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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Tanzania Education Sector Institutional and Governance Assessment (hereafter referred to as the report)
identifies the drivers of efficient and effective basic education service delivery in Tanzania by exploring the sector’s
institutional and governance context. The assessment has four main components: i) the policy and institutional
setting; ii) the public financial management (PFM) context; iii) decentralisation and its impact on basic education;
and iv) school autonomy and accountability in the delivery of education services. Viewing these through a ‘service
delivery lens’, the report presents the key findings and recommendations for medium-term as well as immediate
future programming aimed at improved learning outcomes in Tanzania.

The report takes an overall systems approach where each component is viewed as part of the whole, to create a
picture where interconnected systemic constraints underpin an uncertain accountability chain. This is presented
as a synthesis of learnings across all four components. The picture that emerges informs the recommendations of
the Report, enabling the identification of synergistic critical pathways and entry-points for effective, efficient, and
accountable education service delivery and, in the longer term, improved learning outcomes.

Synthesis of Key Findings
1. Commitment to coherence in Policy making and Results-oriented planning.

1.1. Weak linkages between (i) education policy reforms (ii) PFM reforms, and (iii) reforms in decentralized
governance result in overlapping mandates between the main actors in basic education service delivery,
Ministry of Education, Science and Technology MOoEST and the Prime Ministers’s Office — Regional
Administration and Local Government (PO-RALG), the Local Government Authorities (LGAs), as well as a lack
of interface between these and the Ministry of Finance and Planning’s (MoFP) mandated role.

1.2. Underpinning inconsistencies in sector policies is the lack of a reliable, credible annual education budget;
improvements in the revenue administration system appear to have slowed down; a cash rationing system
undermines the strategic allocation of resources and the core objectives the Medium Term Expenditure
Framework (MTEF) may be out of sync with education policy targets.

1.3. The current Education Sector Development Program (ESDP) is fragile and, for some, has been replaced by the
Education Program for Results (EPforR) as a sector results framework. In both cases, a ‘culture’ of putting
results (rather than inputs) first has not yet ‘embedded’ in Government systems.

1.4. Under the Regional and Local Government Services Project (RLGSP) (designed to implement the forthcoming
NDP of 2020) where devolution is not possible, de-concentration and delegation, rather than devolution, have
emerged as the preferred forms of decentralization, with Central Government largely retaining control of
service delivery.

1.5. In terms of administrative decentralization, education service delivery entails a bureaucratic ‘chain of
command’ with actors at one level accessing higher levels only by going through the level immediately above
it. Consistency of feedback up the chain may not be consistent and the chain lacks structured interface with
stakeholders outside of the chain.

1.6. LGAs and School leaderships and management experience “political interference” in setting priorities for
expenditure of central-government funds, as well as how they use ‘own-source’ revenues.

1.7. A combination of competing policy priorities at central level — particularly over the last six years - and political
pressure at local levels, means that LGAs are unable to fully address quality related issues in the services they
are under pressure to deliver.

2. Harmonized roles and responsibilities for education service delivery

2.1. Two parallel ‘chains of command’ have emerged: MoEST is mandated to ensure the quality and effectiveness
of education services on the one hand; and PO-RALG is mandated to ensure the efficient implementation of
service delivery, on the other.

2.2. Consequently, synergies are not created between responsibilities for service delivery that cut-across the
ministries’ mandates. Examples are SQA, data management, textbook production/distribution; and Continued
Professional Development (CPD). The overlap of parallel ‘chains of command’ also undermines the MDA’s
efforts to build institutional capacities for Regional Secretariats (RS) and LGAs to deliver those services; Human
Resource Management (HRM) devolution remains the most controversial aspect of institutional capacity
building for administrative decentralization.
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2.3. In relation to the teacher life cycle, the lack of synergies extends beyond MoEST and PO-RALG to include
MoFP, PO-PSMGG, and central government, with detrimental effects on the attractiveness of the teaching
profession and quality of services delivered.

2.5. A key finding is the limited evidence of routine and ‘rolling’ - i.e., institutionalized - capacity building in the
management of education service delivery; training that is project based, or topic-specific training provided
by LGAs when new digitized systems or pilot interventions are introduced and is unlikely to be sustained.

2.6. A mismatch between locally identified priorities for education and centrally determined budget priorities
emerges from poorly coordinated capacity building efforts between MoEST and PO-RALG and is exacerbated
by the key role played by MoFP in education service delivery where decentralized education planning is driven
by centrally allocated funds (inputs, not needs). This seen at both LGA and school levels.

2.7. Many schools lack the capacity to use the improved O&OD (Obstacles and Opportunities for Development)
planning methodology; and the linkage between village and school planning is nascent.

3. Informed, Inclusive and Coordinated sector Dialogue

3.1. Tanzania’s education sector has not yet achieved a balance between dialogue for policy level decision making
and coordination of service delivery. Global evidence suggests the two are distinct but complementary
functions of good governance (GEMR, 2017).

3.2. Coordination structures and dialogue processes may be viewed as a feedback cycle, rather than as a linear
(top-down/bottom-up) hierarchy

3.3. Sector stakeholders struggle to take a more ‘joined-up’ approach for sector development. At the central /level,
where mandates collide and do not converge, what remains is a governance vacuum in which sector dialogue
lacks coordinated leadership and clear direction and sector dialogue structures, such as the ESDC, become
discussion forums rather than platforms for decision making.

3.4. At local government level, there is a well-defined decentralized administration hierarchy whereby LGAs receive
directives from the MDAs and pass on instructions to the LLGs. But there are few institutionalized, and
adequately resourced, platforms for RAS and LGAs to engage in education policy dialogue, information
exchange, learning on shared strategies, and pooling technical expertise.

3.5. At school community level, there is no feedback-mechanism for school community engagement in
safeguarding quality basic education services, to inform decision-making on policy at the central level; it is not
clear how decision-making at school level informs the O&OD process; and there are few institutional
mechanisms for grievance-redressal and conflict resolution.

3.6. Management of the teacher cycle involves no less than fourteen entities from the central to the school levels
and there is significant overlap between the roles of the TSC and the TPB, with no clear platform for teachers
and teacher educators to be involved in policy dialogue and decisions affecting their work.

3.7. At the centre of the cycle of shortfalls in coordination and dialogue is this unanswered question: /s quality
teaching (and learning) in fact a priority for education stakeholders?

4. The ‘missing middle’: an accountability framework

4.1. A key finding of this assessment is that sector stakeholders understand what needs to be done in their
mandated domains and who needs to act in terms of basic education service delivery. But the ‘missing middle’
is an accountability framework guiding how actors work together as parts of a whole (i.e., effective service
delivery) and answer to each other.

4.2. Four main accountability relationships in basic education service delivery are unpacked in the report,
highlighting the assumptions behind them; these are assumptions that institutional and individual capacities
exist at all levels.

4.3. School-communities see accountability for education services as a mutually reinforcing relationship:
However, as we have argued above, the ‘knock-on’ effect of inconsistent policies, overlapping mandates, and
a lack of coordinated (inter- and intra-ministerial) sector dialogue is felt in the uncertainty of accountability
relationships; and this hits hardest at the level of school-communities. Should parents hold MoEST or PO-
RALG (or MoFP) accountable for good/bad school performance? The question remains.
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Based on the assessment, the report presents an indicative framework (see Figure 7 in Section 5.4) which suggests
that accountability for basic education service requires three things®: (i) clearly defined chains of accountability
relationships between actors (clients, providers, local ‘enablers’ and policy makers and politicians), with non-state
actors playing their parts in accountability chain; (ii) a mutual accountability mechanism for collective effort
comprising four main types of accountability processes: regulatory, financial, management/professional, and
participatory/voice; and as discussed above, (iii) the ‘political will’ for policy coherence, harmonized roles and
responsibilities, and coordinated sector dialogue. Underpinning these are the institutional, and individual
capacities of actors to act. The main issue is not the political will for accountability but capacity gaps in terms of
clarity on what an accountable education system might look like and how it can function.

Conclusion and recommendations

In conclusion, the cross-analysis of key findings uncovers a series of overarching enablers of improved education
service delivery. These include the following.

1. The political will to embrace reform exists, evidenced by the number and range of education related
reforms introduced in the sector.

2. Commitment across MDAs to sector-wide education strategic planning is continuing (e.g., launch of Phase
Il of the ESDP).

3. Mandates, roles and responsibilities have been clearly defined, stakeholders know that institutional
arrangements include some overlapping mandates and duplication of roles, and measures have been
introduced to address these (e.g., functional review under the RLGSP).

4. A Draft National Decentralization Policy (NDP) has been designed and is awaiting approval.

5. A robust system for vertical coordination through the decentralized administration has been established
and there is a high level of trust among LGAs in the system.

6. MDAs see the need to ensure a two-way flow of information and are taking steps to respond to this need.

7. There is an institutional history of effective dialogue, which can be built on.

8. Recent reforms show that MDAs recognize the importance of engaging lower levels of government in
policy reform.

9. Financial transparency is a priority for the sector and the institutional track-record is satisfactory.

10. There is a growing appetite for more and better accountability between actors, in terms of specific inter-
ministerial and intra-ministerial relationships.

11. Scope exists for Non-State Actors’ voices are heard through their participation in the ESDC.

12. Community engagement is embedded in national values (e.g., ‘self-reliance); this value is strong at school-
community level.

However, the synthesis creates a picture of system constraints. These are illustrated in Figure A below, presented
as problem statements. It is taken as given that this picture is an evolving one, as the landscape of the education
sector inevitably changes over time.

The report offers the following headline message.

= Education stakeholders need to reach consensus on an institutional architecture for decentralized
education service delivery that clearly defines inter-ministerial as well as intra-ministerial relationships
and aligns all institutional structures from the topmost to the last level in the administrative hierarchy. At
this point in time in the current reform landscape, a balance needs to be struck between decentralized
service delivery in the new ESDP on the one hand, and on education service-related interventions in the
RLGSP, on the other. But it is critically important that the institutional architecture is flexible, to keep pace
with the evolving political currents which shape power dynamics between sector ministries, including
MoFP and PO-PSMGG.

The recommendations to strengthen institutions as well as individuals in the education system at Central and Local
governance levels suggest a way forward for efficient and effective basic education service delivery. An overarching
recommendation is that new programming (including the choice of financing modality) aimed at introducing

1 Taking the Kiswahili word for accountability (wajibika), which translates as ‘to take responsibility for something’, as a point of
departure, we have adapted the framework suggested by the WDR: Making services work for poor people (WB, 2004).
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governance and institutional reforms, and sustaining them, should be grounded in an understanding of systemic
constraints within the national political economy.

Figure A. An evolving picture of systemic constraints (problem statements) for quality education service delivery

1. Policy strategies are fragmented
across ministries and LGAs, resulting
in a weak "culture’ for results-
oriented planning, as well as a lack
of clarity on specific policy reforms.

2. Overlapping mandates and
parallel‘chains of command’ for
decision-making (quality service

delivery vs delivery of education
services); policy dialogue lacks
coordinated leadership.

3. No clear direction to ensure that
resource mobilization and allocation
at all levels is aligned with education

reforms and targets.

4. Complex and competing data
management, with multiple digitized
systems are set up regardless of ICT
environment.

5. Limited capacities for LGAs’
implementation (activity) planning,
matching school needs and LGA
priorities .

6. Disjointed capacity building efforts
across MDAs for autonomous
planning by LGAs; and inconsistent
access to CPD for teachers .

7. No institutionalized
planning and weak capa
mainstream school b
follow up into decision-making.

8. No institutionalized linkage
between school planning and
planning for village development;
potential of joint 0&0D is not
maximized

9. School communities’ engagement
in education development is driven
by the need tofill resource gaps.

And back to the beginning ....

Below, the recommendations are presented in terms of ‘quick wins’ which may be implemented in the short term
(1-2 years), recommended measures which may be achieved in the medium term (3-5 years), and those which may

require a longer timeframe.

1. Short-term (1-2 years) recommendations

1.1. Fulfil commitments to paying Capitation Grants that are adequate and responsive to local needs (i.e., in line

with the Executive Order).

1.2. Coordinate roles and responsibilities for education service delivery in line with existing ESDP and RLGSP
strategies. Specifically, ensure a strong focus on education in the RLGSP’s forthcoming mapping of policies,
programmes and plans; agree ways to minimize overlaps and duplications in roles and responsibilities (particularly
for Teacher Management) between education Ministries (MoEST, PO-RALG, MoFP and PO-PSMGG) and monitor
the efficiency and effectiveness of institutional arrangements; and agree on which Ministry is mandated to bring

coherence between education priorities, in line with MoFP’s Strategic Declarations.

1.3. Systematically revise, upgrade and strengthen the new ESDP-III, ensuring the new Strategic Plan is focused
on priority strategies based on strong evidence from a rigorous education sector analysis (ESA) and is accompanied
by tools for results-oriented programming (e.g., a contextualized Theory of Change and a learning and adaptation
plan to track the ToC), as well as a functional Accountability Mechanism to translate policy statements on
accountability (for results) into action (linked to 2.2, 3.1, and 4.3).

1.4. Coordinate sector dialogue. Specifically, strengthen the ESDC as a ‘National Education Committee’ through the
mandatory participation of MoEST, PO-RALG, MoFP and PO-PSMGG; rationalize/harmonize the workings of the
ESDC and the EPforR SMT; agree on rotational leadership of the ESDC/ National Education Committee and/or assign
TWG’'s under the leadership of a relevant Ministry; convene more inclusive online virtual consultations and phase
out bilateral ‘by-default’ dialogue between DPs and MDAs.

1.5. Improve access to data and use of data generated by education-related information systems and strengthen
education data management through the Basic and Secondary Education Act. Specifically, map data use (who uses
data for what) all existing systems for education planning and financial monitoring and management; use a single
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software platform (or ‘bridging’ functionalities) to integrate school level data systems; strengthen efforts to
establish a harmonized basic education portal.

1.6. Building on gains made under the first phase of EPforR, include the following as an ESDP priority strategy:
institutionalize the SQA Guidelines and system. Specifically, develop a realistic costed plan to roll out the reformed
system; simplify the Guidelines where necessary; rationalize school based Internal SQA Teams (ISQATs) and existing
school management structures; integrate SQA into existing BEMIS, with a specific module to monitor follow up
action on recommendations; use the relevant domains from the SQA framework as the basis for individual teacher
performance evaluation (either to replace or supplement OPRAS).

1.7. Strengthen human resource planning for teachers, to ensure an adequate supply of qualified candidates are
attracted to join and remain in the profession. Specifically, strengthen and synthesize the use of data in
monitoring of annual attrition of teacher workforce, population growth (of students) and estimates of teachers
needed and teachers available by level/subject; clarify or resolve current anomalies in the promotion of teachers
and involve all relevant stakeholders, including teacher educators at TCs and Universities, TIE, and the HESLB, in a
review of the qualification requirements (particularly amount and length of student teaching practice) and access
to loans for teaching certificates and degrees.

1.8 Continue to improve infrastructural conditions in schools to increase motivation for teachers. Specifically,
when money is allocated for infrastructure, rather than focusing solely on classrooms and SWASH, the provision of
electricity, water and teacher housing should also be included, as they could increase teacher motivation, allow
teachers more access to digital/online CPD resources and support groups, and, if especially targeted at schools in
under-served areas, may attract teachers to these schools, and thus help to address inequities in teacher allocation.

2. Medium-term (3-5 years) recommendations

2.1. Institutionalize the development and implementation of an ESDP Operational Plan and budget, to focus on
priorities and implement them. Specifically, with MoFP, establish a mechanism for resource mobilization and
allocation to fill gaps in regional programming; agree on a mechanism for collaboration between MoEST and
decentralized governance structures for extra-budgetary flow of funds; use the ESDP OP as framework to harmonize
regional programmes/project plans which test innovations, complementing national programmes which scale up,
harmonize and mainstream innovative reforms .

2.2. To build LGAs’ capacities for education service delivery, institutionalize an annual operational plan within the
framework of the LGA’s 3-5-year Strategic Plan. Specifically, develop LGA ‘Education Sector Guidelines for
Operational Planning’ to standardize multiple planning processes, financing channels, and fiscal reporting (e.g.,
IFGTs, OSR, community contributions, etc.); ensure the annual operational plan is used during LGA performance
assessment.

2.3. Support use of the improved O&OD planning process by including a ‘School-level Planning Module’ in the
forthcoming RLGP Handbook for training LLG and Facilities. Specifically, institutionalize Whole School Development
Planning (WSDP), for Schools to set priority targets over a 3-year period; accompany WSDP with institutionalized
Annual Operational Plans for the implementation of activities to reach priority targets; and strengthen school
management structures by clarifying dialogue-based decision making and planning roles and responsibilities.

2.4. Provide training opportunities for LGA officials through a structured CB system which combines training
modalities and covers priority CB needs, backed by ICT support.

2.5. MoEST and PO-RALG should jointly lead a discussion forum for all MDAs engaged in the teacher management
to develop a medium-term vision for a holistic teacher lifecycle (teacher recruitment, training, deployment,
promotions, and retirement. This vision may inform the revisited ETP, as well as strategies for the new ESDP.

2.6 Closely monitor the deployment of teachers and investigate mitigations to attract and keep teachers in under-
served schools.

2.7 While recognizing that the shift from conceptualizing CPD as one-off trainings to ongoing professional
development through multiple modalities (school- and cluster-based communities of learning, workshops,
seminars, self-assessment) and levels (personal, school-based, TRC, LGA, national) will take time, concrete steps
that could be taken to support the development and implementation of the NF-TCPD.

2.8. Revitalize sector dialogue through increased participation of LGAs and school-communities. Specifically;
institutionalize Education Learning Platforms (ELP) at Regional and LGA and utilize the RLGSP online platform/digital
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portal as an LGA dissemination-feedback mechanism.

3. Longer-term recommendations

3.1. Revisit the ETP. In the context of recent policy reforms in the education sector (FFBEP), as well as in
decentralization and PFM, review the ETP to identify and address policy gaps, considering such issues as a holistic
teacher lifecycle and accountable community engagement.

3.2. Introduce laws to ensure the national education policy is implemented. Specifically, incentivize the
introduction of new laws (e.g., the Basic and Secondary Education Act), to enable MoFP to allocate adequate funds
for the Basic Education sub-sector; and integrate the Basic and Secondary Education Act into a comprehensive local
governance legislative framework to embed decentralized education service delivery in the Constitution, with clear
provision in the law of the principle of legal autonomy of the LGAs.

3.3. Address capacity inequities between LGAs by enhancing LGAs’ own source revenues collection and improving
IFGTs and agree on a system for ranking LGAs in terms of own source revenues to target support to low-ranking
LGAs.

3.4. Enhance community engagement through school-community based monitoring, enabling CSOs to play a
key role in social accountability monitoring which links parental involvement in school management and GoT-
led citizen engagement.
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1. THE ASSESSMENT PURPOSE, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

The purpose of the assessment is to identify the drivers of efficient and effective primary and secondary education
service delivery in Tanzania within the education sector’s multi-level institutional context, (i.e., the policy and legislative
frameworks and reforms in Tanzania’s education sector, in relation to public financial management and decentralisation);
and relatedly, map the institutional structures and roles and responsibilities of the diverse actors in basic education
service delivery, as well as the horizontal and vertical accountability relationships required to translate policy intent into
action.

The assessment was undertaken by a World Bank task team comprising of both Governance and Education Specialists.
The Bank Task team was assisted by NIRAS, a consultancy firm with a team of international and national researchers over
a 14-week period (mid-February to mid-May). Viewing the sector’s institutional and governance context through a
‘service delivery lens’, the report presents recommendations for informing sector dialogue as well as for the design of
new Bank operations in the sector as well as broadly for improving learning outcomes in Tanzania. The report’s analysis
may inform education sector stakeholders’ longer-term efforts to shift its focus from input-driven planning to systemic
education reform, as well as contributing more broadly to a growing knowledge base on the enabling environment for
such a shift.

According to the concept note for the assessment, the scope of the assessment is organized under five components.
These are listed below, with guiding research questions for each component, formulated by the Task Team.

Component 1. Mapping and assessment of the policy and Institutional setting.

1.1. Which policies shape the framework for efficient and accountable primary and secondary education delivery and
improved learning outcomes; and where are the policy gaps?

1.2. What is the current institutional framework and accountability chain for primary and secondary education service
delivery, with a focus on the roles and responsibilities of the main stakeholders?

1.3. What are the enablers and constraints for improved service delivery by key state and non-state actors (including
the technological environment) in terms of the following relationships: Policy-making and mandated roles and
responsibilities; operational roles and the actual execution of responsibilities.

1.4. What drives institutional behaviours in terms of official and ‘hidden’ incentives/disincentives?

1.5. Specifically, in which ways do institutional enablers and constraints impact on the ‘life-cycle’ of teachers (i.e.,
recruitment, training, deployment, promotions, and retirement)?

Component 2. Mapping and assessment of Public Financial Management (PFM)

2.1 What is the current landscape for PFM systems and practices in the education sector, (specifically, the budget
implementation/execution practices, reporting requirements, internal and external audits, public information on school
budgets, and oversight mechanisms)?

2.2. Where are the gaps and constraints of the PFM systems and how do these contribute to the weak service delivery
and educational outcomes in the primary and secondary education sector?

Component 3. Assessment of School autonomy and accountability in the delivery of education services.

3.1. To what extent is school based management (SBM) functional in the primary and secondary schools in terms of
autonomy (local evidence-based decision making, which engages school communities) and accountability (upward to the
central institutions and downward to parents and school-communities.

Component 4. Decentralisation and its impact on basic education

4.1. What is the mandated role of LGAs in the delivery of primary and secondary education services and how are
responsibilities actually executed? Where are the challenges and what are examples of good practice?

4.2. What is the Government of Tanzania’s policy stance on the extent of decentralisation in the education sector?

4.3. To what extent does the decentralisation by devolution process support or hinder the effective and accountable
delivery of education services?



The Concept Note for the assessment also highlighted the importance of a fifth component, that is a Synthesis of
learnings across all four of the above components. Here, taking a systems approach we viewed each component as part
of whole, to create a picture where interconnected systemic constraints underpin an uncertain accountability chain. This
picture informs the report’s recommendations, enabling the identification of synergistic critical pathways and entry-
points for effective, efficient, and accountable education service delivery and, in the longer term, improved learning
outcomes.

As illustrated by Figure 1, our overall approach is a problem-driven process, with four main dimensions, outlined below.

1. The task team began with inter-related problem statements informed by the desk review; then the team interrogated
the problem statements, mapping the institutional and governance setting for basic education service delivery
(Component 1), including the PFM and Decentralisation contexts (Components 2 and 4).

2. Having identified systemic features that evidence, problems, the task team delved deeper. In a more detailed intra-
sectoral analysis, the assessment attempted to identify enablers and constraints in the areas of PFM structures and
processes, linking these to critical issues for decentralized education service delivery. The assessment also undertook a
‘drill down’ on specific institutional and governance constraints and enablers for the teacher lifecycle (under Component
1), as well as for school autonomy, accountability and assessment (Component 3).

3. The task team went on to interrogate institutional behaviours between actors through levels in the administrative
hierarchy, highlighting the importance of commitment to coherence in policy making and strategic planning; harmonized
roles and responsibilities for coordinated education service delivery; informed, inclusive and transparent sector dialogue;
and an understanding of assumptions behind formal or mandated institutional behaviours.

4. Finally, engaging with high-level decision-makers from key stakeholder institutions the task team reformulated
problem statements and collectively identified solutions.

The assessment used mixed methods, included a comprehensive desk review, including a mapping of the policies,
systems and processes that state actors use to legislate, plan, and manage their activities efficiently, as well as the
explicit/stated responsibilities to effectively fulfil their mandates for education service delivery, in relation to the teacher
lifecycle, PFM systems and practices, School Management, and Decentralisation. A list of reviewed documents is found
in Annex 1.

The desk review informed the task team’s selection of methods: key informant interviews (Kll), focus group discussions
(FGD), and structured questionnaires. School and LGA-level data were collected in two districts of Dodoma region, in
four schools in each district. A summary of methods and sources is presented in Table 1 below and a list of respondents
is found in Annex 2.

Table 1: Thematic summary of data collection methods and sources

Methods Sources

Component 1

1a. Key informant interviews (KIl): policies and strategic plans;
institutional arrangements; service delivery constraints and
enablers; and institutional behaviours.

Directors and Technical staff in MoEST and PORALG; TIE; NECTA;
ADEM; selected DPs; and CSOs/private sector providers

1b. KlI: Drill-down on institutional and accountability context for
the Teacher lifecycle; mapping roles and responsibilities;
constraints and opportunities

As above; additionally, TSC, CWT, Teacher Colleges and
Resources Centres, and SQAD; Schools; LGAs.

1c. Focus Group Discussions (FGD) on institutional behaviours
(visible and hidden decision-makers, participation in decision-
making; formal and informal incentives).2

Technical Staff in MoEST and PORALG;
LGA staff;
SCs; Parents and Parent-Teacher bodies.

Component 2

KIl: institutional and accountability context for PFM; mapping
roles and responsibilities; constraints and opportunities

Senior Management in MoFP, MoEST, PORALG;
Selected Regional and LGA staff;
School Management

Component 3

KIl: Institutional and accountability context for School
Autonomy, Accountability, and assessment; constraints and
opportunities

Ward Education Officers
Head Teachers; Teachers
SCs

Component 4

2 To explore institutional behaviours, we adapted the Power Cube framework (Gaventa, IDS 2005).
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KIl: institutional and accountability for D by D; mapping roles | Senior Management in MoEST and PORALG
and responsibilities; constraints and opportunities Selected Regional Secretariat and LGA staff

Figure 1: Analysis framework

1. Problem Definition

Cycle of shortfalls
Generalized/non- specific policy statements and Multiple legal frameworks;
Competing/confused roles and responsibilities and uncertain accountability chains;
Weak primary/secondary education service delivery leading to low educational outcomes.

Key Question: What are the systemic features in
place that lead to the problem(s)?

2. Mapping policies, reforms, legislative frameworks, and institutional arrangements

Intra-sectoral analysis: enablers and ‘Drill-down’ on Teachers ‘Deep-dive’ on School Autonomy and
constraints in Conditions of Work; Personnel Accountability
PFM structures and processes and Management; Professional Autonomy in planning and resource
decentralized education service Development; Performance Appraisal management; School governance
delivery

Key Question: What combinations of Institutional
behaviours lead to the problem(s)?

3. Drivers of change and institutional behaviours

Commitment to coherence in policy making and strategic planning.
Harmonized roles and responsibilities for education service delivery
Informed, inclusive, and transparent sector dialogue
A missing middle: accountability relationships

Key Question: What are plausible pathways of Key Question: Potential change processes? How
change? What actions can be proposed to realistic are these? Entry-points for viable
support the change? change?

Iterative Problem Definition
What can be done?

Source: Adapted from Fritz, Kaiser and Levy, World Bank, 2009; Daniel Harris, ODI, 2011.

The assessment has several limitations.

1.

While we understood that COVID 19 is a global crisis affecting every sector, due to political sensitivities around
the health crisis in Tanzania the assessment did not investigate its impact on the education sector.

Given their heavy workloads, particularly during the timeframe of the assessment, it was difficult to engage with
high-level decision makers as much as the task team would have liked to.

The sample of LGAs and school-communities was not intended to be statistically representative, covering the
entire basic education cycle. Rather, and therefore the consultants focused on collecting granular qualitative
data via a ‘deep-dive’ in two selected districts at pre-primary/primary level. This aimed at generating a rich
picture of institutional and governance drivers of service delivery.

The structure of the assessment adheres closely to the four-component structure set out in the concept note,
which required both a general mapping of structures and processes, as well as in-depth analyses. With hindsight,
the integration of Component 4 (Decentralization) into the other three components, particularly the PFM



component, may have strengthened our description of the linkages between accountability for service-delivery,
utilization of funds, and control over physical infrastructure, human and financial resources.

Areas that require further assessment /Follow up research
1. Political economy analysis of data system strengthening and harmonization:

=  Document how many times in the past 10 years the Education Development Partners in one way or other
supported the Government in the recommended reform: and why every time the systems fall short in
achieving the desired outcomes.

=  Use of EMIS data for planning and budgeting and how the relevant EMIS data is being used at various levels,
including subnational and schools and communities.

= Adopting a single result chain and framework for operationalizing M&E systems to strengthen stakeholders’

coordination.
= Use of EMIS to assess the performance of the education sector linked to expenditure effectiveness in the
education sector, to align PFM (including budget planning) and the education policy.

2. Political economy analysis of EGRA-EGMA.

3. Conduct the PDIA workshop with GoT Senior Management, which was planned as the final step in our methodology.
Use the Management Response to Recommendations table as a tool for discussion

4. The evolving status of decentralization in Tanzania with specific reference to its impact on service delivery at the local
level needs to be assessed through a follow up study



2. POLICY AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT OF EDUCATION SERVICE DELIVERY

2.1. THE EDUCATION SECTOR

In line with overarching policies - the Tanzania National Development Vision 2025, and the National Five-Year
Development Plan 2016/2017-2020/2021 — the Education and Training Policy (ETP-2014), revised in line with the ETP
of 1995, is the main policy framework for the education sector in Tanzania. The ETP is the result of the harmonization
and subsequent repeal of the Education and Training Policy (1995), the Technical Education and Training Policy (1996),
the National Higher Education Policy (1999), and the Information Technology and Communication for Basic Education
Policy (2007). To achieve its mission — ‘To improve the quality of education and training and put in place structures and
procedures that will enable the country to get educated Tanzanians who are yearning to continue learning to add value
in achieving national development goals’ - the ETP has seven main policy objectives:

i A system, structures and flexible procedures that will enable a Tanzanian to continue learning using a variety of
pathways academically and professionally;
ii. Quality education and training that is recognized nationally, regionally, and internationally;
iii. Access to various education and training opportunities

iv. An increase of human resources commensurate with national priorities and demand;
V. An effective management and administration of education and training; and

vi. A sustainable financing modality for education and training;

vii. An education and training system that integrates cross-cutting issues (MoEST 2014)

The ETP (2014) ends with an exhortation: ‘Quality Education for National Development is Possible; let us all play our
roles’. However, an evaluation of the previous Education and Training Policy (1995) highlighted two key points (MoEVT
2014, pp 6-7). First, contrary to the provisions of the Education Act No. 25 of 1978 and in the Education and Training
Policy of 1995, ‘institutions under MoEVT (now MoEST) which offer education services have ‘neither administrative nor
working relationship with PMO-RALG’ (now PO-RALG; as discussed in this report, this working relationship has improved,
albeit with considerable room for improvement. Second, ‘the management of teachers’ affairs under three different
authorities creates problems of accountability and good governance’: MoEVT (recruitment and training); PMO-RALG,
regional administrations and LGAs (management and administration) - which are guided by different laws and
regulations®; and the Teachers Service Department [now Teacher Service Commission] under the Public Service
Commission (employment rights, including disciplinary matters).

The main legislation underpinning the ETP of 2014, after the Constitution Act, is the national Education Act (#25 of 1979
amended as Act #10 of 1995), which is however pending revision and enactment.* At the same time, ETP policy
statements are situated in a complex sector context, marked by a political drive for results, beginning with Kikwete’s call
for ‘Big Results Now!” continued by Magufuli’s administration (hapa kazi tu) and moving into the present administration
(Sida 2020).

Please note: A table showing status, stature and impact of mentioned policies and legislative framework in found in
Annex 9.

Key factors affecting the progress towards education sector results and service delivery targets include the macro-
government resource constraint on Government basic education financing; the Fee-Free Basic Education Policy (FFBEP),
which triggered a massive surge in enrolment at all levels in the 2016 school year, making it imperative for education
planners to turn most of their attention to developing plans to cope with this abrupt change; and the ‘professionalization’
policy, which entailed Government’s freeze on public servant/teacher recruitment; underlying this may be the sensitivity
within the Ministries about being seen as TA-dependent. A further critical factor influencing the delivery of basic
education is the evolving policy context for reforms of the Decentralisation by Devolution (D by D) process, as well as the
institutional context for PFM, outlined below.

3 These include the Local Government (District Authorities) Act; the Local Government (Urban Authorities) Act; the Local

Government Finances Act, the Local Government (Election) Act, and the Regional Administration

4 The Education Act is due for revision, following introduction of the revised Education and Training Policy of 2014. Other pertinent
laws are: the Education Fund Act (2001), which describes the role of the Tanzania Education Authority (TEA), a body managing funds
— governmental and donations — intended for funding of development projects in Education; the Law of the Child Act (2009); and
institute-specific legal frameworks, including: the National Examinations Council of Tanzania Act (1973), the Tanzania Institute of
Education Act (1963), and Agency for the Development of Education Management (ADEM) Act (1997), the Teacher Service Commission
Act (2015) and the Teacher Professional Board Act (2018).



The Education Sector Development Plan (ESDP), 2016/17-2020/21

Following on from the first ESDP (1997/98-2015/16), the second Education Sector Development Plan (ESDP) presents the
broad policy choices, the core priorities, and the overall strategic directions for the education sector in line with the policy
reforms set out in the 2014 ETP. The ESDP was developed in line with GPE requirements for a credible plan and describes
itself as setting the parameters for education sector development (MoEST, 2018). The strategic focus of the ESDP is to
improve quality at all levels of learning, aiming to improve the education sector through ‘purposive reform’ and
coordinated activities including the achievement of ‘a properly-managed, better performing and more motivated
teaching force.” (MoEST 2018).

ESDP priorities, objectives and strategies are grouped under four broad themes: Access, Participation and Equity; Quality
and Learning; Education for Social and Economic Development; and System Structure, Governance and Management,
with several high-level Key Performance Indicators (KPIs). To achieve the intended results, the ESDP present six priority
programs with associated strategies, results, and result indicators.

Following an evaluation of the ESDP commissioned by the GPE Grant Agent, the plan was revised with support from the
EPforR TAS team in 2018. Among the areas of improvement, suggested by an independent ESDP Appraisal Report
(February 2018), is the challenging management partnership between MoEST and PO-RALG for implementation and
monitoring of the ESDP; accordingly, adjustments made to the ESDP included ‘clarifying the inter and intra-organizational
implementation challenges’ (GPE-LANES Il, MoEST, November 2018). Other revisions included clarification of resources
dedicated for Local Government Authorities (LGAs); more detail on the identification of the most vulnerable regions;
additional wording on gender related issues; greater alignment with the National Strategy for Inclusive Education;
strengthened discussion on coordination of the various education information management systems; and a
communication strategy for dissemination of the ESDP.

An Operational Plan (OP), a Monitoring & Evaluation Framework, a Risk Register, and a financing framework with
indicative funding gap were developed at the same time as the ESDP was revised/finalized. A logical framework was
introduced in response to GPE requirements for a theory of change (ToC); however, as noted in the document itself ‘the
structure of the Logical Framework does not map directly onto the structure of the Priority Programmes’, nor does it
align with the Operational Plan. (MoEST, 2018);

2.2. DECENTRALIZATION BY DEVOLUTION

Tanzania’s system of local government has undergone a long history of reforms, from the introduction of strong
democratic councils in 1962, to the present-day local government reform programmes (UNICEF 2018a) and decentralized
governance is entrenched in the URT’s Constitution (Chapter 8, Section 145). However, besides the Policy Paper on Local
Government Reform of 1998, there was no policy guidance on: roles and responsibilities between different layers of
governments for delivery of services; financing arrangements and human resource management and administration of
local staff; mechanisms for community participation and accountability at local level; and Central-Local Government
relationships.

The newly introduced National Decentralisation Policy (NDP) of 2021 addresses the above policy gaps. The policy calls for
“the government’s top-level commitment to decentralisation [and] puts in place a shared vision of decentralisation to
enable all actors to? understand decentralisation and how it should be implemented” (PO-RALG 2020). The nine policy
objectives intended to direct implementation of the policy over a period of ten years are as follows:

1. Providing guidance on political decentralisation; on roles and responsibilities for decentralized service delivery
across levels of Government; and on financial resource mobilization and management for LGAs to perform their
mandated functions;

2. Improving administration and human resource management at the Regional, Agency and LGA level for efficient

and effective delivery of services;

Strengthening mechanisms for citizen participation on social, political, and economic management;

4. Promoting and strengthening coordination of Local Economic Development (LED) initiatives and economic services
in Regions and LGAs for sustainable economic growth, employment creation and community well-being;

5. Improving social services delivery to the local people;

Improving Central — Local relations for decentralized service delivery;

7. Providing guidance to regions and local government authorities on the proper coordination and implementation
of cross cutting issues.
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A notable feature of the policy is the anticipated need to establish a coordination framework underpinning the 9 policy
objectives, strengthening PO-RALG’s coordination of sector ministries with regard to decision-making affecting LGAs, as
well as building the capacity of Regional Secretariats for supervision and backstopping of LGAs’ functions. Equally
noteworthy is the policy’s emphasis on transparency and accountability as prerequisites for public trust as a keystone of
good governance.

In the context of the education sector, the main premise is that if the process of decentralisation is well managed and
efficient, it will foster improvements in local education service delivery, enabling LGAs to respond dynamically to
communities - while higher levels of government focus on more strategic issues - and giving greater voice and choice to
those communities to influence decisions that affect their schools. The NDP assumes that service delivery will be
improved through greater accountability to the community, as local leaders are better placed than national leaders to
engage with communities; local control of policy implementation and localized decision making will facilitate timely and
needs-based services; and increased ‘own source’ revenues, will match the allocation of resources to local needs.

It should be noted, however, that with the exception of the pieces of legislation that established RSs and LGAs®, there
has been no clear legal framework for decentralized governance and service delivery; the NDP has been adopted but not
yet presented to and approved by Parliament.

Regional and Local Government Strengthening Programme (RLGSP)

As suggested above, decentralisation is an inherently complex and multifaceted process shaped by inputs and support
mechanisms provided by multiple ministries and Non-State Actors. Beginning in 2000, local government reforms have
been supported through a basket-funded Local Government Reform Program (LGRP) managed by a dedicated reform
unit (the LGRP Team) and implemented in 3 phases with consecutive three-year medium-term plans and budgets: LGRP
| (2000 to 2008) and LGRP Il (2009 to 2014). The LGRP I and Il have run in parallel with the PFMRP Phases Ill and IV (see
below). With the aim of reforming the legal framework, local government (LG) finance and HRM systems, as well as
enhancing local participation for wider good governance at the local level, the LGRP subsequently included components
for supporting sector coordination and strengthening of the deconcentrated regional secretariats.

In parallel with the LRGP Il, a development block grant for local governments the Local Government Development Grant
(LGDG) was introduced in 2014, including (a) formula-based block grants for development to LGAs, to ensure that local
projects could be financed in accordance with local priorities, and thus various participatory local plans could be
implemented; and (b) annual performance assessment of all LGAs (scoring all LGAs in accordance with criteria related to
Public Financial Management (PFM), procurement, planning, budgeting as well as participation and accountability) to
determine the level of funding for each LGA. While our desk review did not uncover specific challenges, the literature
suggests that a failure to institutionalize the LGDG overall, and the annual performance assessments in particular,
coinciding with a critical audit of LGRP Il and the withdrawal of DP financing in around 2010/2011, led to the LGDG being
discontinued (UNICEF, 2018).

Building on the strengths of the LGRP | and I, the newly introduced RLGSP is designed as a strategic plan to implement
the 9 policy priorities of the NDP of 2021, mentioned above, under the pillars of political, financial and administrative
decentralisation, as well as a fourth pillar ‘local economic development’.® The RLGSP represents a shift from the focus on
reforming LGAs through the establishment of administrative, governance and financing systems and structure, to
strengthening the capacities of Regional Administration and LGAs to improve public service delivery, including basic
education services. In addition to promoting market-based mechanisms through PPPs and community participation, an
important thrust of the RLGSP is coherence and alignment and improving functional effectiveness and efficiency of MDAs,
RSs and LGAs while significantly endeavouring to re-rationalize development between rural and urban areas.

5 The principal legislation for local government in Tanzania (mainland) include: the Local Government (District Authorities) Act, 1982,
amended in 1999 and 2000; the Local Government (Urban Authorities) Act, 1982; the Local Government Finances Act, 1982; the Urban
Authorities (rating) Act, 1983; and the Local Authorities Elections Act, 1979.

6 Local Economic Development (LED) is defined as a development approach in which public sector, businesses and civil society work
collectively to encourage and support people and enterprises to create better conditions for the rural and urban economy. Its
purpose is to enhance the contribution of the economy to improving the quality of life of a locality in the realms of competitiveness,
effective use of available resources, abiding by environmental safety and deepening inclusiveness (PO-RALG, 2020).
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The RLGSP will be implemented in Phase One (2020/21 to 2024/25) and Phase Two (2025/26 to 2029/30) with the main
objective of improving public service delivery in order to achieve the goal of better living conditions for both rural and
urban people in Tanzania. Phase One of the programme focuses on priority interventions implemented under 5 broad
components (the focus of our present analysis is highlighted in italics)

1. Local Economic Development (LED);

Community Participation and Local Governance;

Service Delivery, human and financial resources management;
Political Decentralisation and Central - Local Relations;
Coordination and Programme Management

ukhwnn

It should be noted that the RLGSP document includes a classification of three degrees of decentralisation. As Table 2
below shows (i) ‘De-concentration’ redistributes decision making authority and financial and management responsibilities
among different levels of the central government; (ii) ‘Delegation’ transfers responsibility for decision-making from
central government to semi-autonomous organizations not wholly controlled by the central government, but ultimately
accountable to it; and (iii) ‘Devolution’ transfers authority for decision-making, finance, and management to quasi-
autonomous units of local government with corporate status. However, the RLGSP also introduces a preferred ‘Hybrid’
form of decentralisation, which is a strategic combination of the three forms described above, taking into account the
capacities gaps and ‘decision-making competencies’ of the Higher-level and Lower-level Government bodies (PO-RALG,
2020).

Table 2: Degrees of decentralization

Administrative Fiscal-financial Political
DEVOLUTION
o Local government has full ® Local government sets e Local government is led by locally
discretion in local decisions, spending priorities; elected politicians.
employs local staff, and e Funding can come from local e (Citizens’ participation can be strong,
primarily reports and is revenue sources; shared albeit may be subject to capture by
accountable to the local revenues, and transfers from elites, social polarization, and
citizens. the centre. clientelism.
DELEGATION
® Local providers act as agents of e Centre sets spending ® Local government may be led by locally
the centre. priorities, program norms elected officials, but still accountable
and standards; LGAs have fully/partly to the centre.
some authority to use e Citizens’ participation is more local and
resources in view of local proximate, but decisions can be
circumstances; overruled by the centre.

e No independent local
revenue source.

DECONCENTRATION
e Units are regional/local o No local discretion on how e Local leadership vested in local officials
representatives of the central the budget allocation is (governor, mayor) who are appointed
e Employees belong and spent; by and accountable to the centre.
accountable to the centre ® Funds come from the centre. e Citizens ‘participation (voice) remote
e No independent local and weak
revenue;
e Employees often paid by the
centre.
® Both central and local ® LGA plans and budgets must e |ocally elected politicians;
authorities influence decision be reapproved by MoFP; e MPs and Party Caucuses can influence
making at local level e Central ministries, influence local decisions including election of
e Employment decisions, payroll revenue mobilization and Mayors and Chairperson of councils
and senior appointments are revenue sharing e Central Government officials can
largely centralized; influence accountability to citizens
® Accountability is to both central
and citizens;

® Some basic services managed
from central ministries.




2.3. PUBLIC FINANCE MANAGEMENT (PFM)

The national PFM systems in Tanzania are governed primarily by the Constitution of the United Republic of Tanzania, the
Budget Act (2015) and Regulations (2015), and the Public Procurement Act (2011) amended in 2016. They are augmented
each year by the issuance of extensive Planning and Budget Guidelines (PBG), of which the latest publicly available is for
the years 2019/20 to 2021/22 (MoFP, 2018). PFM reforms are coordinated under Public Financial Management Reform
Programme (PFMRP) Phase V, which ends in 2021/22.

While PFM is overseen by the Ministry of Finance and Planning (MoFP) public finance is managed by a wide range of
actors, through a relatively structured hierarchy from Parliament through to the level of LGAs. A summary of the main
actors for PFM, as well as the legal frameworks for their formal roles and responsibilities is found in Annex 3. Other organs
or bodies which play a critical role in the PFM at decentralized levels include:

*  Association of Local Authorities in Tanzania (ALAT): provides a forum for exchange of views and experiences
among members of the LGA and making representations to locally and in international forums;

*  Local Authorities Accounts Committee (LAAC): deliberates on the findings of the external audit report prior to
submission to the Parliament; scrutinizes LGA accounts and expenses, as necessary.

*  Public Procurement Regulatory Authority (PPRA), regulates all procurement activities including those by the
LGAs and undertakes capacity building activities to improve efficiency in procurement and compliance with the
Public Procurement requirements; and the Public Procurement Appeals Authority:

*  The National Audit Office of Tanzania (NAOT) responsible for auditing LGAs published accounts.

Key features of PFM at decentralized levels

While the Constitution (Article 145 and 146) provides for the establishment of LGAs and their functions, multiple laws
and regulations have been enacted to implement the constitutional mandate. These include the Local Government
(Urban Authorities) Act 2002, the Local Government (District Authorities) Act 2002, the Regional Administration Act
(1997); the Local Government Finance Act; the Local Authority Accounting Manual; the Local Government Authorities
Tender Board (Establishment & Proceedings) Regulations (2014); the Grants and Guarantees Act (1974); and the Public
Audit Act (2008).

Funds flow to the LGAs from three main sources (i) Central Government transfers; (ii) own source revenue; and (iii) direct
donor funding. Central government transfer forms the largest proportion of the LGAs’ financial support, followed by the
own source revenue; through EPforR, funds from DPs flow directly to LGAs. At the LGA level, funds flow to the lower-
level government through transfers to service delivery units (including schools) and villages for development projects.
The transfers are made using specified formulae depending on the type of transfer.

Procurement is governed by the Public Procurement Act (PPA), 2011 and the corresponding Public Procurement
Regulations (PPR), 2013. LGAs are required to follow the guidelines in conducting all their procurement activities. Section
31 (1) of the Public Procurement Act, 2011 provides for establishment of tender boards at every LGA for procurement of
goods, services, works and disposal of public assets by tender. Each LGA has a tender board composed of members
selected by the council Director. Each LGA has Head of Procurement Unit and other support staff, the number of which
varies from one LGA to another.

In terms of financial reporting, LGAs use information from the EPICOR system to prepare: Monthly reports (income and
expenditure), submitted to the Council Director and later to the Finance Committee by 10% of the following month;
Quarterly Council financial (CFR) and Council Development Reports (CDRs); Annual Financial Statements, following
International Public Service Accounting Standards (IPSAS) requirements) authorized by the Council Director as the
accounting officer, approved by the Full Council and finally submitted to the CAG (see below). LGAs receive support from
the office of Accountant General (ACGEN) from the Central Government on all accounting and reporting matters.

Internal controls are overseen by the Internal Audit Functions (IAFs) and Audit committees. While the Council Director
prepares necessary internal control guidelines and orientation of all council staff, the IAF reports on the effectiveness of
the council’s internal controls on a quarterly basis. These are submitted in two stages: first to the Council Director and
then to the Finance Committee and the Full Council; and secondly, to the CAG via the resident Auditor at regional level.
The Internal Audit teams receive support from the office of Internal Auditor General (IAG).

In terms of external auditing and follow up of recommendations, under a 2012 amendment of the Public Audit Act No.
11 of 2008, the LAAC report, Paymaster General’s Annual Consolidated Report, and the CAG report is discussed in the
National Assembly. At LGA level, the Council Director is responsible for following up implementation of the audit
recommendations.



The Public Financial Management Reform Programme (PFMRP)

Strengthening PFM has been at the core of Tanzania’s development efforts over the past two decades. Since 1998, the
PFMRP has been the main vehicle of support for a comprehensive set of reforms, implemented in five phases to date.
During Phases I-ll, reforms focused on strengthening PFM at central level, while Phases | and Il of the Local Government
Reform Programme (LGRP) - outlined in the previous section - established financial systems at the level of local
government.

However, as PFM systems for LGAs were not harmonized with central-systems, PFMRP Phase Ill and IV (from 2007 to
2017) extended its reach to Regional Secretariats and LGAS, with a focus on three thematic areas - resource allocation,
budget execution and reporting, oversight, and accountability — in 10 selected regions (Dodoma, Geita, Katavi, Mara,
Simiyu, Mtwara, Njombe, Kigoma, Rukwa and Ruvuma, covering 67 out of a total of 133 LGAs). During Phase IV, the Local
Government Revenue Collection Information System (LGRICS) and EPICOR, an accounting system, were rolled out; the
PLANREP system was revised to accommodate service delivery points; and more than half of the LGAs reviewed revenue
by-laws to improve revenue collection and expenditure management.

The current PFMRP Phase V (2017/18 to 2021/22) seeks to improve PFM in the following areas.

=  Revenue Management;

*  Budgeting and Planning;

*  Budget Execution, Transparency and Accountability;

*  Budget Control and Oversight;

= Accounting systems;

*= Use of ICT to enhance planning, budgeting, and financial systems.

PORALG is responsible for implementing Strategic Objective 6 of the 7 Objectives under Phase V, to improve PFM systems
and outcomes in Mainland Local Governments in terms of resource allocation, planning, and budgeting; revenue
management and enhanced revenue mobilization; budget execution and reporting; expenditure management in LGAs
including accounting, internal controls, and procurement; oversight and transparency.

Key Issues regarding the sector’s policy context are found in Annex 4.

2.4. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF PARENTS, SCHOOL-COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT
A. Parents and Communities

Parents/caregivers are obliged to enrol children in school. Post-FFEBP, under Circular 3, parents are mandated to
contribute to school improvement (particularly child-friendly school construction) and projects, request information on
how resources are mobilized and used and report to relevant authorities. Additionally, parents are expected to support
their children’s learning by providing school uniforms, exercise books, pens, and where necessary transport and meals.

However, research on out of school children indicates that over two million children of school age are out of school for
various reasons, many of which are associated with parents/caregivers, particularly low-income households, being
unable to meet their responsibilities and/or pulling their children out of school during harvest seasons, coupled with the
perceived low value of formal education (UNICEF, 2015).

Social accountability monitoring mobilizes citizens and builds communities’ capacities to hold the government to account
for basic education service delivery, engaging LGAs in the process.” However, many parents remain uncertain about their
mandated role and responsibilities (Sida, 2018). Indeed, research shows that the level of citizen participation in school
governance, village council meetings, and the preparation of ward and village plans is “alarmingly poor and declining”
(Haki Elimu, 2017).8

7 For example, in 2015 HakiElimu initiated the Friends of Education movement training ‘focal friends’ (active representatives of local
communities) in Babati and Muleba districts, to create awareness and build capacities for citizens to monitor the implementation of
government’s education policies. Evidence shows that social accountability monitoring had a positive impact on children’s attendance
in school and lower truancy rates (Haki Elimu, 2016).

8 participation in school committees declined from 36 percent in 2006 to 15 percent in 2013; only 22 percent of people, the majority
of whom are men, attend village council meetings which are a crucial venue for decision making; only 16 percent of locals participate
in the preparation of ward and village level plans and the vast majority of these are only educated at primary level, meaning the
educated elite largely stay out of these crucial processes (REPOA, 2014). In terms of access to information, 8 out of 10 citizens have
never visited public institutions such as schools to ask for information, and 40% lack the confidence to obtain information from
schools (Twaweza, 2016).
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B. Schools and Teachers

As ‘service delivery outlets’ under decentralisation policy, Schools are responsible for delivering Basic Education Services.
Implicit in this role is that Schools benefit from capacity building in terms of (a) access to data and (b) use of those data
for decision-making on the use of resources in response to school-based needs (RLGSP, 2020).

The key role of Heads of Basic and Secondary Schools is to lead the School Management Team (SMT) comprising the
Deputy Head, School Accountant (in primary schools, usually a selected teacher), Academic Master and Discipline Master
(MoEST, 2018a). Meanwhile, School Committees (SCs) and School Boards are mandated to mobilize community
participation in key matters related to school improvement (MoEST, 2016); we briefly discuss the role of SCs in Section
4.4,

According to the ESDP-II, this team is responsible for preparing school development plans and budgets; tracking learning
achievements with particular emphasis on student basic skills in reading, writing and arithmetic and preparing quarterly
school performance reports on learning achievements; ensuring high quality of new construction, repairs and general
school and school property maintenance; receiving school supervision and inspection reports and implementing
inspection recommendations; and ensuring proper record keeping and management of funds collected, and grants
received from the Government.

Notably, Head Teachers/Principals do not necessarily supervise teachers’ attendance in schools and classrooms. Service
Delivery Indicator (SDI) surveys show that although teacher absenteeism has improved since 2010, 76% were still not
teaching in 2010, 60% in 2014, and 47% in 2016 (14% do not attend schools and 33% attend schools but do not attend
classes) (World Bank, 2010, 2014, 2016). A key factor underlying teacher absenteeism is “demotivation”, resulting from
low salaries, poor learning and teaching environment and the perceived low status of the teaching profession (HakiElimu,
2016). Relatedly, weak supervision and management has led to high rates of physical, sexual, and emotional violence in
schools (URT, 2011).

Teachers’ absenteeism has been an area of attention for several years in various policy documents (e.g. ESDP Il includes
teacher attendance and time-on-task rates as a “high-level outcome” p. 64), reports (e.g. World Bank - SDI 2014, 2016;
HakiElimu 2017b; UNICEF, 2021) and academic articles by leaders in teacher education (e.g. Anangisye, 2010, 2015;
Komba 2017; Mgonja 2017) for several years. Even though infractions are not often enforced through formal disciplinary
procedures at TSC level, it appears this direct attention has led to improvement at school level. It is also plausible that
between 2015 and 2020, the high level of expectations and inspection that the 5th phase government placed on
attendance and work ethic for all civil servants (including teachers) and the improved, timely payment of teacher salaries
may have contributed to the improvement in teacher attendance over this period.

C. Local Government

While details of the role of Local Government Authorities (LGAs) for service delivery in general, are found in Annex 5,
which is based on an analysis of the ETP (2014), ESDP (2018), RLGSP (2020), the ESDP specifically describes LGAs’
education related responsibilities. These include establishing, administering, and managing basic and secondary schools
and managing and coordinating the implementation of adult education and non-formal education; developing and
implementing Strategic Education Development Plans and budgets; submitting reports to the respective District
Administrative Secretary.

Table 3. below, summarizes the roles of the Ward Education Officer (WEO, the District Education Officer (DEQO) and the
Regional Education Officer (REO) (MoEST, 2018a).

Table 3: Roles of WEQOs, DEOs, and REOs

Developing LGA level action plans to operationalize

ESDP strategies;

=  Monitoring implementation of the ESDP at Ward and
School levels;

= Consolidating LGA implementation progress reports

and submitting to the REO

Coordinating implementation of the ESDP in schools

= Supporting Head Teachers in following up on implementation of
school plans;

= Conducting regular whole school supervision;

= Consolidating school level reports for submission to the District

Education authorities.

. Developing regional level action plans to operationalize the ESDP;
. Monitoring implementation of the ESDP at the levels of LGA, ward and school;
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. Holding follow up meetings with key implementing officers from both the regional and LGA offices to discuss progress of ESDP
implementation;
. Consolidating district-level implementation progress reports and submitting to PO-RALG

In addition, as we discuss in more detail in Section 4.3, while roles of LGAs are clear, there is a fundamental disconnect
between needs-based education planning, general planning/budgeting and resource mobilization processes, and
implementation of education strategies and annual targets.

Meanwhile, as Table 4 shows, parallel chains for decentralized coordination structures and dialogue processes has been,
or will be, set up, under the RLGSP (PO-RALG, 2020); These chains are overseen by the National Coordination Team (NCT)
under the Director of Sector Coordination, to monitor, evaluate, harmonize and coordinate RLGSP activities.

Please note: A brief discussion of education sector dialogue is found in Annex 6.

Table 4: Coordination structures and Dialogue processes through the administrative hierarchy

Coordination Structures Dialogue processes

Community level

Ten Cell Leader (new GoT structure under NDP) coordinates Village Assemblies are held to discuss community development
community members (10 households), linking these to the priorities (and participate in O&OD planning); develop by-laws for
Village/Mtaa Council, which in turn links community members |use in the village/Vitongoji/Mtaa; and demand transparency from
to higher level authorities with support from the Kitongoji and |local leaders on the use of resources in response to their needs.

Mtaa Authorities Participate in democratically political activities.
School level
School Leadership and Management Team, led by the school [School staff meetings/meeting with SQAO during field visits
head. SC/School Board meetings
School Committee (SC)/School Boards PTA/PTP meetings
PTA)/PTP
Ward level
Ward Development Council (WDC) coordinates school WDC Meetings are held to discuss school development priorities, in

improvement efforts in across all school-communities in the  |the context of wider priorities identified by communities.
Ward

Higher Local Government levels

LGAs coordinates cross-sector development, including Council Management Team (CMT Meetings

improved education services delivery across all schools within |Association of Local Authorities in Tanzania (ALAT), a forum for
the District. The District Commissioner’s Office Supports LGAs [exchange of views and experiences among LGAs

in ensuring compliance with Government decisions, policies,
laws, and regulations

Regional Secretariat coordinates and guides LGAs’ operations |Regional platforms — convened when finances are available.
of LGAs.

2.5. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF MINISTRIES AND AGENCIES
MOEST and its Agencies

Institutional responsibilities for the primary and secondary were previously shared by MoEST, PO-RALG and the former
Ministry of Community Development, Gender and Children (MCDGC), which was merged with the Ministry of Health in
2016 and the component of post-basic Folk Education moved to MoEST. In 2008, PO-RALG took over administration of
secondary education from MoEST and in 2011, the organizational structure of PO-RALG was reviewed, creating the Basic
Education Coordination Division (now called Department for Education Administration) to administer the delivery of pre-
primary, primary, adult, and non-formal, and secondary education.

According to the ESDP-II, MoEST is the lead institution with regard to setting priorities, objectives and standards or norms
(such as Pupil-Teacher and Pupil-Classroom ratios) and the development of successive sector and sub-sector plans;
monitoring and evaluation; Teacher Education; school quality assurance (SQA) (see Box 2); school registration; and adult
and non-formal education (MoEST 2018a). We discuss SQA further in Sections 4 and 5.

The National Examination Council of Tanzania (NECTA), a semi-autonomous agency under MoEST, independently
managing the budget resources in its sub-vote. NECTA’s role is to administer national exams, (including the Primary
School Leaving Examination (PSLE); the Certificate of Secondary Education Examination (CSEE) at the end of lower
secondary education (Form 4); the Advanced CSEE at the end of upper secondary; national exams at the end of Standard



4 in primary and Form 2 in lower secondary education) as well as the exams for teacher training. Additionally, the new
EP4R-promoted early learning assessment system is in principle led by NECTA.

The Tanzanian Institute of Education (TIE) is responsible for curriculum development and, since 2014, textbook
development and production; as a higher education institution, TIE is also in charge of operational research related to
curriculum and learning materials.
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As Figure 2 shows, management of the teacher life cycle in Tanzania is complex, cutting across the mandates of MoEST
and PO-RALG but involving numerous other institutions and ministries. While MoEST and its institutions (e.g., TIE, NECTA,
TCU) set the requirements for entry, pre-service and retention, PO-RALG and the TSC, which is constituted under PO-
PSMGG, share many of the management processes, along with involvement of MoFP and MoEST-SQA. A wide range of
actors are involved in the sporadic provision of Professional Development for teachers.

Figure 2: The Multiple actors are involved in teacher lifecycle management are mapped below.

Entry Pre-service Hiring & Ozl : Professional
; ; Assurance & Retention
Requirements Education Deployment . Development
Evaluation

Certificate & s IOTE_AS' 2 OPRAS: PRSP Salaries
MOEST . election =i . =| MOEST TEU
Diploma ™ beployment: théGA and eScale/Ceil
| | *Curriculum: TIE PORALG ings:
eExam: NECTA School MoEST/P
eImplementation: | | Contract: | based: HT, I OTPSMGG B TIE
_ Teacher Colleges LGA WEO, DEO *Disburse
(LGA) ment:
a MOFP
Degree ; ; . = ADEM
‘ || Registration || SQA: SQAD
eCurriculum: : TSC (MOEST)
University with Allowances
TCU oversight = . DP
. ) /Claims LGA a1
esimplementation, Programs
Lexams: University
Promotion: . .
Universities
TSC =
(rarely)
Retirement:
TSC, LGA = TC Tutors
= LGA officers
- TSC & TPB

Box 2. A reformed SQA system

The former Inspectorate has recently been reformed within the EPfoR framework, with strong engagement from the GPE. Under
the former system, school inspectors, reporting to MoEVT (the former MoEST), primarily ‘policed’ schools’ compliance with rules and
regulations, with no engagement with/of the community. In contrast, the new SQA framework focuses on school quality and assesses
a wide range of indicators in five domains (learning outcomes; quality of curriculum as delivered, quality of teaching, quality of school
leadership and environment, and community engagement). A participatory and integrated approach has been introduced in which a
school initiates the process, establishing Internal SQA Teams which lead a School Self-Evaluation, followed by a school visit (at least
once every four years by a team of MOEST SQA officials). Notably, LGA WEOs and DEOs are key actors of the system in supporting
schools between the SQA visits. Schools receive a WSV Report after the SQAOs visit, which is discussed by the community to make
decisions on what needs to be done to strengthen quality in their school.

The reformed SQA system is the foundation for several ESDP-II sub-programmes and will likely continue to be so for some time. GoT
stakeholders present the new SQA system as the only mechanism that will, in the long term, ensure education quality and better
learning in a sustainable way. Yet in the context of EPforR, this “world class system rests on comparatively weak foundations. The
progress of results from the ‘system action’ (Foundational DLI 8) to the roll-out of the new system incentivized (by DLI 8.1 and DLI 8.2)
as a ‘system output is based on problematic assumptions: the design of the new framework is ‘understood’ and ‘owned’ by the SQAD
and they have the competencies to deliver the reformed SQA services, including the Self-Evaluation format; (ii) a realistic plan is in
place to roll out an ambitious new system: (iii) Financial resources are available to implement a realistic plan (Sida, 2020).

This said, the latest CAG report (CG, 2021) notes several steps have been taken to support the new system, including the hiring of
400 SQA officers, provision of 3900 motorcycles and over 200 vehicles and follow up visits in 15% of primary schools that had low
scores. However, only 39% of 39% of SQA recommendations were acted upon following Whole School Visits.
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PO-RALG

In addition to implementing policies related to decentralisation by devolution, and having overall responsibility for
coordination of decentralisation, the Ministry’s main responsibility is to delegate or devolve, as appropriate, roles and
responsibilities to MDAs, Regions and LGAs (including LLGs). PO-RALG is also responsible for supervising the day-to-day
provision of educational services. This includes managing the following:

=  Employment of non-teaching staff and re-deployment of teachers;

= Supervising non-government schools; and the appointment of Head Teachers and Principals, in regions and local
governments;

=  Appointing SCs and School Board members and their training in school management; monitoring in-service
training for teachers and capacity building for nonteaching staff; and

=  Participating in the coordination of Form 1 and 5 selection in collaboration with the Ministry of Education, as
well as representing the Commission of Education in private schools under their LGA jurisdiction (PO-RALG,
2020).

2.6. OTHER EDUCATION STAKEHOLDERS
MoFP

The Ministry of Finance and Planning (MoFP) is the lead ministry for PFM at both central and decentralized levels, with
the Permanent Secretary, serving as the Paymaster General. The Accountant General’s Department (ACGEN) reports to
the Paymaster General, with responsibility for overseeing financial expenditure operations, financial management,
financial systems and for facilitating payments of pensions and public debts. International Public Service Accounting
Standards Regarding the education sector, the Permanent Secretary, MoEST, as Accounting Officer is responsible for PFM
in education sub-sectors excepting basic education; the Regional Administrative Secretariat (RAS), PO-RALG is overall
responsible for all funds flowing to LGAs.

In relation to LGAs, the role of MoFP includes issuing Annual Planning and Budgeting Guidelines; scrutiny of the LGA
budgets through inter-ministerial committees; making transfers to the LGAs through its Treasury; ensuring appropriate
recording of transactions through the ACGEN’s division; monitoring of funds utilization through its Internal Auditor
General (IAG)’s division; and integrating the LGA’s financial affairs through the Integrated Financial Management
Information System - IFMIS (Epicor).

The DED is the accounting officer for the LGA and plays a key role in council decisions pertaining to financial matters as
well as the areas of planning, project evaluation, tendering and general administration. The Sub-Treasury at the district
level deals mainly with Central Government matters and is only occasionally used to disburse funds to the LGA for
emergency expenditure, not including the LGA operational and financing arrangements.

PO-PSMGG & the Teacher Service Commission

PO-PSMGG takes a lead role in development and implementation of reforms in human resource management in the
context of decentralisation by devolution. This includes policy making and setting standards to provide guidance on
implementing HRM decentralisation; planning the allocation/deployment of human resources; mobilizing human
resources; delegating or devolving as appropriate roles and responsibilities to MDAs, Regions and LGAs (including LLGs);
and guiding the operationalization of re-organized structures (MDAs, Regions and LGAs). Other responsibilities include
establishing a technical working group with representatives from LGAs, Regions, PORALG, MDAs, and other key
stakeholders and addressing the HRM challenges relating to employment permits, transfers, promotion and disciplinary
matters in MDAs, Regions and LGAs (including LLGs).

Historically, the management of teachers has alternated between an independent department under the Ministry of
Education and a department or commission under the Public Service ministry (see http://www.tsc.go.tz/history for
details). Due to the large volume of teachers, the government created a separate Teacher Service Commission (TSC)
under the Public Service Commission in 2015 to register and manage promotions and grievances for primary and
secondary school teachers (URT, “TSC Act” 2015). According to the TSC Act of 2015, the functions of the TSC include: to
appoint, promote and discipline teachers, to maintain a register and records of all teachers that are in service, to
supervise teacher in-service training programs, to advise the minister on teacher administration and number, type and
level of teachers needed in the country, and to prescribe a code of ethics and conduct of teacher service. It is notable
that this legislation appears no longer in line with recent developments, such as the new teacher deployment system
which is now managed by PO-RALG, the National Framework for Teacher Continuous Professional Development, and
2018 legislation regarding the Teacher Professional Board (TPB).
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In practice, the TSC appears to concentrate on registration, promotion and grievance matters. As we will show in Section
4.1, there is considerable overlap between the mandates of the TSC and the TPB.

Legislature/Parliament

The Parliament is formed to play three main functions: make laws; oversight of the activities of the judiciary, the executive
and governmental agencies, and oversight of the budget process. The Parliament has constitutional power to hold the
government to account to facilitate effective and efficient use of public money for effective service delivery, through
formal pre-budget policy debate during parliamentary committees prior to the tabling of the Executive’s Budget Proposal.
In practice, however, such debate is often partisan, with decisions based on majority rule, i.e., the ruling party. The
effectiveness of the legislature to oversee the executive’s management of public resources is limited in terms of
amending, approving or rejecting the budget and supplemental budget requests, as well as oversight during the planning
and implementation stages of the budget cycle. Parliamentary performance on financial oversight is attributed by a
number of factors including inadequate time to review the budget, a lack of adequate and highly skilled research staff
and support staff, and limited financial independence to prepare its annual budget. (Haki Elimu/GEMR, 2017).

Non-State Actors (CSOs, PPP and Development Partners)

Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) play a key role in advocating for improved service delivery in education through media
campaigns, citizens’ empowerment, budget monitoring and social accountability monitoring; conducting high-quality
research to shape policy discussions on learning, as well as providing education services. Tanzania has a legal framework
that governs operations of CSOs. The NGO Act (2012) mandates CSOs to play an oversight role and supplement
government efforts of policy formulation, policy implementation, provision of education and monitoring provision of
education in Tanzania. However, the Act prohibit CSOs from engaging in politics and partisanship, without clearly defining
these terms, giving the President, the Registrar of NGOs and the Registrar of Societies discretionary power to de-register
NGOs and societies with impunity and driving organizations to register under the Companies Act which makes it difficult
for the government to de-register them (Haki Elimu, 2017). The recent passing of several laws such as Cyber Crime Act
2015, Statistics Act 2015 and Media Service Act 2016, are likely to affect CSOs advocacy work in future: shrinking of
media space, data generated by non-state actors as unofficial, undermining CSO research work.

Private public partnership in the provision of education has been allowed in Tanzania since the mid-90s. It takes several
forms, including schools run by CSOs, Faith-Based Organizations (FBOs) and privately owned for-profit schools. Non-
government schools which provide the Tanzanian curriculum are subject to the same regulations, examinations, and
school quality assurance as government schools. There is a very small number of private, not-for-profit schools which
offer only internationally recognized curricula (such as IB or Cambridge International Education programs) instead of the
Tanzanian curriculum. These schools are officially registered and inspected by the government, but do not participate in
national examinations and quality assurance is maintained by the international bodies to which they are members, thus
they are not a part of this assessment.

Development Partners (DPs) align with GoT national policies to contribute funds in support of various education
programs and projects and provide TA on policy planning, implementation monitoring and evaluation, as well as PFM
systems and accountability mechanisms. DPs also commission education research and fund CSOs to advocate for
accountability, governance, human rights, and citizen participation.

However, commentators point to a ‘donor dependency syndrome making the government fail to implement projects
when DPs do not honour their pledges’ (Komba, 2017). In the fiscal year 2013/2014 for example, DPs pledged 53.7 Tsh
billion to support education development projects but they provided only 8.3 Tsh billion (14%), which hindered
implementation of development projects during the fiscal year 2013/2014. (HakiElimu, 2015a).

This is echoed by global evaluation findings on the five principles of the Paris Declaration; key lessons learned of a country-
level evaluation of aid effectiveness in Uganda pointed to the need for DPs to improve the predictability of aid and enter
into agreements for the long haul (5-10 years), as well as the tendency of project aid to crowd out critical strategies that
require central financing to implement them. Notably, the country evaluation found that the success of all Paris
Declaration principles hinges on the central issue of good governance, i.e., sound public financial management and
procurement, respect for human rights and a strong and visible fight against corruption (DIIS, 2011; GoU, 2011).
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3. TEACHER LIFE SYCLE

3.1. ‘DRILL DOWN’ ON THE INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT OF THE TEACHER LIFECYCLE

3.1.1. CONDITIONS OF WORK
Time expected to work and tasks

The job description for teachers, head teachers and Teacher College tutors is prepared by MOEST and approved by PO-
PSMGG. Since 2014, 4 levels of teachers are recognized: 1) Teacher Education Tutors in TCs [ Degree holders] 2) Teachers
Grade C [degree holders] 3) Teacher Grade B [Diploma] 4) Teacher Grade A [certificate holders] (MOEST 2014 “Miundo”).
The former ‘Grade B’ and ‘C” certificates are no longer offered. Tasks of teachers and head teachers at all four levels
include: a) to prepare lessons, lesson plans, and schemes of work, b) to make and use teaching aids, c) to teach, assess
and keep records of student progress, d) to monitor and follow up student attendance, e) to manage the academic,
physical and spiritual upbringing of students and to counsel students; f) to advise on educational progress; g) to manage
and protect school property and environment; h) to teach and supervise adult education; and i) other tasks that may be
assigned by Head Teacher.’

Teachers estimated that, on average, about 85% of their work time is spent teaching (including marking) and 15% on
other tasks. “Other tasks that may be assigned’ in primary schools as reported by teachers and head teachers in the
sample for this assessment, include acting as the school finance officer, assisting with administrative and ‘data’ tasks,
resolving conflicts among students; providing first aid; and leading sports or clubs (Klls: HTs, Teacher FGDs). Some tasks
are rotated (e.g., ‘teacher on duty’ who collects attendance rosters, supervises assembly, etc.) and others are appointed
(such as financial officer). Teachers are expected to work 40 hours per week for around 192-196 days a year, although
schools also reported teachers coming to teach extra classes, particularly for grades that have national exams (Std. 4 and
Std. 7) on weekends or during holidays, for free.

The large class sizes that are found in many schools since the FFBEP came into effect has impacted on teachers’ time and
classroom instruction. A tremendous amount of time is required to mark more than 70 exercise books from a single
lesson, while at the same time the shortage of teachers means that teachers’ class loads cannot be reduced. This can
result in the time needed to mark student work coming out of instructional time. The burden of marking for large classes
may also drive teachers to give fewer exercises or shorter assessments to students, reducing student opportunities to
consolidate skills and receive feedback.

Salaries & Benefits

While teachers refer to the LGA, and sometimes the District Executive Director specifically, as their “employer” the
Ministry of Education sets the pay levels for teachers with PO-PSMGG approval (Civil Service Development [PO-PSMGG]
Circular No. 1 2014), as well as the additional allowances for teachers appointed as REOs DEOs, WEOs, head teachers,
and other roles of responsibility within schools (Civil Service Development [PO-PSMGG] Circular No. 3 2014). The pay
levels are based on central Public Service pay scales.

Studies have shown that while timely payment of salaries has greatly improved over the past 5 years, the perception of
salaries as low and the presence of a salary ceiling despite years of experience contribute to demotivation of teachers
(HakiElimu 2017a, UNICEF, 2021). In addition, the distance to financial services, particularly from rural schools, has been
noted one cause of teacher absenteeism (UNICEF, 2021).

While teacher salaries are disbursed centrally straight into teachers’ accounts, allowance, or benefit payments, such as
claims for leave, transfer or funerals, come through the LGA. Teachers reported numerous challenges with benefit
payments. Teachers at all schools claimed that such payments are often delayed, with no information shared nor
response to written queries (Teacher FGDs). This situation appears to have a strong demotivating effect on teachers and
can cause teachers to miss more teaching time to follow up claims. When coupled with stakeholders’ perception that
teachers have fewer opportunities for additional benefits (“marupurupu”) compared to other professions, this makes the
teaching profession less attractive than other professions to potential teaching candidates (Klls: University, TC; Teacher
FGDs).
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Limited professional autonomy

Autonomy in service delivery at teacher level includes the degree of creativity and decision-making the system
encourages in teachers. In terms of creativity, most teachers and head teachers referred to the creation of teaching aids,
particularly from local or reused materials (e.g., finding uses for plastic bottles) and a few mentioned the use of “talking
classrooms®” in pre-primary and early grades. Although teachers claim that they are, “free to be as creative as they want”
(Teacher FGDs), when one visits primary classrooms across ward/districts, one often finds very similar instruction in every
class/school.

In terms of professional decision making, 6 out of 8 teacher groups reported they rely solely on following the teacher
guides/syllabus to plan the order and length of time to spend on topics. Only 2 groups talked about evaluating student
understanding and using the teachers’ experience and judgement to guide their planning (Teacher FGDs). Studies in other
regions have similar findings (Chachage, 2020; Roberts, et.al. 2015).

This shows that professional autonomy at classroom level is quite low. Teachers follow directives (as written in syllabus,
teachers’ guide, textbooks) more than using professional judgment based on assessment of the students currently in
their classes. Teacher educators reported noting this in their supervision of student teaching practice and work with in-
service teachers as well (Klls: University). The implication is that following directives from the syllabus and LGA officials is
emphasized over teachers’ professional judgment of the students in the classroom. Current international trends include
providing scripted lessons or highly structured lesson plans, which are important for scaffolding teachers’ capacity, yet
fundamental skills in formatively assessing students and adapting lessons to the learners currently in the classroom
require professional autonomy and capacity that must be developed in order for truly effective teaching to take place.

Labour rights & Teacher welfare

The Tanzania Teachers Union (TTU) was formed in 1993 for the purpose of advocating for and promoting the rights of
teachers in Tanzania. TTU branches exist in all districts and most schools have representatives and/or receive visits from
TTU representatives (FGDs: teachers). Despite the existence of the TTU and a dedicated commission for managing
teachers (the TSC), teachers, head teachers and Ward Education Officers in the assessment sample did not feel teachers
had any effective bargaining forum to improve their welfare (KlIs; HTs, WEOs, Teacher FGDs); and it has been observed
that strong teacher advocates do not get elected to leadership positions in TTU (KII: CSOs). The controversial Teacher
Professional Board (TPB), which was enacted by legislation in 2018 but has yet to be established, is seen by some as key
in improving teacher welfare and status (see Box 7). The government is currently considering how to proceed with the
TPB.

A challenging working environment is also a pertinent teacher welfare issue — including the lack of water, electricity,
housing and ICT infrastructure in some schools, and the distance to school when teacher housing is not available.
Challenges of teachers’ work environment are further compounded by overcrowded classes and the shortage of teachers
and material (Klls: WEO, HTs, Teacher FGDs). Combined, these conditions further reduce teacher motivation and morale.

3.1.2. PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT WITHIN TEACHER/HEAD TEACHER LIFE CYCLE
Entry Qualifications and Pre-Service Teacher Education

MOEST sets the entry requirements for all teacher education programs, which, since 2014, consist of three levels as shown
in Table 5 This represents an ‘upgrading’ of qualifications from the previous requirements, which has positive implications
for candidates’ ability to master the pre-service curriculum while at the same time puts teacher education in direct
competition with other professions often considered more attractive.

Table 5: Entry Requirements for Teacher Candidates

Course Provided by: Entry Requirements Enables teachers to teach:
Certificate (Grade A) Teacher Colleges Form IV pass with a minimum of Division Il Primary
Diploma Teacher Colleges Form VI with pass in 2 principle subjects Primary or lower secondary

Degree (B.A./B.S. with

Education or B.Ed.) Universities Form VI with pass in 2 principle subjects Secondary (upper and lower)

9 “talking classrooms” are classes where the environment is used as a teaching tool, through the display of charts,

pictures, numbers/letters, etc.
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The entry requirements for Diploma level, when combined with the Student Loan Board policy that only university
degrees and not Teacher College programs are eligible for loans, is perceived to have reduced the intake of students at
Teachers Colleges (KllIs: TC).

Box 7. The TPB: Strengthening of the Profession or Redundant Imposition?

The National Curriculum Framework (TIE, 2019) specifies a list of general competencies for pre-primary and primary teachers,
but these have not been utilized as a national set of professional and performance standards, nor do they specify benchmarks
for teachers to possess and demonstrate at various states in their career. Proponents of the TPB envision the TPB as an
autonomous body that sets such standards and monitors ongoing requirements for teachers in negotiation with the central
government, similar to the way the National Board of Accountants and Auditors (NBAA) and the Engineers Registration Board
function in their respective professions. The TPB is expected to heighten professionalism and provide a platform for teachers
and teacher educators to be involved in decisions affecting their work, and to increase pride and recognition of teaching as a
profession, in contrast to the current institutional arrangements which leave teachers “isolated from their own profession” (Klls:
Univ.).

However, others see the TPB itself as an imposition created without the involvement of teachers and fear that it will become
another institution for which membership fees are deducted from teacher salaries, without any real change in teacher
involvement or quality standards (Klls: Univ.). There is fear of redundancy with existing institutions and increased bureaucracy
in teacher management.

A comparison of the TSC Act (2015) and the TPB Act (2018) shows considerable overlap in functions between the two (see
table 8). Given that the TPB Act does not mention any disbandment of the TSC, this overlap will have to addressed if and when
the TPB is formed.

TSC mandate (TSC Act, 2015, Section 5) TPB mandate (TPB Act, 2018, Section 6)
(a) maintain and administer the teachers service (b) establish and maintain the Register of
(f) maintain a register of and records of all teachers that professional teachers
are in service. (h) issue certificate of registration or licenses for
teachers
(b) advise the minister on administration and (a) advise the minister on matters pertaining to
maintenance of the teachers service teaching profession

(i) to assess the teacher situation and advise the minister
responsible for teachers training on the number, type
and level of teachers needed in the country

(k) maintain communication with district offices on all or
any matter relating to the development of teachers

service

(g) supervise teacher in-service training programmes (d) promote and regulate continuing professional
development for teachers

(c) appoint, promote and discipline teachers e) inquiry into complaint, charge or allegation of

(e) determine appeals from decisions of disciplinary improper conduct against any registered teacher

authorities under this Act

(j) prescribe code of ethics and conduct of teachers (f) formulate and enforce a comprehensive code

service of professional conduct and ethics of the teaching
profession

(h) conduct research and evaluation on matters relating (g) undertake and commission appropriate

to teachers service and advise the Minister accordingly research into teaching and matters related to

teachina profession:

Once accepted into a program, students complete two years of course work at Teacher Colleges or three years at
University. The Teacher College curriculum for certificate and diploma courses are set by TIE, while each university
develops its own Pre-Service curriculum that must be approved by TCU. Although university curricula go into more depth,
the contents at TCs and universities are similar, including courses on the subjects that teacher candidates will teach and
general education topics such as psychology, communication skills, philosophy of education, inclusive education, etc.
(TIE, 2019 a, b, c and KllIs: TIE, Univ., TC) The requirements for successful entry into the profession comprise: passing all
coursework and two student teaching practice placements (of 2 months each); TC students must also pass a final exam
set by NECTA while university students must pass all university course exams. Previously, the education degree programs
were 4 years rather than 3 and included three student teaching placements. The current length of education programs
was apparently instituted to make education comparable to other degrees and hence attract more candidates at the time
new ward secondary schools created an acute need for more secondary teachers. However, teacher educators expressed
concern that the current courses and teaching practice time are in fact inadequate for effectively preparing new teachers
(Klls: University).
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Since the time that the qualifications for entry were upgraded, in-
service teachers have also been encouraged to upgrade their
qualifications from certificates to diploma and diploma to degree.
As shown in Figure 3, almost all teachers had upgraded from the
lower category certificates (B/C) by 2020. This emphasis on
upgrading, along with the shifting of some secondary teachers to
primary schools, has resulted in more teachers at primary level
holding degrees. However, there are no degree programs that
specialize in primary or early childhood education in public
universities yet (KIl: Univ.). Degree, diploma, and certificate 75.3% Cathicre mEit
programs in special needs education exist in a limited number of
private and public colleges or universities, with limited intake
capacity, which further exacerbates the dearth of teachers
qualified for special education (CAG, 2021).

Figure 3: Primary Teachers by Qualifications

Teachers in public primary schools, 2020

m Bachelor/PGDE

Diploma

GradeA Certificate

Source: Chart created from BEST, 2020 Data

Hiring, Deployment and Retention

While the TSC Act of 2015 (Section 5 c and d) mandates the TSC to appoint teachers and to ensure equitable deployment
of teachers across LGAs and schools, the TSC Regulations of 2016 and the Primary Teacher Deployment Strategy of 2017
assign these roles to PO-RALG, which uses an automated computer system called the Online Teacher Application System
(OTEAS). The OTEAS is linked with NECTA’s system. When a teacher applies, the system verifies their qualification and
then shows the applicant the schools with vacancies. The applicant is allocated to the school of their choice, on a first-
come, first-served basis. The equitable deployment of teachers will be further strengthened through the use of a new
Teacher Allocation Protocol, which comprises an ordered list of the primary schools that are the highest priority for
receiving new teachers, incentivized by EPforR Il. However, there are risks attendant with the use of the protocol: as
teacher applicants still choose among the schools in need, some posts may fail to attract applicants, and transfer of
teachers between posts requires monitoring. A hiring freeze was placed on all civil service positions from 2016 to 2019,
including teachers, exacerbating the already-high PTR. In 2020 several thousand new teachers were hired, yet the need
in schools and the number of qualified teachers without employment remains high.

Once teachers apply to OTEAS, are selected, and allocated to a particular school, they are formally employed by the LGA.
LGAs send a copy of the contract to the TSC District office for confirmation. The TSC district office sends records to TSC
Headquarters and each teacher is given a registration number. The first three months of a teacher’s contract are
probationary, after which the LGA sends a recommendation to the TSC, the TSC confirms and then sends an official letter
to the teacher (TSC Regulations, 2016). Prior to OTEAS, teachers had no choice in which school they were deployed to,
and head teachers still have no choice in where they are deployed nor who is allocated to their school staff. The only
role of Head Teachers and WEOs in the deployment process is to regularly report the number of teachers on staff in each
school and the number of teachers needed, according to the student population (Klls: HTs, WEQOs).

Head teachers are appointed by the LGA, while roles of responsibility within schools are appointed by the Head Teacher.
In primary schools, these roles, including Deputy Head, Academic Teacher and Discipline Teacher, are “at the head
teacher’s mercy” (FGD: Teachers), although teachers are required to attain a certain level of seniority before they are
eligible for roles of responsibility or to become a head teacher (MOEVT, 2014 Circulars 1, 3).

Data on teacher retention and attrition is not readily available. The mandatory retirement age for teachers is 60 and
attrition is also caused by teachers leaving for other professions. There is a general perception among stakeholders that
attrition rates are higher among teachers than other professions and that a high percentage of the current teacher
workforce is nearing retirement age, but with data unavailable this is difficult to confirm.

Promotion and Disciplinary Actions

According to circulars and regulations (MOEST/PO-PSMGG Circular 1, 2014; TSC Act 2015 & Regulations 2016) teachers
are eligible for promotion every three years. However, budgetary limits imposed by the central government have led to
delays in promotion, and a situation where many teachers who were promoted did not receive attendant salary
increment and others have not been promoted in the past 5-7 years, despite satisfactory to excellent performance rating
on OPRAS (FGD: Teachers, KlI: HTs).
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Although the regulations are clear that promotion is the mandate of TSC based on OPRAS evaluations, teachers at only 5
of the 8 schools in the assessment were aware of this; some think promotion is decided by MOEST or PO-PSMGG, others
think it is PO-RALG or the District Executive Director, and some only know that it is based on OPRAS (FGDs: Teachers, KlI:
HTs). There is a strong feeling that “there is no transparency in the process” of promotion and the system is not responsive
to queries or claims.

In contrast to promotion, which is decided beyond the school level, most disciplinary action appears to be resolved locally,
in school and sometimes with the involvement of the Ward Education Officer or a school disciplinary committee. Schools
consistently reported a similar process of counselling (from the Head Teacher or Academic Teacher) followed by verbal
and then written warnings to teachers before the matter would be taken to higher authorities (Klls: HT, Teachers). If
teachers do not respond to these initial steps, then the matter is reported to the LGA (DEO and DED), and in fewer cases
it is taken to the TSC. TSC officers in the two districts in this assessment reported that about 2-3% of the teachers in their
district have disciplinary cases at TSC level. If the matter reaches this level, the teacher’s eligibility for promotion may be
revoked. Ward Education officers do not have the mandate to discipline teachers, but they can inform head teachers
about specific teachers when concern arises (KlIs: WEO).

The most common teacher disciplinary issue reported across schools was teacher absenteeism, though a few schools also
mentioned alcohol abuse, child abuse, dating students or “laziness.” A recent assessment explored the numerous
systemic factors contributing to teacher absenteeism from school and from class®, summarized in Figure 4. In addition
to the factors noted in the diagram, there is also no clear system in place for substitute teachers, thus both legitimate and
illegitimate causes of teacher absence led to the same result in the classroom — less teaching time.

Figure 4: Systemic Analysis of Factors Contributing to Teacher Absenteeism

School level
head teachers’ leadership and monitoring capacity
availability of infrastructure and TLM

teachers’ workload (including administrative duties,
meetings, INSET, etc.)

Systemic Analysis of Factors
Contributing to Teacher
Absenteeism

Source: Author’s compilation from UNICEF (2021) Time to Teach: Teacher attendance and time on task in primary schools
Data on teachers

While the BEMIS system reports annually on factors important to teachers’ conditions of work, such as PTR, PCR,
availability of pit latrines and water/electricity, other forms of data regarding teachers is not readily available. This
includes data on the age of the teacher workforce and attrition rates. The published BEST data previously included data
on Teacher Colleges (enrolment, etc.) but has not in recent years. Teacher Colleges and University Colleges of Education
do not keep specific data on their graduates once they become alumni (Klls: TC, Univ.). Universities, however, periodically
conduct tracer studies and market surveys/needs assessment as a part of TCU requirements and to inform the
development of their degree programs. Teacher Colleges did not report providing any support or mentoring to newly
hired teachers, nor track of graduates.

3.1.3. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Mastery of content and pedagogy are recognized as essential prerequisites for effective teaching and improving student
learning (Bashir, et.al. 2018; MoEST, 2020). However, the recent CAG report on CPD for teachers in Tanzania found that
only 18% of primary and 19% of secondary teachers received an in-service training between 2015/16 and 2018/19, and
primary teachers who did receive training were mainly in the early grades (CAG, 2020). In other professional fields in

10 Teacher absenteeism from class is when teachers are present in school, but not in the classroom teaching.
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Tanzania, such as accounting and engineering, ongoing CPD is required for members to maintain
registration/accreditation, and both the registration and CPD programs are approved and monitored by the relevant
professional boards. However, there is no requirement for teachers to engage in professional development during their
career to maintain their teaching license. The only requirement for teachers to maintain their status from the time they
graduate from Teachers College to the time they retire is to fulfil the basic duties of their position.

The institutional framework for teacher CPD is unclear. The TIE Act of 1987 (Section 4(f)) mandates TIE “to conduct
training programmes in such subjects associated with the development of curricula and syllabi as the Council may from
time to time decide,” while the TSC Act (2015) mandates the TSC to “supervise teacher in-service training programmes”
and the TPB Act (2018) mandates the TPB to “promote and regulate continuing professional development for teachers.”
TIE has a recurrent budget line for CPD, though allocations do not always meet budget requests; while Teacher Colleges
and public University Colleges of Education, whose tutors and faculty are well-placed to lead CPD, do not have a budget
for CPD unless provided through donor programs (KIl: TC, Univ.). LGAs may include funds for teacher professional
development in their annual budgets, but this is not consistent across all LGAs and is often used to send teachers on
assessment leave (to pursue full time courses) rather than for continuous (in-service) professional development. (Klls:
LGAs).

Currently CPD is mainly centrally organized and dependent on donor funds, with considerable lack of coordination
between stakeholders, and uneven access for teachers depending on the grade level, subjects, and or/regions in which
they teach (KlIs: TIE, Universities, TCs, HTs; see also CAG, 2020 & 2021). Similar to the findings in the CAG (2020) report,
schools in this assessment reported that only selected teachers in the early grades, head teachers and academic teachers
had received CPD in the past three years. Newly appointed head teachers reported not having any CPD, as did some of
the teachers of upper grades in the assessment sample (Klls Head teachers, WEOs, Teacher FGDs). Teacher colleges
reported that some tutors have been involved in DP-led CPD initiatives, yet their role is to be trained as the trainers who
in turn train teachers and LGA officers, with little or no input into the design of the programs (KlIs: TC). University-level
teacher educators tend to design their own research-based CPD initiatives, but only when they can procure funding.

In 2019/20 the ESDC approved the National Framework for Teacher Continuous Professional Development, drafted by
the MoEST Teacher Education Unit with input from all ESDC representatives (which does not usually include the TSC nor
direct representatives of TCs or university teacher educators). Yet when the EPforR bridging year required the
development of a national “CPD Implementation Roadmap,” there was misunderstanding as to who should lead (TIE or
TEU). In the end, TIE through TA support from FCDO and stakeholder meetings including MoEST and PORALG (central and
LGA representatives), recently produced a roadmap (CE, 2021). At the same time, the central ministries are re-investing
in Teacher Resource Centres (TRCs). We note that both the TRCs and the CPD implementation plan are expected to
promote more consistent and inclusive school based CPD practices, yet how CPD may be linked with teacher career ladders
and/or maintaining of teaching license is unclear.

Under the CPD implementation plan, LGAs are expected to have a larger role, with more explicit guidance on developing
annual CPD plans based on evidence of teacher needs and to support and organize for school-based Communities of
Learning as well as training workshops and seminars, while maintaining records and data on teacher participation to
ensure more equitable provision of CPD for all teachers (CE, 2021). At least one University College of Education has
formally proposed to the Minister of Education that the university lab school(s) can be used to pilot CPD interventions
that can then be scaled up through the roll-out of the NF-TCPD, an initiative which would greatly strengthen the
collaboration and coordination between pre-service and in-service education (KlIs: Universities).

3.1.4. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

The two standardized and official forms of performance evaluation for teachers are the individual OPRAS and the school-
level SQA visits. All the teachers in this assessment also reported receiving evaluations at school level, from an “internal
quality assurance team,” which usually consisted of the head or deputy head and the academic teacher, and from the
Ward Education Officers, though the frequency and content of such evaluations varied, and these evaluations were not
directly tied to promotion or sanctions as OPRAS is.

OPRAS: Every 6 months the teacher himself/herself and head teacher fill in the OPRAS form; each give a rating per task
and then jointly agree on the final rating (URT, OPRAS: Teachers form). The OPRAS monitors the quantity of tasks
completed rather than the quality. For instance, the number of lesson plans and schemes of work written, and the number
of inspections of student hygiene and “reviews” of student attendance are reported, but there is no rating of the quality
of lessons, student-teacher relationships, nor any reference to learning outcomes. Similarly, teachers are rated on how
well they “maintain/keep” (“kutunza”) textbooks, but not on how effectively they use them for teaching. Performance
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appraisal has not been linked to salary increase as a reward for at least the past 5 years, which has resulted in teachers’
demoralization.
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School-based feedback: The types of evaluation and feedback provided by Head Teachers or “internal quality assurance”
teams varied from school to school: One school reported that they were evaluated on how clear their lessons were and
student results on assessments, and one other school reported classroom observations on lesson clarity. However, in
most cases the processes described were compliance checking, similar to OPRAS, in that head teachers or teams were
monitoring logs of lessons taught, reviewing lesson plans on paper, or looking at student exercise books to see if they
were marked. In all cases, teachers reported that feedback was given collectively through staff meetings rather than
individual guidance or coaching. Ward Educational Officers were reported to provide similar feedback as the internal
teams, though timing varied from every two weeks to quarterly, and schools are occasionally visited and given feedback
by DEOs or REOs.

Head Teachers reported being evaluated by WEOs, and DEOs (or City Education Officers — CEOs). The frequency of these
evaluations varied from quarterly to annually and feedback was often oral, though some reported receiving written
feedback from the CEO through the WEO. Such visits or evaluations are also reported to the DED (KII:HT). Similarly, WEOs
are evaluated by the DEO and the report is shared with the DED. If performance is unsatisfactory, a WEO can be demoted
by to a regular teacher position (Klls: WEO).

SQA: Though the SQA reports focus on the entire school, Ward Education Officers reported that concerns about individual
teachers are flagged so that the WEO and Head Teacher can take follow up action (Klls: WEOs). However, action at the
school level varies from one school to another suggesting that guidelines and follow through has not been institutionalized
(Klls: MoEST, PORALG). One problem that has been pointed out is the lack of capacity to undertake this task. While
capacity building is done through ADEM supported by GPE-LANES, it cannot cope with nation-wide demand.

3.1.5 KEY ISSUES
The sector lacks a holistic approach to managing the teacher life cycle.

Entry requirements and hiring policies have had adverse effects on recruitment; meanwhile, overall recruitment does not
meet the needs of the system: There is no evidence of tracking teacher attrition to ensure that teachers who leave the
system each year are replaced, let alone hiring enough teachers to cater for increased enrolment and population growth.
Ministries responsible for education cannot decide how many teachers can be hired. There is minimal support in schools
for mentoring newly hired teachers and no requirement for ongoing professional development to maintain one’s teaching
license throughout the teaching career. The common perception is that teachers leave the profession at a high rate, yet
there is a lack of data and research on and recommendations for addressing the issue. SQA evaluates the quality of
instruction but teacher promotion is based on the OPRAS which comes from PO-PSMGG, and promotions are handled by
the TSC. Overall, there is a lack of coherence and strategic management of teachers’ life cycle as a whole.

Weak coordination of multiple institutions involved in teacher management.

As Figure 2 above, (mapping of institutions) shows, the multiple institutions involved and lack of coordination in teacher
management creates a complicated bureaucracy that does not meet teachers’ needs. The need to follow up with multiple
institutions to secure their rights (benefits, promotions, etc.) places undue burden on teachers and contributes to teacher
absenteeism. The unresponsiveness of the system (slow or no response to queries) further frustrates and demotivates
the teaching force.

Unintentional effects of central policy decisions have a demoralizing impact on teachers.

Although the FFBEP serves an important purpose and teachers are with the Ministry in feeling proud at the increased
primary school access for children, the enactment of such policy has not been accompanied by provision of a sufficient
number of classrooms, teachers and teaching and learning materials. This has created a heavy workload and demoralizing
environment in which teachers are expected to maintain the same quality as before the influx. The situation is further
exacerbated by the freeze on wages and promotion; teachers are expected to do more work in a more difficult
environment with less compensation.

Weak accountability and collective ‘voice’

Weak accountability chains and ‘tick-box’ evaluations coupled with lack of mandatory CPD result in little performance
improvement over time. While the SQA system does entail a focus on quality of instruction, its implementation is still in
its infancy and follow-up of recommendations is weak. OPRAS, which is used to determine teacher promotion, does not
evaluate teacher effectiveness for student learning, and focuses only on completion of a list of tasks (e.g., writing lesson
plans, how many lessons taught). Teacher discipline and development of teachers’ skills is dependent on the capacity of
individual HTs and LGA officers and varies from school to school.
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Teachers and teacher educators lack representation on multiple levels, with no effective platforms to collectively voice
issues and negotiate, be it for teacher welfare issues (benefits, salaries, working conditions in schools), identification of
teacher CPD needs or standard setting for the profession. While we were unable to interview the TTU, the union is
generally seen as ineffective or politically co-opted and the TPB, if and when it is established, may improve the situation
or merely add an additional layer of bureaucracy, depending on its harmonization with existing institutions. The deficit
view of teachers often espoused by officials and stakeholders when discussing teachers’ capacity, and the way in which
teacher absenteeism is often treated as a shortcoming of individuals without consideration of systemic causes are further
examples of how the system makes decisions for and about teachers rather than with teachers.
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4.PFM ASPECTS OF EDUCATION SERVICE DELIVERY

4.1. PUBLIC FINANCE MANAGEMENT

The PFMRP has successfully strengthened the system, ensuring the basic PFM ‘nuts and bolts’ for efficient service
delivery.

=  Government has a strong set of procedures by which to monitor and control the major potential threats to
aggregate fiscal discipline: debt management, the reporting of Central Government extra-budgetary operations,
and the monitoring of fiscal risk from the wider public sector.

= Legislative scrutiny of the Budget and of External Audit reports work well and improvements are being recorded
in Internal and External Audit and in most aspects of accounting and financial reporting, as the Government
progresses towards the implementation of IPSAS accrual standards.

=  Payroll controls have been tightened in recent years and improvements have also been recorded in procurement
management.

4.1.1. THE PFM GOVERNANCE CONTEXT
Weak harmonisation of legislative frameworks

The existence of multiple laws at various levels which govern the PFM landscape (see Section 2) is a well-documented
constraint (ODI 2021b, PWC, 2016, MoFP, 2017a, DFID 2021b). Though initiatives have already been introduced under
the LGRP and LGRP Il through a Legal Harmonization Task Force, the lack of a unified local governance legislative
framework has resulted in some confusion when various laws are put into practice. For example, as the MoFP Circular
No. 1 (URT-MOFP 2020) directs, under the direct supervision of PORALG and RASs ‘All LGA Directors must effectively
oversee the collection of own source Revenues so that the government can implement her budget as approved by the
Parliament’ with collection reports submitted by PO-RALG/RAS. However, this requirement is not part of the LGA Finance
Act.

Overlapping mandates.

MoFP officials indicate that PFM institutional arrangements are generally operating as expected; the Ministry complies
as much as possible with the various policies, laws, and regulations (the Constitution, Executive Orders, PFA, PPA, Budget
Act, Annual finance acts, appropriation acts etc.) when dealing with the various stakeholders (MDAs, LGAs, Parliament
and her committees, and the ruling political party etc.).

However, overlapping mandates affect the efficiency of flow of funds and accountability in the education sector and
subsectors. There is strong consensus among MoFP stakeholders that the mandates between the three main actors in
the education sector (PORALG/RAS, MOEST, and LGAs) need to be clarified and rationalised through a harmonized legal
framework. It was emphasised that MOEST mandates should not include receiving and disbursing funds to school, a role
that should be played by PORALG. MOEST need to focus more on policy and regulatory issues on basic education. MoFP
officials assert the need for greater clarity on how policies introduced by Sector Ministries in their respective areas of
mandate (specifically MoEST’s initiation of policy reforms) interface with MoFP’s own mandated role. It was underscored
that MOEST lacks a policy for funding education, particularly basic education. MOFP appreciated the fact that FFBEP rates
have remained the same since 2016/17, and this came about as an Executive Order, but MOEST has since remained quiet.

The following points were raised by MoFP respondents regarding their Ministry’s mandate:

=  While the MoFP is guided by the various Strategic Declarations as represented by the National Vision 2025, the
medium-term plans (e.g., the Five Years Development Plans) etc., Sector Ministries such as MoEST and PO-RALG
need to play their part, being responsible for customizing the Strategic Declarations, considering their needs,
and setting their priorities, which is in turn included in the Annual Government Plan and Budget. Ultimately,
however, it is MoFP’s responsibility to ensure that “MDAs and LGAs abide by the national plans and executive
orders, and come up with reasonable expectations, needs and priorities” (KIl: MDA).

=  While PO-PSMGG is legally the authority for allocating manpower and is implicitly controller of the wage bill,
approving all MDA and LGAs’ recruitment demands, these approvals are made in collaboration with MoFP.

= Resource allocation to LGAs follows established formulae, and guidelines are issued to enhance compliance.
While MoFP respondents acknowledge existence of inequity among the LGAs when it comes to resource
allocation, they assert that the responsibility to address inequity lies with PORALG, in terms of designing
mechanisms for balancing out things between the richer and poorer LGAs, as well as for addressing issues related
to gender equity. Areas of concern are capitation allocation based on enrolment and LGA income poverty where
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the costs for basic facilities (e.g., water and the use of generators) are not easily met, which combine to result
in the deterioration of learning conditions for the under-resourced, remotely located schools.

Revenue mobilization and management

In terms of revenue management, MoFP gathers information on resources collected through the formal system, namely
the TRA tax system, LGA own source revenues, and appropriations (fees, levies, and penalties) by the different Sector
Ministries, Departments and Agencies, strictly following the public finance laws and sector ministry laws.

At the same time, MoFP officials emphasized that all beneficiaries of public funds have the space to mobilize funds outside
the formal system. However, there are no clear guidelines for external resource mobilization. For example, MDAs and
LGAs can negotiate with multilateral and bilateral institutions, NGOs, private institutions, etc. to secure funds for
implementing their planned activities; however, this is on condition that MoFP approves and signs off on all external
resources mobilized.

4.1.2. BUDGET PREPARATION PROCESS

The process of preparing the budget is in strict adherence to the provisions of the Budget Act (2015) and the process has
been assessed very positively by previous studies (ODI, 2021). However, our desk review suggest that the budgetary
process is not without its pitfalls. Many studies done related to PFM in Tanzania have pointed out several deficiencies in
the system (PWC (URT 2016), MoFP (URT 2017), ODI, 2021). For example, there are sustained budget credibility
challenges, particularly since the scaling-back of budget support in 2013/14; and limited budget transparency with highly
aggregated and fragmented information (Tanzania’s most recent Open Budget Survey score for budget transparency is
17%, among the lowest in East Africa (ODI, 2021b).

While we discuss planning and budgeting for LGAs in Section 4.4, the budgeting process for MDAs is as follows. The MoFP,
working with MoEST and PO-RALG and other Sector Ministries, prepares a draft planning and budget guideline (PBG),
which is issued in December of each year. The PBG guidelines are informed by the availability/commitment (reliability of
revenue projections) of resources to finance public expenditure. The draft PBG is finalized when the budget proposals
are about to be presented to Parliament in April-May of the following year. Directed by the PBG, each Sector Ministry
then decides on its priorities in line with existing commitments and demands from new national plans etc. and prepares
its plan and budget. The PBG presents indicative figures for all sectors, tentatively standing as ceilings for the sectors. The
drafts budgets can be discussed with Parliamentary Sector Committees before being presented to MoFP for scrutiny.

MoFP respondents suggest that for the education sector, at the planning stage, MoFP, MoEST and PORALG, take a holistic
view of the needs of the sector. Apart from capitation allocations for Basic Education, other needs and priorities are
considered e.g., infrastructure needs and learning facilities. However, MoFP issues guiding directives to Sector Ministries,
which may influence determined needs and priorities and limit proposed plans and budgets. A major directive is where
MDAs and LGAs are directed to take the previous years’ allocations as ceilings for the new financial year; in the case of
CGs, the directive could mean that expected increase in enrolment is not taken into consideration.

A further investigation of the PBGs revealed a critical deficiency that could affect the preparation of the budgets at lower
levels, specifically the LGAs, during compilation of the CG budget: a lack of clarity in the budget guidelines for LGAs. For
example, a comparative analysis shows that while the PBG for 2018/19 gave clear and detailed guidance on how the CG
would be costed (i.e., under the Education Sector Block Grant), the recent PBG for 2021/22 did not provide information
on how capitation Grants should be computed or budgeted. This is likely to result in confusion among LGAs, during
compilation of the CG budget, exacerbated by the fact that LGAs have not been receiving the entire expected CG amount
(see Table on CG release) over the years.

Inequity in the capitation grants formula

Discussions held with respondents raised the issue of inequity in the capitation Grants formula and the need for reforming
it. It was noted that, the allocation of Capitation Grants (CG) based on enrolment disadvantages small, often remotely
located schools and favours large, often urban, and more affluent schools. The issue of equity in resource allocations to
schools suggests the need for a new CG formula. Revised CG formulae have been proposed in 2017 and 2018 successively,
addressing the issues of fixed costs, special needs students, remoteness, and poverty in a budget neutral way. However,
decision-makers in MOEST argue that whilst small and poor schools should get more, other schools should not be harmed;
this ‘do no harm’ principle requires more funds to be made available, which in turns requires a Cabinet-level decision.
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4.1.3. BUDGET EXECUTION

Overall, the amount of funds released for the education sector has been declining in absolute terms since year 2017/18.
This is presented in Table 6 below.

The education sector expenditure as a % of the total public budget, excluding consolidated fund services (mainly debt
servicing, a legal requirement), has started to decline since 2016/17, and in 2019/20 failed to reach the target of 20.8%.
The decline is taking place at a time when education needs are rising due to increased enrolments, inflation is reducing
the purchasing power of the shilling, and large volumes of infrastructure has been developed, which requires
maintenance etc.

Table 6: Education sector budget for the last 6 years

Year Total Budget (in Budget for Debt Government Budget Education Education Sector as %
million TZS) servicing (CFS) excluding budget for Sector Budget of the Total Budget

Debt servicing (CFS)  (in million TZS) excluding CFS

2014/15 19,649,500 4,354,730 15,294,770 3,465,101 22.7%
2015/16 22,495,500 6,396,602 16,098,898 3,870,178 24.0%
2016/17 29,500,000 8,000,000 21,500,000 4,768,358 22.2%
2017/18 31,711,986 9,472,122 22,239,864 4,706,362 21.2%
2018/19 32,475,950 9,628,437 22,239,864 4,641,498 20.9%
2019/20 33,105,410 7,862,578 25,242,832 4,511,789 17.9%

Source: adopted from Table 2 of the Annual Education Sector Performance Report (MoEST & PO-RALG, 2020)
Released funds for Capitation Grants to schools

As stipulated by the FFBEP, Capitation Grant is set at Tsh. 6,000 per primary school pupil and Tshs. 12,500 per secondary
school pupil. It should be noted, however, that amount sent to primary schools remained constant at Tshs. 53.9 billion
between 2016/17 and 2018/19 although enrolment was increasing.’. As a result, there have been variations in the actual
amount sent per pupil. Table 7 shows a significant drop in the years 2018/19 and 2019/20, with a total CG release of
Tshs. 4,902.86 and 5,012.28, respectively. In the case of secondary schools, the total amount released for secondary
schools has been fluctuating, ranging from Tshs. 17.7 billion in 2015/16 and rising to Tshs. 30.39 billion, dropping to Tshs
19.69 billion and increasing only slightly in the following two years; the released amount was above the 12,500 Tshs only
in years 2016/17 and 2017/18.

Table 7: Capitation Grants Release in Government Primary and Secondary Schools, showing Trends 2015/16 - 2019/20

2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20
Primary 31,444,671,000 | 53,905,164,000 | 53,905,165,716 | 53,905,165,716 | 58,204,844,810
Secondary 17,728,494,000 | 30,391,704,000 | 19,699,194,253 19,735,225,653 21,777,503,742
Total CG Released 49,173,165,000 | 84,296,868,000 | 73,604,359,969 | 73,640,391,369 | 79,982,348,552
No. of Primary Pupils 8,337,545 8,969,110 10,994,641 11,612,443
No. of Secondary Students 1,469,760 1,564,676 1,812,508 2,036,272
Amount Per Pupil in Primary 3,770 6,465 6,010 4,902.86 5,012.28
Amount per Student in Secondary 12,010 20,678 12,590 10,888.35 10,694.79

Source: Adapted from table 3 of the Annual Education Sector Performance Report (URT (MoEST) 2020)

The under release of funds is an issue that has also been picked up by the CAG, which in the FY 2019/2020 amounted to
Tshs. 4,359,778,542 (CG, 2020). The under release was equivalent to 23% of the budget/target amount. The Auditor

1 Taking a historical perspective, it is worth noting that the concept of capitation grants was introduced in the early 2000 when the
PEDP Programme was approved. When grants were first introduced in the early 2000s, the capitation amount for primary schools was
set at $10, equivalent to Tsh. 10,000; if this had been maintained, and setting aside the time value of money, the capitation today
would have been roughly Tsh. 23,000, almost four times what schools receive at present (Tsh 6,000).
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General pointed out that the under release was due to inadequate information on the actual number of students in
schools who receive capitation grants and budget implementation at Ministerial level.

Breakdown of funds released to the education sector.

The education sector activities have been executed most by MOEST and LGAs. As shown in Table 8 below, most of the
funds for the sector are expended through LGAs which manage the schools at the local level. In the year 2018/19, LGAs
spent about 69% of the total education sector expenditure. Apparently, a substantial amount of funds is expended on
Personnel Emoluments (PE) at LGA level, which accounts to 60% of the education sector expenditure in 2018/19. It can
also be noted that the trend of personnel expenditure has been going down between 2016/17 and 2018/19. This supports
the findings on employment of teachers in the sector, but also the frozen salaries for several years. Another important
observation regards amounts allocated for recurrent costs (OC) and development. The computations for 2018/19 show
3% for OC and 6% for development over total education sector expenditure. The OC is low but also it has been declining,
yet this is the amount to address education needs at school level including examinations, travel allowances, water supply,
electricity, health supplies etc. The level of development funds is also low, and the trend has partly been a declining one.
This is what would be used for infrastructure especially construction of classrooms, supply of desks etc. The inadequacy
has already been highlighted in sections above. The overall picture is one of heavy underfunding, Even when the
capitation grants are factored in, which account for about 6% (for 2018/19) of total education sector expenditure, it is
obvious that the LGAs are underfunded to run the education facilities.

Table 8: Trends in Education sector budget in 2014/15 to 2019/20

Budget year (TZS billion)

Catesory % of 2018/19 v
2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 total 2019/20 2017/18
18/19
MOEST (incl | Recurrent 342 497 499 420 476 10% 13.3%
higher Dev - Local 384 419 621 607 619 13% 2.0%
education) Dev - Foreign 70 32 277 310 311 7% 0.3%
Total MOEST 796 948 1397 1337 1406 30% 5.2%
o/w Basic education 463 154 380 328 447 10% tba 36.3%
LGAs LGA PE (estimated) 2919 2 908 2775 60% -4.6%
LGA OC 264 116 136 3% 17.2%
LGA development inc above| 202 272 6% 34.7%
Total LGA transfers 2690 3183 3226 3183 69% -1.3%
Other Other (assumed to be BE) 2 669 232 190 143 53 1% -62.9%
Total education sector 3465 3870 4770 4706 4642 100% 4788 -1.4%
Percentage change on previous year (all education) 10% 19% -1% -1% 3%
Estimated basic education (inc higher
.. 3132 3076 3753 3697 3683 79%| tha -0.4%
secondary and teacher training)
Change in basic education budget (TZS bn) (56) 677 (56) (14)
Percentage change in basic education -2% 18% -2% 0%

Sources: 2014/15 Citizen's Budget and GOT Budget Books; 2015/16 to 2017/18 MOFP education sector budget frames; 2018/19 derived for this FRA from GOT
Budget Books and MOFP data, and total sector budget per CB 2018/19; 2019/20 from 2019/20 Budget Guidelines (Dec 2018)

Note 1: the MOFP budget frame for education sector 2016/17 shows LGA education transfers total TZS 3,192bn (3,067bn recurrent and 125bn development), but the
2016/17 citizens budget reports TZS 2,958bn for LGA education sector transfers (total education sector allocation of TZS 4,770bn agrees).

Note 2: The 2018/19 total LGA transfers of TZS 3,211bn per Citizen's Budget compare to TZS 3,183 per FRA derived budget frame; we have assumed the derived
figure is correct as it has been cross-checked to the published budget books for the RAS votes.

Source: Extracted from table 5 of DFID Report (DFID 2019a)
Actual expenditure in the education sector

Actual expenditure data in the education sector is not readily available because spending agencies submit expenditure
data to MoFP which in turn consolidates the data to produce consolidated financial statements for each financial year.
The expenditure details in the consolidated financial statements are not disaggregated by sector.

Table 9 below, an extract from DFID Report (Fiduciary Risk Assessment of the Education Sector in Tanzania -2019 )
provides outturn percentages for the financial years 2015/16 to 2017/18 for the MoEST and for GoT as a whole, together
with some other indicators. The table also includes some key expenditure indicators for the sector where data is required
but does not appear to be generally available. The paucity of actual data, as reflected in the text included in the text table
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1, is more serious in the case of LGAs. There is no digitized system to capture the information. This is certainly a challenge

that needs to be addressed.

Table 9: Budget outturn percentage 2015/16 to 2017 /18

2015/16

2016/17

2017/18

2017/18

Budget description

MOEST expenditure outturn

%

%

%

TZS bn

Key other education sector expenditure

MOEST overall 102% 75% 84% 1138
MOEST - recurrent 95% 91% 98% 425
MOEST - dev local 101% 83% 86% 538
MOEST - dev foreign 218% 27% 60% 175

Government overall expenditure outturn

Total education sector expenditure 88%
LGA education transfers - development (Elimu bure) 124% 250
Student loans 115% 104% 443

Other indicators

GOT total 90% 80% 80% 25322
GOT - recurrent 92% 97% 93% 18778
GOT - dev local 22% 61% 62% 5069
GOT - dev foreign 44% 45% 1474

GOT - total revenues 100% 86% 87% 27 467
GOT - domestic revenues (in LGA own source) 100% 90% 90% 17 945
GOT - debt service spending 101% 102% 100% 8133
GOT - PE spend 101% 96% 88% 6 338
GOT - OC spend 80% 79% 92% 4307
LGA transfers - all sectors 81% 4735

Sources: MOFP Budget Execution Reports and Planning and Budget Guidelines for relevant years; Ed sector outturn for 2016/17 is
per ESDP; LGA recurrent transfers outturn for 2016/17 is from ESDP simulation model data

The ESDP financial analysis does include an overview of budget outturn for the sector for 2016/17 (Table 7.14 of the
ESDP). This shows overall outturn at 88% of budget - 94% for recurrent budgets and 69% for development budgets (86%
on local development funds and 41% on foreign funds). Overall outturn of 88% seems broadly consistent with what would
be expected given MoEST outturn of 75% and total GoT PE outturn of 96% in that year (see Table 12). However the data
in ESDP Table 7.14 is not consistent with the MoFP budget frame and Citizens’ Budget for 2016/17 — MoFP/ CB figure of
TZS 4,770bn versus TZS 4,367bn per the ESDP.

The ESDP Table (above) data appears to have been derived by a laborious, manual process that would be cumbersome
to replicate —and which may lead to inconsistent data, as mentioned in the previous bullet point. It appears to have been
compiled by manually extracting data from

Lack of reporting expenditure against LGA education fiscal transfers: The lack of any summarized financial reporting for
LGAs presents real challenges for the education sector in monitoring resources. The Budget Execution reports, PBGs, and
Budget speeches may provide some summary information on LGA budget execution and on some specific budget lines
relevant to the education sector — such as elimu bure. But the information provided is not consistently presented from
year to year, and there is no sector analysis of the LGA expenditures against the fiscal transfers to mirror the budget
information given in the Citizens’ Budget.

Source: Extracted table 12 and text on pages 57-58.
Changes in budget execution processes

The conventional approach to budget execution is for MoFP to release funds to Vote Holders, whose Accounting Officers
are mandated to spend the budget approved by Parliament. Improvements ushered in by the IFMS mean that the
Treasury and Sub treasuries have been the issuer of payment checks or making interbank transfers, but all payment
processes are completed by the Vote holders. However, the following changes have been introduced, raising
complications in terms of accountable budget execution.
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MoFP’s disbursement of direct-to-school funds, and payment of salaries for teachers directly into individuals
bank accounts, undermines the decision-making role of LGAs, as mandated by D-by-D reforms, in supervising
the schools and engaging in teacher management.

Through Circular No 1 (URT-MoFP 2020a) and Guidelines on implementation of government budget (URT 2020)
MoFP has introduced new procedures for making payments regarding development projects and certain
recurrent spending. Previously, Accounting Officers (MDA and LGAs) would process the payments and issue a
payment voucher. Now, Accounting Officers must submit all supporting documents for payments to MOFP
before the latter pays out. Examples of required documentation required are as follows;

= in the case of development projects involving contractors, detailed valuation of work, addenda in cases of
contract modification, approval for prime cost and provisional sums, time sheets, evidence of reimbursable
expenses, project performance report, project completion (penultimate Certificate), practical completion
certificate and Joint Inspection Report.

= in the case of payments for Force accounts (FA) evidence to be submitted include: schedule of materials;
programme /schedule of Works; quality assurance and control Plan/strategy; value for money and
attainment and Cost Control plan/strategy; minutes of decisions made by the Tender Boards, the
Construction Committee and the Procurement Committee; evidence of availability of workmen (fundis) and
tenderers or suppliers of construction materials with pro-forma or quotations for material prices.

= Travel allowances must be requested for separately with the necessary supporting documents.

This change has occurred to reduce audit queries, but also avoid carryovers. However, respondents revealed
that implementers of small projects find the conditions of the Guideline difficult to fulfil. Moreover, as the
Guidelines stipulates that all LGA payment requests (for small and large projects) must go through the RAS
before being submitted to MoFP, the timeliness of project implementation may be affected. Finally, time will
tell whether MoFP has the capacity to scrutinize all the required documentation.

Education sector budget allocations are mainly expended on personnel emoluments, other recurrent and
development activities as well as CGs. Funds for salaries are paid directly by MoFP to employee bank accounts
on a monthly basis. These make up the bulk of education sector expenditures (around 60%). Employee
allowances and other recurrent and development expenditures are expended at the LGA level while CGs are
expended at the school level. New procedures described above require the MDAs and LGAs to submit requests
for payments to MoFP as and when they need to make payment. MoFP disburses CG funds to schools on a
monthly basis.

Financial accountants stationed at MDAs, Regions and LGAs carry out the day to day accounting and financial
reporting.

4.1.4. FLOW OF FUNDS TO SCHOOLS AND MOEST

The basis of flow of funds to schools is the budget approved by the Parliament.

The MoFP disburses Capitation funds to school bank accounts; 60% goes directly to schools and 40% goes to
MOoEST/TIE for textbooks. Once MoFP (the paymaster general (PG)) has approved the payment of the monthly
capitation amount, the Commissioner of Budget instructs the PORALG to provide details of the schools in terms
of amount and bank particulars. The PORALG in turn receives the information from the LGAs that keep data
about the schools. When information is received at MoFP, the Accountant General is instructed to disburse funds
directly to school bank Accounts. The banks to which money is disbursed are instructed to give feed back to the
Accountant General in case there are errors in identifying bank account numbers. PORALG/'LGAs are informed
about the error information and must make the corrections, returning the details to the Accountant General to
initiate the disbursement once again.

Other school expenditure funds, namely Other Charges (OC) and School development, are also paid to the LGAs.
However, these funds are not sent to LGAs on a regular (e.g., quarterly) basis, but only after MoFP has received
all the necessary supporting documents, including planned activities. The rationale for this is to avoid MoFP
disbursing money to LGA when there is no activity going on, which also means that LGAs will no longer have
carry-over funds. While LGAs may use the money according to budgeted activities, MOFP has issued guidelines
on how the development funds for schools are to be disbursed.

Meanwhile, funds for Personnel Emoluments are disbursed directly by MOFP to individual staff accounts. In case
there are errors made, information is relayed by LGAs to MOFP so that corrective action can be taken.
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In terms of funds flow to MoEST, MoEST is informed of the amount that has been released for her use. The Ministry no
longer maintains her own bank account for regular budget funds and can only open bank accounts where foreign funds
are concerned and there is an agreement to that effect, of which the MoFP will also be a signatory. Both recurrent budget
funds (OC) and development funds are paid through the MoFP. As per the 2020 Circular no. 1 of 2020, funds will be paid
upon submitting completed documentation. In cases where MoEST transfers funds to organs outside the capital
(Dodoma), funds are paid through the Sub-Treasury in the region, except where money is transferred to a parastatal
organization that is given permission open bank accounts.

4.1.5. ACCOUNTABILITY AND REPORTING

The laws covering PFM matters, discussed above, specify the accountability mechanism for the public sector financing.
The most important of these is the machinery for inspection and auditing of financial reports submitted at specified times
by the Vote Holders (Accounting officers for MDAs and Regional Secretariats) in compliance with legal requirements.
Once the ACGEN receives all reports (in January of each year), including the financial statements, these are consolidated
before being presented to CAG for auditing (in February-March). However, individual MDAs and LGAs present their
institution draft reports to CAG by end of September, and CAG has six months to audit before submitting report to the
Parliament. There was consensus among our respondents that this mechanism for financial accountability functions well
and compliance by education sector Vote Holders is good.

Accountability through internal audit functions

Accountability is also reinforced through the accountability machinery within organization, namely the Internal Audit
Committees. The Government has set up the Internal Auditor General Department (IAGD) to oversee the internal audit
function across the country. This includes building capacity of internal auditors, and the Internal Audit Committees.
However, IAGD staff highlighted the following capacity gaps as regards internal auditors and Internal Audit Committee:

. The structure of the Internal Audit Committees is problematic, including only one person from outside the
public entity; additionally, as committee issues reported to the Committee CEO are then forwarded to IAG,
concerns were raised regarding the timely and impartial reporting of adverse findings to the IAG;

. The limited funding for internal audit activities affects the ability of internal auditor to fulfil their mandates;

. A lack of adequate staff (with some MDAs’/LGAs’ internal audit departments having only one staff member),
which cannot be addressed due to the freeze on employment in the public sector, constrains the performance
and effectiveness of the agencies to fulfil their mandate.

. Capacities of internal audit staff to use digitized systems are also a problem; the PFMRP addresses the need
for training in this, and other, areas but the capacity of the IAG itself to undertake the capacity building is a
challenge (e.g., the IAG training coverage for LGAs’ capacities on Risk Management is not 100%).

Weak legal framework for the implementation of recommendations.

Auditors, internal and external, come out with many recommendations aimed at improving financial management in
MDAs and LGAs. But every year CAG reports highlight the low implementation of recommendations made in the previous
year. Failure to address such recommendations reflect a major weakness in the internal audit functions. MoFP
respondents pointed out that Accounting officers for MDAs, RAS and LGAs, submit timely financial reports, but
internal/external audit recommendations continue to pile up. Yet, there is no law mandating the IAGD and/or Paymaster
General (PMG) to sanction Accounting Officers for (i) the submission of timely reports; (ii) the implementation of audit
queries and follow up of audit recommendations.

The MOoFP is legally mandated to follow up on the implementation of budgets whenever they deem it necessary and
teams from the MoFP’s monitoring section tracks spending in the public entities and the use of personnel emolument
resources. However, a CAG audit on implementation of the Force Account (FA) in the education sector pointed out that
MOFP (through PPRA) did not have an effective strategy for monitoring the FA “projects (CAG 2021).

Other oversight agencies enforcing accountability.

(i) External audits by CAG. All government agencies are subjected to audit by the National Audit Office (NAO). These
audits are timely and are summarized in publicly available documents i.e., Annual General Reports of the Controller and
Auditor General (CAG). The Annual Audit Reports for financial year 2019/20 were submitted to the President on 28 March
2021. Individual Audit Reports (and management letters) of Public Sector Entities including LGAs are issued to the
respective entity but are not publicly available. The audits are conducted in conformity with International Standards of
Supreme Audit Institutions (ISSAIls) issued by the International Organization of Supreme Audit Institutions (INTOSAI)
which are relevant for auditing public sector entities.
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CAG staff are stationed at the NAO headquarters and in MDAs and regions. It is from the Regional Levels that the auditors
move to LGAs to carry out audit activities. At the MDAs and the regional levels the CAG staff are involved in various
activities such as audit planning, routine audits, performance audits, special audits, project audits, follow up of audit
issues and any other audits and relevant activities as instructed by the CAG.

(ii) Public Procurement Regulatory Agency (PPRA) compliance and value for money audit function. The PPRA is the arm
of MOFP to provide oversight in procurement issues. All MDAs and LGAs must submit their Annual Procurement Plans to
PPRA, but also it has developed a digital system to capture all procurement transactions taking place in the public sector.
It also receives reports from all public entities and prepares a consolidated report. Because of their expertise, they also,
in conjunction with CAG, undertake value for money audits and compliance audit on projects undertaken by public
entities. The major challenge reported by the respondents was that capacity issues undermined the performance of PPRA.

(iii) Internal audits. All government organs have internal audit department and audit committees. The strengths of these
departments is questionable. As observed in the DIFD report (2019 p. 13). The under-resourcing of internal audit sections
at the regional and LGA levels weakens the internal control framework. For both internal and external audit — as for LGA
oversight and supervision — the dispersed distribution of schools across wide areas present substantial challenges. For
external audit, there is a lack of visibility of the audit risks and audit opinion for the subordinate bodies that receive
substantial grant funding from MOoEST (a major part of its budget). For audit follow up, there is weak follow up of LGA
audit recommendations in particular — and a limited role, if any, for the education sector despite being a major
stakeholder.

A fiduciary risk assessment of the education sector carried out in 2019 by the former DFID, now FCDO, noted several
weaknesses in the internal audit:

=  Weaknesses in the capacity and resourcing of internal audit sections at every level in the education sector.

=  Weaknesses at the LGA level are the most critical.

=  Most LGA internal audit units have inadequate staff, budgets, and facilities (working tools). Deficiencies in these
units are covered extensively in the CAG audit reports.

It was revealed during our interviews that internal auditors are frequently used for pre-audit. This diverts their attention
from the core function of working according to audit plan. Stakeholders suggest that the Finance department should
appoint/designate examination officers to carry out pre-audit (examination) as part of the payment process and let
internal auditors focus on financial and other audits such as human capital audit, infrastructure audit etc; risk based
audits to be institutionalized in the internal audit departments.

(iv) Parliamentary oversight. The parliament working through her oversight committees on financial matters, particularly
the Public Accounts Committee (PAC) and the Local Government Accounts and Audit Committee (LAAC), oversights
expenditure by government ministries and agencies. The financial reports of the organs are closely monitored. These
committees review all the external audit reports with the organs concerned and give orders on what need to be done to
implement any recommends given by the external auditor. The big challenge is that the recommendations made are not
implemented satisfactorily. The CAG reports in the 2019/20 audit report that 28% of prior year audit recommendations
were fully implemented as at the time of the audit, 37% were under implementation, 21% were not implemented, 9%
were reiterated and 5% had been overtaken by events.
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5. DECENTRALISATION

Gains have been made under LGRP | and LGRP Il 12, In terms of administrative decentralisation, the number of LGAs
has increased from 133 to 185, Wards from 2,560 to 4,500; Villages from 10,400 to 12,545; Mtaa from 1,760 to 4,000
and Vitongoji from 50,860 to 64,000. Roll-out of the Human Capital Management Information System (HCMIS) across
LGAs led to significant achievements in regulating the wage bill, updating human resource records and timely payment
of salaries to public servants. Similarly, progress in decentralized financial management has been accelerated through
the introduction of IFMIS, Epicor and PlanRep. Political decentralisation has resulted in LGAs being able to enact bylaws
at both Council and Village levels, and Councils were able to develop Council Standing Orders, and representatives are
elected at Village/Mtaa and Hamlet (Kitongoji) levels. Finally, the National Decentralisation Policy (NDP) of 2020 is due
to be approved by Parliament (see Section 2), offering an institutional and legal framework of the process.

Nevertheless, several key issues related to decentralized education services are outlined below.

5.1. ROLE OF THE LGA IN EDUCATION SERVICE DELIVERY
Decision-making for education service delivery

=  The Council Management Team (CMT), comprising Heads of Departments and Units: Internal Audit, ICT, and
Procurement, is the final decision maker at LGA level. Within the CMT, “Everyone knows their role and
responsibilities. Our job descriptions are clear. Everyone understands their limits” (Kll: LGA). The CMT is headed
by the District/Municipal Executive Director (DED/MD); “The DED is the one who owns the school” and is
ultimately responsible for providing education services in all schools under the Council’s jurisdiction. (KIl: LGA).
Meanwhile, the District Education Department is viewed as a “cross-cutting department”, in that it intersects
with Planning, Finance and Community Development.

= Awide range of other actors inform CMT decision-making, including WEOs, Ward-level Councillors and their sub-
committees (Finance and Community sub-committees), NGOS/Faith-based Organizations, the Police,
Magistrates, Village Chairpersons and Head Teachers, as well as independent executive bodies, such as the
Water Board. CSOs are invited to participate in planning processes primarily as service providers, to avoid
duplication in the allocation of resources. However, when asked which level in the administrative hierarchy has
the most influence in decision making participants in two district levels FGDs assert that “the Full Council — and
participating politicians - have the strongest voice” (FGD: LGA).13

=  The perceived main role of the LGA in education service delivery is “to improve the quality of education and that
schooling is inclusive, to ensure that teachers are teaching, and to make sure the infrastructure accommodates
all children and that teaching and learning materials are available at school” (KIl: LGA). LGAs also play a role in
school governance, strengthening SCs, SCs, and School Boards, primarily through DP-supported projects. But
through a combination of political pressure, ear-marked funds, and competing policy priorities (resolved by
building schools and classrooms, which everyone agrees is a good thing) the emphasis is on infrastructure.*

An uncertain future regarding roles and responsibilities

= Onthe one hand, LGAs officers note the trend towards re-centralization, with some departments (e.g., TARURA
and Water) that were in the LGA are now under Central Government and to some extent this is accepted as a
‘back door’ for Ministries to retain their power.; on the other hand, “the roles can change again if more
responsibilities are given to the LGA — especially if the Government sees that some things that were centralized
are not efficient” (Kll: LGA).

*  LGA staff appear to trust that such changes will be made based on Ministries’ in-house analytical assessment of
service delivery and it is likely that LGA officers participated in design of the RLGSP, which sets out roles of LGAs
in relation to other decentralized administration structures.

= However, we note that our respondents accept their uncertain future and there was no mention of LGA officers
themselves providing insights on what works and does not work so well, to inform any Central-level decision-

12 Tanzania Regional and Local Government Strengthening Programme, 2020. Transforming Decentralisation for Improved Public
Service and Social-Economic Development

13 |n addition, certain DPs note that “political interference” from the Centre — e.g., a sudden travel ban for LGA officers because they
were seen to be out of their duty stations, ‘attending workshops’, too often - disrupts program workplans, budgets and timelines.

14 In Dodoma City, the pressure has been particularly acute, where the influx of people to the new capital has forced the council to
deviate from its Strategic Education Development Plan and focus on providing desks and classrooms.
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making process. Generally, LGA officers seemed content to be recipients of decisions from on-high. Indeed, in
the words of one officer “human beings need to be supervised” (Kll: LGA).

The role of Regional Secretariat.

With RSs having a clearly defined role of oversight of the LGAs, there is little confusion between their
responsibilities and those of LGAs. However, the RLGSP indicates a shift of power from LGAs to regions,
although Regional Administration functions are not adequately specified by the Regional Administration Act
of 1997.

There are two main issues constraining RS’ performance of their role. First, the limited resources to implement
measures related to the RS’ mandate, including coordinating, guiding, and providing technical backstopping, as
well as monitoring all government and non-government business in LGAs. Second, the overlap between the role
of the RS and the increased role of DCs in oversight of education service delivery; in Dodoma Region, for example,
DCs have been assigned responsibility for pupil and student truancy, food provision at school, issues related to
teenage pregnancy, and teachers and teaching.

This increase of responsibilities has its benefits, as the DC “leads the whole district and can easily bring everyone
together for decision making and school development projects [and] taking action on security issues, such as
arresting those responsible for teenage pregnancy” (Kll: LGA). However, much depends on the DC understanding
and accepting the limit of her/his power and on whether the DC in power “likes to take action” (KIl: LGA).

School Quality Assurance at District level.

Although the District Chief School Quality Assurance Officer (DC-SQAQ) is viewed by some LGA staff as “an
external observer from the central government, not part of the LGA” and as such they do not participate in CMT
Meetings unless invited, there are exceptions to the rule. In Dodoma City Council, for example, the SQA attends
all CMT meetings, presenting all quarterly SQA reports to the City Director.

Indeed, follow up of SQA recommendations are included as a priority strategy in the LGAs’ Strategic Education
Sector Development Plan, and both longer-term and immediate actions are taken: “if the issue is about building
a new school, | normally find a location and contact the regional level for funds and other resources, but for the
issues related to teaching, | work on it right away” (KIl: LGA). SQA officers themselves confirm that decisions and
actions are timely, particularly where relationships with the DEO are strong.

In line with the new SQA guidelines, another strategy in the CMT’s Strategic Plan is building capacity of the HT
to be able to identify and deal with matters before the D-SQA visits the school and institutionalizing an Internal
SQA Team. These are recent improvements, resulting from the SQA reforms incentivized by EPforR; “in the past
there were no serious follow-ups” (KIl: LGA).

A continuing constraint to effective SQA, however, is paper-based monitoring and reporting; “the ministry has a
plan to have an electronic system for reporting [the SQA-MIS] but that has yet to be implemented” (KIl: LGA). At
the same time, D-SQA officers do not have direct access to school census data, the PREM system, or the SIS,
although some have participated in SIS training. Data on teachers, student transfers and school infrastructure,
for example, is requested from the HT, the SLO, or the DPLO. Both SQAOQOs and education department staff point
to the need for greater linkages between statistical data and the ‘granular’ qualitative data generated by school
visits.

5.2. CAPACITIES FOR EDUCATION SERVICE DELIVERY

Resource mobilization

An institutional capacity constraint for LGAs — exacerbated by poor revenue collection at Central level which
affects sector-specific fiscal transfers — is their own limited taxation base. While LGAs collect own-source
revenues through various taxes (including service levies, crop cess, and property tax), several revenue sources
are low yielding and administratively costly to collect. The system of revenue collection is the Local Government
Revenue Information System (LGRIS), used by the LGA revenue team (IT, DT, Trade officers).

Frequent policy changes further undermine already weak management of revenue collection and expenditure;
the property tax and signboard fees were re-centralized to TRA, though the actual collection was recently
decentralized again to LGAs. This is coupled with interference in own source revenue management, whereby
stringent conditions are set for raising own-source revenue. For example, in the case of produce cess, the
government imposed a threshold of one ton before further assessment is made.
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Importantly, there are significant disparities in tax base among LGAs, resulting from differences in capacities
to manage revenue collection as well as District’s overall politico-economic context, and resource
endowments. Meanwhile, reforms which are concentrated at the Council level assume that LGAs will in turn
reform systems at the lower-level institutions (schools, villages, health centres, etc.); this is an unsafe
assumption in a resource constrained environment.

Continued dependency on Central Government financing

LGAs’ near complete dependency on grants from the Central Government, severely limits their ability to plan
school development spending and undertake effective cash management during the fiscal year (see Table 10).
Inter-Governmental Fiscal Transfers constitute more than 90% of LGA revenues overall and around 60% of the
decentralized education budget, with basic education receiving the lion’s share. However, fiscal transfers are
not timely and predictable; most transfers are tightly earmarked (for teachers’ salaries and capitation grants);
and a significant proportion are for personal emoluments (PE), which accounts for 97% of recurrent block grants
on average, with other charges (OC) constituting only 3%. In some cases, funds collected from LGA’s own
sources, for example, fees for signboards, are sent to the Central Treasury to be reallocated.

Most importantly, funds from the central level are transferred on availability rather than on the basis of needs.
LGA officers’ experience is that disbursements are never determined by their needs but are made when the
central government has funds, and when they are made, they are normally insufficient to meet all the required
needs. The ‘knock-on’ effect is that the transfers from LGAs to lower-level government (LLG) units mirror the
weaknesses of the system experienced by LGAs: LLGs are significantly dependent on funds received from the
LGAs and often funds received are not adequate to meet the set priorities. By extension, fiscal transfers are not
necessarily distributed in an equitable manner and the formula-based allocations of fiscal resources across LGAs
endorsed by the cabinet in 2004 is difficult to apply.

Table 10: Resources for education service delivery under LGAs ‘control’

Education service provision Resources under LGA control Resources under MDA control

Basic facilities (water and electricity) Partially under the LGA

Schools/classrooms LGA and community

Desks, chairs, blackboards etc. LGA Central (Capitation- MoFP)
Latrines/drinking water LGA and community

Textbooks Central (MoEST-TIE)
Teachers’ materials/equipment Central (Capitation-MoFP)
Child protection LGA

Teachers Central (MoFP-PO-PSMGG-PO-RALG)
Non-teaching staff LGA and community

Internal examination LGA

National examination Central (MoEST-NECTA)
Quality control (internal) LGA

Quiality control (external) Central (MoEST)

Capacity building HT/SC/SC/SB LGA

Safety and security LGA

Reporting to parents; to RS. LGA

5.3. AUTONOMY IN PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT

‘Interference’ from the Centres undermines LGAs’ autonomy.

Generally, while LGA staff respect the ‘chain of command’ emanating from the Line Ministry, PO-RALG, they
resent the involvement of the Ministries in what they regard as their work, particularly when MoEST or MoFP
issue instructions directly to the LGA. LGA respondents assert their right to autonomy in delivering services:
“LGAs have all departments, we should be autonomous in making our decisions” (Kll: LGA).

However, “the Education Department has three or four bosses” (KIl: LGA). Take the case of guidelines for
students who must repeat a year, where the DEO receives different sets of instructions from PoRALG, MOEST,
and NECTA; a Circular was issued on 9/04/2021 but the confusion continues. Senior officials from the Ministries
sometimes communicate directly with the DEO via phones, WhatsApp, emails, letters, or even indirectly,
through newspaper, radio, and TV. Directors from the Ministry have been known to side-step the LGA, going
directly to schools “missing the opportunity to get the right information regarding that school” (KIl: LGA).
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At the same time, a shift in authority from the District Executive Director (DED) to the District Commissioner,
with a lack of clarity about their respective roles has resulted in antagonism in some cases; “DCs are appointed
by the party and they can interfere a lot in the DEDs’ responsibilities” (KIl: LGA). For example, the DC can
contradict NECTA's instructions when exams are taken; “NECTA may say police should be present in certain areas
but the DC may want police everywhere, which affects the budget” (KIl: LGA).

In a context of acute infrastructure shortage, LGAs respondents feel they are particularly “at risk” in terms of interference
from the Centre. Government has recently approved a new School Construction and Maintenance Strategy, as outlined

below:

MOEST and PO-RALG, allocate primary- and secondary-school specific resources to address imbalances
across regions and LGAs, through an annual operational plan, with “quotas” for regions and LGAs.

Once they know their quotas (LGAs can exceed their quota using their own resources and community
contributions), LGAs conduct a bottom-up planning exercise (a needs assessment is conducted by a
dedicated community committee, with WEO support) and inform communities to apply for infrastructure
development or maintenance.

LGAs must inform PO-RALG about the schools they select so that both MOEST and PO-RALG take this into
account in their respective prioritization exercises.

Selected schools get the funds directly from the national level and implement the works through the ‘force
account’ modality. Meanwhile, the MoFP issues separate infrastructure guidelines that are not in line with
PPRA force account procedures.

The system relies on collaboration between Ministries, which as we shall see in Section 5, is not always the case.

Planning and budgeting.

LGA staff report that they set their own financial targets and develop strategies in a 3-5year Strategic Plan and Budget,
including the education sector budget. But the education planning landscape for LGAs is a complex one, involving multiple
planning processes. Moreover, the Strategic plan is described as “based on national priorities” (FGD: LGA); it is in fact
driven by centralized directives.
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Figure 5: Multiple planning budgeting processes at LGA level
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As illustrated by Figure 5, LGAs develop annual plans and budgets, following Planning and Budgeting Guidelines
(PBG) and budget ceilings issued by MoFP. LGA Accountants develop what are in effect budget proposals —
including a proposed education sector budget - to be presented to the CMT. Once approved by the Full Council,
the LGA plan and budget is forwarded to RS, where they are scrutinized and endorsed by the Regional
Administrative Secretary (the Accounting Officer for PO-RALG) and endorsed and compiled with the regional
plan and budgets. The regional and LGA budgets are then submitted to PO-RALG where they are subjected to
significant revisions to fit into the established ceilings. The draft budgets are scrutinized by the Parliament
Budget Committee, where they may be revised again, before being returned to PO-RALG for submission to MoFP
and presented to Parliament for debate and approval.

NB. While PlanRep and EPICOR are intended to help LGAs negotiate the MTEF process, it is not clear how these
systems enable annual budgets to ‘sync’ with 3-year plans. Moreover. EPICOR is set up to restrict payments, as
the system rejects any expenditure entries — including entries for commitments - that go above the monthly
payment ceilings, or beyond the current month. As a result, the commitment function in EPICOR is rendered
effectively useless because it is only possible to make commitments for payments which will be paid in the same
month and which fall within the available payment ceiling.

When developing the LGA budget proposal, the LGA Accountants take into consideration community
contributions as identified in Ward Development Plans. These are the endpoint of the sub-district O&OD
planning process. The extent to which community priorities are integrated into the LGA budget proposal is
unclear; given that MoFP directives leave LGAs with minimum discretion, it is unlikely.

LGAs are also mandated to mobilize, plan, and allocate their own source revenues on an annual basis in line with
the national planning and budget cycle (PO-RALG, 2020). However, a new Circular of 2020 stipulates that LGAs
must submit regular reports to MOFP on the amount collected and the utilization of funds must be approved by
Parliament.

The LGA is also responsible for preparing school plans and budgets and incorporating these into the annual LGAs
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budget. School budgets include funds disbursed by MoFP: capitation grants (60% going directly to schools);
Other Charges (recurrent costs and non-staff allowances); and school development funds, which as noted in
Section 4.2, are not disbursed routinely and regularly but only when LGAs submit a request to MoFP.

V. At the same time, LGAs are required to take into account plans for externally financed education projections,
which are managed by MoEST.

The end-result of these multiple planning processes are the gaps between locally identified priorities for education, on
the one hand, and centrally determined budget priorities, on the other. This results in the side-lining of views, needs and
interests of local communities, constraining education service delivery and potentially reducing actual popular
participation in the development process. As seen above, under the current system, government schools are merely
recipients of decisions made through a chain of directives from above. LGA staff recognize that the lack of involvement
of schools in needs-based planning contributes to their continued underfunding.

Human Resource Management

The degree of HRM devolution has been the most controversial aspect of administrative decentralisation. A stipulation
in the LGRP 1 (1998) that staff at all LGA levels (including teachers) should be hired and fired locally was reversed with
the passing of the Public Service Act (2002) and its subsequent amendments. Human resource (HR) is now largely
managed centrally. Specific challenges for LGAs include the following:

* LGAs are not involved in recruitment either with the Recruitment Secretariat (PO-PSMGG) or with the respective
sector ministries; HRM at LGA level continues to be viewed as an administration function and plays no part in
strategic decision-making; the OPRAS system is not being effectively operated in LGAs;

*  Personal Emolument (PE) is allocated based on numbers in place rather than on agreed figures; this means that
understaffed LGAs are denied the possibility of using temporary staff or outsourcing activities to maintain service
delivery levels; and

= Many LGAs, particularly those in remote areas, are understaffed or lack inadequate skilled human resources.
Indeed, in the case of PFM in the Councils, CAG reports across the years have highlighted the persistent and
immediate need for training on LGA Finance Officers on IPSAS requirements, as well as addressing vacancies in
the Councils’ Internal Audit Departments.

Technological constraints

= Multiple digitized systems for planning and budgeting have been rolled out across Districts. The evidence-base
for LGAs’ Strategy Education Plan is the annual school census (ASC) data generated by BEMIS and ‘real time’ data
produced by SIS. The system used to prepare budget estimates/MTEF is PlanRep; this is linked to the system at
LGA level (EPICOR) and the system for salaries (LAWSON), as well as the system for budgeting and financial
reporting at facility/school level (FFARS). It is not clear whether the systems produce integrated or even
compatible reports using, or if multiple reports need to be manually reconciled.*®

= However, Councils with unreliable power supply and internet connectivity may find these digitized systems
problematic, particularly those which link to sub-systems in schools, which often experience greater
technological limitations. The use of central electronic System — the Government Electronic Payment Gateway
(GePG) can result in delays in transfers to the LGAs. In some instances, HTs are forced to print some of the
financial reports at the locally available internet/printing services, posing a security risk.

= Moreover, LGAs experience shortages of skilled manpower; for example, While the District Engineer plays a
critical role in monitoring Force Account transactions for school construction, there are often simply not enough
District Engineers to supervise all construction projects in the District; meanwhile local technicians are recruited
to fill gaps but are required to do the work using their own funds until a certificate can be issued for payment.

Disparities between LGAs

= As suggested above, there are imbalances between LGAs in terms of their revenue base, available
qualified/technical staff, and the fiscal transfers they receive. These differences are inevitable in a country the
size of Tanzania, marked by significant diversities in political, cultural, and economic contexts. Indeed, while

15 A previous assessment found that the software used for preparation of budget estimates/ MTEF, PlanRep, is not linked to the
key financial system used by LGAs for reporting, accounting, and monitoring expenditure, EPICOR,; this has exacerbated the weak
linkages in the planning and budgeting processes of the local bodies (PWC, 2016). As we were unable to access the LGA systems, it
was not possible to verify this point.
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Dodoma City’s own source budget for 2020/21 is 47 billion Tsh, in Kongwa District Council it is 3 billion Tsh; while
Dodoma City receives 5 billion Tsh from the Centre, fiscal transfers to Kongwa amounted to 8 billion Tsh.

Yet despite such diversities, MDAs and DPs alike seem to take a ‘one-size-fit-all’ approach when engaging with
LGAs. In the case of EPfoR, this approach led to a deepening of existing inequities as not all LGA rewards were
weighted according to population and/or enrolment and/or number of schools (Sida, 2020).

Respondents confirmed our desk review findings. “EP4R made existing disparities between LGAs worse, with
some LGAs being in a better position to access funds than others” (Kll: LGA). A case in point is the DLI related to
the equitable school-level PTR, where LGAs’ rewards were calculated based on a ‘unit reward’ (i.e., per school
brought into the range) - the same for all LGAs - depending on the number of schools that an LGA can bring into
the acceptable range. So, an LGA with a larger number of relatively lightly understaffed schools successfully
redeployed teachers and received a much larger reward than an LGA with much fewer, severely understaffed
schools; in 2017/18 the Kongwa Council earned USD 1,000 for that DLI (whilst Mbeya DC got USD 544,000.

5.4. ACCOUNTABILITY

Coordination and dialogue mechanisms.

When resources are available, the Regional Administration (RS) convenes an annual coordination/dialogue
forum, bringing together diverse administrative and political stakeholders (Members of Parliament, DCs,
Directors, DED/MDs, LGA staff, Chairs of Sub-Committees, DC-SQAOs TSC representatives) “to discuss our
performance in decentralized service delivery in general, as well as an opportunity to share challenges and
identify common strategies to address specific issues in education services.”

This said, there is “a big gap” in terms of dialogue on education policies at Regional and District levels, to clarify
policy intent and agree on strategic targets and troubleshoot action taken on policy intent. An LGA official
proposes “a forum for national dialogue between education ministries (MoFP, MoEST, PORALG), which does not
leave out RS and LGAs” (KIl: LGA). For example, despite MoEST’s Circular No 3 (Section 2.1.1), the FFBEP has
been particularly problematic for LGAs: “If it is understood as free rather than fee-free education, communities
believe they don’t have to contribute. We need to review and restate it so that the community understands that
they must contribute for infrastructure, furniture and food for their pupils/children” (Kil: LGA).

In terms of ‘horizontal’ coordination and dialogue between and within LGAs, a pilot LGA Learning Network was
introduced at the end of Phase 2 of EPforR (Box 7). However, “the Learning Network is not something we can
rely on, because there are competing demands on the LGAs and they might leave out dialogue on education in
this scenario” (KIl: DP); moreover, our respondents in Dodoma City and Kongwa District Council said they had
not heard of the Learning Network.

In the absence of centrally organized mechanisms, Councils innovate their own solutions for intra-district
coordination and dialogue. For example, the Dodoma City Council, supported by the EQUIP-T Project, created 8
clusters (3-10 Wards) for training SCs, Teachers and PTPs, as well as functioning as ‘communities of learning’ for
trainees.

Box 7. ‘Horizontal’ mechanism coordination and dialogue at district level

The LGA Learning Network was conceptualized with support from the Cambridge Education Technical Assistance and
Support (TAS) Team, drawing on the experience of projects such as EQUIP-T, Tusome Pamoja and UNICEF-supported
work. Featuring in the GoT’s Capacity Building and Training Plan, the aim of the LGA Learning Network is to establish
an effective transmission mechanism for Councils to learn from each other and for Regions, PO-RALG and MOEST to
participate in the learning process so that they can take up and reinforce emerging best practice by adapting their
operating policies and procedures. The Network may potentially be rolled out by PO-RALG for sustainability, with
Councils themselves playing a leading role. The Learning Network is intended to communicate through virtual means
— including access for LGAs to online materials - as well as organizing a series of learning visits, workshops, and
conferences where feasible. (MoEST & PO-RALG, 2019).

Conflicts and conflict resolution

“There are a lot of conflicts between people at school and local level” (KIl: LGA). Key conflict areas include
systemic issues such as teacher performance management, raising issues between teachers and HT/WEOs, or
between HT and WEOs/DEOs; benefit claims, where teachers are transferred and not paid; the political
appointment of HT and WEOs and situations where Councillors demand more teachers for their Wards; and the
allocation of funds for classroom construction, which causes conflict between parents and the authorities at all
levels. However, at the individual level, sexual harassment of female teachers by local politicians, or between a
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teacher and a pupil/student, also raises conflicts between teachers, local politicians and village/mtaa
chairpersons. Similarly, in cases of teenage pregnancy, “a politician may not want the issue to go to court, while
it is necessary for those actions [punitive measures against the father of the child] to be taken” (Kll: LGA).

Conflicts are resolved through a combination of measures, including: sensitization on the need to appoint
qualified candidates (adherence to standards of professionalism); or on the fact that there are limited resources
to pay teachers’ outstanding claims; school-level Meetings during DEOs’ visits to schools and referrals from the
DEO to the TSC, for disciplinary measures; quarterly Meetings between the HT and WEOs; quarterly Council
Meetings, where local political leaders are invited to participate in conflict resolution; and digitized systems such
as MADENIMIS, designed for teachers to log in, post claims, and track the verification of the claims. However, as
one respondent put it, “/ see the need to build capacity of the SQAO, DEO and TSC on conflict management; if
possible, a special conflict management committee should be created to deal with conflicts within the LGA” (KII:
LGA).

There are however alternative routes to influencing decisions on inclusive education. For example, the Special
Needs Education Officer (SNEO) does not participate in CMT meetings and is represented by the DEO. As a result,
the involvement of the SNEO in decision-making is limited; during preparations for national exams, SNEOs are
not involved in selecting children with disabilities (CWD) and/or disability-friendly schools. In addition, the DEO
has significant power with regard to inclusive education. For example, the DEO may choose assign tasks to other
staff although they may not have the necessary SNE knowledge and skills, or s/he may reject co-financing from
other stakeholders for activities related to SNE; this is “disappointing” (KIl: LGA). As a result, SNEOs approach
decision-makers through alternative routes, the main one being the UMEMTA (Umoja wa Maafisa Elimu
Maalum Tanzania), an association which channels issues related to CWD to appropriate authorities; “So far, the
response from higher authorities has been positive and as we speak, we are being integrated to the Secondary
Education Department” (KIl: LGA).

Accountability for quality schooling.

The 3-year District Education Strategic Plan and Budget and Annual Plans (developed in collaboration with TSC,
teachers, and WEOs) includes targets which the CMT use to monitor service delivery across all schools in the
District. In theory, the LGA holds the schools within its jurisdiction accountable for quality education service
delivery and, in turn, the LGA is held accountable by PO-RALG; the ‘chain of command between levels in the
administrative hierarchy “is working well” (KIl: LGA).

In practice, within the CMT, accountability is something of a two-headed ‘monster’. The CMTs/DEDs see
themselves as accountable to both PO-RALG and MoEST; “We [LGA officers] are accountable to the CMT, which
is accountable to PORALG, but we are also accountable to MOEST as a policy setting entity” (KIl: LGA). Perhaps
as a result, the focus is on access to education services; accountability for the quality of education services
appears to fall by the wayside.

The WDC meetings, chaired by Council members, approve budgets at their level and the Council chairs report
on expenditure to both to the community and to the CMT on a quarterly basis. CMTs have the freedom to
develop innovative ways of improving accountability for service delivery. For example, in Kongwa District
Council, the CMT has drawn up a ‘memorandum of understanding’ (MoU) between the DED and WEOs on
performance related issues, including students’ discipline, teachers’ performance, and exams. In turn, the WEO
will have an MoU with the HTs in his or her ward: if they don’t perform according to the contract, they can be
demoted on recommendations made to the REOQ” (Kll: LGA). However, such “innovation is limited in the schools”
(KIl: LGA); respondents perceive accountability relationships within the school to be a particular challenge, with
HTs not supervising teaching and teachers being present in the school but absent from the classroom.
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6. SCHOOL AUTONOMY AND ACCOUNTABILITY?

6.1. THE ROLE OF HEAD TEACHERS IN SCHOOL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT

A critical link in an administrative chain

* Head Teachers (HT) see themselves as part of a complex service delivery landscape, involving multiple actors
taking collective action: MoEST, MoFP and PoRALG, responsible for deciding policy and allocating resources;
LGAs, responsible for coordinating and supporting service delivery; teachers, responsible for implementing the
curriculum; SCs, responsible for advising the school leadership and management team; parents, responsible for
children’s attendance; and the wider community, responsible for supporting the school in terms of resources.
At the same time, HTs are a critical link an administrative ‘chain of command’ which they view as bureaucratic
and somewhat inflexible, with actors at one level needing to go through the level immediately above it, to reach
a higher level. HTs feel they have ‘voice’, notwithstanding political interference, at the Ward and LGA levels; but
“it is very difficult for teachers to air issues nationally and if we raise issues through the Head Teachers’
association, there is very little feedback” (KIl: HT).

=  The main role of the HT is to lead the planning and budgeting process, with particular attention to teaching and
learning materials, monitor budgets, and report on income and expenditure (we discuss teacher evaluation in
Section 4.1). An important additional responsibility is school record keeping. The following are examples of what
HT consider important school records: minutes of management meetings, records of textbook distribution,
income, and expenditure reports; students’ and teachers’ records; cash books, and specific PFM related records,
such as payment vouchers (PV), bank statements, payment receipts, reconciliation reports, and cheque copies.

= In their role as the main administrative officer for all matters pertaining education within the Ward, reporting
(quarterly) to the DEO/DED on academic affairs, students’/pupils’ welfare, and the teaching-learning
environment in all schools in the Ward Education Officers (WEQOs)” are also responsible for supporting HTs.
Additionally, WEOs provide school-level PFM oversight, ensuring that procurement guidelines are followed,
monitoring budgets and expenditure in schools, and although WEOs do not have access to FFARS, CG cannot be
withdrawn by schools without their approval.

Capacity gaps in planning and management

= The biggest challenge for decentralized service delivery is “the capacity at school level for effective planning from
the bottom up” (KII:HT). School leadership training is not institutionalized; all the HTs we spoke to mentioned
receiving training that was project-based (e.g., EQUIP-T or USAID’s PS3). Constrained by a limited ‘development’
budget, LGAs provide topic-specific training sessions when new data systems or policy reforms (e.g., FFARS and
internal audit guidance, or post-FFBEP capitation grant expenditure request) are introduced; one of the 8 schools
we visited had never received capacity building support from the LGA. However, HTs themselves point out that
school-based capacity is not likely to be sustained because one-off training cannot keep pace with changes in (a)
digitized systems that are continuously upgraded; and (b) school staff turnover, where skills leave the school
when a trained staff member retires or is transferred.

*= A major capacity gap for most schools is ICT equipment and internet connectivity, as well as a lack of IT personnel
for equipment maintenance; some schools do not have electricity. This severely limits the use of any digitized
data system at school level. The system generates automated monthly reports, which are shared with the
SCs/School Boards and LGAs as per guidelines; in some schools, the reports are shared with parents and the
community by posting them on the notice board. While the FFARS system, introduced under the PS3 Project in
2019, has been set up in all the schools we visited, the FFARS was not operational in 2 out of 8 schools.

* In terms of capacities for PFM, although HT and teachers dealing with FFARS have been trained (and some HT
were trained in the use of NECTA’s PReM), most primary schools do not have a qualified accountant or
finance/audit Officer. This is despite the volume of resources now directly under the school management.

16 While design of data collection formats for this Section drew heavily on the SABER School AAA format, we present
findings in line with our overall analysis framework, which seeks to highlight synergies across assessment Components.
17 In this report ‘“WEOs’ refers to Ward Education Officers, as distinct from Ward Executive Officers.
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=  Moreover, there is little capacity to analyse and use the data produced by school level systems; and it is not
clear to school staff if LGAs do anything with the FFARS data, beyond monitoring compliance in terms of the
school’s production of reports. Feedback from LGAs is limited to correcting errors/gaps in the reports, with little
or no discussion of substantive issues raised by the report.

6.2. AUTONOMY IN PLANNING
Planning at School level

= Decisions on hiring teachers are not made by school leadership, and SCs have little say in teacher management.
As regards teacher re-deployment, HTs are required to send monthly reports of teacher shortages (using a
formula of pupil enrolment divided by 60, in line with the PTR) to the LGA, via the WEO. LGAs’ decisions to re-
deploy teachers thus depend on analytical capacities at both school level and within the LGAs. Meanwhile, the
process of school level planning for the day-to-day provision of education services is driven by two main sources
of funds: a monthly Capitation Grant (CG) received from MoFP, and EPfoR funds for school construction received
via MoEST and/or the LGA (School Improvement Grants), both deposited directly in the school’s bank account.
However, of the sampled 8 schools, only two urban schools (Dodoma City) received funds from the LGA for
classroom construction and wiring existing classrooms/offices).

= Running alongside school planning is the Opportunities and Obstacles to Development (O&OD) process
described as a bottom-up annual budget preparation process whereby Lower Levels Government (Village
Councils and Ward Development Committees) discuss community needs, identify priorities — including priorities
for education services —and community contributions. The Village Assembly approves the annual financial plan
which is incorporated into the Ward Development Plan (PO-RALG, 2020). However, 0&OD planning follows strict
guidelines issued by MoFP and PO-RALG and is determined by ceilings set by the LGAs. As such, it appears to be
a platform for mobilizing gap-filling community contributions, rather than a vehicle for participatory planning.

*=  While school level respondents refer to ‘financial plans’, these are in fact requests for expenditure of the CG,
prepared by a small group of teachers led by the HT. The CG is strictly earmarked; budget items under the
schools’ control are teaching-learning materials and equipment (30%), examinations (20%), school maintenance
(20%), administration (10%), and sports (10%). While the plans must be in line with guidelines supplied by the
LGAs, these are available at district level but not in the schools. School ‘procurement plans’ are also proposals.
Both the CG spending requests, and the procurement priorities must be approved by the SC as well as by the
District Finance Department “the process can be cumbersome, sometimes it can take up to a month before the
request is approved” (KIl: HT).18

= At the end of this process “the funds are never enough”, particularly for teaching-learning materials (KIl: HT).
Gap-filling and school-specific development projects generate what might be called ‘own source’ revenues,
collected through income-generating ’self-reliance’ (elimu ya kujitegemea) activities and community
contributions introduced by SCs and/or through the O&OD process.

=  While schools covered by EQUIP-T, Tusome Pamoja, and UNICEF projects have produced annual/3-year plans,
‘Whole School Development Plans’ (WSDP) have not been institutionalized across all schools in the country.
There is no evidence of implementation planning in terms of activities to utilize funds received from the central
and local government authorities, let alone more strategic planning at school level to improve quality service
delivery. It is not clear how, if at all SQA recommendations are used for activity planning, beyond posting School
Report Cards on Notice boards. Rather, school leadership can only set (post-facto) planning priorities, after funds
reach the school; “as a school, we are not free because the funds have been already assigned and reallocation is
not in our hands” (Kll: HT).

=  WEOs support HT by convening meetings of all school heads to “discuss gaps in the development plans from
each school, and how to improve the school plans” (KIl: WEQ) But this is in the absence of official guidelines and
planning instruments for setting priorities, and with limited training in for HT and WEOs in planning and
budgeting. Similarly, WEOs convene parents’ meetings on a discretionary basis, to discuss, for example, PSLE
examination results and plan strategies for the coming year.

18 Procurement guidelines that school cheques must be countersigned by the LGA Finance Officer; this greatly
disadvantages remotely located schools, where the combination of a small monthly capitation (e.g., Tsh 450), poor road
access, and per diems make the costs of travelling to Council Offices, located in town, prohibitively expensive.
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Parents’ participation in planning

For both parents and teachers, the Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) or Parent Teacher Partnerships (PTP,
UWAWA in Kiswahili) - is the main platform for participation in school-level decision making.®

PTPs meet at least 3 times a year and as frequently as twice a week and among the issues discussed are use of
Capitation Grants, pupil/students’ attendance and performance, and corporal punishment. Teacher
absenteeism is discussed but measures to increase teacher motivation are not a priority for parents: “Parents in
this community are very selfish, they can prepare big parties for their children completing class 7 but cannot
congratulate the teachers unlike in regions like Mwanza and Mbeya where parents give gifts such as bags of rice,
fish etc.” (FGD: Community). Parents and teachers alike measure their influence in school-level decision making
in terms of the actions taken because of PTP decisions: “we come up with solutions together and then we see
the outcomes; if the school is performing well academically, it is the result of parents influence in the school”
(FGD: Community). However, there are few linkages made between PTPs and the SQA process.

At the same time, community engagement in grassroots development planning is a key feature of decentralized
service delivery (see Box 8). The Ward Development Plan, which incorporates school-communities’ priorities
identified through the O&OD process, is considered by parents to be their main entry point for participating in
village development. However, parents report that they are called upon to participate in village development
mainly when there is a need to construct Secondary schools, classrooms, toilets, and teachers’ rooms or to
address teacher shortages by hiring temporary teachers (parents contribute 500 TSH per month for their
salaries); in some cases, “we [parents] pay 2000 Tsh for weekly tests and 10000 Tsh per month for teachers who
are teaching exam classes” (FGD: Community).

Box 8. Community engagement in grassroots development planning

While awareness raising efforts by MPs, Religious leaders and Community leaders has helped to motivate parents to participate
in education projects, the participation process itself has "awakened the community on the importance of education” (FGD:
Community). However, both parents and teachers participate in Village Council or WDC meetings only when they are invited,
or when “leaders at Ward level instructs the Village leader to do something and we are needed” (FGD: Community).

Decision making during official Village-level meetings tends to be dominated by elected Councillors and there is little room for
raising objections; “when you start questioning or speak the truth in meetings you will be treated like an opponent” and even
where community members object to an agenda item it may be approved (FGD: Community). Action is rarely taken when those
who are responsible do not fulfil their obligations; there is “no transparency in financial matters” (FGD: Community).

Parents consider their main skills for participating in decision-making as being their “capacities for reasoning, as a parent” and
“brick-making and stone-crushing skills” (FGD: Community). Communication skills — the ability to present and defend and
opinion — are viewed as particularly important. LGAs and school-community members alike identify “being trustworthy” and
“the language one uses when talking to people” as factors which make a person influential as a decision-maker; “money is a
tool for influence but not influence itself’ (FGD: Community).

Generally, WEOs, HTs and SC members report that parents’ participation in education development is limited
by a lack of interest in engaging because of the perceived low value of education, as well as the competing
demands of income-generation and/or shamba cultivation on parents’ time and resource, and reluctance to
attend meetings because “we are afraid we’ll be asked to contribute” (FGD: Community).

6.3. ROLE OF THE SCHOOL COMMITTEE IN SCHOOL GOVERNANCE

The SC generally comprises 5 parents, 2 elected teachers, 1 representative of the school owner, one representative of
the patron/trustee, 1 secretary (Head teacher) and an elected chairperson. However, in 2018 the representation of
parents in the SC was reduced from 5 to 2 parents and this is currently under review by PO-RALG, to ensure a balanced
representation of community members (KIl: PO-RALG); in the schools we visited, all SCs comprised 5 parents and 5 school
staff members elected every three years and chaired by a parent with the HT usually serving as Secretary.

Described as an “instrument for supervision, administration and leadership of the school on behalf of the owner [the
Government of Tanzania] of the primary school” (MoEST, 2016), the aim of the SC is to promote and enable the
participation of the community in the administration, in line with the Education and Training Policy of 2014.

1% While PTAs exist secondary level, PTP’s were introduced by EQUIP-T and Tusome Pamoja in the regions served by
these projects and are in the process of being institutionalized.
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Yet there is no budget for SC’s operational costs (members may benefit from the school’s ‘self-reliance’ activities but this
is speculation). SC members consider themselves accountable to parents; the main topics discussed in order of
importance for SC meetings are school finance, pupil attendance and infrastructure, Teacher supervision and support are
not a priority for SCs, perhaps because these are sensitive topics that are affected by the parent-teacher relationship.

SC members understand their role as “guardians” of the school (FGD: SC). Their responsibilities include:

= Approving and monitoring expenditure of the CG; “we provide inputs on how the CG should be used; our
recommendations are not always taken up but are sometimes used in the WDC plan” (FGD: SC).

= Approving and monitoring school construction (classrooms and latrines) activities;

= Leading the design of development projects for income-generation/self-reliance (e.g., one school owns 10
hectares for cultivation of maize, sunflowers, and groundnuts, some of which is used for school meals and the
rest to raise funds for school improvement) and overseeing the implementation of development projects.

*=  Mobilizing parents’ involvement in school development; in the absence of community engagement guidelines
and lacking the mandate to do so, SCs rely on WEOs to mobilize parents/community members, through the
Ward level Social Welfare Officer and/or Village Council leadership.

= Serving as an information link in communication between parents and the school through General Meetings (but
also via PTA meetings), particularly on “academic performance” (for example, in one school the SC lobbied
successfully for the school’s electrification, enabling evening classes); there is little involvement of SCs in school-
based learning assessments which are viewed as being done “by teachers for teachers” (FGD: SC) and used by
HT to evaluate teachers’ pedagogical skills and assign them classes/subject accordingly. Similarly, the four SCs
we met are not involved in SQA.

= SCs also play a mediatory role, convening conflict resolution meetings when the need arises.

Constraints to SC performance

=  The main factor affecting SC members’ performance of their role is the poor participation of parents in meetings
because (i) education is not viewed as important (echoing what parents themselves say about their limited
participation); and (ii) community members demand financial incentives.

=  The lack of training to empower the SC is cited as a further constraint; “when we are not directly involved in
certain issues, or don’t have information, we are not confident in making decisions” (FGD: SC); although training
guidelines have been introduced via DP-Supported interventions, these are yet to be institutionalized (Box 9)

Box 9. Pilot Training Guidelines for School Committees

In 2016, MoEST, PORALG, ADEM, EQUIP-T and UNICEF collaboratively issued Guidelines for developing the capacity of the School
Committees. The aim is to enable provision of quality of education consistent with the Education and Training Policy of 2014. The
Guidelines are intended to develop the capacity of the SC to:

- understand their responsibilities in planning, supervising, and implementing development plans of the school;

- understand the demarcation of their powers;

- correctly interpret and implement policies, laws, regulations, documents and guidelines issued on administration and management
of education at the primary school level;

- forge close cooperation with the community, parents, teachers, and school administration;

- contribute more effectively in SC meetings and improve relationships among the school stakeholders.

According to these Guidelines, the purpose of “strategic planning is to influence what ought to be achieved by the school. Plans are
meant to solve problems facing the school, sets priorities, sets targets to be achieved and plans how to effectively utilize human and
financial resources at the disposal of the school; to achieve the set targets. The process of planning is supposed to be participatory by
engaging the stakeholders. The planning process should be informed by a situation analysis, identifying strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities and threats/challenges”.

The Guidelines also state that strategic plan contains the vision, mission, goals and targets, activities to be undertaken and expected
results and indicators and identification of who is responsible for what; and is accompanied by a budget of revenue sources,
expenditure and annual plan of activities, including M&E and reporting.

Source: Training Guidelines for School Committees (Mwongozo wa Mafunzo ya Kamati za Shule), MoEST, 2016.

= Like WEOs, SC members do not have direct access to the BEMIS/SIS/PReM systems, which are stored on tablets
provided to the HT.

=  For both HTs and SC members political interference in the context of the FFBEP is also a problem, for example
when parent agree to provide school meals (or to make bricks for construction or make collections to support
temporary/volunteer teachers) “a political leader can be against this decision because of the fee free education
policy which says the community should not contribute ... [or] politicians push for community contributions
because they want some amount from school development funds” (FGD: SC). As one HT put it: “The policy has
weakened education service delivery” (HT: Kll).
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=  WEOs conduct ‘training’ sessions to clarify the role of the SC improve their performance; in one school, for
example, “at first the school committee wanted to be paid every time they participated in a meeting, so we sat
down with them and educated them on their responsibilities as SC members” (Kll: WEQO). However, WEQOs
themselves complain that training SCs is not included in their job description or reflected in the salaries they
receive from LGAs, and it is not clear how SC performance is measured.

6.4. ACCOUNTABILITY
School level mechanisms for accountability

Within the framework of the bureaucracy, accountability relationships at school-level are relatively clear: HTs and WEOs
assert they are accountable to their employer, the LGA; SC members consider themselves accountable to parents who
elect them; and parents see themselves as being accountable to their children and to each other: “we talk among
ourselves and we are accountable among ourselves, we tell and speak the truth during meetings especially to the parents
who are not doing what they agreed to do” (FGD: Community). Additionally, there was consensus among our school-level
respondents that levels of financial accountability are high. This is presumably because procedures for financial
management are in place and the HT teacher is designated as overall responsible for adhering those procedures; “there
is transparency: when the school receives the capitation grant, we collect the bank statement and present it to teachers
and parents” (Kll: HT)

However, we note the following weaknesses in terms of school-level mechanisms for accountability.

=  WEOs receive top-down directives from the LGA through a combination of WhatsApp groups and printed
‘reports’ including instructions on examination instructions, teacher deployment, textbook distribution, changes
in teaching curriculum and current teaching curriculum, and infrastructure. But there is no institutionalized
Ward-level forum for horizontal dialogue and/or conflict resolution on quality education service delivery.

= Meanwhile, as key actors in SQA, WEO presents school-level challenges to the WDC and the DEO/DED, following
up SQA recommendations to influence decisions made by the CMT. However, of 8 schools visited, 2 schools have
not received an SQA visit since 2018. HTs say SQA reports are used to improve school performance, as well as
address teacher absenteeism or children’s truancy. But it is not clear how, if at all, SQAO’s recommendations
are followed up at school level, as follow-up is not officially required by the LGA and is therefore not monitored.

= While WDC meetings and Village Assemblies serve as platforms to resolve such conflicts as land disputes, there
is no community-level forum specifically for policy dialogue. Similarly, HTs stressed flagged the lack of a school-
level mechanism to resolve conflicts between schools and higher authorities, which are beyond the reach of SCs;
this may result from ‘interference’ in mandated roles and responsibilities, for example, “a DC may decide to visit
the classroom to audit a teacher’s performance, but the DC is not a teacher professionally” (KII:HT). Similarly,
there is no mechanism for following up internal and external audit reports; “we wait to discuss audit
recommendations until the next audit report” (Kil: HT).

* In case of teachers’ accountability (discussed in more detail in Section 4.1), “decentralized education service
delivery has caused many problems, powers and responsibilities are unclear” (FGD: Universities). Teachers are
accountable to LGAs as their employers, but their salaries come from MoFP. At the same time, they are
accountable to PO-PSMGG as civil servants, to TSC for promotion, and to MoEST for pedagogical guidance on
teaching in the classroom. Like teachers, WEOs have one employer (the DED) but several masters; “we answer
to the Village Executive Officer and Chairpersons and to citizens as well as to the DEO” (KIl: WEO).

Does the school belong to the community or to Government?

=  LGA officials asserted that the school belongs to the government and community ownership of schools “is just a
political slogan”; ultimately, “the DED is the one who owns the school” (FGD: LGA). Some parents agree: “all
public schools belong to the LGA because all orders come from above” (FGD: Community). However, for most
parents, the school belongs to community because “Government changes over time but the community is
permanent”; “it is the people who identify the need for the school, we take responsibility of managing the school
and the children who assessment here belong to community” (FGD: Community). Our FGD participants conclude
that school ownership is joint because “in terms of benefits the school belongs to community but in terms of
supervision it belongs to Government” (FGD: Community). Accountability for education services is seen as a
mutually reinforcing relationship: “the school belongs to the community, but it cannot survive without the

government, and the Government needs the people” (FGD: Community).
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Accountability in the context of the FFBEP

LGA officers and parents alike note the importance of policy decisions that are shared through all levels in the
administrative hierarchy. In the words of one HT, “what is implemented here in the school is the results of policies
made far above us” (KIl: HT). Stakeholders all seem to accept that decisions are made on high: “the things | plan
today will happen tomorrow, what happens today | planned before, but there are orders from the government,
and | have no influence over those” (FGD: Community).

However, what is less acceptable to many is the lack of clarity of parents’ responsibilities in the context of fee-
free education. Indeed, stakeholders at all levels view clear policy intent as a critically important enabler of
quality service delivery. Both LGA staff and parents perceive the FFBEP as a mixed blessing. Fee-free education
has reduced the financial burden on parents and has improved access to schooling; importantly, FGD participants
report that more parents are enrolling their children in pre-primary classes at the right age. But the policy has
impacted negatively on parental involvement in their children’s schooling; some parents have “forgotten their
role, hand over all responsibility to the Government, they have abandoned their children’s schooling” (FGD:
Community).

In the context of the FFBEP, the ‘client-provider’ (teacher-parent) relationship is in jeopardy, particularly vis-a-
vis school resource mobilization. Because the role of parents is unclear, “conflicts arise between parents and
teachers and it has reduced self-reliance of our school” (KIl: WEQ). For some, in the absence of clarity on policy
intent, “elimu bure [fee-free education] is just a political slogan”; “we [parents] continue to contribute, providing
food at school, buying textbooks, uniforms and paying for the printing of examination papers” (FGD:
Community).
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7. SYNTHESIS: LESSONS LEARNED FOR ACCOUNTABILITY IN EDUCATION SERVICE DELIVERY

In this section, we draw a set of lessons learned across all four components of the assessment, i.e., the policy frameworks
and institutional arrangements, including those for the teacher lifecycle, PFM, decentralized service delivery, and School
autonomy and accountability. We link these through an indicative accountability framework, outlined in Section 5.4.

7.1. COMMITMENT TO COHERENCE IN POLICY MAKING AND RESULTS-ORIENTED PLANNING

1.1. Weak synergies between (i) education policy reforms (ii) PFM reforms, and (iii) reforms in decentralized governance
result in overlapping mandates between the three main actors in basic education service delivery, MoEST, PO-RALG and
LGAs, as well as a lack of interface between these and MoFP’s mandated role; in such a governance context, sector
planning and budgeting is dominated by directives rather than dialogue and consensus-based decision making on
effective and efficient basic education service delivery.

1.2. Underpinning inconsistencies in sector policies is the lack of a reliable, credible annual education budget;
improvements in the revenue administration system appear to have slowed down; a cash rationing system undermines
the strategic allocation of resources and the core objectives the MTEF may be out of sync with education policy targets.
Together, these result in budget management inefficiencies and a failure to implement education policies and
development plans.

1.3. Designed to implement the ETP, which itself lacks legislative ‘teeth’, the current ESDP is fragile and, for some, has
been replaced by the EPfoR as a sector results framework. During the design phase, the ESDP did not engage meaningfully
with LGAs; the time-horizon for many ESDP strategies is unclear; and, in some cases, unrealistic; there are no instruments
for scalability and change management; and it is not clear how the ESDP Operational Plan is used, let alone updated.
Meanwhile, the EPforR zooms in on specific basic education bottlenecks and cannot serve as a sector-wide framework.
In both cases, a ‘culture’ of putting results (rather than inputs) first has not yet ‘embedded’ in Government systems.

1.4. Under the RLGSP (designed to implement the forthcoming NDP of 2020) where devolution is not possible, de-
concentration and delegation, rather than devolution, have emerged as the preferred forms of decentralization, with
Central Government largely retaining control of service delivery. In the case of the ‘Force Account’ modality, for example,
responsibilities for school construction have shifted to the LGA and school-community levels but the process for
prioritizing schools requiring infrastructure is not clear, raising the question of how far the authority for decision-making
has been devolved.

1.5. In terms of administrative decentralization, education service delivery entails a bureaucratic ‘chain of command’ with
actors at one level accessing higher levels only by going through the level immediately above it. On the one hand, LGA
staff bemoan limitations in their autonomy and Government schools complain that are often merely the recipients of
decisions made by the Central Government/LGAs (which may favour more vocal schools/wards). On the other hand, the
sector’s institutional value system appears to view the ‘chain of command’ as a necessity (“human beings need
supervision”).

1.6. LGAs, HTs and school management experience “political interference” in setting priorities for expenditure of central-
government funds, as well as how they use ‘own-source’ revenues; our findings bear out previous research which asserts
that “development of a local government system with significant local autonomy can only progress if it is in the interest
of the ruling party” (USAID, 2010).

1.7. A combination of competing policy priorities at central level — particularly over the last six years - and political
pressure at local levels, means that decision-making is preoccupied with access-related priorities, such as the focus on
education infrastructure, and LGAs are unable to fully address quality related issues in the services they are under pressure
to deliver.

7.2. HARMONIZED ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES FOR EDUCATION SERVICE DELIVERY

2.1. The roles of MoEST and PO-RALG have been reshaped, but weak convergencies of policy reforms extend to another
institutional capacity constraint: the emergence of two parallel ‘chains of command’. MoEST is mandated to ensure the
quality and effectiveness of education services on the one hand; and PO-RALG is mandated to ensure the efficient
implementation of service delivery, on the other. While both ‘chains of command’ operate through the same governance
hierarchy, DEOs and REOs do not report in any way to Senior Management in MOEST, which is ultimately held responsible
for the quality of education.

2.2. Consequently, synergies are not created between responsibilities for service delivery that cut-across the ministries’
mandates. Four examples are as follows.
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= Effective SQA requires that LGAs and WEOs play their role, complementing the role played by the MOEST SQA
officers. But the incentives for each SQA actor to play their role are unclear, the DC-SQAO is not a mandated
member of the CMT, and there is little collaboration between school based SQA and decision making by PTPs
and/or SCs. Follow-up of SQA recommendations may feature as a priority strategy in the LGAs’ Strategic
Education Plan and at school level teachers and parents alike measure their influence in decision making in
terms of the actions that result from their decisions. But because the SQA guidelines have not been
institutionalized and follow-up of SQA recommendations at school level is not officially required by the LGA,
action on recommendations by the DED/DEO is discretionary and SQA follow up is not monitored; “honestly
speaking, our officers at district and regional level do not want hear any complaints or any challenges, their
focus is only on positive things” (KIl: WEO).

= The institutional arrangements for education data management are complex, to say the least (see Annex 7),
marked by competition rather than partnership. Multiple digitized systems for planning and budgeting have
been introduced in both LGAs and schools. But the ICT environment at school level (equipment, internet
connectivity, electricity, and IT expertise) is a major constraint, and limits LGAs use of systems which link to
sub-systems in schools. Multiple systems also result in confusion during reporting for some LGAs; importantly,
uncertain linkages between centralized (PlanRep) and decentralized systems, suggest that LGAs annual plans
and budgets are subsumed to the medium-term budget. A further basic constraint is the low capacities to
analyse and use data produced by these many systems. It is unclear if HTs use the data they generate through
school-level systems (e.g., data on attendance, student transfers) and if LGAs do anything with these data.

= In terms of textbooks, the budget for textbooks is under MoEST (although there is no clear record of data on
the purchase of books for the schools (CG, 2020). While TIE is mandated by MoEST to produce and distribute
textbooks, books are of course used in schools under PORALG’s control; yet feedback from PO-RALG on
teaching-learning materials developed by DP-supported projects is not recognized by TIE as this area is not
considered part of the PO-RALG mandate. Meanwhile, TIE’s textbook budget has been almost exclusively
reliant on GPE funds, and there is no central budget available to replenish the books distributed via GPE. At
the same time, MoFP has not fulfilled its mandate; not only did the CG not keep pace with actual student
enrolment to ensure schools receive 6000/- per child, as required by policy, but the 4000/- withheld from CG
for textbooks is not always disbursed by MOFP, for use to acquire textbooks (anonymous ministry sources).

= Interms of CPD, through the SQA process and nascent school-based CPD, HTs and LGAs identify and/or support
teacher CPD needs, yet there is no mechanism to communicate these needs to TIE, which is responsible for
creating the content of CPD; TIE conducts occasional national, sample-based teacher needs assessment in
relation to the curriculum. TC tutors are co-opted into leading CPD workshops/trainings with the assumption
that the approaches promoted in CPD will filter into pre-service teacher training, but pre-service curriculum
and exams are not set by TC Tutors. Both nationally and at LGA level, teacher educators (from TCs and
Universities) are largely left out of the planning, Teacher Needs Assessments and design of CPD. At the same
time, only TIE has had a permanent recurrent budget for CPD, and this budget request is not always funded;
LGA budgets and requests for CPD are inconsistent and TCs/Universities are entirely donor-dependent in
offering CPD to in-service teachers. Furthermore, there are no regular meetings or forum through which all
the stakeholders involved in CPD (from MoEST TEU, to TIE, TCs, Universities, DP programs, LGA officers)
communicate or coordinate their actions, nor is CPD required in any way to maintain a teaching license.

2.3. In relation to the teacher life cycle, the lack of synergies extends beyond MoEST and PO-RALG to include MoFP, PO-
PSMGG, and central government, with detrimental effects on the attractiveness of the teaching profession and quality
of services delivered: Recognizing the need for more teachers of higher calibre, MOEST increased pass-rate requirements
and shortened the length of degree courses for Pre-Service Teacher Education, and the HESLB offered loans for education
degrees but not diplomas, leading to an initial influx of teacher candidates at university level and dwindling interest in
Diploma programs; Meanwhile, the PO-PSMGG freeze on hiring led to a low employment rate for teacher graduates and
coincided with the FFBEP resulting in escalating PTR levels; with no promotion or increases in salary offered in
compensation, demotivation among teachers increases, and the quality of instruction and student achievement
decreases.

2.4. Quality decentralized education services that meet agree policy targets are a national priority for both MoEST and
PO-RALG. But the overlap of parallel ‘chains of command’ undermines the MDA’s efforts to build institutional capacities
for RS and LGAs to deliver those services.

HRM devolution remains the most controversial aspect of institutional capacity building for administrative
decentralization, with teacher recruitment viewed primarily as an administrative function rather than a key to effective

49



implementation of strategies. Schools lack designated expertise in PFM, despite the volume of central funds now directly
under the school management. While the RLGSP indicates a shift of power from LGAs to regions, the regional-level
functions vis-a-vis education services are not clearly defined - with and increased mandate for DCs to provide oversight
of service delivery - and the RAS has limited resources to perform its coordination role.

2.5. A key finding is the limited evidence of routine and ‘rolling’ — i.e., institutionalized - capacity building in the
management of education service delivery. Stakeholders at District and School levels have participated in training that is
project based, or topic-specific training provided by LGAs when new digitized systems or pilot interventions are
introduced. But such one-off training is unlikely to be sustained given that digitized systems are constantly changing; and
high staff turnover means that skills leave the school when a trained staff member retires or is transferred.

2.6. Poorly coordinated capacity building efforts between MoEST and PO-RALG are exacerbated by the key role played
by MoFP in education service delivery. Where decentralized education planning is driven by centrally allocated funds
(inputs, not needs) this results in a mismatch between locally identified priorities for education and centrally determined
budget priorities. This mismatch can be seen at both LGA and school levels.

=  LGAs perceive their role in planning and allocating resources for both increased and equitable access and quality
teaching and learning. While LGAs develop a medium-term ‘Strategic Education Plan’, including targets over a
3-year period, it is not clear how, if at all, this is operationalized (besides those planning segments that are
integrated, via PlanRep, into the MTEF); there is no evidence of an institutionalized annual implementation
planning process identifying activities to achieve the targets set in the Strategic Plan. Similarly, at school level,
‘Whole School Development Plans have been piloted but not scaled up.

= In practice, LGAs are recipients of tightly earmarked IGFTs (for teachers’ salaries and capitation grants) from
MoFP, based on the overall Government budget; LGAs lack control of key resources (qualified teachers, teaching-
learning materials, and national exams); and LGAs’ capacities to mobilize ‘own-source’ revenues are highly
context-dependent (despite this, MDAs and DPs alike seem to take a ‘one-size-fit-all’ approach when engaging
with LGAs, which may reinforce, or even deepen existing inequities).

= At school-level, we see the pattern of anomalies repeated. Strategic planning through ‘Whole School
Development Plans (WSDP) — based on school-specific needs and priorities - is not institutionalized and school
planning is limited to spending requests for earmarked CGs from the MoFP, made in line with stringent
guidelines provided by LGAs. Meanwhile, HTs have no say in teacher recruitment or deployment. And as is the
case for LGAs, “the funds are never enough”, meaning that schools rely on local community contributions and
income-generating projects, (education for self-reliance, elimu ya kujitegemea) to fill resource gaps.

2.7. There is strong consensus that community engagement in planning processes is important and parents participate
as community members in a bottom-up planning process for village development (e.g., water, power supply, and land
use) using O&0OD during WDC meetings. However, while school planning should be using the improved O&OD
methodology, many schools lack the capacities to do so; and the linkages between village and school planning is nascent.
Parents generally participate in O&OD only when they are invited, which is usually when there is a need to mobilize
resources for school/classroom and teacher shortages through parents’ financial/in-kind contributions. In fact, parents
view their indirect/ direct participation in SCs and PTPs as their main opportunity for decision making in the planning and
management of schooling services.

7.3. INFORMED, INCLUSIVE AND COORDINATED SECTOR DIALOGUE

3.1. Global evidence suggests that dialogue for policy level decision making and coordination of service delivery are
distinct functions of good governance, but they are also complementary. (GEMR, 2017). Yet such a balance has not yet
been struck in Tanzania’s education sector. ‘Policy dialogue’ is often seen to be of particular concern to MoEST and Non-
State Actors (DPs and civil society), with limited local government involvement; and ‘coordination’ is the business of
Government, particularly PO-RALG, being viewed as a way of managing resource allocation and avoiding duplication.

3.2. In this report we previously identified a chain of coordination structures and, running alongside this, a chain of
dialogue processes (Section 3.2). But if we consider the abovementioned need for complementary between these two
types of decision making, we can view these chains as a feedback cycle, rather than as a linear (top-down/bottom-up)
hierarchy. Figure 6 shows coordination structures as points of connection in this feedback cycle which are accompanied
by dialogue processes (marked in the diagram in italics). We can identify several weak links in this cycle, at various levels.
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Figure 6: A feedback cycle of coordination structures and dialogue processes
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3.3. At the central level, where mandates collide and do not converge, what remains is a governance vacuum in which
sector dialogue lacks coordinated leadership and clear direction and sector dialogue structures, such as the ESDC, become
discussion forums rather than platforms for decision making. In such a vacuum, sector stakeholders struggle to take a
more ‘joined-up’ approach for sector development. Some examples are as follows.

= Bilateral discussion between DPs and MDAs takes place as a ‘default’ dialogue mechanism, where there is limited
sharing of information across education sub-sectors, and lessons are not learned between the high-level
programs aimed at institutional reform and projects which test innovations in the regions;

= QOpinions about students’ learning outcomes are primarily expressed by nongovernmental organizations, such
as Uwezo/Twaweza and HakiElimu, despite a changing — some say shrinking - civic space; and perhaps most
importantly,

= There is limited engagement in dialogue and decision-making on education financing in relation to intended
policy reform, and/or technical discussion on how to better link financial management to education sector
performance.

3.4. As Figure 6 shows, at local government level, there is a well-defined decentralized administration hierarchy whereby
LGAs receive directives from the MDAs and pass on instructions to the LLGs. But there are few institutionalized, and
adequately resourced, platforms for RAS and LGAs to engage in the following:

(i) Participating in education policy dialogue, where decision-makers at Regional and District levels work together
with MDAs to make the link between education policy intent (e.g., policy statements on teacher shortages or
textbooks in the context of FFBEP) and reforms intended to strengthen the day-to-day work of delivering
education services;

(ii) Exchanging information between and within LGAs, as well as sharing learnings on specific bottlenecks (e.g.,
budgeting for the CG, functioning FFARS at school level, reporting across different monitoring systems); and

(iii) Identifying shared strategies and pooling expertise between and within LGAs to address bottlenecks and
following-up on their implementation.

3.5. At school community level, Figure 6 highlights several critical weaknesses.

(i) Information flows between coordination points 1 to 5, but there is no feedback-mechanism for school community
engagement in safeqguarding quality basic education services to inform decision-making on policy at the central
level.
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Indeed, it is not clear that there is a demand for such feedback through the administrative hierarchy, ending up
at MoEST and PO-RALG, besides ad hoc visits from ‘higher ups’.

(ii) It is not clear how decision-making at school level informs the O&0D process; school participation in policies
related to education services is extremely limited; while SCs are mandated to interpret policy intent, they lack
the capacity to align school management with this and existing training guidelines are not institutionalized.

(iii) Conflicts within school communities (e.g., issues related to teacher performance, benefit claims, political
appointments of HT and WEOs, the allocation of funds for classroom construction, as well as cases of sexual
harassment and teenage pregnancy) are resolved through a range of ad hoc measures but there are few
institutional mechanisms for grievance-redressal and conflict resolution.

3.6. Management of the teacher cycle involves no less than fourteen entities from the central to the school levels. While
the TPB was intended to function as a mechanism to ensure professionalization and standards, there is significant overlap
between the roles of the TSC and the TPB. Again, in a vacuum left behind by unresolved mandates and uncoordinated
roles and responsibilities, there is no clear platform teachers and teacher educators to be involved in policy dialogue and
decisions affecting their work.

3.7. These systemic weaknesses come together, for instance, in a key performance indicator for quality service delivery,
the Pupil-Teacher Ratio (PTR): if PO-RALG does not work with MoEST to engage with MoFP and PO-PSMGG on shared
priorities for education financing (i.e., hiring teachers), and when overlapping roles undermine a ‘holistic’ teacher cycle,
and when MoEST does not work with LGAs to set achievable targets (e.g., the numbers of teachers required, then PO-
PSMGG is not provided with the accurate numbers and not enough teachers are recruited; as a result, neither LGAs nor
school communities ‘own’ the KPI. And at the centre of the cycle of shortfalls is this unanswered question: Is quality
teaching (and learning) in fact a priority for education stakeholders?

7.4. THE ‘MISSING MIDDLE’: AN ACCOUNTABILITY FRAMEWORK

4.1. A key finding of this assessment is that sector stakeholders understand what needs to be done in their mandated
domains and who needs to act in terms of basic education service delivery. But the ‘missing middle’ is an accountability
framework guiding how actors work together as parts of a whole (i.e., effective service delivery) and answer to each other.

As Figure 7 shows, accountability for basic education service requires three things.?

= First, clearly defined chains of accountability relationships between actors i.e., the clients (citizens), the providers
(schools and teachers), local ‘enablers’ (decentralized government bodies) and policy makers (MDAs) and
politicians, with non-state actors playing their parts in accountability chains. 2

= Second, these relationships depend on a mutual accountability mechanism for collective effort comprising four
main types of accountability processes: regulatory, financial, management/professional, and participatory/voice.

= Lastly, the prerequisites for these accountability processes (at the centre of an accountability cycle) are the
issues we have discussed above (‘political will’ for policy coherence, harmonized roles and responsibilities, and
coordinated sector dialogue).

20 Taking the Kiswahili word for accountability (wajibika), which translates as ‘to take responsibility for something’, as a point of
departure, we have adapted the framework suggested by the WDR: Making services work for poor people (WB, 2004).

21 Accountability relationships between two parties are generally based on these conditions: party A expects party B to perform a
service or achieve a result; party B performing the service accepts the legitimacy of party A’s expectation and derives some benefits
from the relationship; party C (the beneficiary of the service) has some capacity to affect the other’s benefits.
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Figure 7: Indicative framework for accountability relationships, types of accountability processes and their prerequisites.
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Underpinning our indicative accountability framework are the institutional, and individual capacities of actors to act. The
main issue is not the political will for accountability but capacity gaps in terms of clarity on what an accountable education
system might look like and how it can function.

4.2. To illustrate this point, we ‘unpack’ accountability relationships between various stakeholders in basic education
service delivery, highlighting the assumptions behind them; these are assumptions that institutional and individual
capacities exist at all levels.

Accountability relationship 1. MoEST and PO-RALG expect LGAs to run their schools effectively. But in terms of inter-
ministerial regulatory and financial accountability processes, this assumes that MoEST (leading on policy dialogue) and
PO-RALG (leading coordination processes) and MoFP (leading on resource planning and management) have: (i) a single
set of expectations of LGAs; (ii) a shared understanding of ‘effective’ management in policy and in practice; and (iii) a
shared set of priorities for resource mobilization.??

Accountability relationship 2. The LGA holds the schools within its jurisdiction accountable for quality education service
delivery. But in terms of intra-ministerial financial and management accountability, this assumes that LGAs can: (i)
rationalize their joint accountability to MoEST (for quality education) and to PO-RALG (for efficient service delivery); (ii)
are recognized as being a heterogenous group, with significant capacity inequities; and (iii) hold MDAs accountable for
the financial and human resources they need to meet MDAs expectations.

Accountability relationship 3. Schools understand and accept the legitimacy of LGAs’ expectations and, in turn, expect
financial, technical, and logistical support from higher levels in the administrative hierarchy. But in terms of management
and participatory accountability, this assumes that: (i) LGAs themselves are operating at full capacity; (ii) all those
responsible for education services in the LGA (i.e., not only the DEO, but also the DPLO, the SLO, the D-SQAO, the TSC,
the Treasurer and Accountant, etc.,) work collaboratively; and (iii) platforms exist for school leadership and management
participate in decision making on service delivery.

Accountability relationship 4. School communities demand that all levels in the Government’s service delivery chain
improve quality teaching and learning. But in terms of participatory/voice accountability, this assumes that: (i) LLGs have
the skills for O&OD and other participatory planning and budgeting processes; (ii) there is infrastructure capacity and ICT
facilities to cope with improved governance demands; and (iii) the end-users of services (parents and children) are aware
of rights and entitlements to education services and can make powerful demands, for example, the allocation of adequate
numbers of qualified teachers.

22 \We note that while DPs applaud transparency of information through the CAG and sound financial accountability practices overall,
no mention was made by any stakeholder of mutual accountability relationships between DPs and education MDAs.
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Figure 8: A cog within the accountability wheel: the client-provider relationship
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4.3. If we ‘drill down’ on the specific client-provider accountability relationship, we see that parents expect teachers to
ensure children are learning in school; and school heads, and teachers expect parents to send their children to school,
encourage them to attend school regularly, contributing resources where needed. But in terms of professional
accountability processes, this assumes that: (i) school heads and teachers work in conditions that allow them to adhere
to professional standards; (ii) parents can hold them to account; and (iii) parents (particularly low-income households)
value the returns on their investment in primary and secondary education. As Figure 8 shows, these assumptions rely on
institutional capacities for Accountability Relationships (1-3) at higher levels.

4.4. Accountability for education services is seen by school-communities as a mutually reinforcing relationship: “the school
belongs to the community, but it cannot survive without the government [...] and the Government needs the people” (FGD:
Community). However, as we have argued above, the ‘knock-on’ effect of inconsistent policies, overlapping mandates,
and a lack of coordinated (inter- and intra-ministerial) sector dialogue is felt in the uncertainty of accountability
relationships; and this hits hardest at the level of school-communities. Stakeholders, MDAs, local government officials,
teachers and parents alike, acknowledge the importance of policy decisions that are shared through all levels in the
administrative hierarchy; a shared value seems to be an acceptance that decisions must be made on high. But what is
less acceptable to many is the lack of clarity of parents’ responsibilities in the context of fee-free education; clear policy
intent is viewed as perhaps the most important enabler of quality service delivery. Because the role of parents is unclear,
“conflicts arise between parents, schools and local politicians, it has reduced self-reliance of our school [and] “the policy
is weakening education service delivery” (Kll: HT, KIl: WEO).

The question remains: should parents hold MoEST or PO-RALG (or MoFP) accountable for good/bad school performance?
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8. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1. CONCLUSION: PROBLEM STATEMENTS AND ENABLERS OF CHANGE

In conclusion, our cross-analysis of key findings uncovers a series of overarching enablers of improved education service
delivery. These include the following:

1.

10.

The political will to embrace reform exists, evidenced by the number and range of education related reforms
introduced in the sector.

Commitment across MDAs to sector-wide education strategic planning is continuing (e.g., launch of Phase Il of
the ESDP).

Mandates, roles, and responsibilities have been clearly defined, stakeholders know that institutional
arrangements include some overlapping mandates and duplication of roles, and measures have been introduced
to address these (e.g., functional review under the RLGSP).

A Draft National Decentralization Policy (NDP) has been designed and is awaiting approval.

A robust system for vertical coordination through the decentralized administration has been established and
there is a high level of trust among LGAs in the system.

MDAs see the need to ensure a two-way flow of information and are taking steps to respond to this need.
There is an institutional history of effective dialogue, which can be built on.

Recent reforms show that MDAs recognize the importance of engaging lower levels of government in policy
reform.

Financial transparency is a priority for the sector and the institutional track-record is satisfactory.

There is a growing appetite for more and better accountability between actors, in terms of specific inter-
ministerial and intra-ministerial relationships.

11. Scope exists for Non-State Actors’ voices are heard through their participation in the ESDC.
12. Community engagement is embedded in national values (e.g., ‘self-reliance); this value is strong at school-

community level.

However, our synthesis also enabled us to create a picture of system constraints. These are shown in Figure 9 as problem
statements. We take as a given that this picture is an evolving one, as the landscape of the education sector inevitably

changes over time.

Figure 9: An evolving picture of systemic constraints (problem statements) for quality education service delivery

1. Policy strategies are fragmented
across ministries and LGAs, resulting
in a weak "culture’ for results-
oriented planning, as well as a lack
of clarity on specific policy reforms.

2. Overlapping mandates and
parallel‘chains of command’ for
decision-making (quality service
delivery vs delivery of education

services); policy dialogue lacks
coordinated leadership.

3. No clear direction to ensure that
resource mobilization and allocation
at all levels is aligned with education

reforms and targets.

4. Complex and competing data
management, with multiple digitized
systems are set up regardless of ICT
environment.

5. Limited capacities for LGAs’
implementation (activity) planning,
matching school needs and LGA
priorities .

6. Disjointed capacity building efforts
across MDAs for autonomous
planning by LGAs; and inconsistent
access to CPD for teachers .
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7. No institutionalized school
planning and weak capacities to
mainstream school based SQA
follow up into decision-making.

8. No institutionalized linkage
between school planning and
planning for village development;
potential of joint 0&0D is not
maximized

9. School communities’ engagement
in education development is driven
by the need tofill resource gaps.

And back to the beginning ....



In the final analysis, we find that enablers and the constraints at the systems-level are generally two sides of the same
coin. Solutions to problems can often be found within the problems themselves. Specific elements with a systemic
constraint can be adjusted, re-calibrated, or fine-tuned, rather than subjecting the system to new ways of doing things.
This indeed is reflected in the Government’s shift of emphasis from local government reform programming to
programming aimed at strengthening local government through capacity development.

In light of this, we suggest the following headline message.

=  Education stakeholders need to reach consensus on an institutional architecture for decentralized education
service delivery that clearly defines inter-ministerial as well as intra-ministerial relationships and aligns all
institutional structures from the topmost to the last level in the administrative hierarchy. At this point in time in
the current reform landscape, a balance needs to be struck between decentralized service delivery in the new
ESDP on the one hand, and education service-related interventions in the RLGSP, on the other. But it is critically
important that the institutional architecture is flexible, keeping pace with evolving political currents which shape
power dynamics between sector ministries, including MoFP and PO-PSMGG.

Our recommendations to strengthen institutions as well as individuals in the education system at Central and Local
governance levels suggest a way forward for efficient and effective basic education service delivery. An overarching
recommendation is this: new programming (including the choice of financing modality) aimed at introducing governance
and institutional reforms, and sustaining them, should be grounded in an understanding of systemic constraints within
the national political economy.

Below, we present our recommendations in terms of ‘quick wins’ which may be implemented in the short term (1-2
years), recommended measures which may be achieved in the medium term (3-5 years), and those which may require a
longer timeframe.

1. SHORT-TERM (1-2 YEARS) RECOMMENDATIONS

1.1. Fulfil commitments to paying Capitation Grants that are adequate and responsive to local needs, i.e., in line with
the Executive Order. Specifically:

a) The CG system should enable schools to meet the costs of operations and maintenance, reducing reliance on
the LGAs for Other Charges (e.g., water costs, electricity, travel, etc.); and where necessary, empower school to
fill gaps in the CG, particularly for teaching-learning materials.

b) We also recommend that a periodic review of the CG system should be institutionalized to allow the system to
keep pace with changes in the education sector (e.g., ICT and virtual learning, environment issues (green
construction), climate change, gender issues etc.).

1.2. Coordinate roles and responsibilities for education service delivery, in line with existing ESDP and RLGSP strategies?.
Specifically:

a) Agree ways to minimize overlaps and duplications in roles and responsibilities (particularly for Teacher
Management) between education Ministries (MoEST, PO-RALG, MoFP and PO-PSMGG); where does policy end
and operationalization begin?

b) Agree on which Ministry is mandated to bring coherence between education priorities, in line with MoFP’s
Strategic Declarations (communicated in the Planning and Budgeting Guidelines) and agree on the process.

c) Using developmental evaluation benchmarks, monitor the efficiency and effectiveness of institutional
arrangements and report progress during the JESR.

1.3. Systematically revise, upgrade and strengthen the new ESDP-lII. Specifically:

a) Ensure the ESA methodology includes all three dimensions of a rigorous analysis: qualitative analysis of the
current education context, 2*statistical trend analysis of sector progress measured by KPIs throughout the
lifecycle of the current ESDP-II; and data from a representative sample of LGAs. In addition, we recommend that
a sample of RSs and LGAs participate in the ESA through decentralized ESA workshop(s).

23 Development of a framework for harmonized roles and responsibilities across all levels of government is a planned RLGSP strategy.
24The present assessment findings may contribute to the design of new ESDP strategies under the sub-programme on System Structure,
Governance and Management. Existing priorities of this Sub-Programme include: “Institutional arrangements are made more effective
by the definition of mandates, the harmonization of regulations and guidelines, the promotion of accountability and the definition of
functional coordination mechanisms”; “Financing equity and sustainability are improved”; and “Internal and external coordination and
communication mechanism functionality of all education ministries, agencies and stakeholders, from central to LGA levels, is
strengthened” (MoEST 2018b).
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b) We strongly recommend that rather than rushing the new draft, stakeholders take time to prioritize strategies
for the next ESDP lifecycle informed by ESA findings; this may be done in a series of ESDP-IIl ‘design labs’.
Additionally, it is critically important that MoFP join hands with MoEST and PO-RALG in revisiting the existing
financial simulation model used in 2018, to develop the 5-year ESDP budget.

c) The sector’s Strategic Plan should be accompanied by tools for results-oriented programming (e.g., a
contextualized Theory of Change and a learning and adaptation plan to track the ToC). As mentioned above, the
new ESDP should also include a functional Accountability Mechanism to translate policy statements on
accountability (for results) into action (linked to 2.2, 3.1, and 4.3).

1.4. Coordinate sector dialogue. Specifically:

a) Strengthen the ESDC as a ‘National Education Committee’ through the mandatory participation of MoEST, PO-
RALG, MoFP and PO-PSMGG; and agree on a mandatory schedule/calendar for meetings.

b) Rationalize/harmonize the workings of the ESDC as a platform for sector-wide strategic decision making in
relation to the EPfoR Strategic Management Team (SMT); and agree on rotational leadership of the ESDC/
National Education Committee in line with mandated roles as stipulated in the revisited ETP (or assign TWG’s
under the leadership of a relevant Ministry, all reporting to the rotating ESDC leadership).

c) Learning from recent experience of virtual meetings, convene more inclusive online virtual consultations and
phase out bilateral ‘by-default’ dialogue between DPs and MDAs.

1.5. Improve access to data and use of data generated by education-related information systems and strengthen
education data management through the Basic and Secondary Education Act.? Specifically:

a) The sector Ministries should collaboratively map data use (who uses data for what) across all existing systems
for education planning and financial monitoring and management.

b) Based on the mapping, stakeholders should use a single software platform (or ‘bridging’ functionalities) to
combine school level data: ASC data (BEMIS); learners performance and transfer data (PReM); student/teacher
attendance data (SIS); quality of teaching and learning data (SQA-MIS); and financial data (IFMIS/EPICOR/FFARS).

c) DPs may strengthen efforts to establish a harmonized basic education open data portal —a ‘coordination tier’ -
accessible by all education MDAs and through the administrative hierarchy (see also 3.2, below).

1.6. Building on gains made under the first phase of EPforR, include the following as an ESDP priority strategy:
institutionalize the SQA Guidelines and system. Specifically:

a) Develop a realistic costed plan to roll out the reformed system in the forthcoming ESDP, including targeted
interventions to drive the “change in mind set”.

b) Revisit and simplify the Guidelines, where necessary and rationalize school based Internal SQA Teams (ISQATSs)
vis-a-vis existing structures (School Management Teams, PTPs and SC), as well as strengthening working
relationships between the CD-SQAO, DEO, REO and the Commissioner for Education.

c) Integrate the SQA-MIS into the existing BEMIS, with a specific module to monitor follow up action on
recommendations.

d) To shift individual teacher/head teacher evaluations from compliance checking toward quality of performance,
use the relevant domains from the SQA framework as the basis for individual teacher performance evaluation
(either to replace or supplement OPRAS).

1.7. Strengthen human resource planning for teachers, to ensure an adequate supply of qualified candidates are
attracted to join and remain in the profession. Specifically:

a) Strengthen and synthesize the use of data in monitoring of:
e annual attrition of teacher workforce
e population growth (of students)
e estimates of teachers needed and teachers available by level/subject

b) Clarify or resolve current anomalies in the promotion of teachers.

c) Involve all relevant stakeholders, including teacher educators at TCs and Universities, TIE, and the HESLB, in a
review of the qualification requirements (particularly amount and length of student teaching practice) and
access to loans for teaching certificates and degrees.

1.8 Continue to improve infrastructural conditions in schools to increase motivation for teachers. Specifically, when
money is allocated for infrastructure, rather than focusing solely on classrooms and SWASH, the provision of electricity,

25 Development of a Guideline for harmonizing PO-RALG and Sector M&E systems is planned under the RLGSP.
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water and teacher housing should also be included, as they could increase teacher motivation, allow teachers more
access to digital/online CPD resources and support groups, and, if especially targeted at schools in under-served areas,
may attract teachers to these schools, and thus help to address inequities in teacher allocation.

2. MEDIUM TERM (3-5 YEARS) RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SECTOR PROGRAMMING

2.1. Institutionalize the development and implementation of an ESDP Operational Plan and budget, to focus on
priorities and implement them. Specifically, with MoFP, MoEST should establish a mechanism to mobilize resources for
the Operational Plan and allocate resources fill gaps in regional programming; thus, the ESDP Operational Plan may
function as framework to harmonize regional programmes/project plans which test innovations, complementing national
programmes which scale up, harmonize and mainstream innovative reforms (see 2.2). In the case of external budgetary
flow of funds to MOEST, agree on a mechanism for collaboration between MoEST and decentralized governance
structures; e.g., extraordinary reporting from Regional Secretariat (as Vote-Holder for the LGA budget) to MoEST.

2.2. To build LGAs’ capacities for education service delivery, we recommend that an annual operational plan is
institutionalized within the framework of the LGA’s 3—5-year Strategic Plan. Specifically:

a) Develop LGA ‘Education Sector Guidelines for Operational Planning’ which standardizes multiple planning
processes, financing channels, and fiscal reporting (e.g., IFGTs, OSR, community contributions, etc.). The LGA
annual operational plan should include LGA-specific activities/interventions which:

= Respond to Village-level and School-level needs identified through the improved O&OD process;
=  Follow up SQA recommendations, as well as internal and external audit recommendations;

= Include core education matters including infrastructure, CPD, and school supervision;

= Qperationalize priorities in the National Inclusive Education Strategy;

= Address the need for a grievance redressal mechanism.

b) Provide infrastructure support to LLGs and schools to use digitized systems (e.g., FFARS).

2.3. Support use of the improved O&OD planning process by including a ‘School-level Planning Module’ in the
forthcoming RLGP Handbook for training LLG and Facilities. Specifically, this module should provide guidance on:

a) Strengthening school management structures by:
=  Rationalizing the respective roles and responsibilities of SCs and PTPs in primary schools;
=  Strengthening SCs, with a particular focus on follow-up of SQA recommendations, introducing this as a
standing item in the SC meeting agendas;
=  Promoting the School’s participation in Ward-level dialogue clusters (as part of the EDP network).

b) Institutionalizing Whole School Development Planning (WSDP). This is a 3-5 year planning instrument for Schools
to set priorities (desired results) and strategies (targets) for quality service delivery, as well as identifying the
resources they need to meet priority targets, to inform the LGAs’ Strategic Plan

c) Institutionalizing Annual Operational Plans for the implementation of activities to reach priority targets. This is
an instrument for Schools to plan activities to achieve priority targets in the WSDP. The School Operational Plan
should include measures to strengthen (at the very least):

=  Resource mobilization and use of school resources (e.g., authorizing Schools to make payments without LGA
signatures);

= Using data to improve teacher performance, student attendance and learning assessment, and learning
outcomes (PReM and SIS);

= School-based grievance redressal and conflict resolution.

2.4. Provide training opportunities for LGA officials. Specifically:

a) Develop and test a LGA capacity building model, which combines the following training modalities (selected on
the basis of training content):
= Rolling and routine (i.e., institutionalized) online induction training for new recruits;
= Online training for in-service skills upgrade;
= Regional seminars and peer-support (see also 1.5, above) to accompany online training;
= Residential training (e.g., ADEM) for highly technical roles;
= ‘Embedded’ external TA to support weaker LGAs (see 3.2);
=  Harmonized external TA across programmes and projects.
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b) Ensure training opportunities in, for example, the following course content areas:
=  Analysis and use of data in medium-term and annual operational planning;
=  Annual operational planning, aligning medium-term (central) priorities and immediate (local) needs;
=  Use of newly introduced digitized internal auditing, financial planning and monitoring systems;
= Support to lower levels (Village/Mtaa Executive Officers, Ward Education Officers, Ward Executive Officers,
and Division Secretaries), including schools, in the management of fiscal transfers from LGAs. 2°

c) Ensure the LGA ICT environment is functional.

2.5. MoEST and PO-RALG should jointly lead a discussion forum for all MDAs engaged in teacher management to
develop a medium-term vision for a holistic teacher lifecycle (teacher recruitment, training, deployment, promotions,
and retirement) and common national teachers professional framework and standards defining expected
competencies, skills, attitudes and values. This vision may inform the revisited ETP, as well as strategies for the new
ESDP and the establishment of the TPB.

2.6 Closely monitor the deployment of teachers and investigate mitigations to attract and keep teachers in under-
served schools.

a) The Teacher Allocation Prioritization planned as part of EPforR-Il (DLI 1.1) incentivizes PORALG to post teachers
to under-served schools. The system should be closely monitored to see if it, indeed, improves the allocation
of teachers to under-served schools

b) Teacher allocations should be tracked for at least 4 years, to see how long teachers stay in these posts before
transferring

c) Conduct operational research to investigate why teachers are staying or leaving these posts and to identify
possible mitigations required to keep teachers in these schools — with attention to regional/LGA differences
and how LGAs can meet the needs within their jurisdictions.

2.7 While recognizing that the shift from conceptualizing CPD as one-off trainings to ongoing professional development
through multiple modalities (school- and cluster-based communities of learning, workshops, seminars, self-assessment)
and levels (personal, school-based, TRC, LGA, national) will take time, concrete steps that could be taken to support the
development and implementation of the NF-TCPD include:

a) establish policy for the amount of CPD required for teachers to maintain licensure and for CPD time as a formal
part of school calendars and schedules. Also explore possibilities for linking CPD participation to teachers’
promotion and/or non-monetary recognition or awards

b) support LGAs and school leaders in understanding the new approach and in making annual plans for CPD by
providing to LGAs: capacity building, guidelines, and a framework for annual costed CPD plans (which could
potentially be a sub-section of the annual operation plans recommended above)

c) align teacher performance evaluation with SQA criteria and teacher competence standards

d) strengthen feedback mechanisms between SQA reports, teacher needs assessments (by TIE and at school
level), student learning outcomes, and planning for CPD at LGA and national level

e) support establishment of Communities of Learning (Col) at school and cluster level with relevant guidance
and materials from TIE and formalize the role of Col leaders (whether they are WEOs, Head Teachers or
Champion teachers)

f) involve teacher college tutors more directly in the conceptualization, planning and execution of CPD and draw
on University Colleges/Departments of Education to pilot CPD materials or programs and to research effects of
CPD

2.8. Revitalize sector dialogue through increased participation of LGAs and school-communities. Specifically,
institutionalize Education Learning Platforms (ELP) at Regional and LGA levels for participation in dialogue on policy
statements, as well as reflection on education service delivery bottlenecks and measures to address these; and utilize the
online platform/digital portal?’ as an LGA dissemination-feedback mechanism on policy and practice.

26 Development of a Guideline for sharing and transferring financial resources from LGAs to LLGs and Service Delivery Facilities is
planned under the RLGSP; the recommended ‘Operational Planning Guidelines for Education’ should complement these.
27 Development of an online platform/digital portal is a planned RLGSP strategy.
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3. LONGER TERM RECOMMENDATIONS

1.1. Revisit the ETP. In the context of recent policy reforms in the education sector (FFBEP), as well as in decentralization
and PFM, review the ETP to identify and address policy gaps (considering such issues as a holistic teacher lifecycle and
accountable community engagement). The policy should reflect updated institutional arrangements for the sector, such
as revising the functions of the ESDC and mandating education Ministries’ roles and responsibilities accordingly. In
addition, the revisited ETP could mandate a role for CSOs (e.g., researching/testing innovations and sharing lessons
learned); as well as ensuring a conducive environment (with less legal restrictions and bureaucracy) for CSOs to play their
role.

1.2. Introduce laws to ensure the national education policy is implemented. Specifically, ensure new laws relevant to
education service delivery (e.g., the Basic Education Act) are integrated into a comprehensive local governance legislative
framework?® (including the Local Government (District Authorities) Act; the Local Government (Urban Authorities) Act;
the Local Government Finances Act, the Local Government (Election) Act, and the Regional Administration) to enable two
things. First, provide for the principle of legal autonomy of the LGAs for education service delivery in the law; and second
as suggested by MoFP officials themselves), to encourage MoFP (to allocate adequate funds for the Basic Education sub-
sector, ensuring that LGAs are sufficiently resourced.

1.3. Address capacity inequities between LGAs by enhancing LGAs’ own source revenues collection and improving IFGTs
(e.g., enabling direct third-party payments rather than via MoFP). Specifically, Ministries should agree on a system for
ranking LGAs in terms of own source revenues (a system which was used in the past) as well as performance measured
against KPIs, and target support to low-ranking LGAs accordingly.

1.4. Enhance community engagement through school-community based monitoring. Specifically, Government
should:

a) Commission a comparative analysis of good practices for community-based monitoring, bringing success stories
from EQUIP-T, Tusome Pamoja, UNICEF and CSO-led social accountability monitoring interventions which fed
into established GoT-led citizen engagement.

b) Establish national guidelines for parents and community members’ engagement in their children’s
education, to be used to clarify community contributions in the context of the FFBEP.

c) Encourage CSOs to mobilize their own resources to adapt and use the Community Monitoring guidelines.

A Final Reflection: Parents’ voice

From the perspective of school communities, HTs, WEOs and particularly parents identify the following as potential
enablers of two-way accountability for effective education services. As Figure 10 shows, if resources allocation is based
on “realities” (i.e., the classroom-pupil ratio, teacher-pupil ratio and book-pupil ratio), and is accompanied by more
flexible hiring procedures for teachers (and competency-based as opposed to discretionary selection of HT), as well as
measures to address teacher and HT welfare; and if these measures are matched by better community engagement to
support both school operations as well as school improvement, Tanzania’s education system may progress towards
efficient and effective service delivery.

Figure 10: What do School Communities Say?

More and Two-way
better accountability
community / and better
parent service
engagement delivery

Allocating Flexible hiring

resources teachers and
based on teacher
‘realities’ welfare

28 Development of a unified local governance legislative framework is planned under the RLGSP.
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9. BRIEF: THE BASIC EDUCATION SERVICE DELIVERY CONTEXT IN ZANZIBAR - CRITICAL ISSUES

The purpose of this preliminary context review of basic education service delivery in Zanzibar is to identify critical issues
which may be further explored to inform future sector programming. The issues are organized in terms of (1) the sector
institutional context; (2) the education financing and decentralization by devolution (D-by-D); (3) school autonomy and
accountability. Section 4 suggests questions for a follow up assessment.

1. THE SECTOR INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT

1.1. Strategic planning and implementation are under review, keeping pace with a changing sector context. The
Zanzibar Education Policy of 2006 is implemented by the second Zanzibar Education Development Programme (ZEDP-II)
for 2017-2021, which is the Government of Zanzibar’s national strategic plan (see Annex 10 for a brief overview of the
education system, policy framework, and ZEDP Il). Since its launch, two important developments have impacted the
implementation of ZEDP-II: (i) a comprehensive review of the 2006 Education Policy, with the aim of critically analysing
the short-, medium- and longer-term impact of the abolition of school fees to update the policy; and (ii) the re-enactment
of the of 2014, which required sector Ministries to devolve specific responsibilities. While the planned Mid-term Review
of the ZEDP Il was not done, MoEVT has commissioned a review of the strategic plan, taking account of new data from
studies, the development of the new primary and pre-primary curriculum and the current and expected financing
scenarios.

1.2. Institutional arrangements have evolved following the introduction of Decentralization by Devolution (D-by-D).
The 2019 Annual Education Sector Joint Review (AESJR) Report describe the changes in the roles and responsibilities of
Ministry of Education and Vocational Training (MoEVT) and President’s Office Regional Administration Local Government
and Special Department (PORALGSD), introduced as a result of D-by-D. These are mapped in the table below, highlighting
overlaps between the Ministries’ functions and the importance of coordination in the ways that these two ministries
work together.

MOEVT responsibilities = PORALGSD responsibilities

Planning, disbursing, and tracking expenditure related
to secondary and tertiary education as well as all other
sub-sectors.

Preparation of the pre-primary and primary budget at
the LGA level and the deployment of grants and
subsidiaries in collaboration with the MoFP.

Design of the curriculum, summaries, textbooks, and

The supply of teaching materials.

teaching materials.
Data collection in secondary schools and tertiary
education institutions.

Data collection in pre-primary and primary schools,
ensuring this data is submitted to the MoEVT in a timely
fashion.

Teacher deployment in the LGAs.

Pre-service and in-service training provided for
teachers.

Oversight of all public examinations taken in Zanzibar
and basic education quality assurance.

Appointment of LGA and school management positions
(e.g., REOs, DEOs, Head Teachers, assistant Head
Teachers for Pre-Primary and Primary Schools).
Oversight of the construction and maintenance of
school furniture.

M&E functions such as the undertaking of audits of
school buildings and teachers.

Joint responsibility for:

Strengthening the capacity of LGAs to plan, manage and deliver education services;

Strengthening school leadership of the school-community, enabling school heads with skills, mandate and authority
to serve as the ‘key node of accountability for school and teachers’ performance’ (AEJSR Report, 2019).

1.3. With planning for the next ZEDP programme cycle underway, the time is ripe to strengthen Programme 6. As noted
in the ZEDP-II, the sector needs a coherent strategy, informed by targeted pieces of research where information is
reliable and complete, so it can better utilize existing resources and attract additional funds. Overall, education
provision is fragmented across sub-sectors, dominated by public providers, and difficult to manage with the existing
weak, management information system. The ZEDP education sector analysis (ESA) identified the following institutional
challenges (RGoz, 2017).

= |nterms of system capacity, many established autonomous agencies have clearly defined functions and
adequate numbers of staff but extremely limited financial resources to perform their functions. The
introduction of policy reforms (e.g., establishing autonomous agencies and extending years of compulsory
schooling) may not have included a medium-term analysis of affordability of these reforms.
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=  The sector lacks a structured process for translating the Strategic Plan into clear day-to-day implementation,
with clarity and coordination of roles for key internal and external stakeholders, and capacities for
evidence-based planning, using data to mobilize resources for the plan's implementation, particularly in
terms of government funding.
= A comprehensive institutional review is a priority, to provide options and ideas for an efficient and flexible
institutional architecture in the context of decentralization and the other rapidly changing demands on the
education sector; a related accountability and reporting analysis will allow for transparency and clarity for all
stakeholders.
= A capacity building model is required which will provide space for individuals to use the skills they have and
develop new leadership skills to design and implement policy and establishment of a continuous professional
development fund.
=  While Development Partners have provided the MoEVT with multiple inputs for the EMIS, the challenge is to
ensure complete coordination and coherence between all the inputs.
These are challenges which underpin the ZEDP-Il Programme 6: Institutional Reform, Leadership, Management and
Professional Skills Development: ‘Education development, provision, monitoring, funding and accountability [...] will
require the right institutional structure in addition to strong and effective leadership at all levels of the system and
supported by transparent and effective management from staff who have the specific skills and resources’ (RGoZ, 2017).

Recent AJESRs have raised the following ‘deliberations’ on institutional capacity development (RGoZ/GPE, 2019).

= Thereis a need to develop coordination mechanisms and clear communication strategies to explain the roles
and responsibilities of MoEVT, PO-RALGSD, LGA, TCs, DEOs, SC, parents, teachers in the context of fee-free
education, as well as in the context of D-by-D (we briefly discuss this in Section 2).

= Atripartite (MoF, MoEVT, PO-RALGSD) Taskforce for planning and management of funds during the D-by-D
transition period is urgently required.

=  Ajoint Medium Term Expenditure Framework (MTEF) planning process (with government, DPs, CSOs, private
sector) that closely aligns with the strategic targets outlined in the ZEDP Il is also a priority need?.

= A primary school grant may need to be introduced to ensure school plans on learning, especially periodic
assessments (including alternative assessment methods), are implemented.

= Using EMIS data and poverty indicators, the MoEVT and PO-RALG should come up with a list of priority schools
in deprived areas which require additional resource support (e.g., learning materials, technology, facilities,
human resources, incentives).

=  ZEDP Il mid-term indicators and targets should be reviewed to ensure they are both relevant and measurable.

2. THE EDUCATION FINANCING AND DECENTRALIZATION BY DEVOLUTION (D-BY-D) CONTEXT

2.1. Rapid decentralization has raised challenges but measures to address these have also been identified. The growth
of expenditure on education was significant between 2015 and 2018 but the recent deterioration has coincided with the
introduction of D-by-D, beginning in 20183, and the lack of joint planning between MoEVT and PORALGSD (see Annex
10). While the relatively modest growth in pupil numbers and improved student survival rates in primary education
suggests the system is functioning efficiently within the current budget range, there are indications that enrolment is
currently undergoing a rapid increase due to the work being done by LGAs with parents (see Annex 11 for a summary of
ZEDP-II KPIs and 2020 sector performance). As a result, ‘it will be necessary to review the budgets with MoFP to ensure
that pupils do not suffer from inadequate funding’ (RGoZ/GPE, 2019).

The Institutional Systems and Capacity Analysis (KPMG, August 2019) provides a functional structural analysis that
identifies potential bottlenecks and proposes mechanisms to address these. A cross-analysis of the KPMG report and in
the 2019 AESJR Report identifies the following bottlenecks and measures to address these.

23 While the recurrent budget and the government development budget for pre-primary and for primary have been transferred to
PORALG and budget information no longer appears in the MoEVT budget, the non-government (development partner) development
financing remains in the MoEVT budget.

30D-py-D in Zanzibar was officially adopted on 1st July 2017 to facilitate LGA autonomy in service delivery and local economic
development. Decentralization in the education sector started in the financial year 2018/2019 by transferring 7922 Pre-primary and
Primary school teachers (5866 in Unguja and 2056 in Pemba) and some supporting staff from Ministry Head Quarters; MoEVT also
decentralized salaries, school buildings and their assets, funds for learning materials such as books and chalk, the government
contribution fund for completion of schools started by the community, payment for security services for premises, office personnel
files (OFP) for continuation of records keeping and other vital information (RGoZ/GPE, 2019).
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Bottlenecks:

=  Key ministries are yet to fully streamline how D-by-D should be implemented and the roles and responsibilities of
each institution. This leads to implementation gaps, duplication of effort, inefficient use of resources, poor
planning and budgeting, and loss of critical information.

= Key staff with critical sectoral responsibilities are working with low levels of technical knowledge of devolved
sectors.

=  Existing PFM and reporting structures produce inadequate financial information on devolved sectors.

= The lack of disaggregated financial reports from PORALGSD or LGAs is a critical weakness. There is no standard
planning/reporting template for LGAs (ach LGA designs its own template based on available resources and
knowledge of the concerned staff); there is no clarity on the reporting process at LGA level; and concerned
departments do not receive feedback from management on the reports submitted or on implementation of
activities covered in the reports.

=  The allocation of funds transferred from Central Government to LGAs is uneven and some LGAs have a shortage of
qualified personnel.

Suggested mitigation measures:

= Adetailed transition plan should be agreed by all parties MOFP, MoEVT, PORALGSD, and LGAs covering the next 3
to 5 years.

=  The Technical resource capacity of MoEVT, PORALGSD, and LGAs must be reviewed urgently.

= Capacity building of LGA and PORALGSD staff to manage the new responsibilities of D-by-D should be implemented
as a matter of urgency.

= New financial reporting structures and formats should be developed.

=  Financial reporting responsibilities must be clearly defined between LGAs, RAS, PORALGSD and MoEVT.

=  Primary data sources, formats and reporting lines should be agreed between MoEVT and PORALGSD to avoid
duplication and gaps.

= Joint planning between MoFP, MoEVT and PORALG-SD to implement the activities at District level.

Notably, both reports underlined the importance of ensuring multi-sectoral, inter-ministerial measures to address to the
challenges of D-by-D, requiring negotiation with the highest political levels to provide mandates and authority.

2.2. Preliminary efforts made by MoEVT and PORALGSD suggest their strong commitment to rise to the challenge of
decentralization. Some examples of what the RGoZ has done in response to the D-by-D challenges are as follows. The
Zanzibar Education Sector Committee (ZESC) is now co-chaired by the DPS MoEVT and PORALGSD and a rolling agenda
item is an update on the activities of the different Ministries, the progress in implementation of programs which provides
an opportunity for debate and discussion on the challenges. PORALGSD has prepared a booklet, Functions and
Organization Structures of Regional Secretariats and Local Governments Authorities (Approved by RGoZ in March 2018),
which details the way in which D-by-D will work at sub-national level; two further booklets have been prepared (in
Kiswahili) for the Ward and Shehia levels. The Assistant Directors of Education at the LGA level education offices have
been supported in preparing a District Education Development Plan to reflect the ZEDP Il. PORALGSD is now working
closely with the Inspectorate to develop protocols and standards for inspection and reporting. UNICEF will be recruiting
a UNV whose main role will be to support and build the capacity of the MoEVT and LGA as they implement D-by-D
(RGoZ/GPE, 2019).

2.3. Capacity support for PFM has been initiated but much remains to be done, particularly in view of fiscal
decentralization. In 2019, the RGoZ undertook a Public Financial Management Assessment using the PEFA methodology
(see Annex 1) and commissioned a series of studies. These provided a detailed picture of the education sector PFM and
the institutional challenges, including the processes and procedures for budget preparation and financial reporting and
the functional roles and responsibilities of different actors (KPMG, 2019). Based on the assessment findings, RGoZ agreed
a 2-year capacity support programme with Sida, implemented by KPMG: the Zanzibar Education Sector-wide Technical
Assistance project (ZESTA 2019-2021), with a strong focus on support to the PFM processes (see Annex 12);

Below, we list examples of the types of capacity support provided by the project. These are gains which can be built on.

The President’s Office — Financial Planning (POFP) was assisted in improving the allocation of resources to the education
sector in terms of sector-wide planning and budgeting, accounting and reporting, minimizing duplications of effort and
identifying solutions to address capacity and funding gaps. The Department of External Finance (DEF) was also supported
in obtaining timely and accurate information from development partners (DPs) in standard formats so that RGOZ can
easily make use of in planning and budgeting. The Economic and Budget Dialogue for Local Government Authorities (LGAs)
and Central Government (23 January and 01 February 2021) was convened by the POFP, to provide guidance/ instructions
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to Ministries and LGAs in the application of sectoral planning and reporting and the incorporation of detailed financial
information on donor funded projects in the Government system/ IFMIS.

In terms of PFM practices and tools the ISIDORE sub-system of the IFMIS, which is used to capture LGA budget data was
reviewed. A briefing paper on implications of the Chart of Accounts (CoA) in sector reporting was drafted, identifying
existing gaps in the government’s chart of account which makes it difficult to develop sectoral information, to provide a
baseline for improvement on prevailing systemic and CoA gaps at the central and local government levels. POFP and
MOEVT were supported in use of Quick Books, a computerized accounting system for accountants that creates a CoA
which meets both government and donor reporting needs. In addition, immediately before the ZESTA Project closed, the
Team supported to the Information Communication and Technology (ICT) Department (MoEVT) in drafting an ICT in
Education Policy, accompanied by a strategic plan.

Inter-ministerial collaboration has been strengthened, beginning with a draft ‘Education Sector Lead’ briefing paper; this
highlighted the impacts of splitting delivery of education across different ministries and the importance of a having a lead
agency that can provide clear direction and set a long-term strategy for education, as well as suggesting required to make
this work. MOEVT, PORALGSD and MOFP also initiated collaborative dialogue to (i) set up a required PFM reporting
system framework; (ii) agree on policy guidance to enable strategic budget allocations and greater sector budget
transparency; and (iii) agree on a clear delineation of roles and responsibilities for pre-primary and primary education,
with the department of pre-primary and primary education (DPPE) at MOEVT functioning as a ‘bridge’ between MOEVT
and PORALGSD.

2.4. Inter-ministerial data management and the establishment of a functional EMIS cycle remains problematic. Annual
school census (ASC) data — the main data source for sector KPIs - is generated by the EMIS which in Zanzibar is
synonymous with the School Information System (SIS).3! It should be noted that support for the EMIS in Zanzibar focuses
entirely on basic education data and it is not clear if and how other sub-sector data (including TVET and Higher Education),
as well as the volume of data generated by the Inspectorate, will be integrated into the EMIS/SIS.

This said several gains were made in the last year, in terms of creating MoEVT-PORALGSD ownership of a sector-wide
M&E Framework. These include:

=  Development of Policy Brief on Establishment of an EMIS cycle (see Annex 13) aimed at refocusing the Ministries’
attention on a holistic EMIS cycle - i.e., identifying data needs, data quality control, data analysis and reporting
and dissemination with strong linkages to data use - rather than the current focus on mobilizing resources for
SIS software customization and procuring hardware/tablets. As requested by MoEVT, the Brief was
accompanied by a ‘rolling” workplan to operationalize the ASC.
= A ‘snapshot’ Data Quality Assessment (DQA) of the ASC as well as the monthly data collected by LGAs was
conducted in collaboration with MoEVT and PORALGSD staff. The DQA found inconsistencies in the
completeness, accuracy and timeliness of data, as well as limited efficiency of the EMIS cycle in terms of human,
material, and financial resources, and EMIS outputs.
= Tools for a problem-driven analysis of institutional arrangements for harmonized sector-wide data
management were developed but have not yet been used.
As on the Mainland, the main challenges for sector-wide data management are systemic ones (KPMG, 2021). As seen
above, the landscape of administrative and fiscal decentralization is an evolving one, marked by unclear roles and
responsibilities for M&E within the administrative hierarchy. As a result, there is a lack of overarching leadership of sector
monitoring, leading to implicit (sometimes explicit) power-struggles as ministries/departments compete for scarce
resources.

3. SCHOOL AUTONOMY AND ACCOUNTABILITY.

A cross analysis of various reports and analyses®? points to a need for further research on school-level financial and
administrative autonomy and accountability in the Zanzibari context, as both these areas appear to be relatively

31 The SIS was introduced in Zanzibar by the Tusome Pamoja project, financed by USAID and managed by RTl; on the Mainland, SIS
was piloted under the FCDO-financed project EQUIP-T. The management response to an internal Performance Evaluation states that
the SIS ‘has a clear sustainability plan, which includes identifying roles and responsibilities between IT and Planning Units, and the
creation of a full-time position to manage SIS (filled)’ (RTI, shared internally in May 2021). However, there are lessons to be learned
for the SIS in Zanzibar from a recent FCDO commissioned review of the SIS on the Mainland (Development Pathways, 2019).

32 For example, the Measuring Early Learning and Quality Outcomes (MELQO) Final Report: Zanzibar (UNICEF/RTI, 2017), the Mapping
of School Capacity to Absorb Out-ot-school Children in Zanzibar (MoEVT/UNICEF, 2017), a Rapid Appraisal to inform the Tusome Pamoja
Community Engagement Strategy, and a Situation Analysis for the Enhancing the Quality of Secondary Schooling and Education (EQSSE)
Project in Zanzibar (KOICA, 2020).
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uncharted territory. (A caveat is that this conclusion is based on an extremely brief desk review). However, preliminary
findings suggests that efforts to improve school autonomy need to be positioned in relation to other ZEDP-II priorities.
These priorities include among others: curriculum reform, teacher motivation, adequate and child-friendly classrooms
and schools, functional School Committees, and parental engagement in quality teaching and learning. Key points are
outlined below.

3.1. Progress in developing a new pre-/primary curriculum framework needs to be matched by efforts to ensure it is
coherent with the new secondary curriculum. As a part of the curriculum debate and development of a new curriculum
framework® the importance of understanding what, and if, children are learning has become increasingly important.
RGoZ is focusing on two areas:

= (Classroom assessment: the new curriculum and syllabus will have clearly defined competencies for children and
teachers will be trained in how to monitor the progress of children against the competency outcomes and will
be provided with strategies to support children who are struggling.
= An objective learning assessment around literacy and numeracy that will be sample based and take place
regularly (timing to be agreed); RGoZ have secured funding for a assessment to provide options best suited to
the Zanzibar context and then intends to use its own or other partner funding to implement this.
However, it is critical to ensure that there is coherence with the changes taking place in the secondary curriculum
(Zanzibar uses the mainland secondary curriculum) and is phased with the pre-primary curriculum.

A.3.2. There is a cycle of shortfalls in terms of motivational support for teachers. Several of the following preliminary
findings on the factors influencing teacher motivation echo those in the Tanzania Mainland Report (Education Sector
Institutional and Governance Context Analysis); however, a more detailed investigation may uncover differences
between the experiences of teachers in Zanzibar and on the Tanzania Mainland.

=  Teacher shortages and inadequate infrastructure result in overcrowded classrooms and heavy workloads.

= Teachers feel the curriculum needs to be broken down into small practical units, with a particular focus on
English; teachers’ participation in INSET is dependent on financial incentives (per diems) and newly acquired skills
are not necessarily applied in practice; an agreed number of compulsory INSET days for schools may be
introduced.

=  Teacher support from Inspectors is limited and support from Teacher Centre should be based on teachers’ needs.

= Teacher management (recruitment, deployment, transfer, performance assessment and promotion) is
fragmented.

=  Teachers have limited ‘voice’ in school management and ministry policy;

= Teaching is driven by high-stakes exams and social respect for teachers depends on exam results; this coupled
with low salaries demotivates teachers; and teaching is perceived as a ‘last-option’ job.

3.3. In addition to addressing infrastructure shortages, schools and classrooms must be child- and disability-friendly.
The well-documented need to respond to the expected enrolment ‘bulge’ resulting from the fee-free education policy is
being addressed with existing DP support. Strategic partnerships with the private school sector and Zanzibar’s community
preschools (conditional on their adherence to minimum quality standards) may also be set up as a means of creating
more public school spaces quickly. However, it is important that school/classroom construction is inclusive and that this
features in a MoEVT-PORALGSD School Construction Strategy. A micro-planning exercise may generate the information
required to develop a transparent prioritization strategy for investment in child-/disability-friendly school infrastructure.
This could draw on existing OOSC supply side data together with demand-side data at the lowest geographical unit
possible, as well as a mapping of the location of all children with disabilities.

Such a micro-mapping would enable the Ministries to target the necessary human and material resources, training, and
support to school-communities under pressure to provide inclusive education services.

3.4. The role of School Committees in school management and accountability needs to be clarified and strengthened.
There is a general consensus that the School Committees (SCs) are not effective. Despite the availability of guidelines, for
many SC members the scope and function of SCs appears to be unclear, particularly in terms of the role of the Sheha.
Membership is opaque and not necessarily representative of parents. Headteachers may be disproportionately powerful,
given a general accountability vacuum. SMC meetings are not well attended, likely due to a lack of incentives for volunteer
members. Moreover, school leadership does not always use SIGs as intended, to fund SCs. Rather, the SC’'s power to take

33 A wide-ranging needs analysis conducted by ZIE in 2019 led to an agreement on the need for a new curriculum framework. The new
framework includes all elements of the curriculum reform process (preparation of syllabi, teacher training and retraining, learning
materials, orientation of the inspectorate, advocacy with parents and communities etc.) and includes the competency framework that
will provide the basis for classroom and school level assessment.
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action seems to be determined by its ability to fill resource gaps through parental contributions. Such action is skewed
towards ensuring children perform well in high-stakes exams. There is no mechanism in place for SCs to engage in school
inspections, particularly in following up Inspectors’ recommendations and school-level linkages are weak between SCs,
PTPs/PTAs, and the School Management Teams. Despite relatively manageable geographical distances, mechanisms for
dialogue between SCs, TCs, and relevant MoEVT Departments at central level are non-existent.

3.5. Parental involvement in children’s learning is coloured by Zanzibari societal norms, particularly regarding
‘discipline’ in the school and at home. As Figure 11 shows, multiple factors influence community and parental
engagement in school improvement. Parents generally value schooling in terms of their children’s opportunities for self-
employment.

=  Teachers and parents alike see their roles as complementary: while parents must ensure their children get to
school, teachers are responsible for ensuring they remain there, not only for learning outcomes but also for
“good manners and discipline”. The value of learning in the Zanzibar context appears to have deep socio-cultural
roots. The implication is that schools and communities are jointly responsible for initiating and completing the
process of a child’s development as productive and morally sound members of Zanzibari society.

= |nthis context, while there is strong advocacy for a ban on corporal punishment in schools, teachers and parents,
as ‘teachers in the home’ feel their roles have been undermined by the ban on corporal punishment, which is
seen as impacting negatively on both students’ attendance and their learning in the classroom. Positive
Discipline as an alternative method of punishment in classrooms appears to be viewed as a donor-driven import;
such methods need to be matched by similarly ‘positive discipline’ in the home. Yet, the majority of measures
used by school-communities to address truancy suggest that physical discipline, control, and respect for the rule
of law are deeply ingrained in the learning culture, whether children are learning in school or at home (KOICA,
2019).

= |n terms of dropout, opportunities for income-generation are a significant pull-factor for students in fishing
communities and communities in or near tourism hotspots. Overall, however, children from low-income
households are particularly vulnerable, especially when their parents are not literate.

Figure 11: Factors affecting school-community engagement.
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Source: Tusome Pamoja Community Engagement Strategy: Rapid Appraisal Summary Findings.

3.6. Generic school leadership and management packages will need to be carefully tailored to the Zanzibar context. As
on the mainland, the Head Teacher plays a pivotal role in an accountability chain for basic education service delivery and
efforts to strengthen school leadership, the following measures need to be initiated:

=  Areview of conditions of service, salaries, job descriptions for teachers and head teachers and performance
appraisal processes.
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Head teacher qualifications awarded on completion of a tailored head teacher/school leadership training
course with both practical and theoretical components, including financial management.

An incremental pay scale for head teachers commensurate with their level of responsibility, within budget
constraints.

Promoting a culture of accountability, clarifying areas of head teacher authority and responsibility, particularly
for the quality of teaching and learning in schools, and ensure these are supported by processes at all levels of
the education system, including SMCs.

Guidelines to institutionalize 3 to 5 year whole school development plans (WSDP) and annual operational
plans.

Platforms for head teachers’ voices to be heard, e.g., extending the head teachers’ committees to include
representative groups at cluster, district, and national levels.

Importantly, however, it is important that initiatives to strengthen school leadership and management is not a ‘one-size
fits all’ package but rather responds to unique challenges in the Zanzibar education sector context.

4 QUESTIONS FOR FOLLOW UP RESEARCH

Institutional analysis: what needs to be done to strengthen ZEDP-Il Programme 6?

1.

5.

What are the implications of the policy reforms and/or policy reviews (e.g., the 2006 Education Policy review,
the ICT in Education Policy, among others) in terms of decentralized service delivery? What are potential linkages
between MoEVT reforms and other sector reforms?

What are the opportunities and constraints for developing an efficient and flexible institutional architecture in
the context of rapidly changing demands on the education sector, particularly decentralization? How can
management accountability be strengthened?

What are current PFM practices and mechanisms for school financing in the context of D-by-D? What needs to
be done to strengthen fiscal decentralization during the D-by-D transition? How can financial accountability be
strengthened?

What are the opportunities and constraints for operationalizing ZEDP-Il and mobilizing resources for the
plan's implementation, particularly in terms of government funding?

What would an institutional capacity development model look like?

Planning, Reporting and Accountability analysis:

1.

What are the opportunities and bottlenecks for a joint MTEF planning process that closely aligns with the
strategic targets outlined in the ZEDP II? What synergies can be created between the Strategic Plans of MoEVT
and PORALGSD, respectively?

How does strategic and annual planning and budgeting take place at LGA level? How does planning and
budgeting take place at school level? What needs to be done to improve decentralized education planning?

What are the accountability relationships from school-community to central level and what are pre-requisites
for accountability in education service delivery?

What dialogue, reporting and communication channels exist from school-community to central level and how
can these be improved?

What would a decentralized leadership capacity development model look like?
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Senior staff

-do-

-do-

-do-

-do-
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-do-

Internal Auditor General
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-do-

-do-
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31.
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37.
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08.
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10.
11.
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Ass District Planning Officer
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District Internal Auditor
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CCSQA
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DAO-2

SLO-2
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14, FCDO

Executive Director

Senior Officer
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Managing Director
Director

Director, Office of Education

Deputy Director, Office of Education
Project Management Specialist, Education
Senior Policy Specialist, Education
National Program Officer

Senior Education Specialist
Education Economist

Senior Economist

Education Specialist

Education Specialist

Senior Education Specialist

Senior Education Advisor
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Education Advisor

School Level-Head Teachers, Teachers, SMCs and Parents

Dodoma CC

01. Amani Primary School

02. Chololo Primary School

03 Chahwa Primary School

04. Chididimo Primary School
Kongwa DC

05. Chamkoroma Primary School

06. Chimlata Primary School

07. Chamae Primary School

08. Chamwino Primary School

Head Teacher, FGD with 6 Teachers, FGD with 6 Parents
Head Teacher, FGD with 4 Teachers, FGD with 4 SMC members
Head Teacher, FDG with 6 Teachers, FGD with 6 Parents
Head Teacher, FGD with 5 Teachers, FGD with 3 SMC members

Head Teacher, FGD with 6 Teachers, FGD with 7 Parents
Head Teacher, FGD with 3 Teachers, FGD with 6 Parents
Head Teacher, FGD with 3 Teachers, FGD with 3 SMC members
Head Teacher, FGD with 5 Teachers, FGD with 3 SMC members
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ANNEX 3. MAIN PFM ACTORS AND INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

Overview of main PFM actors, legal frameworks, and institutional arrangements

Legal Framework Mandated roles and responsibilities

The Parliament and its Committees
. Approve planning and budgeting guidelines, including guidelines for LGAs;
. Approve the budget for all public institutions, including LGAs;
The Constitution, the Public = Parliamentary Committees: the Public Accounts Committee, the Budget Committee
Finance Act, and the Budget Act undertakes scrutiny of MDA and LGA budgets and accounts on behalf of the
no. 11 Parliament;
. Receive the CAG report and debates and issue guidance to the government on actions
to follow up recommendations.
The Parliamentary Budget Committee
. Discuss and review the Plan and Budget Guidelines, budget estimates and make
recommendations to the National Assembly;
. Review the Budget and make recommendations to the National Assembly;
. Scrutinize the budget estimates of the National Audit Office, Judiciary' and the
National Assembly;
. Monitor all budgetary matters falling within the powers of the National Assembly
under this Act or any other law and report on those matters to the National Assembly;
. Monitor adherence by the Government and public entities to the principles of public
Budget Act no. 11 finance set out in the Constitution, other laws in force, and to the fiscal responsibility
principles set out in the Public Finance Act and this Act;
. Examine quarterly financial statements and other documents submitted to the
National Assembly and make recommendations for improving the management and
accountability in respect of public finances;
. Conduct periodical studies on the performance trend of the Budget and make
recommendations to the National Assembly for improvements;
. In relation to oversight responsibility, discharge or perform any function as spelt out
under the Parliamentary Standing Orders.
The National Audit Office headed by the Controller and Auditor General (CAG)
= Audit all public institutions including PORALG, RS and LGAs;
The Public Audit Finance Act =  Report to both the President and the Parliament;
= Support the Public Accounts Committee to address financial issues arising from audits
MoFP
The Public Finance Act of 2001, = Oversight of PFM reforms implemented under the PFMRP | to V;
the Budget Act no. 11 of 2015, = Indirect control over the LGAs through the intergovernmental transfers;
the Procurement Act 2011 . Revenue management across central and local authorities.
The National Plan and Budget Guidelines Committee (overseen by the Ministry of Finance and Planning Committee), is
responsible for:
= Advising the Government in the preparation of the National Budget;
. Preparing the Plan and Budget Guidelines; and
. Requesting information in writing from Government or public entities required for preparing the Plan and Budget
Guidelines.
PO-RALG
= Oversight of LGAs through the RSs and the District Executive/Municipal Directors;
The Local Government Finance = Oversight of LGRP 1 & Il, now the Regional and Local Government Strengthening
Act 1982 Programme (RLGSP), and the PFMRP implementation in the RS and LGAs;
= Oversight of the RS and its functions.
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ANNEX 4. KEY ISSUES IN THE INSTITUTIONAL AND GOVERNANCE CONTEXT
1. An education policy without ‘teeth’

= The ETP of 2014 is ‘a policy which is not yet a law’, as the legal framework necessary for the ETP to be
implemented (the Education Act of 1978, revised in 1995), has not yet been ratified (Sida, 2018). Moreover, the
sector’s policy statements are highly generalized, with the lack of detail in the ETP likely raising issues of
ownership and accountability during efforts to translate policy into action.

= Notably, there are policy gaps regarding the Teacher life cycle. The ETP is silent on qualification requirements
for entering and remaining in teaching, pre-service training and professional development, salary / non-salary
benefits, and says nothing about the recruitment of new teachers, without which it has been challenging to
improve teacher deployment. 3 Arguably because of such gaps, sector dialogue tends to focus exclusively on
teacher recruitment, even though available evidence suggests the need to address the issue of quality teaching
holistically (Sida, 2018).

=  Education policies recognize the importance of harmonizing institutional responsibilities for policy
implementation (see ETP 3.5.1, ESDP 6.1.1.) but offer no guidance on how synergies between ministry-specific
roles can be created. “The pupil-teacher ratio is a MoEST benchmark but to monitor this you need dialogue with
PO-RALG on deployment and with PO-PSMGG on recruitment” (KIl: DP).

2. Uncertain strategic planning for the sector

=  The current ESDP is built on shaky foundations. The 2016 Education Sector Analysis (ESA) —i.e., the groundwork
for the ESDP - was undertaken before the FFBEP decision and the analysis paid little attention to governance at
decentralized levels. As a result, the FFBEP is not well reflected in the ESDP and the plan’s engagement with LGAs
is limited to their role as ‘implementers’.

=  Moreover, revision of the ESDP in 2018 took place without a follow-up ESA, and in the absence of any kind of
learning-driven adaptive programming or change management strategy there has been no evaluative analysis
of progress towards planned results. Indeed, it is not clear how the ESDP Operational Plan is used, let alone
updated. The ESDP is intended to synchronize with the national Five-Year Development planning cycle. However,
the time-horizon for many ESDP strategies is unclear and, in some cases, unrealistic, given that it takes time to
navigate the complex terrain of quality education service delivery.

= As a result, DPs’ perspectives on the ESDP are mixed. Some DPs subscribe to MoEST’s view of the ESDP as a
sector-wide umbrella framework for ‘alignment’, “the basis of key messaging between partners' to promote
Government ownership of DP-supported interventions; on the other hand, “others come with their own agenda,
outsource, set up parallel structures and follow their own priorities, though still ‘aligned with ESDP” (KII: DP).

3. Fragmenting sector-wide accountability for reform

= Indeed, with the assertion that “the ESDP is not an important plan for reform” (Klls: DP), the EPforR programme
seems to have replaced the ESDP as framework for alignment, particularly given its strong engagement with
LGAs. Should this be the case, the sector faces several challenges.

=  First, in a context dominated by education financing constraints, stakeholders’ attention is focused on basic
education - and) — to the detriment of other education sub-sectors (MoEST & PO-RALG 2019; Sida, 2020).
Second, policy-level ownership of the ESDP results framework has increased over time; but as is the case in many
countries, the RBF financing mechanism has not successfully ‘embedded’ in Government systems and the
desired institutional behaviour change — results-based rather than input-driven service delivery — remains to be
seen (Sida, 2020; Draft Mokoro Report, 2020).

= Lastly, the language around EPfoR — incentives and rewards may not promote “healthy” accountability
relationships between Government and DPs (KIl: DP).3> The question remains: what is the scope for joint
accountability for results?

34 Additionally, the ETP approaches inclusive education as a phenomenon outside the ‘reqular’ system; violence in schools is not
addressed directly and ‘disadvantaged groups’ are not identified in a consistent manner.

35 Indeed, global evidence shows that in some countries results-based financing (RBF) may be ‘laissez-faire’ RBF, where donors seek
to incentivize improved learning outcomes by any means necessary; or ‘backdoor RBF’, which seeks to use RBF in name only, to
accelerate disbursement while continuing with business as usual (World Bank, 2017).
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4. Threats to education budgets and financial management

Overall, the lack of a reliable, credible annual budget is the biggest threat to Tanzania’s PFM system:
improvements in the revenue administration system - especially important as access to grant aid and
concessional finance is reduced - appear to have slowed down. Meanwhile, as we discuss in Section 4.2, 4.3, and
4.4, a cash rationing system has created a situation where aggregate fiscal discipline is maintained but the
strategic allocation of resources is undermined, and service delivery suffers (MoFP, 2017a).

In the context of Government’s strict handling of the macroeconomic context, future basic education financing
arrangements seem precarious, and the situation is likely to worsen as the Covid 19 continues to affect the
economy and revenue mobilization both locally and abroad (World Bank 2021). At the same time, it is not clear
how overall reforms in the management of revenue mobilization, budget credibility and financial information
systems serve the specific needs of the education sector, as distinct from PFM within other social service delivery
sectors. The core objectives of a peculiarly complex medium-term expenditure framework for budgeting, the
MTEF, may be out of sync with education policy objectives and targets (MoFP, 2017a).

Budget management inefficiencies have remained key reasons for government’s failure to implement education
policies and development plans; the CAG report (2016) shows that the GPE-LANES programme, for example, had
spent 14 Tsh billion out of the disbursed 33 Tsh billion. Similarly, the mismatch between Government budgets
and budget estimates of decentralized education development plans has continued to affect implementation of
LGAs’ education development projects.

5. Unacknowledged linkages between reform programmes.

Under the RLGSP, de-concentration and delegation, rather than devolution, have emerged as the preferred
forms of decentralisation, with the Central Government largely retaining control of service delivery;
employment decisions, payroll and senior appointments are largely centralized. Meanwhile, there are
significant overlaps between Strategic Objective 6 of the PFMRP V and Component 3 of the RLGSP which
addresses constraints in human and financial resources management in decentralized structures.

While all donor-supported programmes in the sector engage in one way or another with education service
delivery —and directly or indirectly with the reforms underlying service delivery - few DPs appear to recognize,

or seek, synergies between education policy reform, reforms of budget management processes, and reforms

in term of decentralized governance.

Meanwhile, respondents from MoEST and PO-RALG recognize that the D-by-D policy implies implementation of
the ETP throughout decentralisation education service delivery structures and “linking the ESDP and the RLGSP
should be part of strengthening education at the local level” (KIl: MDAs). However, While REOs, DEOs, and
particularly WEOs are close to school they do not report to the Commissioner of Education and school heads are
employed by the LGAs. Yet without explicit synergies between reform programmes, “there is a risk that PORALG
may find itself operating like a sector rather than as a coordinating Ministry” (KIl: MDA).

6. Inter-ministerial collaboration and complementarities at policy level

The FYDP-II, which underpins strategic plans across all sectors, underlines the need to ‘effectively coordinate all
functions and records of key outcomes of all government institutions, including the LGAs’ (MoFP, 2017b). Yet
the lack of collaboration between education related ministries is a long-standing issue, raised frequently by DP-
supported analyses and reports: “politically, MoEST is held accountable by the Central Government for education
services which PO-RALG implements” (Kll: DP). Just as frequently, MDAs insist that MoEST and PO-RALG
collaborate well, although MoEST staff report the negative impact of a loss of control over education service
delivery (Sida, 2019).

MOoEST, PO-RALG, MoFP, and PO-PSMGG each have a mandated role to formulate policies and strategic plans
for education, decentralisation, financial management and HRM respectively, as well as mobilizing resources
and building capacities to implement these strategies. The question of which ministry plays the main role in
education service delivery seems to be resolved by how service delivery is financed: “money goes to PO-RALG,
so they should be the main player, MoEST has a limited role” (Kll: DP).

CSOs’ highlight the impact of overlapping ministerial roles on delivery of services; “MOEST is supposed to handle
policy and regulatory issues but finds herself implementing DP-supported activities in the schools, sometimes
duplicating the work of LGAs” (KIl: CSO). Meanwhile, “PO-RALG which is under the President can sometimes feel
it is above MOEST, and this can cause problems of accountability” (KIl: CSO).
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7. The uneven terrain of capacity building

Each ministry has a role to play in building the capacities of decentralized governance authorities but there are
overlaps between MoEST and PORALG and potentially some duplication of efforts, particularly in terms of the
Teacher lifecycle.

For example, the emphasis in the RLGSP on capacity building for LGAs intersects with the ESDP Output Al under
the Outcome for Access, Participation and Equity, which addresses the capacities of communities LGAs to deliver
quality basic and secondary education through both formal and non-formal pathways (MoEST, 2018a).

A coordination framework underpinning the nine policy objectives of the NDP, is intended to strengthen PO-
RALG’s coordination of decision-making affecting LGA across MDAs, as well as building the capacity of Regional
Secretariats for supervision and backstopping of LGAs’ functions. However, it is not clear how MoEST and PO-
RALG will collaborate in building capacities, given that technical capacities are thinly spread, and financial
resources are limited. We discuss weak coordination of capacity building efforts in more detail in Section 5.2.
Further complicating the picture is the role of DP-financed external TA in decision making processes (see also
Annex 8).

8. Competition vs partnership for data production, analysis, and use.

On paper, the ESDP describes a monitoring, review, evaluation, and learning (MREL) process as ‘an interrelated
and sequential chain of continuous monitoring, annual reviews, short-term and system-wide evaluations’ for
which MoEST and PO-RALG are jointly responsible (MoEST, 2018). In practice, where policy decisions are made,
their implementation at local levels is not monitored and, in an environment dominated by politically important,
sector-specific CAG audit reports, evaluation appears to be a tick-box exercise.

The AESPR reports on 29 of the 31 ESDP KPIs but there is no analysis of SQA data and no discussion of
differentiated LGA strategies based on geographically disaggregated analyses; or progress on the Action Plan for
the National Strategy for Inclusive Education; or systems strengthening in term of improved ‘business processes’
(AESPR 2019). Additionally, the AESPR does not report on the largest DP-financed projects and programs.
There is an urgent need for consensus between multiple stakeholders (including CSOs whose access to education
is often restricted, compromising their research) regarding: (i) the types and volume of data used/needed by
decision-makers in school-communities, LGAs, and at policy-level; (ii) how basic education sub-systems (e.g.,
PORALG’s BEMIS and SIS, MOEST’s SQA-MIS, NECTA’s PREM) can ‘speak’ to each other; and (iii) ‘in-house’
technical resources that are pooled across Ministries for the development of web-based systems and analytical
and reporting tools/functionalities. In a context where data production is financed by multiple donors across
different sub-sectors, stakeholders “often behave like competitors not partners” (Klls: DP).

9. (Un)Coordinated sector dialogue

A long-established challenge is Government leadership of sector dialogue, where mandated decision making is
fractured between decisions on education policy by MoEST and decisions on implementation of service delivery
by PO-RALG. Although EPforR is a success story in terms of inter-ministerial collaboration, several differences
had to be resolved ‘internally’ at State House level.3® The cracks can widen when pilot reforms are introduced;
“MOoEST tells us if you’re going to work at the local level, you need to talk to PO-RALG; then, when you want to
scale up, PO-RALG says ‘this is a policy issue’, go back to MoEST” (KIl: DP).

At the same time, when several regional or even district-level DP-supported interventions are implemented
concurrently, ‘coordination’ is narrowly conceived as a way of avoiding duplication in resource allocation; the
opportunity is lost for bridging the dual processes of agreeing on results and achieving those results. In this
context, DPs and CSOs are viewed as geographically gap-filling service delivery partners, rather than as value-
added partners in policy dialogue.

While representative organizations for CSOs, FBOs and other private education providers participate in the
ESDC, and CSOs feel they are able to fulfil what they consider their primary function of holding government
accountable for the delivery of services, private providers feel the dialogue agenda is largely decided by the
government and DPs without input from other stakeholders and the participation of private providers in sector
dialogue meetings was recently called into question.

36 Meanwhile, the EPforR experience suggests less access for DPs to decision-makers at the highest level. Under BRN, the
Transformation and Delivery Council, was chaired by the President and involved politicians. By comparison EPfoR support structures
mainstreamed responsibilities in the relevant technical structures of MOEST and PO-RALG, shifting the discussion of priority issues
away from the political leadership.
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In such a vacuum of coordinated policy dialogue, MDAs and DPs agree the ESDC has become a discussion forum
instead of a decision-making forum. The narrow scope of sporadic (as opposed to ongoing) technical discussion
results in a ‘black box’ approach, focusing on reaction to specific performance bottlenecks rather than proactive
mitigation of cross-cutting risks such as education financing, financial governance, and the interfacing of
decentralisation and education sector development.

10. Dialogue on the quality of education services

Dysfunctional sector dialogue has contributed to the learning crisis being driven deeper underground. At the
Central level, the ESDC TWGs do not meet regularly; government capacity to meaningfully engage is thinly
spread and MDAs’ participation is often delegated to individuals with little decision-making power, and/or
recommendations are not routinely communicated to decision-makers; guidelines/Policies can take 2-3 years to
get through approval process and when comments are given, they are not always incorporated.

Bilateral discussion between DPs and MDAs has become a ‘default’ dialogue mechanism and an informal ‘two-
headed system’ has resulted: if one of the government agencies do not agree with a donor proposal for a specific
project or intervention, that donor may lobby and get agreement from the other agency (Sida, 2018, Mokoro,
2021). There is limited sharing of information and lessons-learned across DP-supported programming, and
between the high-level programs aimed at institutional reform and operational projects which work directly at
lower levels.

Despite a changing — some say shrinking - civic space, opinions about students’ learning outcomes are primarily
expressed by nongovernmental organizations, such as Uwezo/Twaweza and HakiElimu. For example, Uwezo/
Twaweza's reports reveal that although many children were enrolled in school, some of them graduated without
acquiring basic literacy and numeracy skills. Indeed, empirical evidence collected by Uwezo/Twaweza
consistently demonstrates that children’s competence in literacy and numeracy is well below expectations
(Uwezo, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2014).
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ANNEX 5: MAPPING ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES

MOEST PO-RALG MoFP PO-PSMGG Comments
Mandated Role

Formulate policy on | Formulate policy on | Formulate policy on fiscal | Formulate policy on HRM at all levels. How are policies, norms and

education and training | decentralisation and monitor | management at all levels. standards harmonized within

at all levels. implementation the FYDP? Example of overlap?
Capacity of PO-RALG for inter-

Establish and oversee | Manage basic education | Standard setting and  quality | Standard setting and quality assurance | ministerial coordination?

standards of education | service delivery. assurance of financial resource | of human resource management

and training at all management systems. systems.

levels.

Implementing and | Inter-ministerial coordination: | Implement and monitor fiscal | Implement and monitor HRM reforms

monitoring education | advocate the decentralisation | decentralisation reforms. in the context of decentralisation.

policies in relation to | policy within all levels of the

the new policy on | government.

decentralisation .

Planning / Budgeting

Develop sector plans | Participate fully in the | Prepare Executive Budget for | Develop plans for the | How do plans 'flow' and

and budgets, including | development of the ESDP and | discussion by Parliament. check! allocation/deployment  of  human | intersect? Top-down VS bottom-

all  education  sub- | its operational plans. resources. check! up planning guidelines for

sectors and school resources > sector plan >

quality assurance. operational plan > regional
plans > LGA (education) plans >

Ensure effective | Develop regional education | Timely release of budget guidelinesto | Provide guidelines for delegating or | school plans > village O&OD

management and | plans  (with REOs) for | MDAs, RSs and LGAs to enable | devolving as appropriate roles and | plans

administration of the | implementation of the ESDP at | preparation of realistic and practical | responsibilities to MDAs, Regions and

sector Operational | sub-national levels. plans and budgets. LGAs. check!

Plan.

Capture Scrutinize strategy and action | Develop plans for implementation of | Guiding the operationalization of re-

decentralisation

plans related to
implementation of

the fiscal decentralisation

objectives.

policy

organized structures (Regions and

LGAs, including LLGs). check!
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agenda in sector | decentralisation to ensure
strategic plans. compliance.
Resource mobilization

Mobilize financial and | Solicit funding for | Ensure finances are available for | Mobilize human resources. How does resource mobilization
technical resources | implementation of the Basic | adequate skilled staff for MDAs, RSs 'flow' and intersect? Top-down
(internal & external) for | and  Secondary Education | and LGAs. Check! VS bottom-up resource
RSs and LGAs in | components of the mobilization > sector budget >
consultation with | programme operational budget> regional
PORALG. budget > LGA (education)

Establish a data base of

career cadres at
central, regional and
LGA level.

Timely release of all funds as per
approved budget to MDAs, RSs, LGAs
and Facilities.

Addressing the HRM challenges
relating to employment permits,
transfers, promotion and disciplinary
matters in MDAs, Regions and LGAs
(including LLGs).

Capacity Building

budget > school budget > village
0&O0D budget

Build the capacity of

the ministry,
institutions,
departments and
agencies.

Plan and implement

capacity building in
technical and
professional skills for
the RSs, LGAs and other
stakeholders.

Enhance capacity building by
other MDAs on matters of
decentralisation.

Capacity building of RSs, LGAs
(including LLGs) for education
service delivery

Provide capacity building on issues
relating to fiscal decentralisation to
stakeholders

Provide capacity building on issues
relating to HRM decentralisation to
MDAs, Regions, LGAs.

Coherence of different CB
efforts?
Overarching capacity building
plan for education service
delivery?
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ANNEX 6. SECTOR DIALOGUE

According to the ESDP, the purpose of sector dialogue is to promote coherence in the relationships of accountability
between the government on the one hand and education sector stakeholders on the other which is grounded in and
reliable and robust information (MoEST 2018a).

Government is described as the main stakeholder, “committed to delivering on national and international goals and
targets through a clear relationship of accountability to its citizens” and an effective dialogue structure is one which
“provides the necessary forum — or scaffolding — for an effective relationship of accountability achieved through dialogue
and partnership on all key aspects of education in Tanzania” (MoEST 2018a).

In light of this, the ESDP highlights the need for strong and committed government leadership of sector dialogue and
decision-making processes, namely “coordinated leadership by the two ministries (MoEST and PO-RALG)”. At the same
time, the sector’s strategic plan recognizes two main challenges: (i) intra-ministerial coordination within each of the line
ministries as well as inter-ministerial coordination, whereby the two main ministries work together on key common areas
of concern, especially on planning and budgeting; and (ii) dialogue structure and processes which taken into account the
differentiations between individual stakeholders’ (as opposed to stakeholder groups) “capacities and political interests”
(MOoEST, 2018a).

The revised ESDP (2018) presents a ‘reconceptualized’ dialogue structures and process, as outlined below.

The decision-making and accountability chain begins with three Technical Working Groups (TWG), which comprise GoT,
DP and NSA representatives (see Table 1): Access and Quality Improvement; Monitoring and Evaluation, and Learning;
and Resource Allocation, Cost Efficiency and Financing (RACEF) (a fourth TWG for Science, Technology and Innovations
was formed in 2020 but has not yet been convened). These TWGs meet on a quarterly basis and are intended to provide
a forum for technical staff to review and recommend priority actions to facilitate progress in the education sector,
addressing constraints and coordinating stakeholders around a common agenda.

Table 1: Development Partners (DPs) supporting the education sector.

DPs Supporting the basic education sector, 2020

Teacher Special
Education |Teacher Adult & Non{needs/Inclu
(Pre- Education [Systems & [Formal sive
Pre-Primary |Primary Secondary [service) (In-service) [Governance |Education |Education

Canada Global Affairs
FCDO

GPE

KOICA

Sweden
UNSECO
UNICEF
USAID
World Bank
Source: Compiled by author

Under the Commissioner for Education, the ESDC Task Force comprises chairs of TWGs, project/programs managers,
Agency Directors, and representatives of DPs and NSAs. The Task Force functioned as the technical arm of the ESDC,
scrutinizing all technical recommendations from the Technical Working Groups before they go to the quarterly meetings
of ESDC for approval, but has not been operational since 2019-20.

The Education Sector Development Committee (ESDC), chaired/co-chaired by the line ministries, has a dual function: as
a decision-making body in matters that do not need higher level policy decisions; and as an advisory body on issues which
have policy implications, and which require higher level decisions. The EPfoR Strategic Management Team (SMT)
provides a parallel dialogue platform. While the ESDC includes CSOs (see Box 1), it does not include MoFP or PO-PSMGG
representatives. Meanwhile, the SMT includes MoFP and PO-PSM (whose participation is patchy) but does not include
UN agencies, CSOs or DPs who do not participate in the EPforR.

The Joint Education Sector Review (JESR) Technical Working Session brings together a broad spectrum of education
stakeholders to receive and review the status of ESDP performance based on the ESDC’s report and recommendations,
with findings published in the Annual Education Sector Performance Report (AESPR).
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The Inter-Ministerial Steering Committee (IMSC) includes Permanent Secretaries and Directors for Policy and Planning
from the Social Services Ministries (MOEST, PO-RALG, Ministry of Health, Community Development, Gender and Children,
PMO-Labour, Youth, and Persons with Disabilities, and Ministry of Finance and Planning). The Committee’s functions are
to prepare the agenda for the High-Level Meeting based on key issues emanating from the AESPR.

The High-Level Meeting brings together Heads of Government Sectors (Ministers), Heads of Cooperation (HoCs) and
Heads of Non-State Actors (NSAs), to endorse sector documents such as Aide Memoire, policies and strategies emanating
from the AESPR/JESR. These are ultimately approved by the highest decision-making body in the dialogue process, the
Cabinet of the Government of Tanzania.

Box 1. Non-governmental education service provision.

With changing government relations - including a more encouraging attitude towards those CSOs directly engaged
in service delivery than towards CSOs specialized in advocacy and accountability - the provision of non-government
educational provision through both FBOs and ‘for-profit’ education providers has expanded over time: currently, non-
governmental pre-primary provision is 20% of pupils, 10% at primary level and 25 percent at secondary level
(Haggerty, 2007, BEST 2020). However, non-governmental schools are unequally distributed and found mostly in
urban areas and unlike in government schools, English is the medium of instruction in nearly all non-government
primary schools. Although the expansion of private education compensates for the shortage of public resources, it is
also described as a response to poor quality education in government schools; as fee levels are an obstacle for most
children, a ‘dual track’ education system is emerging (HakiElimu, 2018). The following are among the key CSO’s
engaged in basic education. Each of these organizations are among the actors that have been regularly convened in
government-led coordination/dialogue structures.

The Christian Social Services Commission (CSSC), formed in 1992, is an umbrella organization representing education
institutions owned or managed by churches in the Christian Council of Tanzania, including more than 1,033
educational facilities (272 pre-schools, 228 primary schools, 339 secondary schools, 110 vocational training centres,
14 teacher colleges, 10 universities, 10 university colleges, and 4 university centres). A pioneer of Public-Private
Partnership in the education sector, the CSSC works closely with PO-RALG and is a major player in the development
of science and mathematics teacher curriculum, early childhood curriculum, and the capacity building of teachers.
TAPIE (Tanzania Private Investors in Education), formed in 2016, is an umbrella organization representing the owners
of 427 primary and secondary schools. TAPIE’s main role is to provide a platform to discuss issues with the
government, including investment conditions, modalities of operating schools and promoting Private-
Public Partnership. TAPIE also provides some capacity building for school owners and arranges capacity
building for teachers with TIE.

TAMONGSCO (Tanzania Association of Managers and Owners of Non-Governmental Schools and Colleges), formed
in 2001, is an umbrella organization representing the owners and managers of 600 secondary schools, 350 primary
schools and 18 teacher colleges.

TEN/MET (Tanzania Education Network or Mtandao wa Elimu Tanzania), formed in 1999, is another umbrella
organization for CSOs including but not exclusively engaged in service provision. TEN/MET is recognized as the main
independent informed collective voice of CSOs to influence policy processes in the education sector, providing a
platform for citizens to hold the government accountable for delivery of education services.

HakiElimu, formed 2001 by 13 prominent educationists, is a watchdog organization focused on community
governance, public engagement, policy analysis and advocacy. HakiElimu has effectively used media engagement and
public expenditure tracking to trace flow of financial resources in the education sector.

Twaweza, formed in 2009 and active in Kenya and Uganda as well as Tanzania, engages citizens in shaping policy
through evidence-based data and analyses on the education sector. Two of its flagship programs are UWEZO,
monitoring basic literacy and numeracy levels of children aged 5-16 years, and Kijifunza, which experiments with
measures aimed to improve learning outcomes, including teacher performance-based incentives.
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ANNEX 7. MONITORING, EVALUATION AND DATA MANAGEMENT

Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of basic education service delivery is the joint responsibility of MoEST and PO-RALG
(ETP, 2014). MOEST is lead responsible for monitoring sector policies, as well as Teacher Education, TVET, Technical and
Higher Education, and its role in basic education. M&E centres on School Quality Assurance; additionally, MoEST is
supposed to use findings from evaluations and research to make informed policy decisions. Meanwhile, PO-RALG
monitors and evaluates progress relating to implementation of decentralisation across all governance structures; as
regards the education sector, PO-RALG compiles consolidated regional reports, ensuring that these comply with the ESDP
reporting requirements. Both Ministries utilize the education sector Results Framework, which comprises a set of key
performance indicators KPIs designed to measure progress towards targets set by the six ESDP Sub-Programmes,
(including targets for 2020 and 2025 and levels of disaggregation for each indicator). An ESDP M&E Framework, provides
detailed tables with yearly targets for the totals and the disaggregated indicators.’

The ESDP states that the main source of data for monitoring sector performance is the Education Sector Management
Information System (ESMIS), introduced in 2007, which function as a coordination tier to harmonize three main sub-
systems: the Basic Education Management Information System (BEMIS) for (school-level) annual school census (ASC)
data; the Vocational Education and Training Management Information System (VET-MIS) for annual census data from
Vocational Training Centres (VTCs) and Folk Development Colleges (FDCs); and the Higher and Technical Education
Management Information System (HET-MIS) for annual census data from technical institutes, colleges, and universities.
The Basic Education Statistics for Tanzania (BEST), the national abstract providing national level data on all sub sectors,
is generated by the ESMIS and PO-RALG publishes regional level data.

MOEST as responsible for overall management of the ESMIS at central level, with a focus on coordinating data collection
across sub-sectors, verifying these data and consolidating them via the ESMIS sub-databases. and conducting capacity
building on data management. Within the ESMIS framework PO-RALG is responsible for managing the BEMIS.

However, ‘notable intra-governmental concerns raised about the ownership and management of different data systems’
(see Box 5) and the lines of responsibility between ESMIS stakeholders are blurred in terms of, for example, decisions on
the design of data collection instruments, technical specifications of hardware for compatibility, procuring and installing
hardware and software, and ensuring data security, (FCDO, Annual Review 2019; MoEST & PORALG 2018).

Box 5. The political economy of data management
Development of the BEMIS has not been straightforward.

The system was introduced in 2007 under the ESMIS programme (2007-2011) as a pilot system to digitize school-
level annual school census (ASC) data and an unsuccessful attempt to roll it out was made under the World Bank
SEDP-II programme in 2012. In 2013/14, roll-out of the BEMIS was included in the EQUIP-T project and establishment
of an ASC system was incentivized under BRNEd (Foundational DLI 1.2). However, under EQUIP-T a decision was taken
by project management to develop an ASC system from scratch with expertise from FHI360, rather than utilizing the
StatEduc software platform shared by all ESMIS sub-databases. In 2014/15, the ASC was conducted using three
parallel systems (the BEMIS, the School Information System (SIS) developed under EQUIPT, and a system developed
by a local software firm contracted by PO-RALG) with no consensus on which was the official source of data. As a
result, ASC data for 2014 and 2015 was unreliable, to say the least.

A process of resolution was triggered by a meeting (5 August 2014) of MoEST, PORALG, EQUIPT-T, UNICEF and UIS
stakeholders, convened by PS Mchome, MoEST and moderated by the E-Governance Authority (E-GA). Consequently,
BEMIS was recognized as the official school census data source, combining functionalities from both StatEduc
platform and the SIS software; with a change of leadership in PORALG, the locally developed ASC system was dropped,;
and as SIS did not comply with international digital principles, it is in the process of being ‘revamped’.

The EPforR —specifically, the requirement to publish detailed school level data - has since functioned as a platform
for dialogue and conflict resolution, successfully incentivizing the institutionalization of BEMIS under PO-RALG, which
has evolved as a robust and comprehensive data source for school-level data (MoEST & PO-RALG, 2019).

Meanwhile, under EPfoR3® the Department for ICT (D-ICT), PO-RALG has developed several other systems including:

=  The digitized ‘Selection system’ for Form 1 (for Std VII pupils sitting the PSLE) and Form 5 (for Form 4 students
sitting the CSEE), integrated with NECTA’s exam database to match children’s preferred option of schools to
selection based on their examination results.

37 We note inconsistencies between these indicators and the KPIs in the Results Framework and an Implementation Plan, M&E
Calendar, Dissemination Plan, or Communication Plan are referred to but not included.

38 The D-ICT also benefitted from considerable amounts of TA and funding from the USAID-financed Public sector System Strengthening
program (PS3) for the Facility Financial Accounting and Reporting System (FFARS), PlanRep2, and EPICOR.
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= The Claims and Debt Management Information System, digitizing civil servants’, including teachers’, claims for
allowances/reimbursements.

= The Automated Teachers Upgrading and Promotion System, intended to bring transparency to teacher
promotion through the application of universal criteria such (e.g., length of service and academic qualifications).

*= The Online Teachers Employment Application System (OTEAS) is designed to enable PORALG to apply the
complex teacher deployment formula, allocating teachers to schools with the greatest needs and allowing
teachers to apply for vacancies online.

In addition, the D-ICT has piloted and is seeking to scale up the School Information System (SIS) which uses tablets to
capture ‘real-time’ (daily and weekly) data for improved school management at decentralized levels. Technical
recommendations made in 2018 to ‘revamp’ the SIS in line with international digital principles have since been taken up
by D-ICT. (United Republic of Tanzania, Road Map for National Coverage of the School Information System (SIS) 2017 to
2019; EQUIP-T School Information System, review report, 2019).
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ANNEX 8. STRENGTHENING MECHANISMS FOR EXTERNAL TA
Technical Assistance and Support (TAS): Working with GoT systems

When BRNEd evolved into EPforR, a team of six full-time technical staff and short-term consultants was set up by
Cambridge Education with FCDO funding. The TAS service package included: (a) “core function” support GOT to
implement, monitor and report DLRs; (b) capacity building and (c) “reform work”, i.e. systems strengthening activities to
improve basic education service delivery but with a focus on the developing and operationalizing the Foundational DLIs
(FCDO, 2020).

Stakeholders agree on the high quality of the technical work and advice provided by the TAS Team. The Team was highly
responsive to GoT demands, describing themselves as “colleagues not consultants” and often exceeding their ToR (for
example undertaking the revision of ESDP-Il with agreement from FCDO), to function as “the main TA for all basic
education not just for EPforR” (Mulongo et al, 2020; interviews).

However, there is also consensus on the limited success of efforts to build capacity and embed reform. The Annual
Reports catalogue some of the hurdles faced in terms of building GoT capacity at the national level, such as high staff
turnover and the attraction of frequent travel requirements/opportunities; as a result, “expertise in the systems required
to keep EPforR operational is still concentrated in a small number of people” (MoEST & PORALG, 2019). Yet, senior
technical GoT officials argue that “by now government should be able to run the EP4R by themselves” pointing to the
need to develop “some kind of formalized guidance” during DLR design as well as for the calculation of DLI performance
(Mokoro, 2020). Moreover, the TA focus has been on specific technical work streams related to the DLRs (see Box 1),
rather than on cross-cutting systems improvement and on one-off training activities without a budget for roll-out - e.g.
training 52 trainers on use of the new SQA framework in 2018 — reflect poor planning (MoEST & PORALG, 2019).

Box 1. TAS team capacity building and system improvements (2015-2020)

Capacity Building for District, Regional and National Staff in line with the GoT Capacity Building and Training Plan 2016: workshops
for senior education official (26 Regions, 184 LGAs, 200 participants in each); long and short-term courses (Masters, PhDs, professional
courses) for GoT officials ; one-off training for regional and district staff on collecting the Annual School Census (ASC) data; analysis
and communication of data and information to inform policy making (requested by PS); capacity building to PO-RALG officers on the
Concept and formulation of LGA Learning Network; implementing an effective Local Learning Network in the regions of the Mainland.
The TAS team add that “numerous individual encounters (or by mail, by phone, by small conversations) [...]short-term meetings and
other multi person face-to-face exchanges ... must also be seen be seen as capacity building activities”. In addition, outreach roadshows
were conducted in the regions, which travelled to help explain the intricacies of EPforR to LGAs and catalyze regional buy-in.
TAS Team system Improvements:
= Implementation of a “direct to schools” Capitation Grant system;
= EMIS: roll out of the Stat Educ2 system; assistance in refining PO-RALG’s EMIS Strategic Plan and facilitating the setting of EMIS
norms and minimum standards;

= Teachers and pedagogy: one-off studies on teacher claims, teacher allocation, implementation of the School Ranking Initiative
(SRI); implementation of the new Teacher Deployment Strategy; institutional capacity assessment of TIE; using data to unpack
geographical inequities in teacher deployment and textbook production;

= Quality Assurance: support for SSRC design and integration into new SQA system;

= Inclusive Education strategy: gaining final approval for the fully costed five-year Operational Plan; implementing the strategy
(e.g. adapt the secondary-level curriculum for deaf students; the Tanzanian Sign Language (TSL) harmonisation project);

=  EGRA/EGMA: support for NECTA in conducting the reading and writing assessment (Std 2) for 2019, analysing data and report
writing

= Setting up a functional Service centre/ call centre for PO-RALG.

Source: EPforR Annual Reports and separate submission of support progress between 2015-2020.

At the sub-national level, after 5 years of programme implementation, only 54% of the district officials demonstrated an
understanding of EPfoR; and despite having access to the BEMIS data the majority were unaware of the detailed data
pertaining to their Regions/LGAs and do not use these data on a regular basis to inform decision making (FCDO, 2020).
Yet the efforts to build decentralized capacities were limited to one-off annual training events and ‘outreach roadshows’
(see Box 1); indeed, FCDO and GoT have “expressed the need to move toward more continuous, more decentralised
training”, exploring possibilities such as on-line training modules coupled with a learning network” (FCDO, 2020).

It should be noted that TAS team has worked in line with the different mandates of MOEST and PO-RALG. The technical-
oriented support provided to PO-RALG has been more successful than the more strategic policy advisory role expected
in relation to MOEST’s mandate; this is likely because the former relationship is “less sensitive” than the latter (Mokoro,
2020). But it also reflects the fundamental tension between MoEST and PORALG in terms of separate mandates for
standard setting across the sector (policy) and basic education service delivery (implementation).
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A further political economy dimension of the TAS position is that “when information is required from other arms of
Government this often needs intensive follow-up from the TAS team” (MoEST & PORALG, 2019). Underlying all the
above, in the current political economy climate, is the increasing sensitivity about being seen as TA dependent (Mokoro,
2020).

On the one hand, the benefit of being physically ‘embedded’ in ministry offices has meant that the TAS Team enjoyed a
high level of trust, as both GoT officials and DPs could “share confidential information with us, without creating a conflict
of interest”. On the other hand, the TAS team has, post-MTR, increasingly taken the lead on policy reform driving efforts
to take forward the Foundational DLIs. As result, there has been ‘push-back’ from GoT not only on the poor capacity-
building track record but also, it seems, on ‘infiltration’ in policy level dialogue. Efforts to integrate the EPforR
Coordination Units of MoEST and PO-RALG within the TAS team did not succeed and some TAS team members have had
to move out of the ministries and into Cambridge Education offices).

The World Bank asserts that all PfoR programmes require some sort of independent TA and external systems-level
support (IEG, 2016) and that the benefits of a more ambitious program exceed the costs of the TA team. Yet the evolving
sophistication of the DLI framework, and the calculations required to assess performance, has made it increasingly
challenging for both GoT and TA to handle. There are mixed views on the way forward. For some stakeholders, “with a
simpler program, GoT officials could manage by themselves”, assuming staff turnover is managed well; but for others a
simpler program would be “less able to address a number of key issues that have been agreed by all to be important”
(Mokoro, 2020). A possible trade-off between a ‘home-grown’ programme and a more ambitious one may be facilitated
by dialogue on (a) how DPs harmonize the way DLRs are formulated and (b) enabling systems strengthening to continue
at a slower pace, on a parallel track alongside the programme, to reduce the need for TA support.

Sustaining institutional change

As seen above, stakeholders view external TA as indispensable for successful implementation of a results-based approach
but express the “need to shift from ‘doing’ the work to building government capacity to do”; indeed, GoT “rightly asked
FCDO for a rethinking of the way TA works, to ensure that the technical assistance truly complements government-driven
reforms rather than substituting them” (FCDO, 2019).

Learning from the above, the TAS team has noted the need for a specific DLR on “a structured capacity building strategy”
to guide capacity development efforts. This is in line with Sida’s well established priority for RBF: “consider how technical
assistance can be phased out from the start” (Sida, 2016). It also resonates with the World Bank’s ‘Results First’
conceptualization for RBF.

Indeed, the notion of structured, continuous capacity building is implicit in two ESDP strategies under the Sub-Programme
on Systems, Structures and Governance (‘Develop, approve and implement a medium- to long-term master Capacity
Development Plan for the education sector’; and ‘Design and utilize a capacity development partnership fund (CDPF) for
professional development of all relevant staff’).
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ANNEX 9. POLICY AND LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK’S STATUS AND IMPACT

Policy/Plans/Legi
slation

Status

Stature and Impact

Education and
Training Policy
2014

is not yet a law
the ETP to be

Policy which
necessary for
implemented.
Education policies recognize the
importance of harmonizing
institutional  responsibilities  for
policy (see ETP 3.5.1, ESDP 6.1.1.)
but

The sector’s policy statements are highly generalized, lacking
details needed for ownership and accountability during efforts
to translate policy into action.

There are policy gaps regarding the Teacher life cycle e.g . it is
silent on qualification requirements and salary / non-salary
benefits

Sector dialogue tends to focus exclusively on teacher
recruitment rather than quality teaching holistically.

It offers no guidance on how synergies between ministry-
specific roles can be created

Education Sector
Development
Programme

ESDP priorities, objectives and
strategies are grouped under four
broad themes: Access, Participation
and Equity; Quality and Learning;
Education for Social and Economic
Development; and System Structure,
Governance and Management, with
several high-level Key Performance
Indicators (KPls).

ESDP describes a monitoring, review,
evaluation, and learning (MREL)
process as ‘an interrelated and
sequential chain of continuous
monitoring, annual reviews, short-
term and system-wide evaluations’
for which MoEST and PO-RALG are
jointly responsible.

10.

11.

It is built on shaky foundations as its analysis paid little
attention to governance at decentralized levels and does not
consider the FFBEP.

Revision of the ESDP in 2018 took place without a follow-up
ESA, and no evaluative analysis of progress towards planned
results.

It is not clear how the ESDP Operational Plan is used and
updated.

The planning cycle is not synchronized with the national Five-
Year Development planning cycle.

The time-horizon for many ESDP strategies is unclear and, in
some cases, unrealistic making it difficult to be owned by all
stakeholders as a sector-wide umbrella framework for
“alignment”

It offers no guidance on how synergies between ministry-
specific roles can be created.

Where policy decisions are made, their implementation at local
levels is not monitored.

The AESPR reports on 29 of the 31 ESDP KPIs but there is no
analysis of SQA data and no discussion of differentiated LGA
strategies based on geographically disaggregated analyses; or
progress on the Action Plan for the National Strategy for
Inclusive Education; or systems strengthening in term of
improved ‘business processes’ .

AESPR does not report on the largest DP-financed projects and
programs.

The multiple stakeholders could deepen research on types and
volume of data used/needed, how basic education sub-systems
(e.g., PORALG’s BEMIS and SIS, MOEST’s SQA-MIS, NECTA’s
PREM) can ‘speak’ to each other; and ‘in-house’ technical
resources that are pooled across Ministries for the
development of web-based systems and analytical and
reporting tools/functionalities.

Dialogue on education sector quality service delivery has
shown areas for improvement such as more regular meetings
of ESDC and TWGs at the Central level, enhancing government
capacity to meaningfully engage dialogue at the decision
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12.

making level and greater participation of CSOs and the private
sector.

Improvement is needed in sharing of information and lessons-
learned across DP-supported programming, and between the
high-level programs aimed at institutional reform and
operational projects which work directly at lower levels.

Education
Programme for
Results

EPforR programme seems to have
replaced the ESDP as framework for
alignment, particularly given its
strong engagement with LGAs.

Education financing constraints make , stakeholders focus
their on basic education to the detriment of other education
sub-sectors

The RBF financing mechanism has not successfully ‘embedded’
in Government systems and the desired institutional behaviour
change for results-based driven service delivery.

The language around EPfoR —incentives and rewards indicates
that the scope for joint (GoT and DPs) accountability for results
needs clarification.

EPforR is a success story in terms of inter-ministerial
collaboration. However, several differences had to be resolved
‘internally’ at State House level indicating that there are still
institutional gaps to be resolved. For instance, “MoEST tells us
if you’re going to work at the local level, you need to talk to
PO-RALG; then, when you want to scale up, PO-RALG says ‘this
is a policy issue’, go back to MoEST”

Education Sector
Budgets and
Public Finance

The lack of a reliable, credible annual budget is the biggest
threat to Tanzania’s PFM system.

A cash rationing system has created a situation where
aggregate fiscal discipline is maintained but the strategic
allocation of resources is undermined, and service delivery
suffers.

It is not clear how overall reforms in the management of
revenue mobilization, budget credibility and financial
information systems serve the specific needs of the education
sector, as distinct from PFM within other social service delivery
sectors.

Budget management inefficiencies have remained key reasons
for government’s failure to implement education policies and
development plans.

Government budgets and budget estimates of decentralized
education development plans has continued to affect
implementation of LGAs’ education development projects.

RLGSP

The RLGSP represents a shift from
the focus on reforming LGAs to
strengthening the capacities of
Regional Administration and LGAs
to improve public service delivery,
including basic education services.
It aims to promote market-based
mechanisms through PPPs and
community participation

An important thrust of the RLGSP is
coherence and alignment and
improving functional effectiveness
and efficiency of MDAs, RSs and
LGAs while significantly
endeavouring to re-rationalize

The Central Government largely retains control of service
delivery and employment decisions,.

There are significant overlaps between Strategic Objective 6
of the PFMRP V and Component 3 of the RLGSP which
addresses constraints in human and financial resources
management in decentralized structures.
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development between rural and
urban areas.

4. Under the RLGSP, de-concentration
and delegation, rather than
devolution, have emerged as the
preferred forms of decentralisation

Decentralization
Policy

1. It is pending approval by Parliament

Respondents from MoEST and PO-RALG recognize that the D-
by-D policy implies implementation of the ETP throughout
decentralisation education service delivery structures and
“linking the ESDP and the RLGSP should be part of
strengthening education at the local level”

While REOs, DEOs, and particularly WEOs are close to school
they do not report to the Commissioner of Education and
school heads are employed by the LGAs.

Explicit synergies between reform programmes is necessary to
avoid the risk that PORALG may find itself operating like a
sector rather than as a coordinating Ministry.

A coordination framework underpinning the nine policy
objectives of the NDP, is intended to strengthen PO-RALG’s
coordination of decision-making affecting LGA across MDAs, as
well as building the capacity of Regional Secretariats for
supervision and backstopping of LGAs’ functions. However, it is
not clear how MoEST and PO-RALG will collaborate in building
capacities, given that technical capacities are thinly spread, and
financial resources are limited.

FYDP-II,

1. It underpins strategic plans across all
sectors, underlines the need to
‘effectively coordinate all functions and
records of key outcomes of all
government institutions, including the
LGAs'.

In practice, there is the lack of collaboration between education
related ministries although MoEST staff report the negative
impact of a loss of control over education service delivery
MOEST, PO-RALG, MoFP, and PO-PSMGG each have a
mandated role to formulate policies and strategic plans relating
too education

The question of which ministry plays the main role in education
service delivery seems to be resolved by how service delivery is
financed: “money goes to PO-RALG, so they should be the main
player.

MOEST is supposed to handle policy and regulatory issues but
finds herself implementing DP-supported activities in the
schools, sometimes duplicating the work of LGAs.

4.Each ministry has a role to play in building the capacities of
decentralized governance authorities but there are overlaps
between MoEST and PORALG and potentially some duplication
of efforts, particularly in terms of the Teacher lifecycle.
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ANNEX 10: BACKGROUND: THE EDUCATION SYSTEM, POLICIES AND FINANCING

The structure of the education system in Zanzibar (see Figure 13) requires 2 years of compulsory pre-primary education
for children aged between 4 and 5 years; 6 years of primary education with primary level entry age of 6 years; 4 years of
secondary education ordinary level and a further 2 years of non-compulsory, advanced secondary or access to technical
and vocational training, higher education and lifelong learning (basic education).

Figure 12: Structure of Education System as stipulated by the 2006 Education Policy.
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The Zanzibar Education Policy of 2006 (see Box 1) is implemented by the second Zanzibar Education Development
Programme (ZEDP-Il) for 2017-2021, which is the Government of Zanzibar’s national strategic plan. The ZEDP-II lays out
the high-level policy goals and strategies that will provide for better and relevant learning outcomes for all children and
youth. The plan has 6 programs which have been costed, accompanied by Key Performance Indicators (KPI’s). Of
relevance to World Bank programming in Zanzibar are:

Programme 1: Pre-primary and Primary Education

Programme 2: Secondary Education

Programme 5: Quality and Quality Assurance

Programme 6: Institutional Reform, Leadership, Management and Professional Skills Development

B.Annual Joint Education Sector Reviews (AEJSR) were introduced under ZEDP-II, the first being held in 2018. The AEJSR
process includes Joint Field Monitoring visits (CSOs and DPs, followed by a review of performance and plans for the year.

The AJESR report summarizes the progress made against the ZEDP-II KPls, highlighting positive progress and the key
challenges faced by the sector.

Box 1. Policy framework for the education sector

- Vision 2020 aims to eradicate absolute poverty in Zanzibar, in line with the Millennium Development Goals and Education for All (EFA
2000-2015).

- Currently in its third phase, the Zanzibar Strategy for Growth and Reduction of Poverty (ZSGRP IIl/MKUZA in kiswahili) (2016/17 —
2020/21) implements Vision 2020, with the theme of ‘economic and social transformation for the wellbeing of all’ and the core
education goal of ‘Inclusive and equitable access to quality education and skills training to enhance human capacity for sustaining
national development’.

- The Zanzibar Education Policy, 2006, translates the goals and strategies of Vision 2020 and MKUZA into a concrete comprehensive
education policy.

- The Education Act (1982, amended in 1993) regulates the education system; the Children’s Act (2011) guarantees children the right
to education under Article 10(1)(e).

- The legal mandate of Decentralization by Devolution (D-by-D) is enshrined in the Zanzibar Constitution (1984) Articles 128, the
Zanzibar Vision 2020, the Regional Administration Act 8/2014, and the Local Government Act 7/2014.

- The legislative framework for PFM in Zanzibar includes the Zanzibar Constitution and the Public Finance Act of 2005; the Bank of
Tanzania Act, No.5 of 2006; and the Zanzibar Revenue Board Act No. 7 of 1996.
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Education Financing

In line with international commitments, RGoZ has committed to allocating 20% of the education budget to education and
of that, 45% to be going to primary education. As Table shows, the growth of expenditure on education was significant
between 2015 and 2018 but has since deteriorated.

Table 11: Education budget as % of total budget and as % GDP
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There are three likely (and related) reasons for this deterioration.

i Rapid decentralization beginning in 2018: the fall coincides with the transfer of primary budgets to PORALGSD,
with budgets and expenditures rising by around 75% before 2018 and falling to less than 10% after the
introduction of Decentralization by Devolution (D by D).

ii. The lack of a mechanism for joint sector budget planning: MoFP treats the MoEVT and PORALGSD as completely
separate entities who prepare and are allocated their budgets separately.

iii. Consequently, given their understanding of budget needs, MoEVT have been successful in arguing for their
budget (secondary, tertiary and technical), but PORALGSD, who have only recently taken on pre-/primary
education, have been less successful in arguing for the budget for primary education.

At the same time, as Figure 2 shows, the sector has overspent in PPE and Primary compared to what was planned but
has underspent in other areas (including the total).

Figure 13: Expected expenditure under the ZEDP Il program and actual spending
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In 2019, the RGoZ undertook a Public Financial Management Assessment using the PEFA methodology (see Box 2 for PFM
institutional arrangements). A summary of findings as follows (see the table below for the PEFA scoring summary).

Predictability in the availability of resources and macroeconomic and fiscal forecasting score relatively high but fiscal
discipline is not good. There are significant gaps between planning both revenues (own as well as external) and
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expenditures and the actual outturns; unreported operations, partly due to a lack of data); no monitoring of expenditure
arrears; only basic commitment controls and a lack of monitoring fiscal risks from other Public Sector entities. In addition,
several elements of the system concerned with budget execution are no more than ‘functional’.

The processes to allocate budgetary resources in accordance with RGoZ’s declared strategic objectives are essentially
sound, with the budget preparation process working particularly well. However, gaps are noted in aligning the MTEF
with the budget and management and accounting of revenue collection is weak. Importantly, while resources may be
allocated strategically, they are not always used in the manner intended.

PFM Performance Indicator Scoring Dimension Ratings Overall
Method Rating
i. iil. iili. iv.
PI-1 Aggregate expenditure outturn M1 D D
PI-2 Expenditure composition outturn M1 D* D A D+
PI-3 Revenue outturn M1 D D D

PI-4 Budget classification M1 D D
PI-5 Budget documentation M1 A A
PI-6 Government operations outside financial reports M2 D D D* D
PI-7 Transfers to subnational governments M2 D A C+
PI-8 Performance information for service delivery M2 A A D D C+
PI-9 Public access to fiscal information M1 D D
Pillar 11l. Management of assets and liabilities

PI-10 Fiscal risk reporting. M2 B D D D+
PI-11 Public investment management M2 C C C C C
PI-12 Public asset management M2 C D C D+
PI-13 Debt management M2 B B D C+

PI-14 Macroeconomic and fiscal forecasting M2 B A C B
PI-15 Fiscal strategy M2 C C C (o
PI-16 Medium-term perspective in exp budgeting M2 A D D D D+
PI-17 Budget preparation process M2 A C A B+
PI-18 Legislative scrutiny of budgets M2 B A A A B+
| Pillar V. Predictability and control in budget execution |

PI-19 Revenue administration M2 A C C D* C+
PI-20 Accounting for revenue M1 A A D D+
PI-21 Predictability of in-year resource allocation M2 A A C A B+
PI1-22 Expenditure arrears M1 B D D+
PI-23 Payroll controls M1 A c A D D+
PI-24 Procurement M2 D D D B D+
PI-25 Internal controls on non-salary expenditure M2 B C D (o
PI-26 Internal audit M1 B c D D D+
Pillar VI. Accounting and reporting

PI-27 Financial data integrity M2 B NA | NA B B
PI-28 In-year budget reports M1 D D
PI-29 Annual financial reports M1 C B C C+

| Pillar VI External scrutiny andawdt |

PI-30 External audit M1 D D D C D+
PI-31 Legislative scrutiny of audit reports M2 C A B C B

In terms of the efficient use of resources for service delivery, PFM performance is mixed. Zanzibar’s control over its own
revenue functions is basic but satisfactory and information about service delivery is sound, suggesting that citizens can
expect to receive the services they are promised (when the budget is approved). But the mechanisms in place to reduce
possible leakages in the system (internal controls, procurement, controls over payroll and internal audit structures) are
weak. Importantly, as the fiscal decentralization process gets underway, it will take time this to ‘settle’. This, coupled with
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weaknesses in budget execution, the limited publication of fiscal data, delays in completing annual external audits and
weak scrutiny of CAG reports and recommendations, will impact on the delivery of services.

Box 2. Institutional Arrangements for PFM

Structure of Government. The Revolutionary Government of Zanzibar is a parliamentary democracy and 42 units comprise ‘Budgetary
Central Government’. In addition, there are 37 ‘Extra Budgetary Units’; 11 local governments (organised into five ‘Regions’); one Social
Security Fund; and nine public corporations.

The Executive. The Executive consists of the President and the Revolutionary Council (Cabinet), which at December 2017, had 19
members: the President appoints and chairs the Council. The President is assisted by two Vice-presidents, the second being the leader
of the Government while the first being leader of the main opposition in the House of Representatives; the position of the First Vice
President is now vacant. An Inter-Ministerial Technical Committee of Principal Secretaries (IMTC) acts as a coordinating body below
the Cabinet.

The Legislature. The House of Representatives is headed by the Speaker, who is elected by the members. S/he is assisted by the vice
speaker and several committees drawn from the members. The House of Representatives has 81 members of whom 50 are directly
elected by universal suffrage from Constituencies to serve five-year terms; 10 are nominated by the President; 15 are special seats for
women; 6 ex-officio seats. Five of the 81 members are then elected to represent Zanzibar in the National Assembly of Tanzania.

The Judiciary. Zanzibar has a distinct and separate legal system, within which the Judiciary operates independently from the executive.
There are four levels of the Judiciary, the lowest being the Primary Courts. Kadhi's Courts are only for family matters. Appeal is to
either the District Courts or the Resident Magistrates Courts or Kadhi's Appeal Courts for Islamic matters. Further appeal is to the High
Court of Zanzibar, above which is the Tanzania Court of Appeal whose judges are appointed by the president of Tanzania.

Office of the Controller and Auditor-General. The Office of the Controller and Auditor-General (OCAG) is mandated to carry out its
functions and responsibilities by section 112 of the Constitution and section 25 of the Public Finance Act, 2005 and its amendment of
2016. The agency presently has 142 professional and/or technical staff and 49 support staff, apart from the Controller and Auditor-
General, who is a statutory appointee. The Controller and Auditor-General is responsible for approving any withdrawals from the
Consolidated Fund following a legislative process. Audit reports issued annually are presented to the House of Representatives by the
executive.

Bank of Tanzania. The Bank of Tanzania (BOT) is the central bank to both mainland Tanzania and the RGoZ, with the major role of
formulating and implementing monetary policy geared towards maintaining price stability conducive for sustainable economic growth.
Further, pursuant to the Bank of Tanzania Act, No.5 of 2006, the Bank is the banker of the two governments and banks; sole issuer of
currency (notes and coins); supervisor of banks and other financial institutions; advisor to the Governments on fiscal matters and
guardian of international reserves.

Ministry of Finance and Planning. The Ministry of Finance and Planning (MoFP) is responsible for all aspects of financial management.
It is headed by a Minister, and administratively by the Principal Secretary, who is also the Paymaster General.

Zanzibar Revenue Board. The Zanzibar Revenue Board (ZRB) was established under the ZRB Act No. 7 of 1996 as an agency of the
Government of Zanzibar for collection and administration of all domestic taxes other than customs, excise and income taxes that are
administered by the Tanzania Revenue Authority (TRA). ZRB became operational in July 1998.

Tanzania Revenue Authority, Zanzibar Branch. The Tanzania Revenue Authority (TRA) Act, 1995 established the Authority as a semi-
autonomous agency of the Government of Tanzania, under the general supervision of the Union Minister for Finance. The Zanzibar
Branch collects customs, excise and income taxes arising in Zanzibar.

Line ministries. Principal Secretaries of individual ministries are appointed as administrative heads with specific responsibilities
including compliance with the Public Finance Act as well as sound economic and expenditure management of the ministry’s affairs.
Each of the 14 Ministries has a Tender Board and Procurement Management Unit, a Chief Accountant and Chief Internal Auditor.

Local Government. The PORALG-SD is responsible for the eleven local governments in Zanzibar, and administers the Local Government
Act, including policy making and coordinating all issues relating Financing. There is a Minster in the Revolutionary Council, but for daily
operations, the Ministry is headed by Principal Secretary responsible for Local Government.
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ANNEX 11. ZEDP KPIS AND SECTOR PERFORMANCE FOR 2020

Indicator Baseline 2016 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 Target
20/21
1 | Literacy rate by sex 83.7 87.5 90.0 925 95%

The proportion of the population above | Disaggregated

10 years of age who can both read and baselines and targets
write with understanding a short simple | to be agreed
statement on his/her everyday life

2 ' Netenrolment rate

pre-primary 27.5 331 388 444 50.0%
Primary 85.5 89.1 9238 9.4 100%
Lower secondary 744 758 77.2 786 80.0%

3 | Net primary attendance rate
(disaggregated by level of education

and sex)

Kaskazani, Unguja 80.7 855 904 95.2 100%
Kusini, Unguja 92.6 945 96.3 98.2 100%
Mijini, Magharibi 91.5 934 95.2 97.1 100%
Kaskazini, Pemba 712 829 88.6 943 100%
Kusini, Pemba 79.1 84.8 90.5 96.2 100%

4 | Pass rate by level

STD6 84.5 85.9 873 886 90.0%

Form I 69.6 710 724 737 75.0%

Form IV 759 769 78.0 79.0 80.0%

Form VI (with X at Div. 1,Y at Div. 2 97.5 97.9 98.3 98.6 99.0%
5 | Proportion of schools with access to:

Electricity

Pre-primary 67 753 835 91.8 100%

Primary 87.8 90.9 93.9 97.0 100%

Secondary, 943 95.7 97.2 98.6 100%

Computers

Pre-primary 0 125 250 375 50%

Primary 52 17.7 30.2 42.7 50%

Secondary 3.7 16.2 28.7 41.2 50%

Basic drinking water, - sanitation

services

Pre-primary 89 91.8 94.5 97.3 100%

Primary 85 87.8 90.5 933 100%

Secondary 87.6 90.4 93.1 959 100%
6 | Percentage of youth aged 15-24 not in

education, employment or training (SDG 8) 14.5 127 109 9.0 7.2%
7 | Percentage of all schools meeting TBD TBD

standards for accommodating children EMIS to collect this
with disability (infrastructure and human | during the
resources) % children with disability in programme
school by level

Pre-Primary Performance (AESJR, 2020)
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= % of a grade of children who remained in the education system the next year

Survival Rates (i.e. subsequent year enrolment + repeaters)
Std | Std 11 Std i Std IV Std v Std VI Std Vil

2012-13 98.2% 95.3% | 99.2% 99.1% 97.2% 91.2% 97.4%
2013-14 99.4% 98.3% | 98.6% 96.3% 98.3% 93.4% 97.1%
2014-15 98.0% 97.2% | 96.7% 98.5% 92.7% 95.8% 98.2%
2015-16 101.9% 101.6% | 99.4% 101.6% 95.6%
2016-17 96.2% 98.9% | 96.8% 99.3% 92.9% 103.2%
2017-18 99.7% 99.9% | 99.3% 101.5% 97.0% 99.6%
Avg. Annual
Change 0.3% 0.8% 0.0% 0.4% -0.0% 1.4%

The Primary completion rate would be a useful addition to the overall picture of how efficient the system is but data for
this indicator are not yet available.
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ANNEX 12. OVERVIEW OF THE ZESTA PROJECT

The overall aim of the ZESTA project was to strengthen the structures and institutions involved in the management
of the Zanzibar education system, in line with the ZEDP-Il Programme 6: Institutional Reform, Leadership,
Management and Professional Skills Development. As illustrated by Figure 15, the project took a sector-wide
approach to education delivery in Zanzibar, identifying and addressing challenges through a joined-up, participatory
process that took into consideration the views, priorities, and constraints of all the main stakeholders, namely MoEVT,
PORALGSD (with a focus on LGAs), MoFP and President’s Office — Finance and Planning (POFP).

Figure 14: Five Workstreams of the ZESTA project
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ANNEX 13. POLICY BRIEF: STRENGTHENING EMIS IN ZANZIBAR

This Policy Brief highlights the importance of a policy for the incremental development of a robust and sustainable EMIS
life cycle in Zanzibar. Without a guiding policy framework, it is difficult to know what system to procure, how to develop
it, ensuring it is fit-for-purpose not only in 2021 but also over time, and how to sustain its evolution.

The Brief goes hand in hand with Government’s efforts to finalize a software solution for the EMIS and is intended to
drive establishment of the following:

= A lead EMIS institution mandated as the custodian of education data to drive development and
implementation of the EMIS cycle, as well as national data sharing and data integration. This means addressing
issues such as privacy and security, ethics, and roles and responsibilities for data;
= A formal Task Team set up as an EMIS Unit by the national institution, mandated to maintain national data
standards, as well establishing common unique identifiers for education-related datasets to facilitate data
integration, data sharing and exchange of data.
As a first Policy Brief, this is a ‘living’ document3®. The ZESTA Monitoring Evaluation and Learning Team will produce
further Briefs which together will inform and culminate in a single sector-wide Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
and Plan. Following Briefs may include a focus on:

(2) Institutional context analysis, including a User Need Analysis for automated EMIS reporting;

(3) Sector Monitoring Tool to respond to national data needs and to measure ZEDP key performance indicators
(KPIs);

(4) Specification of budgetary and staff requirements, to ensure staff have the skills needed to run the EMIS cycle
and coordinate data sharing.

INTRODUCTION
1.1. EMIS Definition

In this Policy Brief we draw on the following working definition for EMIS. The definition assumes three things: (i) an EMIS
is more than just a technical solution; (ii) all tiers of the education structure should be considered (institutional,
subnational and national); and (iii) the technical systems, functionalities and infrastructure are in place.

“An EMIS can be defined as a system for the collection, integration, processing, maintenance and dissemination of data
and information to support decision-making, policy analysis and formulation, planning, monitoring and management at
all levels of an education system. It is a system of people, technology, processes, , rules and regulations that function
together to provide education leaders, decisionmakers and managers at all levels with a comprehensive, integrated set
of relevant, reliable, unambiguous and timely data and information to support them in completion of their
responsibilities” (UNESCO 2019)

We will focus here on the ‘EMIS backbone’ This is the set of data that comprise the classical administrative counts created
via the annual school census (ASC) and tallies of school data, which are needed to create the access and flow indicators
of an education system (e.g., gross enrolment ratios, net enrolment ratios, estimates of completion ratios for each level).
However, we also refer to the ‘data warehouse’, i.e., the data sets that can be added and linked to the main EMIS
backbone, to produce important value-addition, complex analyses, whether these are done by the EMIS office or by other
user offices such as planning, budgeting, policy analysis, or teacher training.

1.2. EMIS Architecture

The EMIS architecture describes the way in which data are collected, stored, managed, and utilized (analysis and
reporting), which are the components of any software solution. TBC with ref to EMIS/SIS architecture

39 The present draft draws on the GPE-UIS Education Management Information Systems: Efficiency and Effectiveness in Choosing and
Using an EMIS (2020) and is intended to be tailored to the realities of the education sector in Zanzibar. The GPE-UIS guidelines
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/igo/) include a ‘Buyer’s Guide’, which outlines the ‘good practice’ standards of
functionality a system ought to have.
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The four components of an overall EMIS architecture are: Business architecture (the domestic and international
needs/requirements of the MoEVT); Data architecture; Application architecture; and Technology architecture. This Brief
focuses on the Data architecture, which comprises:

Data collection layer: how data are gathered.

Data management and storage layer: how data are managed and stored in the data warehouse as well as
transferred between layers in the system if there cannot be true distributed entry and management.

Data utilization layer: how data are analysed, reported, and disseminated.

1.3. The Scope of EMIS in Zanzibar

Education systems, generally, are complex and the need for data is multi-faceted. While the education system in Zanzibar
shares many features with other education systems, the sector Ministries have their own data needs (including evidence-
based planning, monitoring and evaluation, decision-making, budgeting, policy formulation, resource allocation and
management). We can conceptualize a common data architecture, but we must take account of the need to adapt to the
Ministry’s aims and demands.

In this context, key datasets of the EMIS (the EMIS backbone) in Zanzibar include:

Basic enrollment and input counts: TBC

Enrollment (by grade, gender, poverty, age, subject, disability, linguistic groups, etc.);
Repetition (by grade, gender), dropouts, completion, flows in general;

Teacher (experience, qualification, gender, placement, appointment, etc.);

Learning materials (textbooks at a minimum);

School (physical facilities, general information, location, classrooms, school hostels etc.);
School funding and budget.

Other components within the education sector: TBC

Teacher qualification and salary (links to both HR and payroll);

Monthly attendance data and school feeding data collected by Local Government Authorities (LGAs);

Learner demographics and health;

Performance data (examinations and learner assessments —ideally as an intrinsic part of the EMIS; at a minimum
the EMIS needs to be able to link seamlessly to assessments), and so on.

However, we should keep in mind these key points:

EMIS is not designed and mandated to produce all the datasets needed education sector stakeholders. But it
must include entry-points for integration with other value-addition data that are not part of the actual EMIS
backbone. The ability of various databases to ‘speak’ to each other — we will call this Data Interoperability - is
an important principle in the production of quality data.

A good EMIS is not a one-stop shop. It should be a system that can respond to the present demands but also
evolve according to emerging and future demands as well as to future technical possibilities.

Two emerging demands are:

1.

The SDG 4 indicators: these require the linkages to and the use of databases that go beyond the EMIS backbone
of data. Of particular concern are the need for data: to track learning outcomes (SDGs 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.2.3, 4.4.2,
etc.); and population data (access SDG 4.1.3, 4.1.5, 4.2.2, 4.2.4). 4°

Data Under COVID-19: the recent pandemic has introduced the need to maintain essential or minimal data on:
(i) Student participation in all e-platforms (or distance learning more generally) of education delivery
disaggregated by individual student characteristics such as gender and poverty; (ii) Teacher participation in all
e-platforms (or distance learning more generally) of education delivery disaggregated by individual teacher
characteristics such as gender and contract status; and (iii) Use of short and quick tests for the frequent
measurement of student learning.

40 See the Operational Guide to Using EMIS to Monitor SDG 4, which can be found at: http://uis.unesco.org/sites/default/files/
documents/operational_guide_to_using_emis.pdf.
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2 The EMIS Life Cycle

The EMIS life cycle sets out procedures and practices for collecting, processing, and disseminating education data
to ensure the production of quality data. As we discuss below, these are data that are complete, relevant,
accurate, timely and accessible. Figure 15 illustrates these processes.

Figure 15: A typical EMIS life cycle
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In the sub-sections below, we go through these processes and practices, highlighting key points under each one.

2.1 design and development (Compilation of the survey questionnaire)

The ASC survey questionnaire is at the core of the EMIS. The EMIS Unit is responsible for the compilation, design, printing
(where applicable) and on-time dissemination of the survey questionnaire. In a decentralized system, the national level
EMIS Unit convenes agreements and collaboratively sets standards, but typically the decentralized level (LGAs) runs the
operations and standards may vary between Councils.

2.2.1. Deciding the ASC approach

Data collection can be manual (paper-based) or digitized (technology/web-based). There are logistical challenges in the
case of both approaches, as outlined below:

Manual data entry of the school census is time consuming and it can be costly to print and distribute the survey
form to all the relevant entities. Logistical challenges mean that some schools are missed resulting in incomplete
coverage. The capturing and cleaning of the data also tend to be time-consuming processes and school census
may not be timely for education planning and decision-making purposes.

Digitized data entry depends on (a) all schools having internet connections, or devices like tablet or PCs, which
may not be the case in all areas; and (b) as well as the capacity to upload data asynchronously (i.e. data are
entered on the local PC or tablet offline and are uploaded to the server later, when connectivity is available).

A compromise or ‘middle-ground’ for the choice of the school census approach may be to have manual entries in some
areas of a country and digitized in others; or manual at some levels (e.g. school) and digitized at other levels where there
may be internet access (e.g. Council offices). Taking an incremental approach for EMIS development over time, as internet
connectivity improves, the ASC approach may evolve to become fully digitized at school level.
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2.2.2. Design of the questionnaire

The initial design of the questionnaire is important for two main reasons. First, it ensures users’ data needs
are met. The content (questions) of the survey questionnaire should be compiled in collaboration with key
stakeholders. Routine, periodic testing of the questionnaire needs to be part of the process, even after an
EMIS questionnaire has been in use.

An excessively long series of data items should be discouraged and details that may not be important or relevant
should be avoided.

Second, it is the most important building block of the database and used as the User Requirement
Specifications (URS) by software developers to create the database model.

A key issue observed in several Sub-Saharan African countries is the need to ensure the database input
screen is an “exact” mapping of the content of the questionnaire. While input screens for paper-based
surveys may not represent the whole content of the questionnaire (leading to a gap between the data
collected using the ASC questionnaires and the data captured in the EMIS database), this was not the case
for electronic data entry.

2.2 The Allocation of unique identifiers

Unique identifiers are nationally generated (or locally generated but with a national protocol even in a decentralized
context) numbers/codes allocated to all persons/entities. Some examples are:

Educational institutions/Schools: EMIS number;
Learners: Admission number;
Teaching and other staff members: Salary number.

2.2.1. Unique identifier system for institutions (schools and other venues)

A dedicated unit at LGA level — i.e. the office responsible for opening and closing of all private and public
institutions - should establish a Directory of schools/School register, including the basic contact details of
institutions, curriculum and language information, even spatial information, required by the information user.
During the registration of schools, a unique identifier must be assigned to every institution (with oversight by
the national EMIS Unit). The directory of schools should be available at the national EMIS Unit and in each
Council HQ, as well as being accessible to all RGoZ entities that might collect data independently of EMIS.

The directory of schools should be maintained and regularly updated (quarterly, per semester or annually) to
ensure that the same identifier is not issued to more than one school.

This master-list of unique identifiers is critically important for two reasons. First, an up-to-date and complete
directory of institutions will ensure the response rate of the data collection can accurately be determined.
Second, the directory ensures that the same master-list of unique identifiers is utilized across education-related
databases (see below).

2.2.2. Learner unique record system

A learner unique identifier is a single, nonduplicated number that is assigned to, and remains with, a learner
throughout his or her education career irrespective of whether the learner changes schools. No learner has more
than one number, and no two learners have the same number.

A unique identification system for learners may be used to track transfers across schools, drop out and re-entry,
as well as an individual learner’s progress through basic education levels. It is limited, however to contexts where
a school-level EMIS has been established and which includes electronic school record keeping.

The national EMIS develops protocols to ensure that no two equal identifiers of the same type are assigned to
the same learner (e.g. when the learner moves, he/she keeps the same identifier) and that no two learners are
assigned the same identifier.

A specific and limited number of data items that provide characteristics about a learner are stored in a secure
and confidential database at national level and are used to identify a learner uniquely.

A dedicated Unit at LGA level are allowed to allocate new identifiers for learners who do not have an existing
identifier; and report school-level data to the MoEVT/PORASD.
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2.2.3. Data interoperability

Data integration generally means linking different data sources through the use of a common field across a
collection of data sources. To be able to do this, unique identification codes (as outlined above) must be assigned
to every level of the education system for which data is collected. The development of standard definitions and
coding schemes across the education system will result in more timely integration of data across units.

Data are of far greater value when they are integrated, when data are shared and data sets ‘speak’ to each other.
Interoperability is particularly important in terms of three types of reporting: (i) ‘real-time’ or ‘rapid-
feedback cycle’ data, such as teacher/pupil attendance in relation to annual school census data; (ii)
reporting on the SDG 4 indicators, as many of them call for data which are not present in the main
traditional databases of an EMIS; and (iii) reporting on progress of the education sector’s Covid-19
response and recovery.

2.3. Data Gathering and storage

2.3.1. Dissemination of the survey questionnaire

An annual school census date (e.g. March 1) should be set, to ensure institutions (e.g. primary and secondary;
public or private) complete the survey questionnaire before a specific date.

Suitable guidelines (e.g. a data dictionary) on how to complete the questionnaire should accompany the
questionnaire. Any technical and data terms and elements used in the questionnaire should be clearly defined
on the questionnaire so that data providers can understand what information they should provide. Where
required, training on how to complete the questionnaire (whether manual or digital) should be provided.

The directory of schools (see below) should be used to disseminate the survey questionnaire to all institutions
(in a paper-based system) or to provide access to questionnaires (in a web-based system).

A data collection calendar that covers all the steps in the data collection process should be disseminated to all
relevant role players. These steps should be indicated on the survey questionnaire.

2.3.2. Completion of the questionnaire

The completion of the questionnaire at school level should take place by using official records.

At the time of completing the ASC questionnaire information should be verified at school level, -accuracy-
checking information against the legal documents used for recordkeeping by the school (e.g. enrolment totals
may be verified by referring to the admission register).

Quality assurance is essential to produce quality data that are complete, relevant, accurate, timely and
accessible (see Table 12).

Table 12: Dimensions of Quality Data

Dimension Description

Data for all data elements for all reporting entities (e.g. schools, learners) should have been submitted. Data are

Completeness complete when data values are present for all records, occurrences or logical entities in pre-primary, primary and

secondary education, including learners with special educational needs.'

Relevance

There is no point in collecting data unless it is put to some meaningful use in education decisions. Excessively long
questionnaires should be avoided.

Accuracy

Accuracy should be prioritized in the data capturing methods, data validation methods and data verification
processes, possibly at the expense of time and money. Data should be within the normal range for data collected
for that specific data element and entity. Check for outliers — the capacity to check for automatic detection of most
outliers upon entry should be part of the user specifications.

Data should be current or up to date. Data must be on time and available when they are required, otherwise the

Timeliness credibility of the information system diminishes. Data from all the reporting institutions should be submitted at the

appointed time.

Data should be accessible to the users at all levels of the education system. The user should know what data are
available, as well as where to find and retrieve the data. Metadata and data dictionaries are important to enhance

Accessibility the accessibility of data within an organization. Data should be available when-needed, as-needed in a manner that

is as open as is consistent with broader privacy and security concerns as well as with the country’s multisectoral
data policy (see Footnote 11).

Source: GPE-UIS, 2020, p.22
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2.3.3. Data entry In addition to verification at the time of completing the ASC questionnaire, data must be subjected to
a data entry entails a second stage of verification and validation, particularly in the case of a manual data entry process.

Verification entails checking that data have been entered correctly from the survey form into the system. It
ensures the prevention of errors occurring when data are captured in the database. Some examples of
verification methods are: checking that the data entered from the survey questionnaire correspond with the
data in the database (proof reading); using computer programs (queries) to compare the total of data tables
that should yield the same totals (e.g. enrolment by age versus enrolment by gender versus enrolment by grade,
etc.)

Validation checking that the data entered have meaning; for example, data such as enrolment, age, etc. must
be within a range of permissible values.

2.3.4. Data storage

A database should be organized in a way that the data stored are easily accessed, depending on the deployment.
Types of deployment include: offline deployment, i.e. multiple stand-alone offline instances are installed for end
users, typically at decentralized level. Primarily officials at LGA level manage and maintain the system; and online
deployment, i.e. a web-based server architecture, managed and maintained at central level by the EMIS Unit.
Where there is a need for data interoperability, it is optimal to use a relational database management system
(RDBMS) for data capturing. The relational structure makes it easy to query the database and to integrate
datasets from multiple sources.

A data warehouse is a set of interconnected databases designed and developed primarily to be used for the
management and analysis of data, rather than for operations. Typically, data are uploaded from various
operational or transactional systems and contain different, linked, databases. The data warehouse should ideally
use the same unique IDs as the EMIS backbone. It may be part of the EMIS or managed by some other ministry,
department or agency (MDA).Data sources for the warehouse may include the operational databases from
learner enrolment, learning assessments (examinations), teachers attendance, learning material (textbooks),
and so on

2.4. Data analysis, reporting, and dissemination

Besides collecting, storing, and processing data a critically important function of an EMIS is to help in education
policymaking and planning by providing relevant and accessible information. Apart from producing the usual statistical
reports with tables and graphs, the EMIS may include business intelligence tools to generate analyses of discover trends
and relationships in the datasets that are produced. A critically important point is this:

The demand for data and the effectiveness of decision-making requires an EMIS policy (or education data policy,
more generally) to identify the kinds and range of decisions that must be based on evidence.

2.4.1. Reporting

Generally, the following types of reporting are recommended:

Operational reporting: Reports run on a scheduled basis and are directly distributed to the relevant users.
Self-service reporting: The user executes these reports from a simple menu-driven interface.

Parametric reporting: User-controlled parameters help the user tailor the report to specific requirements at the
time of execution. Parameters allow the user to alter the content and provide flexibility with limited user effort
or technical knowledge.

Ad hoc queries: Ad hoc queries are written by the user and then stored for future use.

Online analytical processing (OLAP): Users can cut data across multiple dimensions (local district, gender, wealth,
etc.) to get a handle on apparent causes of issues such as low school completion. With this functionality, users
can perform complex calculations on large amounts of data. Alternatively, data can be downloaded and
processed with tools as simple as Excel or as advanced as Stata.
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2.4.2. Publications

The EMIS annual report on statistics on education (i.e. national statistical abstract) should be disseminated widely within
12 months of data collection, taking into account the following:

EMIS data should also be accessible at LGA and school level. The LGA-level EMIS report should also be published
in the same format as the national EMIS report.

In due course, School profiles/School Report Cards should be produced.

EMIS staff should have the basic database skills and the ability to extract data from the database system and
query writing competencies and skills should be available within the EMIS Unit at national level, as ad hoc queries
are often necessary.

EMIS data should be available electronically (on the internet) in a user-friendly file format, such as a database,
spreadsheet, or even a PDF file that may be downloaded, in line with ‘right to use’ protocols.

2.4.3. Data release and data dissemination

The EMIS policy should include a data dissemination strategy to identify the information requirements of the
target audience; determine the medium in which the different types of documents need to be produced (paper
or electronic); propose the time frame for hard and e-copy data releases; identify the official or unit responsible
for the data release; and determine what data will be released.

As per the calendar discussed in 2.3.1, the EMIS should disseminate and make accessible relevant, high-quality,
timely and accessible statistics that will meet user needs in government.

The EMIS Unit may also make available on request data not routinely disseminated under a legal framework
including provision for confidentiality.

Recent years have seen a considerable expansion in the availability, and in some cases also, the quality of data available
for policy-reform and decision-making and research. Policy Brief 2 will focus on a User Need Assessment in the context
of an institutional analysis of data management in the education sector.
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