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FOREWORD
The Centre for Policy Analysis (CPA), through its Parliament Watch Uganda program and the Governance, Accountability,
Participation and Performance (GAPP) share a common goal; increasing participation, accountability, and local
governance for effective service delivery in Uganda.
One of the institutions that is key to combating corruption and responsible for advocating for accountability and service
delivery in Uganda, is the Office of the Auditor General (OAG) through its reports and recommendations.
This report is the outcome of a year-long participatory research process on Parliament undertaken by a team of
researchers. At the centre of our research was the need to identify the obstacles, which undermine the effective
consideration and redress of corruption cases in Uganda. Specifically, the aim of the research was to identify and analyse
the major obstacles to the effective consideration of the Auditor General’s reports by Parliament as part of its oversight
role as well as the delays by Parliament to adopt the recommendations contained in OAG reports.
The report’s findings reveal a number of obstacles including but not limited to: heavy backlog in the three (3)
Accountability committees of Parliament; Public Accounts Committee (PAC), Local Government Accounts Committee
(LGAC), and Committee On Statutory Authority and State Enterprises (COSASE); internal challenges within the 3
committees that range from the slow consideration of AG’s reports and production of reports by accountability
committees, to the time the reports take to be debated and adopted, as well as other administrative and political
challenges.
Based on the research findings and analysis of both the substance and processes of accountability, we make several
recommendations on how to efficiently and effectively use the OAG report to improve government accountability.
It is important to note that Parliament is currently in the process of implementing a number of the recommendations
contained in this report. Among them, the move to focus on outstanding issues rather than considering every query for
COSASE and PAC and enforcing rules that discourage consideration of issues outside the AG’s report, which will pave
the way for greater efficiency in deliberating corruption cases in Parliament.
Another important change relates to PAC dividing audit reports into different categories and prioritizing investigations
on those reports based on the opinions given by the OAG. This change has so far laid on table the report by the Public
Accounts Committee on the report of the Auditor General FY ended 30th June 2013 on the “Disclaimer” queries and
the committee is scheduled to soon lay those of qualified and unqualified opinions.
The research process culminating in this report could not have been possible without the support of different
stakeholders who in various ways facilitated our inquiries and provided many useful insights. In this regard, we are
indebted to; The Speaker and Deputy Speaker of Parliament, Leader of Opposition, The Clerk to Parliament,
Parliamentary Commissioners, The Government Chief Whip, the former and current Chairpersons of Accountability
Committees, Parliament’s administrative and technical staff, representatives of the Office of the Auditor General, the
Accountant General and FINMAP. All the above tirelessly engaged with the research team and participated in the
interviews which form an important part of this report.
We, in a special way, thank the Corporate Planning and Strategy department of Parliament and the entire administration
of Parliament for all the support accorded to the team.
Our struggle to ensure that accountability is imbedded into every public sector to improve service delivery in Uganda,
especially at the local government level continues.
.

Nansozi K. Muwanga
Board Chair
Centre for Policy Analysis
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It is our hope that this report can make a
modest contribution to the valuable work
carried out by Parliament and its
accountability committees.
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EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY
The accountability committees of the
Parliament of Uganda consider the reports of
the Auditor General and make
recommendations to improve the Government’s
management of public finances. Through their
oversight role, they provide an important check
on corruption in government and improve the
government’s management of public resources
to promote development more effectively.
In the Parliament of Uganda, the accountability
committees have made important contributions
to holding government accountable on a
number of high profile cases, including financial
mismanagement of Commonwealth Heads Of
Government Meeting and Office of the Prime
Minister. The committees have also highlighted
other important concerns of financial
mismanagement unearthed by the Auditor
General’s reports.
While there are other institutions involved in
the audit process, this report specifically focuses
on Parliament’s role in the accountability
cycle. Despite their high level of activity,
generous support from Parliament and donors,
and experienced and committed
Parliamentarians on the committees, however,
the accountability committees continue to face
challenges in considering reports, getting their
reports tabled and adopted, and receiving a
response from Government in a timely fashion.
The lack of completion of the cycle of
accountability work means that their high level
of activity does not bear the fruit it should in
terms of tasking government to account fully for
its management of public expenditure. This
report details the findings of
research conducted on accountability 
committees’ consideration of Auditor General’s
reports from 2006 -2013 FYs and makes 
recommendations based on these findings as
follows:
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Core recommendations
Challenge 1: Excessive backlog of
outstanding Auditor General’s reports
in PAC, LGAC, and COSASE
Explanation of the challenge: The large volume
of outstanding reports to be considered means
that committees are considering reports many
years after the Fiscal Year for which they apply. If
any action is taken on the reports, it is taken well
after the period under investigation.
Recommendations:
Policy Option 1: Declare a date before which
backlog will not be considered, allowing
committees to focus on considering recent
reports that are still relevant. Any outstanding
audit reports should automatically be
considered as received and the
Government should issue a Treasury
Memorandum to Parliament on them.
Policy Option 2: Develop consensus on
considering current reports first, then
considering previous years’ reports through an
omnibus report (not year by year) to clear all
backlog without sacrificing the prompt
consideration of current reports.
Policy Option 3: Scaling back the extent to which
LGAC hears AG reports on LGs from scratch.
Instead LGAC should hear only a small sample
of AG’s reports, including ones that
contain outstanding issues after the DPACs have
finished their consideration. In practice DPACs
are not functioning well; this is an area where
GAPP and FINMAP are supporting programs to
improve the performance of DPACs. Either
developing a separate committee to address
Value for Money Audit (VfM) reports, or scaling
down the work of PAC in another way, would
help reduce the workload of PAC and ensure
that VfM Audit reports are considered
expeditiously.

Challenge 2: Slow consideration of AG’s
reports and production of reports by
accountability committees
Explanation of the challenge: The slow
consideration of the AG reports by accountability
committees leads to significant delays in the
production of committee reports and
weaknesses the reports produced. One former
vice chairperson of PAC indicated that ideally a
one-year report can be completed within three
months. Public Accounts Committees operating
in other Parliaments such as Australia, New
Zealand, and Canada hold many far few hearings
than the Parliament of Uganda does, and write
their reports in a much shorter period of time,
allowing them to complete reports in a timely
fashion. For example, the hearings on the OPM
mismanagement involved 30 meetings with 90
witnesses, consuming a significant amount of PAC
time, when a much more limited set of
witnesses would probably have sufficed. This
would allow for the conclusion of annual
reports within the constitutionally mandated time
frame, and also allow other months to be used for
special investigations,VfM reports or other
outstanding business.

“

This report details the findings of research
conducted on accountability committees’
consideration of Auditor General’s reports
from 2006 -2013 FYs and makes
recommendations based on these findings.

Recommendations:
Policy Option 1: Develop a set of guidelines or
a manual for how accountability committees
should work, including:
• Focusing on outstanding issues rather than
considering every query
• Establishing and enforcing rules that dis
courage consideration of issues outside the
AG’s report
• Dividing the committee into
sub-committees to increase the volume of
work considered
• Limiting the number of witnesses heard to
a small sample of potential witnesses
• Promoting the input of technical staff in
ways thatcan simplify the committee’s
consideration of complicated financial
management issues, such as:
- The preparation of briefs
- Summarization of AG’s reports
- Production of timed agendas for
meetings.
- Regular technical input into the hearing
and report writing process.
• A recent GAPP report also suggests
dividing audit reports into different
categories and prioritizing investigations on
those reports that were either categorized
as “qualified” or for reports where the AG
has issued a “disclaimer.”
For unqualified reports letters of
appreciation could be sent to the
institutions expressing satisfaction at their
performance. For reports with minor
issues, institutions should be asked to
respond in writing within a specified time
frame.
Policy Option 2: Provide training and guidance
to technical staff and committee members to
increase their expertise on financial
management issues, to ease their speedy
consideration of reports.
Policy Option 3: Establish a fixed time frame
in the rules of Parliament that designates how
long it should take for accountability
committees to conclude their annual reports.
This would help committees to set up a
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schedule for consideration and make sure to
reach their deadline, promoting a more efficient
method of work. Although such a time frame is
already
established in the Constitution, including it in the
Rules of Procedure would help build ownership
and motivation to observe the legally mandated
time frame among Parliamentarians.

Recommendations

Challenge 3: Difficulty in getting
committee reports tabled, debated
and adopted by the plenary

1) General Institutional Environment
of Parliament

Explanation of challenge: Once completed,
reports face significant delays in being tabled in
plenary; or are tabled but never debated or
debated long after their tabling; or are never
debated and adopted.
Policy Option 1: Develop an official
parliamentary calendar, as is done for other parts
of the budget process, which provides for a fixed
window of time in which accountability
committee reports will be tabled, debated and
adopted. This calendar should reflect the
six-month time frame established by the
Constitution, and also should reflect changes in
the budget process mandated by the proposed
Public Finance Bill, if it is passed.
Policy Option 2: Hold quarterly meetings of the
Business Committee to ensure that
accountability committee reports receive their
due consideration in the plenary. Also ensure
that any outstanding accountability committee
reports, which have been tabled but not
debated, are saved as Parliamentary business to
be considered.
Policy Option 3: Reorganize the conduct of
plenary sessions to allow more time for debate
of reports, including accountability committee
reports.

In addition to the above core recommendations
to streamline and support oversight work done
by the accountability committees in Parliament,
a number of other recommendations could help
the work done by the accountability committees
achieve its maximum impact.

Business tracking software and websites/portals
would help Parliament ensure that business like
the oversight process that has to go through
multiple stages does not get lost at some point
in the process. For the example of the work of
the accountability committees, the reports
presented by the Chairperson of PAC at the end
of the 8th Parliament have never been taken up
again by the 9th Parliament. Having a tracker
would help the Speaker’s Office, the
Committee Chairpersons, and other interested
parties to make sure that reports from
accountability committees do not get lost between parliamentary sessions and between
different stages of the process.
As reports have to go through many stages over
an often extended period of time, a tracker is an
essential tool in following accountability
processes through to their conclusion.
Ideally such a business tracker would include
both internal versions for Parliament to follow
and a public version, so that the public can easily
access information on the status of

“

Reports presented by the Chairperson
of PAC at the end of the 8th Parliament
have never been taken up again by the
9th Parliament.
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accountability committee reports and other
parliamentary business. Public access to the
progress of parliamentary business can also
support the public to demand action on
outstanding accountability reports in cases where
they are overdue.
2) Political Will and Support for
Accountability Processes
Generating political consensus on the
importance of oversight processes among both
Government and opposition leaders in
Parliament would help highlight the importance
of accountability proceedings to ensure that they
are followed through to their
conclusion. Informants for this study emphasized
two themes:
• That the ruling party and government
leadership were often reluctant to give
prominence tooversight processes for fear that
they would make the government or its leaders
look bad.
• That the opposition was happy to use
accountability issues for political capital through
the “theatre” of PAC and the plenary, but not
particularly concerned to follow through on
whether Government responded adequately to
the concerns raised in the AG’s and the Committee’s reports. Building political consensus within
and across both sides that each will benefit from
being seen as on the front lines of the war against
corruption can help make sure that
accountability processes are backed up by
political will to reach their necessary resolution.
3) Improving the Record-keeping and
Institutional Memory of the
Committees
To support a consistent method of work and
smooth transitions in the committee process,
establishing a system of record keeping and data
management for each committee in the office of
the clerk will support a more efficient and institutionalized framework for accountability
committees. At present lack of an electronic and
well-organized system for keeping minutes and
records of committee processesmakes
report-writing difficult, especially when report

writing carries over to new committee
leadership. It also should make it easier for
committees to take a consistent approach to
investigations through providing documentation
of how issues were investigated by a previous
committee.
Establishing a full-fledged secretariat including
fixed office space for each accountability
committee should also provide for a greater
level of continuity in the work of the
committees.
4) Adjusting Parliamentary Staff
Structure to Meet Committee
Demands
As committees seek to discharge their duties in
as efficient a way as possible, a number of
options are possible to adjust Parliamentary
staff structure to meet committee demands.
On one level, reducing the workload on
overworked clerks to committees may help
improve efficiency in report writing and
preparing MPs on the accountability
committees for issues to be discussed. One
area that was frequently named as a gap for
either lack of time or lack of capacity was
report writing by clerks. On another level,
considering creative staffing structures for
committee staff could help minimize the
disruption caused by unavailability of technical
staff to committees that travel extensively like
LGAC. Generating material to help MPs
focus may require both recruiting and equipping
technical staff with very focused skill sets and to
consider supporting professional staff for
individual MPs or small groups of MPs. Although
the MPs may have incentives not to take
advantage of the guidance provided by the
technical staff, considering a flexible and tailored
plan for staffing the accountability committees
and the MPs that operate in them could help
professionalize their methods of work, reduce
wastage of time, and produce higher quality
reports. Having at least three clerks for each
accountability committee would be optimal,
according to the Vice Chairperson of PAC.
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INTRODUCTION

P

ublic Accounts Committees
are a common feature of
Westminster-style Parliamentary
democracies worldwide. At their
best, they are supposed to provide
a check on government’s financial
management, limiting corruption
and the use of public funds for
purposes other than which they
are intended. As Pelizzo writes,
“legislative oversight is the
process through which
governments are kept accountable
and therefore strengthening of
legislatures and their oversight
capacity is a condition for the
reduction of corruption and the
promoteofdevelopment.” (Pelizzo
and Kinyondo 2014 p. 80).
In practice, as noted by Pelizzo and
others, in a number of countries
significant weaknesses such as lack
of political will to pursue
accountability issues, lack of
quality technical staffing to support
the committees, and limited powers
of committees can undermine the
effectiveness of their work. Other
factors which can have an impact
on the effectiveness of committee
work include the size of
committees, the leadership and
presence of opposition on the
committees, and the level of access
that the committees have to
witnesses and the Auditor General.
For the case of Uganda,
Parliament has three active
accountability committees
providing oversight on the issues
raised in the Auditor General’s
reports. Yet despite their high
level of activity, relatively generous
support from Parliament and
donors, and presence of
experienced and committed
Parliamentarians on the
committees, the accountability
committees continue to face
challenges in considering reports,
getting their reports tabled and
adopted, and receiving a response
from Government in a timely
fashion. The lack of completion of
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the cycle of accountability work
means that their high level of
activity does not bear the fruit it
should in terms of tasking
government to account fully for
its management of public
expenditure. In this report we
will look at the reasons why the
accountability committees
continue to face challenges as
they seek to use the reports of
the Auditor General to hold
government accountable.

accountability committees like
Public Accounts (PAC) and
Local Government Public
Accounts (LGAC) evaluate the
performance of the budget by
reviewing the Auditor General’s
reports (discussed in more detail
in the next section). The sessional
committees also occasionally
carry out field monitoring and
evaluation visits and research on
the performance of government
programs and projects.

LEGAL FRAMEWORK OF After end of each financial year,
THE BUDGET AND AUDIT the accountant-general prepares
and submits to the
PROCESS

The Constitution of the
Republic of Uganda places upon
the President the duty to cause
the budgetary estimates for each
financial year to be prepared and
laid before Parliament not later
than 15 days before the financial
year begins which starts on 1st
July. The Ministry of Finance
Planning and Economic
Development (MFPED) is then
mandated to coordinate and
drive the budget process. The
MFPED prepares
macroeconomic projections and
produces sector ceilings on the
basis of which ministries agencies
and departments produce budget
framework papers (BFPs).
The budgetary estimates are laid
before Parliament. An
appropriate Parliamentary
committee (sectoral committee /
sessional committee)
discusses the estimates and makes
relevant recommendations to the
entire Parliament in plenary. The
House in plenary passes vote on
account to ensure continuity of
government programs during the
budget process. Parliament
approves the budget, monitors,
and evaluates the performance of
the budget through its
various committees. The
Parliamentary budget committee
carries out day-to-day monitoring
of the budget while

auditor-general and the minister
documents of the cash flow for
all public funds and other entities
wholly funded through
consolidated funds showing the
revenues, expenditures and
financing for the year within four
months or any longer period
Parliament may by resolution
appoints.
Each accounting officer prepares
and submits to the minister and
the auditor-general, with a copy to
the accountant-general, in
respect of the financial year and in
respect of the votes, revenues,
resources and moneys for which
the accounting officer is
responsible.

Once these are submitted, the
Auditor General mandated by the
National Audit Act, 2008, audits
and reports on the public accounts
of Uganda and all of public offices
including the courts, the central
and local government
administrations, universities and
public institutions of a similar
nature, and any public institutions
of a similar nature, and any
public corporation or other
bodies or organizations
established by an Act of
Parliament. The Public Finance and
Accountability Act require that the
audit process be completed within
nine months.

Article 163 (4)
Of the Constitution of the Republic of Uganda, the auditor
general shall submit to Parliament annually a report of the
accounts audited by him or her for the financial year
immediately proceeding.

Article 163 (5)
Of the Constitution then provides that Parliament shall,
within six months after the submission of the report referred
to in clause (4) of this article, debate and consider the report
and take appropriate action
Once Parliament has tabled, debated and adopted the reports
submitted by the accountability committees, the minister
responsible is supposed to provide a report in form of
treasury memoranda to Parliament detailing government’s
action in response to the report.

Article 13 (f)
Of the National Audit Act then requires the Auditor General
to audit the treasury memoranda as the final stage to
complete the budget and audit cycle.
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Audit Cycle Showing The
Allocated Time For Each Stage

I

ACCOUNTANT GENERAL
Submit cash flow of all public
revenue expenditure and
financing to the Auditor General
within 4months of the end of the
financial year.

II

4 Months

9 Months

6 Months
PARLIAMENT
Required to review AG
reports submitted. This
includes the consideration
by the accountability
committees, laying on table,
debate and adoption
processes

IV

Audit all public accounts,
write a report detailing the audit
and submit the
findings to Parliament

III

MINISTER RESPONSIBLE
For each a treasury
memorandum must be
submitted to Parliament
detailing government’s
actions on the report

No time limit indicated
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AUDITOR GENERAL

V

AUDITOR GENERAL
Audit treasury
memoranda submitted

No time limit indicated

Accountability Committees In
The Parliament Of Uganda
The Public Accounts Committee
The Public Accounts Committee in Parliament as currently constituted draws its legal standing from
the Constitution, and the Rules of Procedure of Parliament, and has been active in this form since
1995. According to the Constitution, the Auditor General is required to audit and submit
annual reports on public expenditure to Parliament. Parliament is mandated to consider, debate and
adopt these reports within six months after they are received from the AG.
The Public Accounts Committee is established under the Parliamentary Rules of Procedure as a
Standing Committee with tenure of two and a half years, chaired and deputized by Members of the
Official Opposition Party. The Committee has 30 members, based on the proportional party
membership in the House. Its mandate is to review and report on the Auditor General’s report
relating to Central Government.

The Local Governments AccountsCommittee
Established in 2001 to relieve the workload of the Public Accounts Committee, and with a similar
setup, is charged with reviewing and reporting on the AG’s report on Local Authorities.

The Committee on Commissions, Statutory Authorities and State
Enterprises
The Committee on Commissions, Statutory Authorities and State Enterprises fulfils a similar
mandate for the Statutory Corporations, the institutions under its jurisdiction.
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he main function of the accountability committees is to consider the Annual Reports of the
Auditor General on Central Government; Local Authorities; Statutory Corporations; and Value for
Money Audits. For the first three reports they each are referred to the committee with the
relevant mandate. The Value for Money Audit Reports are referred to PAC, LGAC, or COSASE
depending on the subject of the report.
For all of the committees, the process of consideration of the AG’s reports involves a number of
stages:
1) Tabling of the report in Parliament by the
Auditor General on March 31 of each year
(ie the 2011/12 FY report would be tabled in
Parliament on March, 31, 2013)
2) Committee begins consideration of report
3) Committee hears witnesses for each
reports
4) Committee drafts a report based on
the contents of the AG’s report and on
hearings conducted
5) Committee submits a final report to
the Clerk’s and Speaker’s office to be filed
as business to follow
6) Report tabled by Committee chairperson
7) Plenary debate on the report follows
8) Parliament adopts fully, partially adopts or
refuses to adopt recommendations of
Committee report
9) If adopted or partially adopted, Parliament
forwards the recommendations to the
Treasury for action
10) Treasury issues memorandum in response
to the issues raised, detailing what action
Government has taken to respond to
recommendations made
11) Auditor General and Accountability
Committee review memorandum
submitted
12) Accountability Committee submits report
on the memorandum to the House

It is worth noting that this process is lengthy and complicated. The process may provide useful tools
for oversight that can help promote government accountability in expenditure. The time required to
complete an accountability cycle, however, may limit the political incentives to promote the
completion of such a cycle, because the recommendations made may be obsolete by the time the
Executive has finished their response.
Parliamentary Accountability Committees face a number of challenges in the consideration of
reports from the AG, and in ensuring that they fulfil their responsibility to ensure that government is
accountable in its expenditure and financial management. In the next section we will look at these
challenges, considering them stage by stage.
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METHODOLOGY
This report was conducted by the Centre for Policy Analysis (CEPA) for its Parliament Watch
Uganda initiative, and with the support of the GAPP program, employed the following methodology.

In depth interviews with the Speaker of Parliament, selected
committee members, technical staff, other Parliamentary staff, and
OAG representatives.
CEPA conducted a series of in depth interviews with individuals representing committee members,
technical staff, other Parliamentary staff, and OAG representatives to establish the primary reasons
behind limited consideration of AG’s reports and production of accountability committee reports
that are tabled in the plenary. During the interviews CEPA guided the respondents to consider the
technical, resource, and political constraints that shape the process by which the AG’s findings are
reviewed, analyzed, and committee reports produced.

Review of secondary literature
CEPA also conducted a review of secondary literature that analyzed the proceedings of Uganda’s
Parliament, particularly focusing on the work done through the African Legislative Project. This literature was used to contextualize accountability committee proceedings in the 9th Parliament across
time and relative to other Parliaments in the region.

Analysis of committee proceedings and reports produced.
CEPA complemented the analysis gleaned from the interviews with an analysis of the extent to which
committees consider the AG’s findings and pass reports, and whether these reports are debated and
adopted in the plenary. CEPA evaluated the speed and substantial consideration with which the AG’s
reports are dealt with, and the extent to which the current committee processes compare with
committee processes in previous Parliaments and in other Parliaments in the region, to the extent
that these other processes are available. Some documentation exists on previous Parliaments due
to the work of the African Legislative Project. An analysis of the proceedings will help explain to
what extent the obstacles to consideration of the AG’s reports are due to human resource capacity,
technical constraints, political considerations, bureaucratic obstacles, or other limitations. Where
materials are available, CEPA also analyzed minutes and draft committee reports to evaluate the way
in which committee proceedings work and the impact on the efficient and substantial consideration
of the AG’s reports.
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FINDINGS

T

4) the process by which the
Government provides Treasury
Memoranda on all adopted
reports and reports back to
Parliament. Each stage of the
process faces unique challenges,
and each of these unique
challenges has an impact on the
use of the AG’s reports.

his chapter presents the
findings, interpretations of data
collected and comparison of the
findings with other findings from
different but related studies. The
data was analyzed and findings
presented on the basis of the study
objectives and research questions.
Further, the findings are discussed
in light of the practical experiences Challenges At The
of the primary respondents as well Beginning Of
Consideration Of AG
as related literature.
Reports
Challenges Faced By
(a) Backlog of outstanding reports
Accountability
Committees
One of the major challenges in
the efficient consideration of
To analyse the challenges that
AG’s reports by PAC, LGAC, and
Parliamentary Accountability
Committees face in considering the COSASE is the delay to consider
reports as they are presented by
AG’s reports efficiently and
the Auditor General. There are a
effectively, we will analyse four
number of reasons for the delay in
stages:
consideration but the most
1) the commencement of the
consideration of AG’s reports by important one is a huge backlog of
outstanding reports. The huge
the committees;
backlog of outstanding reports is
2) the consideration of reports in brought about by a number of
the committee, including hearing factors, most of which will be
witnesses and writing reports;
considered in subsequent sections
3) the process by which reports are of this report.
tabled, debated and adopted in the
plenary;
To illustrate the backlog of reports
existing, Parliament has yet to
debate and adopt any annual
report on Central Government
or Local Governments since the
reports from the 2004/5 Fiscal
Year; they have adopted Special
Investigation Reports and two
The findings are discussed in LGAC reports: 2008/9 that
covers 36 districts and 2009/10
light of the practical
that covers 41 districts.
experiences of the primary This means that no Treasury
Memoranda have been issued on
respondents as well as
annual reports since the ones rerelated literature.
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sponding to the 2004/5 Fiscal
Year reports. At the level of
producing reports, PAC has not
produced a final report on any
Auditor General’s annual report
since the 2008/9 Auditor
General’s Report. LGAC has
not produced a final report on
any year since their partial
report on the 2008/9 and
2009/10 FYs.
The LGAC under Chairperson
Hon. Ekanya presented one
report (for 2000-2001) and
left four draft reports (for the
years 2001/2, 2002/3, 2003/4,
and 2004/5). The LGAC under
Chairperson Hon. Katuntu
presented Ekanya’s draft
reports and also left five
reports in draft form, including
the years 2005/6-2007/8, the
Special Audit Report on Lands
(KCC), and the Special Audit on
Markets for Kawempe Division.
The LGAC under Chairperson
Hon. Jack Sabiiti did not table
Chairperson Hon. Abdu
Katuntu’s draft reports, but
presented the reports for 36
and 41 districts for the years
2008/9 and 2009/10.

AG’s Annual Reports on Central Government
(under consideration by PAC)

Fiscal Year

Days Taken to Debate and
Adopt Report

Total years between end
of the FY and adoption

1995
1996

1
2

3.5
3.5

1997

N/A

N/A

1998
1999

327
40

5.5
7

2000

N/A

N/A

2001
2002

1
373

5.5
7

2003
2004

9
N/A

6.5
N/A

2005

2

N/A

Source: Adapted from Kasfir and Twebaze 2013

Public Accounts Committee (PAC) Back Log On the AG’s Annual
Reports on the Central Government

7.00
5.25
3.25
1.75

0

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Maximum Time Allowed Under The Law To Adopt AG’s Annual Report (6 Months)
Time Taken To Consider and Adopt AG’s Annual Repot (In Years)
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Reports on Central Government (under consideration by PAC)
Date Tabled in Parliament by the AG
Date When Consideration by PAC began (and days between tabling and
the beginning of consideration)
Date when Final Report was presented to Clerk
Date when Tabled in Parliament (years taken to table report
from presentation of AG’s report)
Date when Debated and Adopted (days taken to debate and
adopt report)
Date when Tabled in Parliament (years taken to table report
from presentation of AG’s report)

Fiscal Year
Info not
available
Info not
available
Info not
available
Info not
available
DRAFT

10/05/2011
Over 4 years
10/05/2011

NA

NA

NA

NA

10/05/2011
Over 2 years
10/05/2011
Over 1 years

N/A

NA

N/A

NA

12/04/2011

Info not
available
Info not
available
Info not
available
Info not
available
12/03/2013

DRAFT

DRAFT

NA

2011

19/04/2012

02/10/2013

DRAFT

DRAFT

DRAFT

NA

2012
2013

23/07/2013

02/10/2013

DRAFT

DRAFT

DRAFT

NA

02/04/2014

05/08/2014

NYC

NYC

NYC

NA

2006
2007

17/06/2008

2008

08/04/2009

2009
2010

08/04/2010

No data

*Info not available: No Data in Parliamentary records
*NA: not applicable—In this case because the reports have never been debated.
*NYC: Not Yet Considered
Source: Parliamentary Hansards, Committee Reports
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AG’s Reports on Local Governments under Consideration by
Parliament

Fiscal Year

Days Taken to Debate and
Adopt Report

Total years between end
of the FY and adoption

2001
2002

4
1

7.5
7.5

2003

245

6.5

2004
2005

364
364

5.5
4.5

Source: Adapted from Kasfir and Twebaze 2013

Local Government Accountability Committe (LGAC)
Backlog On the Annual Reports on Local Government
8

6

4

2

0

2001
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2003

2004

2005

Maximum Time Allowed Under The Law To Adopt AG’s Annual Report (6 Months)
Time Taken To Consider and Adopt AG’s Annual Repot (In Years)
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Table 5. Reports on Local Authorities (under consideration by
LGAC)

Fisical
Year

Date Tabled
in Parliament
by the AG

Date When
Consideration
by LGAC began
(and days between
tabling and the
beginning of
consideration)

2006

Information
not available

Information not
available

Reports in draft

Information
not available

Information not
available

NA

2007

18/06/2008

Information not
available

Reports in draft

Information
not available

Information not
available

NA

Information not
available

Reports in draft

Information
not available

Information not
available

NA

23/09/2011

Information not
available

27/08/13

Report on
36 Districts
Presented but
Not Debated

NA

NA

2008

2009*

08/04/2010

Date when Final
Report was presented
to Clerk
(days taken to
consider report and
write a report)

Date when
Tabled in
Parliament
(days taken to
table report)

Date when
Debated and
Adopted (days
taken to debate
and adopt
report)

Date when
Treasury
Memorandum
Issued (and
days taken to
issue treasury
memorandum)

2010**

12/04/2011

23/09/2011

Information not
available

25/09/13

Report on
41 districts
presented and
debated but not
adopted

2011

19/04/2012

03/10/2013

UC

UC

UC

NONE

2012

23/07/2013

03/10/2013

UC

UC

UC

NONE

2013

02/04/2014

Not yet considered

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

*36 districts considered for the 2008/9 FY Report. This report was tabled on 27 August 2013 but
was not presented because the Minister was not around and the report did not appear on the Order
Paper again, possibly due to a clerical error.
**41 districts considered for the 2009/10 FY Report. This report was presented and debated on 25
September 2013 but the question for adoption to the House was not put, although the Minister was
told that Parliament expected a Treasury Memorandum in response to issues raised.
UC=Under Consideration
NA=In this case not available because the Treasury Memorandum has never been issued.
NONE = In this case no information available because reports have not been considered.
Source: Parliamentary Hansards, Committee Reports
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Table 6. Reports on Statutory Corporations (under
consideration by COSASE)
Date of
adoption

Report on the auditor general’s report
on the financial performance of Uganda
12/10/2011
development Bank for the period 2002
to 2010

Date when Treasury
Memorandum
Issued

07/11/2013

NA

Report on the auditor general’s report
Consideration
on the financial performance of Uganda
started in the 8th
revenue authority for the period 2001 –
Parliament
2010

19/11/2013
Recommitted

NA

Report on the auditor general’s report
on the financial performance of Uganda
06/03/2012
investment authority for the period
2002 to 2011

12/02/2013

NA

Report

Date consideration
begun

N/A = In this case not available because the Treasury Memorandum has never been issued.
Source: Parliamentary Hansards, Committee Reports
COSASE has over 100 statutory corporations to consider and in the 9th Parliament the committee
tabled 5 reports. Of the 5 reports, 3 reports were from the AG reports and 2 were petitions from
the Uganda Railways tenants association on the transfer of 57.93 acres of land at Nsambya from
Uganda Railways Corporation to Uganda land commission and on the eviction of tenants from plots
85 to 95 Port Bell Road Luzira which were adopted by the House.
In addition to the backlog of annual reports, there are also Value for Money audit reports that are
outstanding — about 61 such reports have yet to be adopted (only one of these 61 was tabled). For
LGAC, the situation is particularly critical since they also have lower Local Government accounts
reports to consider, many of which have been outstanding for a number of years. COSASE also has a
backlog of reports, some of them dating back over 10 years. With such a huge backlog, committees
often prioritize clearing backlog rather than considering current AG reports in an expeditious fashion.
For example, in the 8th Parliament, the PAC spent a considerable amount of time considering backlog
reports from the 7th Parliament before it even began reports tabled in the 8th Parliament. LGAC
in the 9th Parliament did not consider the 2006-2008 FY AG’s reports, but has to date completed
partial reports on 2008/9 and 2009/10 FYs, a report for municipalities for the 2008/9 FYs (which
was debated and adopted on 06/03/2014), and other selected reports as detailed above.

COSASE has a backlog of reports,
some of them dating back over 10
years.
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Table 7. Special Audit Reports and Reports on Compensation
Tabled In the 9th Parliament
FY ended
June 30th
2009/10
2009/10

2009/10

2010/11

2009/10

Date of
tabling and
presentation

Date of
debate

Date of
adoption

On Government compensation to
Haba Group of Companies Limited 22/08/2011
and Rhino Investments Limited

09/02/2012

15/02/2012

21/02/12

On compensation payment to Dura
07/11/2011
Cement Ltd

07/02/2013

12/02/2013

13/02/2013

05/11/2013

14/11/2013

14/11/2013

19/02/2014

25/02/2014

27/02/2014

13/02/2013

Referred
back to the
committee

PAC Report

Date
consideration
began

On government compensation
payment to Beachside Development 30/09/2011
Services
On the Special Audit Report on
Financial Impropriety in the Office 08/11/12
of the Prime Minister
On Government Compensation
Payment to Basil Bouygues for
22/08/2011
Rehabilitation of Jinja – Bugiri
Road

07/02/2013

Table 8. Average time committee took to complete special
investigation reports
Special Investigation and Related Reports
On Government compensation to HABA Group of Companies
Limited and Rhino Investments Limited 2009/10 FY

353

On compensation payment to Dura Cement Ltd 2009/10 FY

666

On government compensation payment to Beachside
Development Services 2009/10 FY

982

On the special Audit report on financial impropriety in the
Office of the Prime Minister 2010/11 FY

777

On government compensation payment to Basil Bouygues for
rehabilitation of Jinja – Bugiri road 2009/10

17

Days from Tabling of Auditor General’s
Report until Adoption—if adopted

Returned to Committee

(b) Funding for committee
work

T

he level of funding for
accountability committees has
an impact on their ability to
review and report on the ag’s
reports. For the pac, considerable funding support has come
from the finmap project since
the 8th parliament, which has
allowed them to sit extra days
and extra hours, and provide
allowances for the members
of the committee. Given also
that pac rarely travels, funding
levels for pac would seem to
be less of a concern, with the
caveat that depending so heavily on donor funding for the
committee makes its funding
situation more precarious than
necessary.
Also, the generous support
for pac creates a level of
expectations among mps that
they will receive generous
allowances for pac work,
threatening the integrity of the
committee if such allowances
fail to continue in the future.
Lgac has more limited donor
interest, and considerably
higher costs due to the
demands of extensive travel.
The committees prepare work
plans, and these work plans
are relayed to finmap by the
director of corporate planning
and strategy, and then finmap
processes the request for
funds.
While this funding system
usually works relatively well,
there can be gaps as in the
case of the 2012/13 fiscal
year, when donor support
was suspended. Therefore,

“

The average time between the tabling of the AG’s reports
in Parliament and the debate and adoption of these
reports by Parliament exceeded the constitutionally
mandated limit of six months in all cases where the full
process was completed
excessive dependence on
finmap support for certain
activities can also undermine
the efficiency of lgac work,
as lgac waits for finmap to
process funds.
This is, however, a relatively
rare occurrence and has not
made a significant impact
on their ability to address
their workload and clear any
outstanding backlog.
(C) logistics for lgac
There are a number of
other issues that can delay
consideration of reports by
the accountability committees.
One is the question of logistics,
particularly important for
the lgac, which carries out
its hearings in districts. Lgac
frequently faces challenges
in arranging travel, because
its members normally attend
parliament during the three
days of plenary session, and
then are supposed to travel to
districts for hearings. Officials
may often not be available on
the days when the committee
is scheduled to travel to the
districts. The procedure of
conducting hearings at the
district level has also implied
that lgac needs to cover at

least 111 districts during the
consideration of each report,
if they are to cover every
district.
Given that each
district hearing is likely to take
at least a day, each ag report
will require at least 111 days of
hearings, not even considering
travel days required to reach
each district.
Given
the
number
of
workdays available for lgac in
a year, ever increasing backlog
seems inevitable, if the current
method of work continues.The
workload of lgac also includes
the consideration of reports
on lower local governments,
which adds a huge number of
administrative units to their
already considerable workload
of 111 districts.
(D) availability and
commitment of mps
Another obstacle is the
availability
of
committee
members, given their other
commitments in parliament,
including
the
sectoral
committees on which they sit,
their responsibilities in their
constituencies, and their other
commitments, such as party
activities.
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The large number of members
on each committee (30 each
for pac and lgac) means that
achieving the required quorum
of 15 mps can be difficult at
times, although committees
have frequently carried out
hearings without realizing the
full quorum of their members.
Obstacles to the
efficient consideration
of reports in
Committees
Efficient consideration of
the AG’s annual reports and
other reports by PAC and
LGAC remains a challenge.
The average time between the
tabling of the AG’s reports in
Parliament and the debate
and adoption of these reports
by Parliament exceeded the
constitutionally
mandated
limit of six months in all cases
where the full process was
completed. For example, for
the case of the PAC reports,
the number of years from the
end of the Fiscal Year until
adoption of PAC reports
ranged from three and a half
years for the 1995 and 1996
FYs to seven years for the
1999 and 2002 FYs, for the
years on which data were
available. Since 2006 no PAC
report on the AG’s annual
report has been adopted; the
2006-9 FY reports were laid
on the table at the end of the
8th Parliament but have never
been debated or adopted.
Similar
patterns
are
demonstrated by the LGAC’s
reports considering the AG’s
reports. For the 2001-2005
FYs, the number of years
from the end of the Fiscal
Year ranged from a low of
four and a half years in 2005
to a high of seven and a half
years for the 2001 and 2002
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Fiscal Years. Only two years
of the AG’s annual reports of
Local Governments have been
considered by the LGAC and
tabled, debated and adopted,
and even submission covered
only 36 and 41 of Parliament’s
111 districts.
According to one former PAC
Chairperson,“Parliament takes
too much time to consider
work and does not meet its
deadlines.” Another informant
also indicated that PAC and
LGAC spend excessive time
on hearings and report writing,
leading to unnecessarily slow
consideration of the AG’s
reports.
(a) Methods of work
Respondents identified a
number of challenges to
the efficient consideration
of reports by Committees.
One of the crucial factors
identified in terms of delays
in consideration of AG’s
reports was the method of
work of the committees. In
the case of PAC, a number of
respondents pointed out that
PAC spent excessive time on
discussing each query raised
in the AG’s report, even ones
that had already been resolved
by the AG. Respondents also
indicated that MPs tended to
raise policy issues such as levels
of funding, incomplete staffing,
and similar issues that were
outside the scope of misuse or
misappropriation of resources.
To generate more focus on
relevant concerns raised in
the AG’s reports, respondents
suggested
a
focus
on
outstanding queries or queries
where significant amounts of
funds were lost, in order not
to unnecessarily repeat work
done by the AG without adding
value. Another respondent

suggested that committees
should only talk to a selected
range of accounting officers to
cover all the major issues and
make recommendations that
apply across all the ministries
or districts.
In the 9th Parliament,PAC has
sat for extended hours, with
the Committee often sitting
between 6-10 hours per day,
five days per week. But the
speed of consideration of
reports clearly presents one
of the central problems. A
senior technical staff member
indicated that the workload
for the committees was
extremely high and that
they needed to prioritize
outstanding issues in the AG’s
reports to ensure that they
did not fall behind. According
to one official in the Ministry
of Finance, Parliament should
not re-do the work of the AG.
Instead, PAC should ask the
accounting officers what steps
they have taken to address the
recommendations of the AG,
make recommendations, and
charge government to take
certain actions.
(b) Policies and procedures for
hearings and report writing
Another senior technical staff
member suggested a number of
gaps in the way accountability
meetings
are
organized.
He noted that agenda and
structure for meetings are
inadequate, meaning that
timing and organizing meetings
is difficult. The technical staff
member also noted that
there are no briefs prepared;
such briefs could be helpful
in determining a short list
of outstanding items to be
discussed and how they would
be discussed. Finally, there is
no established procedure for

report writing, meaning that in
many cases the accountability
committee reports just mirror
the AG’s reports, rather
than summarizing the report
and focusing on outstanding
questions.
Establishing a
procedure for generating
more focused reports would
help limit the length of reports,
make them more user-friendly,
and set a clear and manageable
agenda for debate in the
plenary.
(c )Media visibility leads to increased politicization and derailment of committee work
Respondents identified a
number of other concerns
regarding the speed of
consideration of reports for
the case of PAC. First, the fact
that the Committee is open
to the media and frequently
receives extensive media
coverage means that MPs
often use the Committee
to make political points on
issues not relevant to the AG’s
reports. As one informant
noted, “Parliament’s business
is mainly politics,” arguing that
MPs in LGAC addressed issues
related to the Market Vendors’
Initiative because of its
political capital and abandoned
the regular work of the
committee in the meantime.
Given the potential large size
of the committee, with up
to 30 members present, plus
other members allowed to
attend, this can significantly
derail the proceedings of
committees. The potential
generate political capital in the
media and then leave before
the response.
At times the political theatre
has been useful, and has helped
draw public attention to
mismanagement, as in the case

of OPM or CHOGM, but one
respondent indicated that “We
have succeeded in making the
committees visible but not in
clearing the backlog.”
(d) Limited preparation of
committees on how to
approach work
Second,
a
number
of
respondents indicated that
MPs are frequently unprepared
for committee meetings, and
the committee often proceeds
without a clear strategy
for how to address issues
raised in the AG’s report.
The committee chairpersons
and the MPs seldom use
the technocrats from the
Committee, from the clerk’s
office, and from the AG’s team
to prepare and organize the
Committee’s approach to the
AG’s reports. This limited
preparation and focus can
lead to slow consideration
of the AG’s report, with the
committee members lacking
consensus on how to consider
the reports. Lack of consensus
may also have a significant
impact on the report writing
process, delaying it as MPs
wrestle with each other over
conflicting opinions.
(e) LGAC holding districts
presents logistical challenges
In the case of LGAC, the
committee’s
practice
of
travelling to hold hearings in
the districts reflected in the
AG’s report means that the
logistics of arranging such
trips becomes complicated
and delays consideration, as
discussed above. While the
media element of the LGAC
may not be as important as
that of PAC, the LGAC may
also have difficulties mobilizing
members for trips due to

their wide range of other
commitments and the limited
rewards of travelling for LGAC
work. LGAC work also takes
time away from MPs as they
seek to meet their obligations
in Kampala and in their
constituencies, making it less
likely for MPs to participate in
committee work.
(f) Written procedures to
guide operation of committees
As a number of informants
noted, the written procedures
to guide the committees
on exactly how they should
operate do not exist. Given
the unfamiliarity of most MPs
with auditing and accounting
issues, the fairly short terms of
committee members, and the
complicated technical nature
of many of the contentious
issues brought before PAC
and LGAC, such lack of
written procedure is critical
in undermining the efficient
and smooth functioning of the
accountability committees.
(g) Availability and competence
of support staff to provide
relevant technical support
A number of respondents
mentioned the availability of
support staff to provide timely
and relevant support to the
committees as a challenge.
Although PAC is fairly well
resourced in terms of dedicated
staff, respondents indicated
that clerks are frequently torn
between administrative duties
and report writing. Given the
length of time for which PAC
sits each day, and the frequency
with which it sits, clerks can
face challenges in completing
reports, although this may
be alleviated by the recent
assignment of an additional
clerk to PAC. The tendency for

20

clerks to be overwhelmed with
work means that even if that
clerk is only assigned to one
committee, they can still fail to
deliver on their responsibilities
in a timely fashion. According
to some respondents, clerks
to accountability committees
should have an accounting
background in order to be
able to manage the issues
addressed in the committee
more competently. While they
have the support of research
officers and other technical
staff with relevant technical
capabilities, some committee
members felt that because
of the key role of the clerks,
their particular technical skills
should match the needs of the
committees.
Although technical staff are also
attached to committees, staff
with legal or other technical
experience frequently work on
several committees. This can
mean that committees with
very intense workloads that sit
for long periods on a regular
basis lack the staff to address
issues raised in the committee
adequately. For example, one
former chairperson of LGAC
raised the issue that legal
technical staff were unable to
travel with the LGAC team
due to the fact that they were
shared, leaving the committee
with a lack of legal support
during their hearings on the
road.
(h) Lack of definition of
roles and responsibilities of
technical staff
In addition to availability,
technical staff may lack
definition of roles and
responsibilities in terms of
the committee work for
which they are accountable.
Support also comes from
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other technical bodies like
the Parliamentary Liaison
office of the Auditor General,
yet despite their mandate
to prepare briefs to guide
the oversight committees
and provide de-briefing of
these
committees, many
respondents indicate that MPs
are frequently unprepared or
unaware of key issues. The
lack of qualified technical staff
assigned to individual MPs also
limits initiatives to help MPs
debate and discuss from a
more informed perspective.
(i) Capacity of committee
members
to
handle
accountability issues
Respondents also questioned
the capacity of MPs to
address accountability issues,
citing chairpersons or vice
chairpersons
who
were
allocated to committees by
political parties based on
loyalty, regional balance or
other criteria, but who were
often lacking the education,
skills or experience to address
the level of technical issues
required of them during
hearings.
One respondent
and former chairperson of
PAC argued that committee
chairpersons
should
be
elected based on their
competence to handle issues
raised. According to this
informant, the committees
should be headed by people
with professional experience
in accountancy.
(j) Morale in committee on the
impact of their reports
Another concern raised was
low morale, with respondents
arguing that MPs lost the
incentive to do committee
work because the government

took no action on the reports
produced by the accountability
committees. It is difficult to
evaluate how much impact of
the limited follow up by the
government on the issues
raised discourages MPs on the
committees from doing their
work.
(k) The Importance of good
leadership
Good leadership can make
a difference in terms of the
progress of the committee. A
good leader, supported by an
effective clerk, can motivate
his team, keep them focused,
and generate support from
the donor community for
additional work.
Without
clear
direction, however,
influential members of the
committee can hold the
committee hostage by raising
irrelevant issues, engaging in
conflicts with other members
of the committee, and failing to
ensure that work is delivered
on a reasonable schedule.
(l) Political and financial pressure on committee members
and staff
Political and financial pressure
from those under investigation
by the committees also can
cause delays and loss of
integrity of the committees,
especially in the case of
sensitive reports like CHOGM
or OPM. According to one
respondent, this can come
in several forms.
Since
membership of the committee
is proportional to the strength
of the party in Parliament,
the ruling party can use its
numerical advantage to place
pressure on the committee
to backtrack on issues that
put the party or its senior
leadership in a negative light.

In other instances, according
to this informant, money and
intimidation can be used by
powerful individuals seeking
to change the outcomes of
committee work. While the
use of bribery and intimidation
is extremely difficult to prove,
it can delay and undermine the
work of the committee and put
the integrity of its reports into
question. Corruption can also
make chairpersons reluctant
to
include
controversial
recommendations for fear
that they will not be passed
because MPs will have been
compromised to oppose them,
as in the case of the LGAC
delaying its consideration of
the Report on KCC markets
due to allegations of bribery.
(m) Financial incentives not to
complete reports efficiently?
A final concern in the
financial motivations for the
accountability
committees
is the problem of “moral
hazard.” By paying MPs to sit
additional times to address
backlog, the incentive to clear
reports expeditiously may
be undermined by the desire
to drag reports out as long
as possible in order to get
paid more money for extra
sittings of the committee to
address backlog. According
to one informant, they have
been paying MPs for the past
six years to clear backlog in
PAC, LGAC and COSASE.
After these six years the
backlog is no closer to being
cleared. One approach to
eliminating the potential moral
hazard problem might beto
incentivize the completion of
reports by MPs, paying them
for completing work rather
than for number of days they
sit. This is a politically unlikely
solution, however, and the

ability of the bureaucracy
to compel MPs to deliver
completed reports is very
limited.
Delays in consideration
of completed reports by
the plenary
In many cases, there are
significant delays in the
tabling, debate and adoption
of completed reports by
the plenary.
In previous
parliaments, the time between
tabling and adoption range
from one day for the PAC
reports on the 1995 and
2001 Fiscal Years to 373 days
for the PAC reports on the
2002 Fiscal Years. In extreme
cases, therefore, the slow
process of consideration of
PAC reports in the House
can delay a report for over
a year. Similar data on the
LGAC reports show that days
between tabling and adoption
range from a low of one day
for the 2002 FY reports to
364 days for the 2004 and
2005 FY reports. There are
also considerable delays in the
tabling of completed reports,
but data on this are more
difficult to come by due to
limited recordkeeping of the
date when concluded reports
are handed over to the Clerk
and Speaker.
(a) Infrequent Business Committee Meetings
One of the reasons identified
by respondents for delays in
the tabling of accountability
committee reports is the
infrequent meetings of the
Business Committee. Several
respondents indicated that
the Business Committee only
meets infrequently, leaving little
opportunity for committee
chairpersons to lobby for the

inclusion of their reports in
the business to follow and
the order paper. While the
Business Committee meets at
the beginning of each session
to set the agenda for the year,
more frequent meetings might
be helpful to adjust the agenda
to accommodate completed
accountability
committee
reports and other relevant
business. In cases where the
Business Committee seldom
meets, the leadership of the
committee chairpersons is
particularly important to
advocate for reports to appear
when the agenda of business is
crowded.
(b) No fixed schedule for
considering accountability
committee reports
The lack of a guaranteed
scheduled time to consider
accountability
committee
reports on the Parliamentary
calendar also contributes
to low priority for the
accountability
committee
reports, especially compared
to other parts of the budgeting
process. Time being dedicated
to Matters of National
Importance and Ask the Prime
Minister in the plenary, as
demonstrated by the research
of Kasfir and Twebaze (2013),
also reduces the time available
for discussion of accountability
committee reports.
(c) Reports not carried over
from one Parliament to
another
Another reason for the
lapsing of some concluded
reports in the plenary is that
some business is not carried
over from one Parliament to
another. In the 8th Parliament,
several annual reports were
tabled by the Chairperson
of PAC on the last day of
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Parliament. There was no
resolution of Parliament to
carry these reports over into
the 9th Parliament, and to date
Parliament has not considered
these tabled reports, meaning
that reports from the 20062009 Fiscal Year reports of
PAC have not been debated or
adopted by Parliament. Part
of the explanation for business
not carrying over is limited
record keeping on reports
in progress, leading to lack of
institutional memory on which
accountability reports need to
be concluded.
In other cases the handover
process from one committee
chairperson to another leaves
reports that are either in draft
or have been tabled in limbo,
as the new chairpersons may
either lack information on
the work completed or be
more interested in producing
their own work, rather than
following up on a previous
chairperson’s work. The new
chairpersons may have few
political incentives to follow
up on outstanding reports
since they are more likely to
make their reputation for the
work they begin and complete
themselves.
(d) Political Sensitivity of
reports
In the 9th Parliament, some
reports have also suffered due
to their political sensitivity.
The OPM report was ready
for presentation by May 2013
but was not actually presented
to the plenary until February
2014. Although the political
sensitivity of OPM, CHOGM
and Temangalo reports may
be the exception rather than
the rule, political dynamics
may play a significant role in
delaying reports, especially
Special Investigation Reports
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on politically sensitive topics.
At a broader level the
accountability
committee
reports
may
also
be
unappealing to Government,
for several reasons. First,
they are products of the
opposition, as the opposition
chairs all the accountability
committees. This makes it
less likely that government
will want to give prominence
to the efforts of their political
opponents.
Second, the
contents of the reports
may cast the government
in an unfavourable light to
the extent that they expose
financial mismanagement or
corruption. Third, the Leader
of Government Business in the
House may not consider them
a priority since Government
does not consider them as
Government business in the
same way as it considers
the budget, governmentsponsored bills and other
government business before
the House. According to some
informants, the low priority
placed
on
accountability
committee
reports
by
Government for political
reasons also therefore delays
their tabling and consideration
in the plenary.
Delays In The Issuing
and Addressing Of
Treasury Memoranda
Another potential source
of delays in the finalization
of accountability committee
reports is in the issuing
of
Treasury
Memoranda
on
the
Accountability
Committee reports as well
as re-consideration of the
memoranda when returned
to Parliament. According to
data from Kasfir and Twebaze
on the LGAC, the months

between the adoption of
reports and the issuing of
treasury memoranda range
from a low of 11 months in the
2004 and 2005 FY to a high of
23 months in the 2001 FY.Data
from our research show that
the delay can in some cases be
as great as five years, although
is usually considerably less.
On the other hand, data
shows that the final stages of
the accountability cycle are
unclear.
(a) Infrequent reports coming
from Parliament
Officials from the Treasury indicate that their major
challenge is the lack of reports
coming from Parliament,
indicating that the last set of
completed recommendations
for an annual report of the AG
was for the 2004/5Fiscal Year.
According to Treasury officials,
memoranda should be ready in
not more than three months,
even if they sometimes fail to
complete their memoranda
within this time frame. The
Treasury officials interviewed
indicated that they do not
place pressure on Parliament
to issue recommendations,
since their work is
independent of each other.
There can also, however, be
significant delays in the issuing
of Treasury Memoranda, as the
tables below show.

Table 9: Public Accounts Committee Reports on the Annual
Reports of the AG on Central Government: Time between
Adoption of Report and Issuing of Treasury Memorandum
Financial
Year

Report adopted
(Date)

Treasury
Memorandum
issued (Date)

Treasury
Memorandum laid on
Table (Date)

30th June 2001

13/12/2006

March 2007

01/04/2008

30th June 2002

N/A

Feb 2011

N/A

30th June 2003

20/10/2009

Feb 2011

N/A

30th June 2004

N/A

N/A

N/A

30th June 2005

05/11/2009

Feb 2011

N/A

Sources: Hansard 2nd session – Third Meeting issue No. 16, i-18 April, 2008. Pg 4714

Table 10: Local Government Accounts Committee Reports on the
Annual Reports of the AG on Central Government: Time between
Adoption of Report and Issuing of Treasury Memorandum
Financial
Year

Treasury
Report
Memorandum Issued
adopted (Date)
(Date)

Treasury
Memorandum laid on
Table (Date)

30th June 2001

22/08/2008

Feb 2011

01/04/2008

30th June 2002

04/11/2009

Feb 2011

N/A

30th June 2003

04/11/2009

Feb 2011

N/A

30th June 2004

03/03/2010

Feb 2011

N/A

30th June 2005

03/03/2010

Feb 2011

N/A

We see from the tables that
while the Treasury has in some
cases issued Memoranda as
quickly as 11 months after the
receipt of the adopted reports,
in other cases (the 2001
LGAC report, for example)
there has been a delay of 2-3
years from when the reports
were adopted to the receipt
of the Treasury Memoranda by
the House. This is a significant
delay in the oversight process
and limits the effectiveness

of the reports and public
interest in what happens to
accountability proceedings.
b) Unclear procedure when
Treasury Memoranda are returned to the house
At the very final stage of the
accountability process, when
the Treasury Memoranda are
returned to the House, there
has been only two Treasury
Memoranda
presented

in the House (Treasury
Memorandum for the year
ended 30th June 2000 and
Treasury Memorandum for
the year ended 30th June
2001 for PAC) on 1st April
2008, and were referred to
the committee to study and
help the House debate. There
has yet to be an instance,
according to our data, of when
the returned Memoranda are
debated by the House, as is
generally agreed should be the
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case. This means that the Government’s response to the recommendations is never evaluated and
debated, thus allowing the Government to ignore potentially unpleasant recommendations.
The major obstacle is the adoption of reports of PAC and LGAC, but the final stages of the accountability
process—whether the Treasury memoranda are issued, whether the Treasury memoranda are audited
by the AG, whether PAC follows up on this audit of the Treasury memoranda, and whether the plenary
finds time to consider what the AG and PAC/LGAC have discovered regarding the response—still
seems to be missing. This is particularly important because whether the recommendations are acted
upon determines whether the work of the committees on the AG’s report is bearing fruit in terms
of improving the financial management of public expenditure, reducing corruption and improving
accountability.
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND POLICY
OPTIONS
Given the problems identified through the research, the suggestions made by respondents, and
the outstanding challenges that block effective and efficient oversight processes, a number of
recommendations emerge from the research findings. The findings are divided into two sections:
core recommendations, and additional recommendations.

Core recommendations

Challenge 2: Slow
consideration of AG’s reports and
Challenge 1: Excessive backlog of
outstanding Auditor General’s reports production of reports by
accountability
in PAC, LGAC, and COSASE
committees
Explanation of the challenge: The large volume
Inefficient
of outstanding reports to be considered means Explanation of the challenge:
consideration
of
the
AG
reports
by
accountability
that committees are considering reports many
years after the Fiscal Year for which they apply. If committees leads to significant delays in
any action is taken on the reports, it is taken well the production of committee reports and
weaknesses the reports produced. One former
after the period under investigation.
vice chairperson of PAC indicated that ideally a
one-year report can be completed within three
Recommendations:
months. Public Accounts Committees operating
• Policy Option 1: Declare a date before in other Parliaments such as Australia, New
which backlog will not be considered, allowing Zealand, and Canada hold many fewer hearings
committees to focus on considering recent than the Parliament of Uganda does, and write
reports that are still relevant. Any outstanding their reports in a much shorter period of time,
audit reports should automatically be considered allowing them to complete reports in a timely
as received and the Government should issue a fashion. For example, the hearings on the OPM
Treasury Memorandum to Parliament on them. mismanagement involved 30 meetings with 90
witnesses, consuming a significant amount of PAC
• Policy Option 2: Develop consensus on time, when a much more limited set of witnesses
considering current reports first, then considering would probably have sufficed. This would allow
previous years’ reports through an omnibus for the conclusion of annual reports within
report (not year by year) to clear all backlog the constitutionally mandated time frame, and
without sacrificing the prompt consideration of also allow other months to be used for special
current reports.
investigations, VfM reports or other outstanding
business.
• Policy Option 3: Scaling back the extent to which
LGAC hears AG reports on LGs from scratch. Recommendations:
Instead LGAC should hear only a small sample
of AG’s reports, including ones that contain Policy Option 1: Develop a set of guidelines or
outstanding issues after the DPACs have finished a manual for how accountability committees
their consideration. In practice DPACs are not
should work,
functioning well; this is an area where GAPP and
FINMAP are supporting programs to improve including:
the performance of DPACs. Either developing a
separate committee to address Value for Money • Focusing on outstanding issues rather than
considering every query
Audit reports, or scaling down the work of PAC
in another way, would help reduce the workload • Enforcing rules that discourage consideration
of PAC and ensure that VfM Audit reports are
of issues outside the AG’s report
considered expeditiously.
• Dividing the committee into sub-committees
to increase the volume of work considered
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• limiting the number of witnesses heard to a small
sample of potential witnesses;
• Promoting the input of technical staff in ways
that can simplify the committee’s consideration
of complicated financial management issues,
such as:
• The preparation of briefs
• Sof AG’s reports
• Production of timed agendas for meetings, and
• Regular technical input into the hearing and
report writing process.
• A recent GAPP report also suggests dividing
audit reports into different categories and
prioritizing investigations on those reports that
were either categorized as “qualified” or for
reports where the AG has issued a “disclaimer.”
For unqualified reports letters of appreciation
could be sent to the institutions expressing
satisfaction at their performance. For reports
with minor issues, institutions should be asked to
respond in writing within a specified time frame.

Policy Option 1: Develop an official
parliamentary calendar, as is done for other
parts of the budget process, which provides for
a fixed window of time in which
accountability committee reports will be tabled,
debated and adopted. This calendar should
reflect the six-month time frame established by
the Constitution, and also should reflect
changes in the budget process mandated by the
proposed Public Finance Bill, if it is passed.
Policy Option 2: Hold quarterly meetings of the
Business Committee to ensure that
accountability committee reports receive their
due consideration in the plenary. Also ensure
that any outstanding accountability committee
reports, which have been tabled but not
debated, are saved as Parliamentary business to
be considered.
Policy Option 3: Reorganize the conduct of
plenary sessions to allow more time for debate
of reports, including accountability committee
reports.

Policy Option 2: Provide training and guidance to
technical staff and committee members to
increase their expertise on financial management Recommendations
issues, to ease their speedy consideration of
In addition to the above core recommendations
reports
to streamline and support oversight work done
Policy Option 3: Establish a fixed time frame in by the accountability committees in Parliament,
the rules of Parliament that designates how long a number of other recommendations could help
it should take for accountability committees to the work done by the accountability committees
achieve its maximum impact.
conclude their annual reports. This would help
committees to set up a schedule for consideration
4) General Institutional
and make sure to reach their deadline, promoting
Environment of Parliament
a more efficient method of work. Although such a
time frame is already established in the
Business tracking software and websites/portals
Constitution, including it in the Rules of
would help Parliament ensure that business like
Procedure would help build ownership and
the oversight process that has to go through
motivation to observe the legally mandated time multiple stages does not get lost at some point
frame among Parliamentarians.
in the process. For the example of the work
of the accountability committees, the reports
presented by the Chairperson of PAC at the
Challenge 3: Difficulty in getting
th
committee reports tabled, debated and end of the 8 Parliament have never been taken
up again by the 9th Parliament.
adopted by the plenary
Explanation of challenge: Once completed, reports
face significant delays in being tabled in plenary, or
are tabled but never debated or debated long after
their tabling, or are never debated and adopted.
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Having a tracker would help the Speaker’s
Office, the Committee Chairpersons, and other
interested parties to make sure that reports
from accountability committees do not get lost
between parliamentary sessions and between
different stages of the process.

As reports have to go through many stages over
an often extended period of time, a tracker is an
essential tool in following accountability processes
through to their conclusion. Ideally such a business
tracker would include both internal versions
for Parliament to follow and a public version so
that the public can easily access information on
the status of accountability committee reports
and other parliamentary business. Public access
to the progress of parliamentary business can
also support the public to demand action on
outstanding accountability reports in cases where
they are overdue.
Political Will and Support for
Accountability Processes
Generating political consensus on the importance
of oversight processes among both Government
and opposition leaders in Parliament would
help highlight the importance of accountability
proceedings to ensure that they are followed
through to their conclusion. Informants for this
study emphasized two themes:
1) that the ruling party and government leadership
were often reluctant to give prominence to
oversight processes for fear that they would make
the government or its leaders look bad; 2) that the
opposition was happy to use accountability issues
for political capital through the “theatre” of PAC
and the plenary, but not particularly concerned
to follow through on whether Government
responded adequately to the concerns raised in
the AG’s and the Committee’s reports.

well-organized system for keeping minutes and
records of committee processes makes
report-writing difficult, especially when report
writing carries over to new committee
leadership. It also should make it easier for
committees to take a consistent approach to
investigations through providing documentation
of how issues were investigated by a previous
committee.
Establishing a full-fledged secretariat including
fixed office space for each accountability
committee should also provide for a greater
level of continuity in the work of the committees.
Adjusting Parliamentary Staff
Structure to Meet Committee
Demands
As committees seek to discharge their duties
in as efficient a way as possible, a number of
options are possible to adjust Parliamentary staff
structure to meet committee demands. On one
level, reducing the workload on overworked
clerks to committees may help improve
efficiency in report writing and preparing MPs
on the accountability committees for issues
to be discussed. One area that was frequently
named as a gap for either lack of time or lack of
capacity was report writing by clerks.

On another level, considering creative staffing
structures for committee staff could help
minimize the disruption caused by unavailability
of technical staff to committees that travel
extensively like LGAC. Generating material to
help MPs focus may require bothrecruiting and
Building political consensus within and across both equipping technical staff with very focused skill
sides that each will benefit from being seen as on sets and to consider supporting professional
the front lines of the war against corruption can staff for individual MPs or small groups of MPs.
help make sure that accountability processes are
backed up by political will to reach their necessary Although the MPs may have incentives not to
resolution.
take advantage of the guidance provided by the
technical staff, considering a flexible and tailored
plan for staffing the accountability committees
Improving the Record-keeping and
and the MPs that operate in them could help
Institutional Memory of the
professionalize their methods of work, reduce
Committees
wastage of time, and produce higher quality
To support a consistent method of work and reports. Having at least three clerks for each
smooth transitions in the committee process, accountability committee would be optimal,
establishing a system of record keeping and data according to the Vice Chairperson of PAC.
management for each committee in the office
of the clerkwill support a more efficient and
institutionalized framework for accountability
committees. At present lack of an electronic and
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7) Mechanisms for ensuring that PAC Recommendations are Implemented
(Treasury Memoranda)
In order to ensure that Government issues the Treasury Memoranda on time, Parliament should
pass a law that puts the Treasury Memoranda in place, gives a time line to the Minister of Finance
to ensure the Treasury Memoranda are produced, a timeline for the consideration of the Treasury
Memoranda by the Auditor General, a timeline for the accountability committees to consider the
already audited Treasury Memoranda by the AG, for the accountability cycle to have a clear definition
of the time spent by the respective parties.

36

CONCLUSION

T

he accountability committees of the Parliament of Uganda are strong committees that have
made important contributions in holding government accountable on a number of high profile cases,
including financial mismanagement of CHOGM and OPM. The committees have also highlighted
important concerns of financial mismanagement unearthed by the Auditor General’s reports. The
work of the committees has been instrumental in fighting corruption, through drawing public attention
to the costs of corruption for the nation. Committees have also extensively documented the common
patterns of financial mismanagement and misuse of state resources, and made recommendations for
preventing such losses in the future.
The accountability committees have also demonstrated a high level of commitment to pursuing
accountability issues, and frequently sit for extended sessions to consider a considerable workload
that includes not only annual reports from the AG on central and local governments and well as other
government bodies, but also a number of special investigation and special audit reports, and Value for
Money Audit reports. The Members of the committees have invested considerable time and energy
in the work of the committees despite a considerable range of other duties and responsibilities in
other committees, the plenary, and their constituencies.
Despite their high level of activity, generous support from Parliament and donors, and experienced
and committed Parliamentarians on the committees, however, the accountability committees
continue to face challenges in considering reports, getting their reports tabled and adopted, and
receiving a response from Government in a timely fashion. The lack of completion of the cycle of
accountability work means that their high level of activity does not bear the fruit it should in terms
of tasking government to account fully for its management of public expenditure. The research for
this report has illustrated some of the reasons why, including the following:
1) a considerable backlog of work, due to a high workload, existence of numerous reports
dating from many years ago, and logistical challenges especially on the side of LGAC;
2) the slow consideration of AG’s reports in committees, due to the absence of rules,
policies and procedures for guiding the work of committees, frequent politicization of hearings, lack
of focus and prioritization of queries for consideration, suboptimal use of technical staff to support
committee work and report writing, and practices not to divide the committee into sub-committees;
3) challenges in getting the reports tabled, adopted and debated by the plenary,
due to a low priority assigned to accountability committee reports, limited mechanisms for assuring
their speedy consideration, lack of fixed dates for conclusion of consideration of annual AG’s reports,
and a crowded plenary schedule.
To deal with the challenges discussed above, a number of policy options are available. Through the
exploration of the available policy options and implementation of the most relevant, Parliament
can dramatically increase the efficiency with which it considers Auditor General’s reports and the
impact of its review of those reports upon management of public expenditure. Efficient and effective
consideration of AG’s reports, and follow up on the recommendations made by accountability
committees, will place Parliament in the limelight as a champion of the fight against corruption and
a guardian of public resources in Uganda. Institutional change is seldom easy but deployment of
some of the tools discussed here can make an important difference in Parliament’s campaign against
corruption and the mismanagement of public expenditure.
It is our hope that this report can make a modest contribution to the valuable work carried out by
Parliament and its accountability committees. We recognize the important contribution of Parliament
in promoting accountability of Government.
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ANNEXES
Annex 1: Political Incentives and Disincentives in the
Consideration of AG’s reports by Accountability
Committees:
Decision to begin
consideration of AG’s
report:
1) Committee leadership more

Process by which reports
are forwarded to the
Treasury, Treasury
memoranda are returned,
and those memoranda are
audited and considered:
1) Length process means that
political interests in the issues
addressed by the memoranda
has waned by the time they are
submitted (for example,
memos on the 2001 – 5 FYs
that were returned in 2001)
2) Lack of political incentive for
opposition and government MPs
to resurrect issues that no
longer give them significant
political capital
3) Lower political visibility of these
processes makes them more
subject to behind the scenes
political influence to stifle
threatening conclusions or
recommendations

likely to ignore backlog to focus
on new reports.
2) Government likely to restrict or
limit consideration of reports
that may hurt it or its major
leaders or supporters.
3) Committee leadership eager
to consider special investigative
reports that are more popular
than annual AG’s reports be
cause they provide more
political capital.

Process by which reports
are scheduled for tabling,
debate and adoption:
1) Government has little incentive
to encourage the consideration
of reports that will cast it in an
unfavorable light
2) Opposition and others eager to
generate attention as strong
anti-corruption crusaders may
press for the presentation of
politically charged reports like
OPM and CHOGM
3) Debate of reports on the annual
AG’s reports may be less
attractive for all sides dues to the
lower political interest
4) Accountability committee
reports maybe less politically
attractive for all sides compared
to Matters of National
importance, petitions, and other
business on the agenda

Consideration of reports in
committee and writing of
reports:
1) MPs tend to use consideration
of reports as an opportunity to
get positive press for their tough
positive press for issues
unrelated to the audit queries
2) Pressure on MPs to protect
powerful individuals or officials
or government, who may be
trying to influence them through
money or threats
3) Political incentive to use the
process of hearing witnesses to
attack their political opponents
3) Political disagreements in the
writing of reports make reports
inconsistent or delayed
4) Political influence changes or
waters down the content of
reports to protect powerful in
dividuals in a way that is less
visible in the media
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Annex 2: Key bureaucratic incentives and disincentives in
the consideration of AG reports by accountability
committee
Decision to begin
consideration of AG’s
report:

1) Challenge of considering how to
manage backlog can delay
consideration on current
reports
Process by which reports
are forwarded to the
Treasury, Treasury
memoranda are returned,
and those memoranda are
audited and considered:
1) Lack of responsibility for reports
once tabled leaves no advocates
for ensuring that they pass
through the remaining stages in
a timely fashion
2) Limited record keeping means
that potentially interested
parties are unaware at which
point in the process relevant
reports
3) Lack of parliamentary tracking
software means that there is a
minimal systematic way in which
reports in progress can be
followed up on
4) Failure to adhere to
constitutional and legal time
frames result in frequent and
significant delays

2) Challenge of logistics, especially
for LGAC, can delay or derail
the process of hearing witnesses
3) High volume and diversity of
reports
Process by which reports are
scheduled for tabling, debate
and adoption:
1) Lack of business committee
meetings gives less opportunity
to lobby for inclusion of
accountability committee
reports on the agenda of business
2) Lack of fixed schedule for
consideration of accountability
reports under Rules of Procedure
means they can be delayed
indefinitely
3) Crowded agenda of business
means accountability committee
reports take low priority
relative to government business,
bills, petitions and matters of
national importance
4) Format of reports presented
makes consideration and
debates of the reports difficult;
most adopted without debate
5) Frequent delay or low
prioritization of reports means
that some get “lost” during the
presentation or debate stage
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Consideration of reports in
committee and writing of
reports:
1) Unavailability of technical staff
can make holding meetings or
receiving appropriate technical
advice difficult
2) Focus of clerks on
administrative issues weakens
the report writing process
3) Lack of clear methods of work
leads to a disorganized and
frequently slow consideration
process
4) Other priorities including other
committee business, plenary
demand, the budget process,
international travel, constituency
demands, distract from focus on
accountability committee work
5) Lack of response on reports
by government lowers morale of
committee members
6) Limited institutional memory
and lack of unable briefs means
MPs frequently fail to consider
reports in a systematic and
informed way

Annex 3: Key financial incentives and disincentives in the
consideration of AG reports by accountability committees

Decision to begin
consideration of AG’s
report:
1) LGAC sometimes faces
logistical challenges in getting
funds for travel
2) Dependence on FINMAP leaves
committees vulnerable to donor
funding or cuts
3) Allowance for PAC members
encourage attendance at extra
Process by which reports
are forwarded to the
Treasury, Treasury
memoranda are returned,
and those memoranda are
audited and considered:

sessions
4) Limited international travel by
the committees may deter those
MPs looking for international
trips from participating

1) Long hours that committee sits
may deter MPs who need to
raise money for campaigns and
to meet debts
2) Precarious financial status of
many MPs may leave the open
to bribery or financial influence

1) No obvious financial incentive
except or the potential to
influence the process through
resources or threats to protect
powerful interests or groups

Consideration of reports in
committee and writing of
reports:

by those under investigation
3) “Moral hazard” problem deters
Process by which reports
are scheduled for tabling,
debate and adoption:
1) Financial pressure placed by
powerful individuals and
institutions can delay the

MPs from considering reports
efficiently
4) Resources may be used to
attempt to sway those writing
reports

consideration of reports
2) MPs have no personal financial
incentive to follow up on
reports to be tabled and
debated

32

Annex 4: Obstacles to consideration of AG’s reports at
each stage of the accountability cycle
Decision to begin
consideration of AG’s
report:
1) Significant backlog of reports
due to high workload and slow
pace of consideration of reports
2) Less political interest in AG’s
Process by which reports
are forwarded to the
Treasury, Treasury
memoranda are returned,
and those memoranda are
audited and considered:
1) Limited political pressure on
Government for prompt
consideration of accountability
committee reports and
recommendations
2) Long delayed reports frequently
already overtaken by events and
actions
3) Limited record keeping leads to
lack of knowledge on what
reports are still outstanding and
need to be acted upon

annual report compared to
other politically compelling
reports
3) Logistical challenges faced by

1) Gaps in use of qualified technical

LGAC can delay consideration

support and MPs makes focused

of reports

and professional consideration
and writing difficult
2) Absence of clear guidelines for

Process by which reports are
scheduled for tabling, debate
and adoption:
1) Limited government interest in
accountability committee
reports leads to lack of
prioritization of their
consideration
2) Failure of Business
Committee to meet makes
advocacy for consideration of
accountability committee reports
difficult
3) Limited political incentive for
either government or opposition
to push for consideration
4) Limited business tracking
procedures and policies to
promote speedy consideration
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Consideration of reports in
committee and writing of
reports:

committees creates unfocused,
slow and politicizes processes
Political or financial pressure on
MPs hinders or delays
consideration of reports
3) Intensive media coverage of PAC
encourages MPs to use it for
political theatre rather than
focused consideration of the
AG’s reports
4) High amounts of travel and
conflicting demands limits the
ability of LGAC to schedule
and complete its work in a
timely fashion

Annex 5: Outstanding Value for Money Audit Reports
ID

FINANCIAL YEAR

VALUE FOR MONEY

STATUS

1

2008

Management of health programmes in the health sector
Ministry of health.

Not yet considered

2

2008

Uganda AIDS control project

3

2008

National Agricultural And Advisory Services Programme:
Not yet considered
Advisory and Information Services Component.

4

2008

5

2008

6

2008

Prevention and control of livestock diseases by the
department of livestock health and entomology in the
ministry of agriculture, animal industry and fisheries.

Not yet considered

7

2008

Provision of water and maintenance of water facilities in
district local governments by the directorate of water
development, ministry of water and environment.

Not yet considered

8

2008

Universal Primary Education Programme.

Not yet considered

Distribution of water to urban areas by National Water
and Sewerage Corporation.
Implementation of Northwest smallholder Agricultural
Development Project (NSADP)-Ministry of Agricultural
Industry and Fisheries.

Project management; A case study on eight debt funded
projects.
Inspection of primary schools by the ministry of
education and sports.

Not yet considered

Not yet considered
Not yet considered

9

2009

10

2009

11

2009

Building Construction and Establishment of Assets
Register under Justice, Law and Order Sector.

Not yet considered

12

2009

Procurement and storage of drugs By National Medical
Stores (NMS).

Not yet considered

13

2009

Passport processing by the passport control
department - ministry of internal affairs.

Not yet considered

14

2009

Pension processing by the department of compensationMinistry of public service.

Not yet considered

15

2009

Uganda prisons service: Provision of basic necessities to
prisoners.

Not yet considered

16

2009

Procurement and distribution of relief food items in
the office of the prime minister-department of disaster
preparedness and refugees in Uganda.

Not yet considered

17

2009

Solid waste management in Kampala.

Not yet considered

18

2009

Not yet considered

20

Regulation and enforcement of standards by Uganda
National Bureau of Standards (UNBS).

2010

Disposing of cases in the judiciary.

Not yet considered

21

2010

Forestry activities in Uganda.

Not yet considered

22

2010

Functionality of land management institutions in Uganda. Not yet considered

2010

Implementation of rural electrification Programme
by the Rural Electrification Agency in the Ministry of
Energy And Mineral
Development.

23

Not yet considered
Not yet considered

Not yet considered

34

35

24

2010

The management of the farm income enhancement
and forest conservation project implemented by the
ministry of water and environment and the ministry of
agriculture, animal industry and fisheries.

25

2010

Management of road maintenance of national roads by
the Uganda National Roads Authority.

Not yet considered

26

2010

Management of Universal Primary Education Capitation
Grant.

Draft report

27

2010

Procurement system in local governments – A case
study of 7 districts.

Not yet considered

28

2010

29

2010

30

2011

Management of fisheries on lake victoria.

Not yet considered

31

2011

Management of academic programmes by Makerere
University.

Not yet considered

32

2011

Management of accommodation by the Uganda Police
force.

Not yet considered

33

2011

Implementation of Bujagali interconnection project by
Uganda Electricity Transmission Company Limited.

Not yet considered

34

2011

Rehabilitation and maintenance of feeder roads in
Uganda: A case study of Hoima, Kumi, Masindi, Mukono
and Wakiso district.

Not yet considered

35

2011

Production of deep plans and maps by the department
of surveys and mapping in the ministry of lands, housing
and urban development.

Not yet considered

36

2011

Protection of central forest reserves in Uganda
implemented by National Forest Authority.

Not yet considered

37

2011

Management of wildlife conservation by the Uganda
wildlife authority.

Not yet considered

38

2011

Regulation and provision of communication services by
the Uganda Communication Commission.

Not yet considered

39

2011

Management of the presidential initiative on banana
industrial development (PIBID) project.

Draft report

40

2011

Management of National Agricultural and Advisory Finalized Sept 2013,
Services:A case study of Kabarole, Kasese, Lira, Manafwa, Presented
and
Mubende and Tororo districts.
rejected 23/9/2013

41

2011

Provision of maternal health services by the ministry of
health.

42

2012

Implementation of the national budget.

43

2012

Management of Uganda Blood Transfusion Services.

Not yet considered

44

2012

Performance of the Community Agricultural
Infrastructure Improvement Programme (CAIIP 1& 11).

Not yet considered

45

2012

Management of the lake victoria environmental management
project II.

Not yet considered

Regulation of medicines in Uganda by National Drug
Authority.
Building and construction under justice, law and order
sector.

Not yet considered

Not yet considered
Not yet considered

Draft report
Not yet considered

Not yet considered

46

2012

47

2012

48

2012

49

2012

Implementation of the Express Penalty Scheme (EPS) by
the Uganda Police Force.

Not yet considered

50

2012

Capacity building support to SACCOs by the rural
financial services programme.

Not yet considered

51

2013

52

2013

53

2013

54

2013

55

2013

56

2013

57

2013

58

2013

Gender mainstreaming in the water sub-sector.
Implementation of the market infrastructure component
of the markets and agricultural trade improvement
programme (MATIP – 1)
Management of loan portfolio by the microfinance
support center.
Management of water for production facilities by
ministry of water and environment.
Management and handling of child adoption process in
Uganda.
Implementation of the Agricultural Credit Facility.

59

2013

Implementation of vegetable oil development project.

Not yet considered

60

2013

Implementation of the Fuel Market Programme (FMP).

61

2013

Production of price indices by UBOS.

Not yet considered
Not yet considered

Revenue forecasting by ministry of finance, planning and
economic development.
Regulation and monitoring of drilling waste management
in the AlbertineGraben.

Not yet considered
Not yet considered

Not yet considered
Not yet considered
Not yet considered
Not yet considered
Not yet considered
Not yet considered
Not yet considered
Not yet considered

Edward Echwalu Photography

Management of the land tenure reform project.
Government’s efforts to achieve gender equality as
coordinated by the ministry of gender and social
development.
Environmental management activities of the National
Environment Management Authority (NEMA).
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Annex 5: List of Respondents
ID
1
2
3
4
5

14

PAC
Hon. NandalaMafabi
Budadiri County west
Hon. Oduman Albert
Bukedea
Hon. KassianoWadri
Terego County
Hon. Akora Maxwell
Mazuri County
Hon. Kwizera Eddie
Bufumbura
LGAC
Hon. Kiiza Winifred
Woman Rep. Kasese
Hon. Kantuntu Abdu
Bugweri
Hon. Muwuma Milton
Kigulu south
Hon. Jack Sabiiti
Rukiga county
Hon. Ogwang Peter
Youth Rep
Hon. Okumu Reagan
Aswa County
Hon. Amuriat Patrick
Kumi county
Hon. KiyingiDeogratius
Bukomansimbi
TECHNICAL STAFF AND OTHERS
Mr.Mukaga James
PAC

15

Mr.Emiku Samuel

PAC

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Mr.Okema Leonard
Mr.Opoti Denis
Mr.OwiliGeofrey
Ms. Martha Kaganzi
Mr.Kagoro JB
Ms Semakula Rose
KassianoOkecha
Mr.Lubwama Moses
Mr. Jonathan Enamu
Mrs.Namubiru Justine Mutaasa
Mr.Angura James
Ms.ApinyHariet
Ms. Jane Kibirige
Mr Wabwire

30

Mr DisonOkumu

PAC
LGAC
COSASE
COSASE
LGAC
Assistant Director, Clerk at Table
OAG: Principal Auditor
Admin Assnt LGAC
Reseacher
Reseacher
Legal Counsel
Legal Counsel
Clerk to Parliament
Deputy Clerk, Legislative Service
Director, Corporate Planning and
Strategy
Program Manager, FINMAP
Deputy Speaker
LOP
Govt. chief Whip
Commissioner

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

31
32
33
34
35

37

Mr Johnson Mutesigensi
Rt. Hon. Jacob Oulanyah
Hon. WafulaOguttu
Hon. Kasule Lumumba
Hon. William Nokrach

FDC
FDC
FDC
UPC
NRM
FDC
FDC
NRM
FDC
NRM
FDC
FDC
DP
199408

36
37
38
39
40

Hon. Seninde Rosemary
Hon. Alice Alaso
Hon. Elijah Okupa
Hon. SsemujjuNganda
Rt. Hon. Rebecca Kadaga

Commissioner
PAC chairperson
Former PAC chairperson
COSASE chairperson
Speaker of Parliament
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