisome given the dilapidated state of much of Tanzania’s social infrastructure. As the GoT is stepping up its efforts to build classrooms and health center, it will be critically important to also increase the share of budget resources allocated to the maintenance of these new buildings, not to mention the stock of existing facilities.

Figure 12. Maintenance and Infrastructure spending in selected ministries
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vi. Roads

The budget allocation in Transport is generally in line with sector priorities, as a the road sub sector as a priority in the Transport Sector. However, local roads have not been appropriately discussed in the sector strategy, and as a result are receiving little budget allocation: the budget allocation for Trunk and Regional roads was respectively five and eight times higher in FY07/08 and FY08/09 than the one for local roads, and it is clear that funds for local roads are still very low compared to actual requirements.
In order to secure enough resources for the maintenance budget, the Fuel Levy, which is the main source of finance for the Road Funds, was increased This significant increase in the Road Fund has led to a dramatic decrease in the gap between maintenance needs and actual funding in the road sector. 

Figure 13. Road maintenance needs and budget (Million Tsh)

[image: image16.emf] 

0

50

100

150

200

250

2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

60.00%

70.00%

80.00%

90.00%

100.00%

Needs

MTCE BUDGET

Gap

Funding Level(%)


Source : Road Fund Report in the 2nd Joint sector Review, October 2008
e. Allocation between central and local government

The D by D process is carried over through five ministries (health, education, water, infrastructure and agriculture) and PMO RALG. 

The share of resources devoted LGAs expenditures as a proportion of total GoT budget has slightly decreased. The share of LGAs expenditure in 2008/09 budget (excluding CFS) is 20.8 percent, compared to 21.5% in 2007/08. However, adding salary adjustment for agriculture, education, health and water staff in LGA into the total spending, the share of LGAs in 2008/09 total budget reaches 21.4 percent, which is still slightly lower than the previous year’s figure. This shows that there has not been any movement in transferring more budgetary resources to LGAs in 2008/09 budget. Should this trend persist in the next 2 years it will compromise the government objective of transferring 25 percent of budgetary resources to LGAs.
Wages represent 60% of the overall LGA budget and its share remains stable as compared to 2007/08. However, the composition of the wage bill has changed, as the share of allowances has increased by 2 percentage points of the total wage bill at the expense of the resources allocated for the payment of basic salaries. The share of total recurrent spending is increasing by 2 percentage point (from 83.2% to 85.2%) following the 3 percentage points rise in the maintenance budget. 

Goods and services represent 20% of total expenditure of which 12% are allocated to the purchase of education and medical supplies. The proportion of the LGA budget devolved to the purchase of goods and services remain stable as compared to 2007/08.

The share of capital expenditure represent barely 15% of total LGA budget as the bulk of the construction /rehabilitation work is carried out at the center level. Infrastructure spending has dropped since last fiscal year from 15 to 9% as the share of studies has surged and represent in 2008/09 one third of capital expenditure. 

f. Recommendations

· There should be a clear commitment of the Government to protect the Mkukuta allocations.

· The Mkukuta definition needs to be refined to be strategically relevant.
· The Government should express a clear medium-term strategy in terms of Mkukuta cluster allocation and strive to implement it.

· The Transport Sector Investment Plan has proved a useful anchor for medium term budgeting in the road sectors, by providing a costing of the sector strategy, and some form of prioritization. This experience could be extended to other sectors, such as agriculture.

· There is a need to control the proliferation of allowances in the social sector (health, Education, Water).

· There is a need to increase the share of maintenance in health and education budgets.

· Further effort is required to reach the 25% objective of LGA transfers.
IV. Impact / Results
a. Budget execution performance
A key factor affecting the performance of public services funded by the budget is the timeliness and completeness in the release of fund to the service delivery units.

The data for FY07/08 show that recurrent budget execution continues to perform well in 2007/08, both in terms of timeliness and completeness. This indicates that the premises for service delivery of routine services should be good, although two important caveats apply: (i) some important recurrent resources for service delivery, such as drugs, are budgeted under the development budget; (ii) at the LGA level, the execution actually measures releases from the central government to LGA, and not actual spending. It is therefore important to have more information on actual releases at the service delivery level, for instance through the regular use of such instrument as Public Expenditure Tracking Surveys. 

There is however a worsening in both the overall execution rate and the timeliness of development funds, as shown in Table 10, with the execution rate for the development budget (both regions and MDAs) falling below 50% in 2007/08.

Table 12. Development budget execution - 2006/07 and 2007/08
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Source: MoFEA Expenditure flash reports and author's calculations


A similar execution index calculated from the IFMIS execution data rather than the flash reports shows a higher execution rate of 56% for the development budget (equivalent to an execution gap of  44%), but also indicates a significant worsening in the execution rate of the development budget for 2007/08 for MDAs.

Table 13. Overall budget execution gaps 
	 
	 
	2006/07
	2007/08

	 
	 
	Overall execution gap
	Deviation index
	Overall execution gap
	Deviation index

	Recurrent total
	..
	..
	-0.1%
	9.1%

	MDAS
	1.4%
	4.5%
	1.0%
	6.4%

	Regions
	..
	..
	-3.0%
	16.2%

	Development total
	..
	..
	44.4%
	46.0%

	MDAs
	33.0%
	36.2%
	49.6%
	49.8%

	Regions
	..
	..
	16.1%
	25.2%

	Source: MoFEA, IFMS Itemized expenditure by warrant holder
	
	

	Note: The gap is sum of release and spending gap, where release gap is the difference between original budget estimates and exchequer releases; and spending gap is the difference between exchequer release and expenditure


b. Effectiveness

Critical to the evaluation of the budget is the assessment of its impact on service delivery for the citizens. Although this kind of effectiveness analysis requires more micro-level analysis, such as quality surveys, expenditure tracking surveys, etc, it is possible at a more aggregate level to derive useful conclusions from matching performance indicators with the evolution of spending.

i. Education
In the education sector, the Ministry has provided a first-rate performance report for FY2007/08, which is comprehensive, up-to-date, and candid in this identification of issues. Such an excellent report provides a good basis to link budgets and results.

In primary education, the ministry’s data show that the net enrolment ratio stalled in 2007/08 after many year of increase. More worryingly, the percentage of cohort completing Standard VII has dropped to 65% in 07/08 from 72% in 06/07 and 77% in 05/06, indicating a trend that is inconsistent with the universal primary education MDG. There appears to be non major gender differentials. There has also been a consistent worsening of the pupil-teacher ratio in primary, which has now reached 54:1, although the Primary qualified teacher: pupil ratio has shown a significant improvement indicating that the proportion of qualified teachers is increasing.

At the secondary level, overall enrolment has continued to increase to around 25%, for lower secondary, and 1.4% for upper secondary. There has been a steady increase in completion of lower secondary up to 94%, the completion rates of upper secondary education collapsed from 93 to 73% in 2007/08.

The HBS also provides data on primary and lower secondary net enrolment. Those data at 84 and 15% respectively are lower than the ministry’s data, reflecting  possibly an inaccurate registration of pupil’s age at the schools, and some over-reporting of enrolment, a s well as normal statistical discrepancy between different sources.


Overall, the data seem to indicate that the objective of both universal primary enrolment and universal primary completion is still problematic, and that primary education still needs sustained funding if it is to reach these objectives. The data also raise the question of why, with continuous high levels of funding, some key indicators of results, such as net enrolment and completion rates are have started heading in the wrong direction in 2007/08. Finally, the collapse of the completion rate in upper secondary education, if confirmed, might be a symptom of low quality and unsustainable expansion of secondary education in the previous years.

Figure 14. Net enrolment ratios - primary, lower secondary, 2001-2007, HBS
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Source: NBS
ii. Health

The performance report of the heath sector provide some indication of the recent evolution of the health situation in Tanzania, although very few indicators refers to the 2007/08 period. The report indicates that the 5 top cause of morbidity have remained stable in relative terms from 2000 to 2006, but that the 5 top cause of infant mortality have been retreating, in particular malaria and anaemia. The only data relative to 2007/08 show a reduction in the immunization coverage below the Mkukuta target of 85% which had been reached the previous year.
Complementary information on the recent health status of the population also comes from the 2007 HBS. It shows similar proportions reporting illness, and similar patterns by area (rural>other urban>Dar) between 2001 and 2007. It also shows no changes in proportions consulting any provider when sick (69%), but an increase in consultation at government facilities (55% to 65%). It reports a small increase in proportion satisfied with services in govt facilities, fewer reporting lack of drugs.
Overall, the picture on the effectiveness of the health sector is still tenuous, and mixed. In the face of sustained increases in the health budget in the past years, the data seem to imply that, although infant mortality is declining, the overall morbidity burden of the population has not improved, casting doubts on the effectiveness of primary health prevention. The curative care system seems to be performing better.
iii. Water

The water sector performance report contains a comprehensive set of up-to-date indicators to track spending effectiveness. The documents shows an increase of around 10% in the number of rural water points built by December 2007, and a larger increase in the number of urban household connections [check]. The rural water supply coverage is estimated at 57% in 2007, and the overall coverage of water services in all urban areas including Dar es Salaam stood at 77%, in June 2008. The report concluded that the rural water coverage Mkukuta objective was off-track, while the urban coverage objective is possibly on-track, though the reduction of the water sector budget this year, may make this more problematic. The estimated access to a protected source of water in 2007according to the HBS is 41% in rural areas, 83% in Dar es Salaam, and 77% in other urban areas.
Figure 15. Access to safe ddrinking water supply - (% of population), 2001-2007, NBS
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Source: NBS
iv. Roads
The monitoring framework of the road sub-sector from the joint infrastructure sector review provides a comprehensive and up-to-date set of output indicators. These show good progress in the share of roads in good conditions for almost all categories of roads. The document also reports an increase in the length of paved roads by around 500 km in 07/08. Overall these improvements seem to provide comfort that the increased allocation to the road sector both for maintenance and construction is being put to good use, although the issue of cost efficiency, given the recent sharp increase in construction material pricss, needs to be reviewed.
v. Agriculture

The agricultural sector review report provides some physical indicators of the sector, but no output or outcome indicators. The only exception are data on crop yields, which are however not up-to-p-date for 2007/08 and cover only 3 years, too short to make any inference between agricultural yields and fertilizer use (which is subsidized by the budget). 

c. Efficiency

Data on efficiency are not commonly produced in many sectors, and more broadly the budget process in Tanzania seems largely un-preoccupied with this issue, in term of both budgetary allocation and management. However, given the huge needs and the limited resources, increasing efficiency is an important tool for achieving a better budget policy.

i. Roads
In the road sector for instance, because of inflation of the price of construction material, the unit costs of road construction and maintenance has gone up substantially,  by almost 40% in 4 years for routine maintenance and rehabilitation, implying that larger budget do not translate in potentially greater outputs.

Figure 16. Unit Cost per km in Routine and Recurrent Maintenance
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ii. Education

In education, one key indicator of internal efficiency of the system is the repetition rate, which impacts the cost per –student to complete a course of study. The primary repetition rate had been going down since 2003, but has increased significantly from 4.4 to 4.9 between 2006/07 and 2007/08, pointing to a potentially costly decrease in efficiency of the primary education system.
d. Equity
Inequity in budget allocations persists across LGAs according to 2008/09 budget figures.  There is little evidence of progress towards addressing the inequity in key sectors such as of health and education.

The persistent inequity is driven by uneven personnel emoluments (PE) budgets stemming from the difficulty of attracting staff to particular LGAs.  The government is trying to solve this issue and routinely posts staff to underserved LGAs.  However, very few of the staff posted actually take up their postings and consequently the PE budgets continue to reflect staff in post and not the desired/ needs based level of staffing.

LGAs education personnel emolument block grant budgets for 2008/09 per child aged 7 to 13 are shown below relative to the budget for 2007/08 and the formulae based allocation for 2008/09.  The graph shows an increase in the budget with an almost identical pattern of inequity.  Annual PE expenditures per 7-13 year old vary from Tsh 33,000 to Tsh 175,00 across LGAs).  If it were possible to apply the formulae then PE expenditure in 2008/09 would have averaged Tsh 66,000 across LGAs.

Figure 17. Education personnel emolument expenditure per child aged 7-13 across LGAs 2007/08 & 2008/09 relative to 2008/09 formulae allocation
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The situation is the same for health sector PE block grants budgets, except that there has only been a marginal budget increase between 2007/08 and 2008/09.  The health sector per capita PE budget varies from Tsh 1,400 to Tsh 14,000 across LGAs.  It should also be noted that the variation in the health formulae line is explained by the fact that the health block grant formulae is based by only 70%  on LGA population (the remaining 30% is driven by the number of poor residents (10%), district medical vehicle route (10%) and under-five mortality (10%)).

Figure 18. Health personnel emolument expenditure per capita across LGAs 2007/08 & 2008/09 relative to 2008/09 formulae allocation
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Given the uneven expenditure there are certain LGAs benefiting and certain LGAs suffering.  Some information is provided below.  It should be noted that a poor rank for education (health) is correlated with a poor rank in health (education) suggesting that the problem is with staffing in general and not with a particular sector.

LGA ranked in terms of per capita expenditure budgeted for 2008/09 

	Top 10 served LGAs

Per capita aged 7-13 education budget 2008/09

Njombe Urban (Iringa)
Ileje (Mbeya)

Kibaha Rural (Pwani/Coast)

Songea Rural (Ruvuma)

Kyela (Mbeya)

Songea Urban (Ruvuma)

Kibaha Urban (Pwani/Coast)

Mwanga (Kilimanjaro)

Morogoro Urban (Morogoro)

Pangani (Tanga)
	Bottom 10 underserved LGAs

Per capita aged 7-13 education budget 2008/09

Nkansi (Rukwa)
Bahi (Dodoma)

Monduli (Dodoma)

Kondoa (Arusha)

Bariadi (Shinyanga)

Kigoma Rural (Kigoma)

Ngorongoro (Arusha)

Tabora Rural (Tabora)

Bukombe (Shinyanga)
Chato (Kagera)

	Top 10 served LGAs

Per capita health budget 2008/09

Pangani (Tanga)

Mafia (Pwani/Coast)

Kisarawe (Pwani/Coast)

Mwanga (Kilimanjaro)

Kibaha Urban (Pwani/Coast)

Ludewa (Iringa)

Kibaha Rural  (Pwani/Coast)

Iringa Urban (Iringa)

Ukerewe (Mwanza)

Bukoba Urban (Kagera) 
	Bottom 10 underserved LGAs

Per capita health budget 2008/09

Bukombe (Shinyanga)

Kasulu (Kigoma)

Rorya (Mara)

Mkinga (Tanga)

Kilindi (Tanga)

Tabora Rural(Tabora)

Bariadi (Shinyanga)

Kigoma Rural (Kigoma)

Sikonge (Tabora)

Nanyumbu (Mtwara)


The distribution of the recurrent road budget, excluding maintenance, between LGAs is  not geographically equal,as it does not correlate  with the length of the roads in the district..  
Figure 19. District recurrent budget and road length
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e. Recommendations

· Improve key element of the budget execution cycle, based inter-alia on the recommendations of the PER policy Note 4, which identifies:

i. Streamlining of basket funding modalities

ii. Streamlining of internal MDA procedures

iii. Improvement to the cash management system

iv. Improvement in procurement capacity

· Improve quality of expenditure flash reports (including reliability of the data) given that they are key instrument for tracking on a monthly basis the within-year budget execution. This report is prepared by the ACCGEN's office but compiled manual from reports generated automatically from the IFMS. It is recommended to automate this report so that is generated from IFMS directly. 
· Make more regular use of Public Expenditure Tracking Surveys to obtain better information about effective budget execution at the service delivery level.
· Continue with plan to develop significant results indicators for the budget, and restructure budget programs to be aligned to such indicators. 

· Make the discussion of results indicators a central element of the sector budget scrutiny.

· Introduce key efficiency indicators along with results and quality indicators in budget management.

· To try and solve the inequity issue further efforts must be made to attract and retain staff in underserved LGAs.  Three suggestions have been made by LGA based government staff during recent field visits:

i. The proposed and currently being considered national incentive scheme is fast-tracked and implemented.

ii. An equalisation grant is allocated to underserved LGAs that is earmarked to efforts focused on the attraction and retention of staff.

iii. All LGAs receive their PE budget based on formulae/ desired postings.  Where staff do not take up their posting the full funds are still released and then can be used as ‘other charges’ to assist in the attraction and retention of staff (for example: equipment for starting a new home, better working conditions, training).  

ANNEX 1. Detailed Economic Classification of the 2008/09 and 2007/08 Budget
[image: image24.emf]Recurrent Development Total  Recurrent    Development   Total

Current 

96.3% 37.0% 74.8%

92.8% 41.9% 75.2%

Wages 

45.2% 4.0% 30.2%

49.5% 4.5% 34.0%

Basic Salaries (incl PE)

34.3% 0.3% 22.0%

38.7% 1.0% 25.7%

Pension

3.7% 0.0% 2.4%

3.9% 0.1% 2.6%

Allowances

7.1% 3.7% 5.9%

6.8% 3.5% 5.7%

Good and Services

32.2% 27.0% 30.3%

30.4% 22.8% 27.8%

Education

1.9% 2.9% 2.2%

2.0% 0.5% 1.5%

Medical

2.2% 8.9% 4.7%

1.5% 9.3% 4.2%

Fuel and Oil

1.1% 0.3% 0.8%

1.3% 0.5% 1.0%

Others (incl PE)

26.9% 14.9% 22.6%

25.7% 12.5% 21.1%

Maintenance

7.0% 3.0% 5.5%

5.6% 4.5% 5.2%

Current Transfer (excl PE)

4.1% 3.1% 3.7%

1.5% 10.0% 4.5%

Interest

7.9% 0.0% 5.0%

5.7% 0.0% 3.7%

     

     

Capital

3.7% 63.0% 25.2%

7.2% 58.1% 24.8%

Infrastructure

2.2% 35.3% 14.2%

3.7% 36.4% 15.0%

Construction

2.1% 13.1% 6.1%

3.1% 19.9% 8.9%

Rehabilitation

0.1% 22.2% 8.1%

0.6% 16.4% 6.1%

Equipment

1.2% 15.2% 6.2%

1.8% 7.2% 3.7%

Household Furniture

0.2% 0.2% 0.2%

1.4% 0.3% 1.0%

Other Capital

0.0% 0.1% 0.1%

0.1% 0.5% 0.2%

Studies 

0.1% 12.3% 4.5%

0.1% 13.8% 4.8%

Total 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

2007/08 2008/09
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� Sector Study of the Effective Tax Burden in Tanzania, May 2006, FIAS, the World Bank Group.
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mof orig est

		MOF BUDGET BOOKS (VOL. II, III, IV) - BUDGET ESTIMATES

		ORIGINAL (APPROVED) ESTIMATES																				As presented to Bunge

								2004/05		2005/06		2006/07		2007/08		2008/09				Comments		2008/09

				VOLUME II				Approved Est, as reported in 05/06 budget		Estimates (as passed), 05/06		Estimates (as passed), 06/07		Estimates (As passed, 08/09)		Estimates (as submitted to National Assembly, 08/09)				SOURCES OK

				VOTE 46, Education & Vocational Training				OK		66,070,411,000		133,964,077,900		155,447,119,000		397,889,941,300

				1001 Administration and General				1,447,803,800		7,818,946,500		25,744,678,200		9,920,695,500		8,733,239,300

				1002 Finance and Accounts				359,051,100		466,476,300		562,495,100		593,716,500		426,341,800

				1003 Policy and Planning				662,884,100		1,301,864,200		1,384,164,700		1,436,240,900		1,396,667,800

				1004 Internal Audit Unit				72,076,530,000		0		0		0		231,784,500

				1005 Procurement Unit				7,413,472,100		0		0		0		188,797,800

				1006 Information, Education & Communication				11,378,324,400		0		0		0		53,133,700

				2001 Chief Education Officer				345,049,800		5,404,684,300		3,817,072,800		4,110,732,700		4,117,302,700

				2002 Inspectorate				0		3,612,351,200		4,719,633,500		4,600,063,800		5,650,506,300

				2003 MANTEP Institute						45,826,300										no longer exists after 2005

				2003 UNESCO Commission				5,137,484,700		0		0		0		381,043,900

				3001 Basic Education				98,820,600,000		582,447,500		25,588,678,000		12,742,015,100		6,929,209,600

				4001 Secondary Education						40,139,691,600		62,281,866,100		103,757,460,700		108,842,776,300

				5001 Teacher Education						5,548,228,000		9,865,489,500		18,286,193,800		24,716,545,800

				6001 Culture & National Languages						1,149,895,100		0		0		0

				7001 Higher Education						0		0		0		227,537,849,200

				7002 Technical Education						0		0		0		8,684,742,600

				Basic Salaries (250100/250200/250900)				OK		35,769,165,600		69,959,741,000		103,552,491,000		111,479,834,000

				1001 Administration and General				226,820,800		228,623,100		17,775,760,500		720,295,400		558,325,800

				1002 Finance and Accounts				96,540,900		100,526,900		141,545,700		235,909,500		225,141,800

				1003 Policy and Planning				64,879,400		132,695,600		214,519,800		442,042,700		392265300

				1004 Internal Audit Unit				2,846,154,300		0		0		0		79384500

				1005 Procurement Unit				7,800,000		0		0		0		87,597,800

				1006 Information, Education & Communication				494,603,400		0		0		0		19,833,700

				2001 Chief Education Officer				0		274,194,200		401,753,300		547,231,000		643,090,200

				2002 Inspectorate				0		1,495,408,500		2,830,082,700		2,993,945,600		3,710,606,300

				2003 MANTEP Institute						45,826,300		0		0		0				no longer exists after 2005

				2003 UNESCO Commission				1,451,043,200		0		0		0		52,134,300

				3001 Basic Education				5,187,842,000		125,534,300		178,678,000		357,172,400		327,785,700

				4001 Secondary Education						29,798,760,900		42,620,085,400		86,496,624,100		94,838,864,300

				5001 Teacher Education						3,435,490,300		5,797,315,600		11,759,270,300		10,366,213,800

				6001 Culture & National Languages						132,105,500		0		0		- 0

				7001 Higher Education						0		0		0		102,015,800

				7002 Technical Education						0		0		0		76,574,700

				TOTAL OC						30,301,245,400		64,004,336,900		51,894,628,000		286,410,107,300

				VOTE 53, Community Devt, Gender & Children				OK

				2001 Folk Education						2,161,580,000		2,313,982,100		2,332,716,700		2,930,400,622

				o/w PE						933,196,000		1,181,190,100		1,434,987,900		1,524,929,722

				o/w OC						1,228,384,000		1,132,792,000		897,728,800		1,405,470,900

																ok

				VOTE 68, Communication, Science & Tech				OK

				3001 Higher Education						95,564,912,600		150,947,659,500		221,249,230,700		0				moved to Vote 46 in 2008/09

				o/w PE						42,152,800		47,464,400		93,744,100		0

				o/w OC						95,522,759,800		150,900,195,100		221,155,486,600		0

				3002 Technical Education						9,936,457,000		10,492,666,300		12,200,425,200		0

				o/w PE						682,059,700		359,808,500		460,689,600		0

				o/w OC						9,254,397,300		10,132,857,800		11,739,735,600		0

				Total						105,501,369,600		161,440,325,800		233,449,655,900		0

				Total PE						724,212,500		407,272,900		554,433,700		0

				Total OC						104,777,157,100		161,033,052,900		232,895,222,200		0

												ok		ok		ok

				Note: if there are any specific areas that you want to focus in on, you can disaggregate here as well.

								452,370,600

				National budget totals (for reference)

				CFS				481,065,587,700		528,144,000,000		287,786,094,000		615,039,100,000		681,910,765,000

				Ministries Supply				1,422,211,852,353		1,740,783,048,200		2,037,535,478,400		2,357,587,525,000		3,045,380,381,000

				PE (Basic Salaries. 250100/250200/250900) minus CFS & Supplies				222,724,425,920

				Total				1,903,277,440,053		2,268,927,048,200		2,325,321,572,400		2,972,626,625,000		3,727,291,146,000

				GDP

				VOLUME III				Estimates (Revised), 04/05 -electr.		Estimates, as submitted 05/06		Estimates, as passed 06/07		Estimates, as passed (07/08)		IFMS, database, Sept08

				1001/281100 Education Block Transfers				OK		306,536,980,300		415,443,832,700		507,295,372,400		531,338,778,600

		70		Arusha Region				2,492,838,800		12,478,341,800		18,573,856,000		21,048,745,000		19,515,879,000				need to cross reference 07/08 with database

		71		Pwani (Coast) Region				2,972,942,300		8,600,540,100		13,218,089,000		15,500,538,600		17,669,820,200						70		19,515,879,000

		72		Dodoma Region				3,205,808,600		14,431,386,200		16,411,818,000		23,834,850,200		23,289,039,000						71		17,669,820,200

		73		Iringa Region				3,043,235,100		15,249,180,700		23,528,000,000		26,311,269,000		29,413,987,500						72		23,289,039,000

		74		Kigoma Region				2,417,956,700		14,109,449,900		20,497,742,100		19,409,994,000		26,170,995,500						73		29,413,987,500

		75		Kilimanjaro Region				3,739,099,500		18,993,174,900		27,604,051,600		31,790,729,000		36,169,234,000						74		26,170,995,500

		76		Lindi Region				2,024,740,500		6,660,558,500		9,838,264,000		11,679,680,700		13,629,575,000						75		36,169,234,000

		77		Mara Region				2,425,315,500		13,372,785,000		19,951,050,000		24,461,340,000		29,829,508,000						76		13,629,575,000

		78		Mbeya Region				5,525,690,500		20,166,261,800		30,810,000,000		34,467,690,000		43,140,200,400						77		29,829,508,000

		79		Morogoro Region				3,285,991,200		15,358,244,500		24,187,126,000		26,870,123,000		32,463,128,700						78		43,140,200,400

		80		Mtwara Region				2,126,863,800		9,951,136,800		15,309,746,000		19,483,119,900		19,462,514,000						79		32,463,128,700

		81		Mwanza Region				4,745,978,800		24,806,449,300		35,949,858,000		39,844,895,000		47,489,014,200						80		19,462,514,000

		82		Ruvuma Region				2,132,304,300		11,682,696,600		16,706,327,000		20,113,926,500		23,819,137,000						81		47,489,014,200

		83		Shinyanga Region				3,934,576,000		24,026,236,800		32,550,674,700		35,297,967,300		3,408,361,000						82		23,819,137,000

		84		Singida Region				2,199,728,700		9,955,308,400		11,098,913,700		15,743,512,300		19,009,304,000						83		3408361000

		85		Tabora Region				2,608,327,200		14,587,260,500		5,162,252,500		23,127,153,400		24,001,258,000						84		19009304000

		86		Tanga Region				3,653,432,900		16,752,792,100		23,462,084,900		27,674,414,000		31,885,824,000						85		24001258000

		87		Kagera Region				2,429,368,300		18,758,561,700		26,179,568,000		29,416,690,000		35,046,709,500						86		31885824000

		88		Dar es Salaam Region				4,048,230,200		17,099,197,600		18,881,164,200		29,986,524,800		32,538,417,000						87		35046709500

		89		Rukwa Region				2,139,706,300		10,093,579,300		14,893,627,200		15,908,840,700		4,517,629,600						88		32538417000

		95		Manyara Region				2,119,437,200		9,403,837,800		10,629,619,800		15,323,369,000		18,869,243,000						89		4517629600

								63,271,572,400														95		18869243000

																						Grand Total		531338778600

				Regional Vote Total (for reference)				OK

		70		Arusha Region				17,752,341,300

		71		Pwani (Coast) Region				14,286,848,700

		72		Dodoma Region				20,877,578,100

		73		Iringa Region				22,443,246,800

		74		Kigoma Region				16,406,051,400

		75		Kilimanjaro Region				25,527,256,100

		76		Lindi Region				12,053,469,000

		77		Mara Region				19,483,766,000

		78		Mbeya Region				30,188,821,300

		79		Morogoro Region				21,763,718,300

		80		Mtwara Region				16,595,670,800

		81		Mwanza Region				29,377,811,700

		82		Ruvuma Region				16,797,487,100

		83		Shinyanga Region				26,912,094,900

		84		Singida Region				13,600,499,400

		85		Tabora Region				18,877,169,700

		86		Tanga Region				23,224,573,800

		87		Kagera Region				21,825,683,000

		88		Dar es Salaam Region				24,287,646,600

		89		Rukwa Region				14,022,166,000

		95		Manyara Region				13,936,846,800

								420,240,746,800

				VOLUME IV: VOTE 46				As approved by parliament (04/05)		Bunge, 2005/06				IFMS, database, Sept07		IFMS, database, Sept08

								Checked and completed with elec version

				DEVELOPMENT / LOCAL				OK		3,000,000,000				14,126,000,000		64,760,972,000

				1001 Administration and General				1,447,803,800		136,769,078				644,000,000		13,533,332,000				2007/08 - figures in estimates as passed for 07/08 and 08/09 completely different but DE total the same

				1002 Finance and Accounts				359,051,100		- 0				0		0

				1003 Policy and Planning				662,884,100		514,370,664				2,422,000,000		2,731,432,000

				1004 Internal Audit Unit				72,076,530,000		- 0		0		0		0

				1005 Procurement Unit				7,413,472,100		- 0		0		0		0

				1006 Information, Education & Communication				11,378,324,400		- 0		0		0		0

				2001 Chief Education Officer				345,049,800		72,207,277				340,000,000		700,000,000

				2002 Inspectorate				0		42,474,869				200,000,000		250,000,000

				2003 UNESCO Commission				5,137,484,700		- 0		0		0		0

				3001 Basic Education				98,820,600,000		1,172,306,385				5,520,000,000		6,478,868,000

				4001 Secondary Education						1,061,871,726				5,000,000,000		5,000,000,000

				5001 Teacher Education						- 0				0		533,368,000

				6001 Culture & National Languages						- 0				0		0

				7001 Higher Education						- 0		0		0		29,630,572,000

				7002 Technical Education						- 0		0		0		5,903,400,000

														ok		ok

				DEVELOPMENT /FOREIGN				OK		106,364,095,700				96,106,746,700		64,825,048,000				2007/08 - figures in estimates as passed for 07/08 and 08/09 completely different but DE total the same

				1001 Administration and General				1,447,803,800		- 0				0		500,000,000

				1002 Finance and Accounts				359,051,100		- 0				0		0

				1003 Policy and Planning				662,884,100		20,622,904,503				18,634,110,000		8,803,716,800

				1004 Internal Audit Unit				72,076,530,000		- 0		0		0		0

				1005 Procurement Unit				7,413,472,100		- 0		0		0		0

				1006 Information, Education & Communication				11,378,324,400		- 0		0		0		0

				2001 Chief Education Officer				345,049,800		2,434,803,160				2,200,000,000		885,319,000

				2002 Inspectorate				0		- 0				0		0

				2003 UNESCO Commission				5,137,484,700		- 0		0		0		0

				3001 Basic Education				98,820,600,000		9,774,643,452				8,832,014,000		1,746,000,000

				4001 Secondary Education						72,457,528,577				65,470,000,000		19,215,614,000

				5001 Teacher Education						1,074,216,008				970,622,700		0

				6001 Culture & National Languages						- 0				0		0

				7001 Higher Education						- 0		0		0		33,466,334,500

				7002 Technical Education						- 0		0		0		208,063,700

														ok		ok

				PEDP, Local

		3001/4321		PEDP										5,400,000,000		6,355,868,000

														ok		ok

				PEDP, Foreign

		3001/4321		PEDP										4,260,000,000		1,746,000,000

														ok		ok

				VOTE 53, Community Devt, Gender & Children/ LOCAL				OK

				2001 Folk Education										799,400,000		2,455,777,000

														ok		ok

				VOTE 53, Community Devt, Gender & Children/ FOREIGN				OK

				2001 Folk Education										0		0

														ok		ok

				VOTE 56, PMORALG/LOCAL

		2003/4313		PEDP										30,000,000		30,000,000

		2003/4390		SEDP										0		62,640,000

														30,000,000		92,640,000

														ok		ok

				VOTE 56, PMORALG/FOREIGN

		2003/4313		PEDP										150,000,000		150,000,000

		2003/4390		SEDP										0		0

														150,000,000		150,000,000

														ok		ok

				VOTE 68, Communications, Science & Tech/Local				OK

				3001 Higher Education										24,659,000,000		0				2007/08 - figures in estimates as passed for 07/08 and 08/09 completely different

				3002 Technical Education										1,700,000,000		0				68, 3001/3002 move to 48 starting in 2008/09

														26,359,000,000		0

														ok		ok

				VOTE 68, Communications, Science & Tech/Local				OK								0

				3001 Higher Education										18,435,139,000		0				2007/08 - figures in estimates as passed for 07/08 and 08/09 completely different

				3002 Technical Education										388,250,000		0

														18,823,389,000		0

														ok		ok

				8091/4321 PEDP				OK

		70		Arusha Region				2,492,838,800

		71		Pwani (Coast) Region				2,972,942,300

		72		Dodoma Region				3,205,808,600												2007/08 - figures for Ministries slightly lower in Estimates as submitted for 07/08 and 08/09 completely different

		73		Iringa Region				3,043,235,100												2008/09 - figure for Ministries (& total) slightly higher in Estimates, as submitted (08/09)

		74		Kigoma Region				2,417,956,700

		75		Kilimanjaro Region				3,739,099,500

		76		Lindi Region				2,024,740,500

		77		Mara Region				2,425,315,500

		78		Mbeya Region				5,525,690,500

		79		Morogoro Region				3,285,991,200

		80		Mtwara Region				2,126,863,800

		81		Mwanza Region				4,745,978,800

		82		Ruvuma Region				2,132,304,300

		83		Shinyanga Region				3,934,576,000

		84		Singida Region				2,199,728,700

		85		Tabora Region				2,608,327,200

		86		Tanga Region				3,653,432,900

		87		Kagera Region				2,429,368,300

		88		Dar es Salaam Region				4,048,230,200

		89		Rukwa Region				2,139,706,300

		95		Manyara Region				2,119,437,200

				TOTAL DEVELOPMENT, FOR REFERENCE

								OK

				Ministries				1,046,959,961,800						1,868,952,562,800		2,099,638,362,000

				Regions (including LGAs)				44,630,627,900						332,482,266,500		389,693,409,000

				TOTAL				1,091,590,589,700						2,201,434,829,300		2,489,331,771,000

				EDUCATION EXPENDITURE BY LEVELS

		TOTAL

				EDUCATION SECTOR TOTAL		2005-06		2006-07		2005/06		2006/07		2007/08		2008/09

				PE		0				37,426,574,100		71,548,204,000		105,541,912,600		113,004,763,722

				OC		0				136,306,786,500		226,170,181,800		285,687,579,000		287,815,578,200

				REC		0				173,733,360,600		297,718,385,800		391,229,491,600		400,820,341,922

				DEV						109,364,095,700		- 0		166,054,535,700		140,386,305,000

				LGA (Ed. block transfers)						306,536,980,300		415,443,832,700		507,295,372,400		531,338,778,600

				TOTAL						589,634,436,600		713,162,218,500		1,064,579,399,700		1,072,545,425,522

		PRIMARY								318,066,377,637		441,032,510,700		544,229,401,500		554,774,724,200

				PE						125,534,300		178,678,000		357,172,400		327,785,700

				OC						456,913,200		25,410,000,000		12,384,842,700		6,601,423,900

				REC						582,447,500		25,588,678,000		12,742,015,100		6,929,209,600

				DEV						10,946,949,837		- 0		24,192,014,000		16,506,736,000

				LGA (Ed. block transfers)						306,536,980,300		415,443,832,700		507,295,372,400		531,338,778,600

		SECONDARY								113,659,091,903		62,281,866,100		174,227,460,700		133,121,030,300

				PE						29,798,760,900		42,620,085,400		86,496,624,100		94,838,864,300

				OC						10,340,930,700		19,661,780,700		17,260,836,600		14,003,912,000

				REC						40,139,691,600		62,281,866,100		103,757,460,700		108,842,776,300

				DEV						73,519,400,303		- 0		70,470,000,000		24,278,254,000

				LGA (Ed. block transfers)						- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		HIGHER								107,155,436,200		162,165,844,900		279,774,740,000		309,292,209,900

				PE						1,789,514,000		1,588,463,000		1,989,421,600		1,703,520,222

				OC						105,365,922,200		160,577,381,900		231,803,529,400		235,924,542,478

				REC						107,155,436,200		162,165,844,900		233,792,951,000		237,628,062,700

				DEV						- 0		- 0		45,981,789,000		71,664,147,200

				LGA (Ed. block transfers)						- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		TEACHER								6,622,444,008		9,865,489,500		19,256,816,500		25,249,913,800

				PE						3,435,490,300		5,797,315,600		11,759,270,300		10,366,213,800

				OC						2,112,737,700		4,068,173,900		6,526,923,500		14,350,332,000

				REC						5,548,228,000		9,865,489,500		18,286,193,800		24,716,545,800

				DEV						1,074,216,008		- 0		970,622,700		533,368,000

				LGA (Ed. block transfers)						- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		ADMINISTRATION								44,131,086,852		37,816,507,300		47,090,981,000		50,107,547,322

				PE						2,277,274,600		21,363,662,000		4,939,424,200		5,768,379,700

				OC						18,030,282,700		16,452,845,300		17,711,446,800		16,935,367,822

				REC						20,307,557,300		37,816,507,300		22,650,871,000		22,703,747,522

				DEV						23,823,529,552		- 0		24,440,110,000		27,403,799,800

				LGA (Ed. block transfers)						- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

										2005/06		2006/07		2007/08		2008/09

				Primary Ed						318,066,377,637		441,032,510,700		544,229,401,500		554,774,724,200

				Secondary Ed						113,659,091,903		62,281,866,100		174,227,460,700		133,121,030,300

				Higher Ed						107,155,436,200		162,165,844,900		279,774,740,000		309,292,209,900

				Teacher Ed						6,622,444,008		9,865,489,500		19,256,816,500		25,249,913,800

				Admin & general						44,131,086,852		37,816,507,300		47,090,981,000		50,107,547,322

				Total						589,634,436,600		713,162,218,500		1,064,579,399,700		1,072,545,425,522

										2005/06		2006/07		2007/08		2008/09

				Primary Ed						318.1		441.0		544.2		554.8

				Secondary Ed						113.7		62.3		174.2		133.1

				Higher Ed						107.2		162.2		279.8		309.3

				Teacher Ed						6.6		9.9		19.3		25.2

				Admin & general						44.1		37.8		47.1		50.1

				Total						589.6		713.2		1,064.6		1,072.5

										2005/06		2006/07		2007/08		2008/09

				Primary Ed						54%		62%		51%		52%

				Secondary Ed						19%		9%		16%		12%

				Higher Ed						18%		23%		26%		29%

				Teacher Ed						1%		1%		2%		2%

				Admin & general						7%		5%		4%		5%



Boex:
Need to verify (WB electronic data only goes up to Vote 37)

Cam Do:
cross referenced with Estimates (as submitted to National Ass 07/08) & database provided by MoF, Sept07

Cam Do:
19,500,397,800 from Estimates, as passed (06/07)

Cam Do:
29,174,521,000

Cam Do:
cross referenced with Estimates, as passed (06/07), some minor differences for votes 83 & 85

Cam Do:
cross referenced with Estimates, as submitted (07/08) & (08/09) with minor variances, see comments column

Cam Do:
need to cross reference with budget books)

Cam Do:
cross referenced with IFMS database, Sept08 - figures ok - some confusion bc PE is accumulated as a total in the database

Cam Do:
cross referenced with Estimates, as passed (07/08) and (08/09)
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								2005/06		2006/07		2007/08		2008/09

						Primary Ed		318.1		441.0		544.2		554.8

						Secondary Ed		113.7		62.3		174.2		133.1

						Higher Ed		107.2		162.2		279.8		309.3

						Teacher Ed		6.6		9.9		19.3		25.2

						Admin & general		44.1		37.8		47.1		50.1

						Total		589.6		713.2		1064.6		1072.5

								2005/06		2006/07		2007/08		2008/09										TZS million		07/08		08/09

						Primary Ed		54%		62%		51%		52%										PRIMARY		540,790		616,713

						Secondary Ed		19%		9%		16%		12%										SECONDARY		238,585		222,119

						Higher Ed		18%		23%		26%		29%										HIGHER		293,811		348,090

						Teacher Ed		1%		1%		2%		2%										TEACHER

						Admin & general		7%		5%		4%		5%										GRANT TOTAL		1,073,186		1,186,922
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Wage Bill

		Vote 52, MoH Wage Bill

																								ok		ok

						2005/06						2006/07						2007/08						2008/09

				4D Description Item		Recurrent		Development		Total Estimates		Recurrent		Development		Total Estimates		Recurrent		Development		Total Estimates		Recurrent		Development		Total Estimates

		250100		Basic Salaries-Non-Pensionable Posts																				18,823,707,000		- 0		18,823,707,000

		250200		Basic Salaries-Pensionable Posts																				3,600,000		- 0		3,600,000

		250900		Contribution to Pension and Welfare Scheme																				- 0		500,000,000		500,000,000

		250300		Employment Allowances																				- 0		- 0		- 0

				HIDDEN COSTS: of which below																				78,674,873,200		24,289,567,000		102,964,440,200

		261100/262000		Other Goods and Services not Classified Above																				4,420,416,400		6,444,054,920		10,864,471,320

				Subtotal																				700,649,000		41,740,000		742,389,000

		261106		o/w Honorariums																				700,649,000		41,740,000		742,389,000

				o/w Negotiated Compensation																								- 0

				o/w Other Compensations																								- 0

				o/w Rations (Food Purchases)																								- 0

																												- 0

				Transfer and Subsidy- Financial Public Enterprises																								- 0

				o/w Capital Makts and  Stocks Authority																								- 0

				o/w Commuted Pension Gratuity																								- 0

				o/w Exchange fluctations Losses on Gov. lds.																								- 0

				o/w Govt Employment Provident Fund																								- 0

				o/w Insurance Companies																								- 0

				o/w New Pension Fund																								- 0

																												- 0

		280800		Transfers and Subsidy-Households and Individuals																				4,340,236,400		- 0		4,340,236,400

				Subtotal																				4,272,436,400		- 0		4,272,436,400

				o/w Addition Retirement Allowances																								- 0

				o/w Assessors																								- 0

		280805		o/w Bounty for Triplets																				4,500,000				4,500,000

				o/w Councillors' allowance																								- 0

		280811		o/w Destitute Emergency Aid																				41,676,300				41,676,300

				o/w Expenses of Former Leaders																								- 0

				o/w Higher Education Allowance																								- 0

		280816		o/w Honorarium																				7,000,000				7,000,000

				o/w Medical Treatment Abroad (Allowances)																				4,000,000,000				4,000,000,000

				o/w Pensions Payments																								- 0

				o/w Per-Diems																								- 0

				o/w Relief Assistance																								- 0

		280804		o/w Training Allowance																				219,260,100				219,260,100

				o/w Travel Tickets																								- 0

				o/w Tribunal Members																								- 0

				o/w Workman's Compensation																								- 0

																												- 0

		280500		Transfers and Subsidy-Inst. at the Same Level of Govt.																				40,909,079,000		50,000,000		40,959,079,000

				Subtotal																				30,291,160,800		50,000,000		30,341,160,800

				o/w Appropriate Technology Training Institut																								- 0

				o/w Ardhi Inst.(Univ.Col. Lands&Architectur)																								- 0

				o/w Ardhi Institute - Morogoro (train)																								- 0

				o/w Capital Development Authority (CDA)																								- 0

				o/w Centre for Foreign Relations																								- 0

				o/w College of Business Education (train)																								- 0

				o/w College of Wildlife																								- 0

				o/w Commission for Insurance																								- 0

				o/w Contribution to Education Fund																								- 0

				o/w Co-op. College - Moshi (training)																								- 0

				o/w Dakawa Development Centre																								- 0

		280592		o/w Dar Es Salaam Regional Hospital																				869,234,000				869,234,000

				o/w Dar-es -Salaam Maritime Inst. (train)																								- 0

				o/w Dsm Institute of Technology																								- 0

				o/w Engineers Registration Board																								- 0

				o/w Film Censorship Board (Reg.)																								- 0

				o/w Higher Educ. Accreditation Council (reg)																								- 0

				o/w Hombolo Local Govt Training Instit.																								- 0

				o/w Institute of Accountants- Arusha (train)																								- 0

				o/w Institute of Education																								- 0

				o/w Institute of Finance Management (IFM)																								- 0

				o/w Institute of Judicial Administration																								- 0

				o/w Institute of Rural Dev. Planning																								- 0

				o/w Kibaha Education Centre																								- 0

				o/w Kibaha Sugar Research Centre																								- 0

				o/w Land use Planniung Commission (NLUPC)																								- 0

				o/w Marine Park Reserve Unit																								- 0

				o/w Mbeya Inst. of Science & Technology																								- 0

				o/w Morogoro Training Institute																								- 0

		280529		o/w Muhimbili National Hospital																				21,038,314,100				21,038,314,100

		280530		o/w Muhimbili Orthopaedic Institute																				5,844,335,700				5,844,335,700

				o/w Muhimbili Univ. Colg. of  Health Science																								- 0

				o/w Mwalimu Nyerere Memorial Academy																								- 0

				o/w Mzumbe University (train)																								- 0

				o/w Nat. Brd of Accts and Auditors (train)																								- 0

				o/w Nat. Correspondence Institute																								- 0

				o/w Nat.Soc. Welfare Training Inst. (train)																								- 0

				o/w National Arts Council																								- 0

				o/w National Board of Eng.and Quantity Surv.																								- 0

				o/w National Board of Material Management																								- 0

				o/w National Comm for Science & Tech.(train)																								- 0

				o/w National Construction Council																								- 0

		280546		o/w National Council for Technical Education																								- 0

				o/w National Environment Management Council																								- 0

				o/w National Examination Council (Reg)																								- 0

		280532		o/w National Institute for Medical Research																						50,000,000		50,000,000

				o/w National Institute ofTransport (train)																								- 0

				o/w National Kiswahili Council																								- 0

				o/w National Museum																								- 0

				o/w National Sports Council (Co-ordinating)																								- 0

				o/w National Sugar Institute																								- 0

		280531		o/w Ocean Road Cancer Institute																				2,539,277,000				2,539,277,000

				o/w Open University of Tanzania																								- 0

				o/w Parastatal Rehabilitation																								- 0

				o/w Parastatal Sector Reform Commission																								- 0

				o/w Rufiji Basin Development Authority																								- 0

				o/w Shimiwi																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Aircraft Authority																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Airports Authority																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Broadicasting Services																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Cahewnut Board																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Cofee Board																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Coffee Research Institute																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Cotton Board																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Fisheries Research Institute.																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Food and Nutrition Centre																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Forestry Research Institute																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Library Service (TLS)																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Meterological Authority																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Official Seed Certification Ins																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Pesticides Research Inst.(reg)																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Petroleum Development Corporat																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Pyrethrum Board																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania School of Journalism																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Standard Newspapers (TSN)																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Sugar Board																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Tea Board																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Tobacco Board																								- 0

				o/w Tea Research Institute of Tanzania																								- 0

				o/w Technology Transfer Centre																								- 0

				o/w Tobacco Research Institute of Tanzania																								- 0

				o/w University of Agric. (Sokoine)(Train)																								- 0

				o/w University of Dar-es-Salaam (train)																								- 0

				o/w Water Basin Boards																								- 0

																												- 0

		280700		Transfers and Subsidy-Non-Profit Organizations																				43,119,660,700		24,197,827,000		67,317,487,700

				Subtotal																				43,119,660,700		24,197,827,000		67,317,487,700

		280711		o/w Bugando Medical Centre																				4,898,368,000				4,898,368,000

				o/w CHEWATA																								- 0

		280710		o/w Designated District Hospital																				15,608,612,000				15,608,612,000

				o/w Freedom From Hunger Campaign																								- 0

		280708		o/w Kilimanjaro Christian Medical Centre																				6,030,736,000				6,030,736,000

		280714		o/w Misc. Subventions, Grants and Subsidies																				4,634,105,700		24,197,827,000		28,831,932,700

				o/w Other NGO's																								- 0

				o/w Political Aid																								- 0

				o/w Political Parties																								- 0

				o/w Self-help Schemes																								- 0

				o/w TANROADS																								- 0

				o/w Tanzania Smallholder Tea Dev. Agency																								- 0

		280709		o/w Voluntary Agencies - Hospital																				10,914,639,000				10,914,639,000

				o/w Voluntary Agencies - Training																				1,033,200,000				1,033,200,000

				o/w Workers Councils																								- 0

																												- 0

				Transfers and Subsidy-Other Levels of Govt.																				2,664,273,900		8,515,000,000		11,179,273,900

				Subtotal																				290,966,300		- 0		290,966,300

				o/w Contr. to Local Govt. Provident Fund																								- 0

				o/w Regional Transport Authority																								- 0

				o/w Road Fund Share (10%)																								- 0

				o/w Urban Councils																				290,966,300				290,966,300

				o/w Urban Water Authorities																								- 0

																												- 0

				TOTAL WAGE BILL FOR MOH																				97,502,180,200		24,789,567,000		122,291,747,200

				TOTAL, including totals of 4D GFS codes																				114,280,973,400		39,706,881,920		153,987,855,320

		Source:																						IFMS.Aug08

		Vote 70-89, 95 LGA Wage Bill

						2005/06						2006/07						2007/08						2008/09

				4D Description Item		Recurrent		Development		Total Estimates		Recurrent		Development		Total Estimates		Recurrent		Development		Total Estimates		Recurrent		Development		Total Estimates

		250100		Basic Salaries-Non-Pensionable Posts

		250200		Basic Salaries-Pensionable Posts

		250900		Contribution to Pension and Welfare Scheme

		250300		Employment Allowances

				HIDDEN COSTS: of which below																				- 0		- 0		- 0

		261100/262000		Other Goods and Services not Classified Above

				Subtotal																				- 0		- 0		- 0

		261106		o/w Honorariums

				o/w Negotiated Compensation

				o/w Other Compensations

				o/w Rations (Food Purchases)

				Transfer and Subsidy- Financial Public Enterprises

				o/w Capital Makts and  Stocks Authority

				o/w Commuted Pension Gratuity

				o/w Exchange fluctations Losses on Gov. lds.

				o/w Govt Employment Provident Fund

				o/w Insurance Companies

				o/w New Pension Fund

		280800		Transfers and Subsidy-Households and Individuals

				Subtotal																				- 0		- 0		- 0

				o/w Addition Retirement Allowances

				o/w Assessors

		280805		o/w Bounty for Triplets

				o/w Councillors' allowance

		280811		o/w Destitute Emergency Aid

				o/w Expenses of Former Leaders

				o/w Higher Education Allowance

		280816		o/w Honorarium

				o/w Medical Treatment Abroad (Allowances)

				o/w Pensions Payments

				o/w Per-Diems

				o/w Relief Assistance

		280804		o/w Training Allowance

				o/w Travel Tickets

				o/w Tribunal Members

				o/w Workman's Compensation

		280500		Transfers and Subsidy-Inst. at the Same Level of Govt.

				Subtotal																				- 0		- 0		- 0

				o/w Appropriate Technology Training Institut

				o/w Ardhi Inst.(Univ.Col. Lands&Architectur)

				o/w Ardhi Institute - Morogoro (train)

				o/w Capital Development Authority (CDA)

				o/w Centre for Foreign Relations

				o/w College of Business Education (train)

				o/w College of Wildlife

				o/w Commission for Insurance

				o/w Contribution to Education Fund

				o/w Co-op. College - Moshi (training)

				o/w Dakawa Development Centre

		280592		o/w Dar Es Salaam Regional Hospital

				o/w Dar-es -Salaam Maritime Inst. (train)

				o/w Dsm Institute of Technology

				o/w Engineers Registration Board

				o/w Film Censorship Board (Reg.)

				o/w Higher Educ. Accreditation Council (reg)

				o/w Hombolo Local Govt Training Instit.

				o/w Institute of Accountants- Arusha (train)

				o/w Institute of Education

				o/w Institute of Finance Management (IFM)

				o/w Institute of Judicial Administration

				o/w Institute of Rural Dev. Planning

				o/w Kibaha Education Centre

				o/w Kibaha Sugar Research Centre

				o/w Land use Planniung Commission (NLUPC)

				o/w Marine Park Reserve Unit

				o/w Mbeya Inst. of Science & Technology

				o/w Morogoro Training Institute

		280529		o/w Muhimbili National Hospital

		280530		o/w Muhimbili Orthopaedic Institute

				o/w Muhimbili Univ. Colg. of  Health Science

				o/w Mwalimu Nyerere Memorial Academy

				o/w Mzumbe University (train)

				o/w Nat. Brd of Accts and Auditors (train)

				o/w Nat. Correspondence Institute

				o/w Nat.Soc. Welfare Training Inst. (train)

				o/w National Arts Council

				o/w National Board of Eng.and Quantity Surv.

				o/w National Board of Material Management

				o/w National Comm for Science & Tech.(train)

				o/w National Construction Council

		280546		o/w National Council for Technical Education

				o/w National Environment Management Council

				o/w National Examination Council (Reg)

		280532		o/w National Institute for Medical Research

				o/w National Institute ofTransport (train)

				o/w National Kiswahili Council

				o/w National Museum

				o/w National Sports Council (Co-ordinating)

				o/w National Sugar Institute

		280531		o/w Ocean Road Cancer Institute

				o/w Open University of Tanzania

				o/w Parastatal Rehabilitation

				o/w Parastatal Sector Reform Commission

				o/w Rufiji Basin Development Authority

				o/w Shimiwi

				o/w Tanzania Aircraft Authority

				o/w Tanzania Airports Authority

				o/w Tanzania Broadicasting Services

				o/w Tanzania Cahewnut Board

				o/w Tanzania Cofee Board

				o/w Tanzania Coffee Research Institute

				o/w Tanzania Cotton Board

				o/w Tanzania Fisheries Research Institute.

				o/w Tanzania Food and Nutrition Centre

				o/w Tanzania Forestry Research Institute

				o/w Tanzania Library Service (TLS)

				o/w Tanzania Meterological Authority

				o/w Tanzania Official Seed Certification Ins

				o/w Tanzania Pesticides Research Inst.(reg)

				o/w Tanzania Petroleum Development Corporat

				o/w Tanzania Pyrethrum Board

				o/w Tanzania School of Journalism

				o/w Tanzania Standard Newspapers (TSN)

				o/w Tanzania Sugar Board

				o/w Tanzania Tea Board

				o/w Tanzania Tobacco Board

				o/w Tea Research Institute of Tanzania

				o/w Technology Transfer Centre

				o/w Tobacco Research Institute of Tanzania

				o/w University of Agric. (Sokoine)(Train)

				o/w University of Dar-es-Salaam (train)

				o/w Water Basin Boards

		280700		Transfers and Subsidy-Non-Profit Organizations

				Subtotal																				- 0		- 0		- 0

		280711		o/w Bugando Medical Centre

				o/w CHEWATA

		280710		o/w Designated District Hospital

				o/w Freedom From Hunger Campaign

		280708		o/w Kilimanjaro Christian Medical Centre

		280714		o/w Misc. Subventions, Grants and Subsidies

				o/w Other NGO's

				o/w Political Aid

				o/w Political Parties

				o/w Self-help Schemes

				o/w TANROADS

				o/w Tanzania Smallholder Tea Dev. Agency

		280709		o/w Voluntary Agencies - Hospital

				o/w Voluntary Agencies - Training

				o/w Workers Councils

																												- 0

				Transfers and Subsidy-Other Levels of Govt.

				Subtotal																				- 0		- 0		- 0

				o/w Contr. to Local Govt. Provident Fund

				o/w Regional Transport Authority

				o/w Road Fund Share (10%)

				o/w Urban Councils

				o/w Urban Water Authorities

																												- 0

				TOTAL WAGE BILL FOR MOH																				- 0		- 0		- 0

				TOTAL, including totals of 4D GFS codes																				- 0		- 0		- 0

		Source:																						IFMS.Aug08





Allowances

		Ministry of Health, Allowances

								2005/06						2006/07						2007/08						2008/09

								RECURRENT		DEVELOPMENT		TOTAL		RECURRENT		DEVELOPMENT		TOTAL		RECURRENT		DEVELOPMENT		TOTAL		RECURRENT		DEVELOPMENT		TOTAL

		250300		Employment Allowances

				250301		Leave Travel

				250302		Moving Expenses

				250303		Uniforms

				250305		Medical and Dental Refunds

				250308		Medical Practitioners(Chinese doctors)

				250309		Housing

				250311		Per Diems - Domestic

				250312		Internship

				250313		Extra-Duty

				250314		Invigilators

				250316		Outfit (Clothes)

				250317		Training -Domestic

				250318		Training - Foreign

				250319		Part-Time Teaching

				250320		Utilities

				250323		Sitting

				250324		Acting

				250328		Instructor

				250329		Professional

				250334		Per Diems - Foreign

				Employment Allowances Total

				Employment Allowances

		o/w		250311		Per Diems - Domestic

				250313		Extra-Duty

				250317		Training -Domestic

				250318		Training - Foreign

				250323		Sitting

						Source:





Economic Classification

		






