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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Thc Public Procurement and Disposal of Public Assets Authority carricd out the procuremcnt
and disposal audit of Arnolatar District Local Government that covered a sample of l9
procuremenl transactions under [:inancial Y ear 2021 12022.

The overall objective of the procurement and disposal audit was to assess and establish the
degree of compliance of Amolatar I)istrict Local Government's procurement system and
processes with the provisions of the PPDA Act, 2003 and l,ocal Governments (PPI)A)
Regulations. 2006 and assess the level of procurement performance over the audit period.

F-rom the findings of the procurement audit exercise, the perfonnance of Amolatar District
I-ocal Govenrment for the Financial Year 2021/22 was moderately satisfactory with overall
weighted average risk rating of67,57o. Thc risk rating was weighted Io determine the overall
risk level ofthc Entity as detailed in Chapter 3 ofthe Audit Report.

The following kcy exceptions were noted:

Performing functions of the Accounling Officer without delegated Authority in seven
procurement transactions worth UCX 415,798,339. The Entity was exposed to the risk of
commifting to less vital priorities and detrimental market prices without the knowledge of
the Accounting officer;

2. The previous audit recommendations for Financial Year 2019120 were not fully
implemented. Out of eleven recommcndations made, four recommendations representing
37oh werc not implemented, five representing 45Yo were partially implemented and two
representing l87o were implemented. 'l'his affects performance of the procurement
function and is an indicator of a weak implementation mechanism of recommendations
made to the Entity;

3. The Authority found that the Entity's Intemal Auditor did not audit procurement and
disposal procedures in the financial year under review contrary to Regulation 28 of the
Local Govemments (PPDA) Regulations. 2006, this could result into fraud going
unnoticed. Furthermore. the Entity is denied a chance to identify early in time areas of
noncompliance;

4. The Authority observed that thc F:ntity issued bidding documents that had inadequate
statements of requirements. evaluation criteria or instructions to the bidders in twelve
sampled procurements worth I.JGX 957,132.596. This leaves doubt and assumptions to
the bidder on the requirements of the Fintity and exposes the Entity to the risk of potential
disagreements and conflict during the implemenlation ofthe contracts;

5. The Authority lound irregularities in the bidding processes such as delay to invitc the
shortlisted bidders and failure by the chairperson of the bid opening session to sign key
pages of the submitled bids in six procurements worlh UGX 550.139,793, such
irregularitics potentially discourage competition and lead to award of contracts to non-
responsive bidders;

6. The Authority lbund irregularities in the evaluation of bids such as passing non-compliant
bidders. failure to correct arithmetic errors and introdLrction of nen evaluation criteria in
ten procurement transaction r!onh UGX 802.i92.550. contrarv to Regulation 73 (l) (2)

t\



and (3) of the [-ocal Govemments (PPDA) Regulations. 2006. This exposes the Entity to
the risk ol arvard of contracts to non-compliant bidders and failure to attain value lor
money;

7. l'here were anomalies at contracting such as contradicling clauses in the contract, changc
ol contracl terms at contract signing and incomplete contract documents in ninc
procurements worth UGX 735,605,730. This exposes the Entily to the risk of conlracl
disputes between the Entity and the contractors and ineffeclive er.ecution;

8. Dclays werc found in two procurement transactions worth UGX 76,383,662 such as

delays in submissions by PDU to Contracts Committee for approval and invitation to
bidders. This puts the Entity at a risk of budgetary cuts due to non-performance hence
failure in service delivery to the public;

9. 'l'here was lailure to maintain complete procurement action files. There were ten
procurement transactions with missing records, contrary to Regulation 46 of the Local
Governmenrs (PPDA) Regulations, 2006; and

10.'l'he Authority found anomalies in contract management such as failure to enforce
perfbrmance security, paying of VAT to firms that were not VA'l'registered and delayed
delivery in eight procurements worlh [JGX 461.852.497 which casts doubt on
effectivcness ofthe Entity in supervision of contracts and contravenes Regulation I l9 of
the Local Covernments (PPDA) Regulations. 2006.

ln summary. the Authority notes that irregularities at evaluation, quality of the bidding
document and anomalies in contract management largely contributed to the performance of
the Entity.

ln light ofthe abovc. the Authorily recommends as follows:

The Accounting Officer should delegate his functions when needed, formally in writing
in accordance with Section 39 of the PPDA Act, 2003.The delegation should state in
specific terms the function delegated, the period, and the person to whom delegation has

been granted;

2. The Accounting OIIcer should implernent all the Authority's procurement audit
recommendations in accordance with Regulation 14 (k) of the l-ocal Govemments
(PPDA) Regulations, 2006. Where management finds challengcs in implementation ol
any recommendation. this should be brought to the attention ofthe Authority;

3. The Hcad ofthe Internal Audit department oflhe Procuring and Disposing Entity should
ensure that procurement and disposal procedures and payments by the Entity are audited
regularly;

4. The Contracts Committee should approve a bidding document ibr each procurement with
specilic and appropriate bidding terrns and criteria tailored to the subject ofprocurement:

5. l-he Chair l)ersons oflhe bid opening sessions should sign and starnp on the key pages of
the opened bids that are unique to thc bids and those that contain financial infornration in
accordance with Regulation 7l(10) ofthe Local Governments (PPI)A) Regulations. 2006:



6. The Evaluation Committees should evaluale the bids tbllorving the criteria set in the
bidding document and waive any non-material deviations following Regulation 75 ofthe
Local Governments (PPDA) Regulations. 2006:

7. The llead, Procurement and Disposal Unit and Contracts Committee should quality
assure all contract documents before the contracts are signcd;

8. l'he Accounting Officer should task the Head Procurement and Disposal Unit, and the
Contract Supervisors to avoid delays in lhe procurement process so that the Entity
achieves efficiency and value lor money in accordance with Section 48 ofthe PPDA Act,
2003:

9. The Accounting Officer should prevail over contract supervisors to ensure that reports on
contract implementation are prepared and forwarded to the Procurement and Disposal
Unit in accordance to Regulation I 19 ( I 0) (f) of the Local Govemments (PPDA)
Regulations, 2006; and

10. Contract supervisors should strictly supervise contracted firms to fulfil all contractual
obligations specified within the terms and conditions in accordance to Regulation I l9 (9)
ofthe Local Governments (PPDA) Regulations, 2006.

Amolatar District Local Govemmcnt should implement the recommended action plan on
pages 45-47.



( llAP'l'EIt I r IYI'ROl)tr( TI()\

l.l Structure of the Entiq
According to Section 26 of the PPDA Act. 2003 the Accounting Olficer has the overall
responsibility fbr the execution oflhe procurement and disposal process in the Procuring and
I)isposing [:ntity. Scction 26 (l) (a) and (c) specifically gives the responsibility to the
Accounting Ofllcer to cause the establishment of a Procurement and Disposal Unit and
Contracts Cornmittee stafled at an appropriate level. l'he Accounting Officer of Amolatar
District Local Covernment during the Financial Year under review was Mr. Bruno Nawoya.

The Contracts Committee and composition of the Procurement and Disposal Unit are detailed
under Annex D.

1.2 Background
The Public Procurement and Disposal ofPublic Assets Authority carried out the procurement
and disposal audit of Amolatar District Local Government that covered a sample of l9
procurement transaclions under Financial Year 2021/22. The audit involved a review of
procurement structurcs, procurement and asset disposal processes, as well as conlract
performance following the provisions ofthe Public Procurement and Disposal of Assels Act
2003 and I-ocal Governments (PPDA) Regulations, 2006.

1.3 Main Audit Objectives
'['he overall objcctivc of the procurcment and disposal audit was to assess and establish the
degrcc of compliance of Amolatar District Local Government procurement system and
proccsses with the provisions of the PPDA Act, 2003 and Local Covernments (PPDA)
Regulations. 2006 and asscss the level ofprocurement performance over the audit period.

'fhe specific objectives were to:
i. Establish the level of compliance by the PDE with the general provisions ofthe PPDA

Act and Regulations;
ii. llstablish the level of compliance with the PPDA Act. 2003 in the conduct of

procurement and disposal activities; and
iii. Assess the level ofefficiency and effectiveness in contract implementation.

1.4 Audit Scope
Thc audit involved a review of the procurement processes, disposal, general compliancc
issues and contract implementation on sample basis. The audit covered a sarnplc of l9
procurement transactions under Financial Year 2021/72. The list of sampled transaclions is

contained in Appendix l.The distribution of the transaction population and sample is in
'fable I below:

'l'ablc l: Ana is of Po ulatio[ and Sam le Sclected for audit of t*Y 202112022
l'opu la tion
\urnbcr

Sanrplc
Counl

Sample Value
(uGx)

ul,Valuc

3.5 I 8.0 t4.979 t00

5e

Procurement
Method
Open Domcstic
Bidding
Sclective Bidding

Population

-1.5 I 8.0 t.1.979

i11.601.84,1

qx)Valuc t

29

rl

6 I 84.35 1.407

J.829,616,823 12 l9 3,702,366,386 96.7'l'otal

l'age I of67
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1.5 Audit Methodology
The auditors exanrined records and documcnts fior each sampled procurement transaction and

obtained relevant and sulJicienl evidence to derive audil conclusions. This involvcd a revier.l'

of the Entity's procurement/disposal planning. initiation. bidding. evaluation. contract
placement and managernent. At the end of the document revieu,. a physical verification was
undertaken to ascertain the levcl olcontractual dclivery and fitness for purpose.

During the audit. the auditors met with the staff from the Procurement and Disposal Unit
(PDU), Contracts Committee, Intemal Audit. and User Depa(ments whcre necessary, to
obtain crucial qualitative infonnation about the internal control system and processes in
place.

A debrief meeting to discuss preliminary findings that arose during the audit was held with
the Entity managemenl and staff on 7Ih December 2022 before the auditors could embark on
preparation ofthe management letter. The management lelter was sent Io the Entity on 23'd
January 2023 with a requirement 10 submit a management response by 30rh January 2023,
which was submilted on 3l'r January 2023. The exit meeting was held on 3l't January 2023
at PPDA Northern Regional Office in Gulu City.

This report presents the kcy findings and conclusions arising from lhc procuremenl and
disposal audit exercise.

I'igc 2 ol 67



(;HAP.tl.lR ?: AtrI)lT FINDINGS ANI) RE('ON{}IENDATIONS

2.t LEVI],I- OF COIVIPLIANCE WITII I'HE GT,NE,RAL PROVISIONS OT'THE
PPDA ACT, 2OO3 AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS (PPDA) ITE(;ULA'I'IONS,
2006

2.1.1 Performing functions ofthe Accounting Officcr without delegated Arthority
Mr. Abdallah Awinye and Ms. Juliet Ayo Okwik confirmed availability ol'firnding on behall'
of the Accounting Officer in seven procurerncnts worth UGX 395.798.339 listed in tablc 2
below rvithout lbrrnal delegated authority lrom the Accounting Officer.

'l'able 2: Markct ritc not confirnred the Accou ntin Officcr

Implicalion
The Entity was exposed to the risk of comrnitting to less vital priorities and detrimental
market prices without the knowledge of the Accounting OIficer.

No. Su bject of Procurcment Contract Valuc
(uGx)

Exccption

I 66.786.820 Mr. Abdallah Awinye
conlirmed lunding on 27'l'July
2071 without the delegated
authority.

2 Construction of Matemity Ward
at Amolatar llc Iv

I I 5-055-424 Ms. Juliet Ayo Okwik
confirmed lunding on l2'h Jull
2021 without the delegated
authority.

126.988,3 50 Ms. Julict Ayo Okwir
confirmed tunding on 22"d Jult
2021 without the delegated
authority.

+ 3 8,393,778

Constructior.l of twin staff house
at Nakatiti llcalth Centre Ill

l"encing of Amolatar HC IV
(Phase 1'hree)

Construction of 5 Stance
Drainable VIP latrine with one
urinal at Abwong Primary School

3.800.000

Ms. Julict Ayo Okwir
confirmed funding on l2'h July
2021 without the delegated
authority.
Mr. Abdallah Awinye
confirmcd funding on 27'h July
2021 without the delegated
authority.

6 Construction of 5 Stance
Drainable VIP latrine with one
urinal at Olyaka Primary School

22,845.695 Mr. Abdallah Awinye
confirmed funding on 27'h July
2021 without the delegated
authority.

7 Construction of placenta pits at
Fltam tlCll. Namasale HClll and

Nakatiti HCll

21.928.772 Ms. J uliet Ayo Okwir
confirmcd l'unding on l2'l' Jul)
2021 withoul the delegated
authority.

'l otaI 395,798,339

l'agc .! ol'67

Renovation of classroom blocks
at Abeja Primary School



Recommendations
The Accounting Officer should delegate his f'unctions rvhen need arises. formally in writing
in accordance rvith Section 39 ofthe PPDA Act. 2003.The delegation should state in specific
terms the lunction delegated, the period. and the person to whom delegation has been
granted.

Management ResDonse
Mr Au'uye Abdallah uncl Ms Ayo,luliet Olorir were Deputy ChieI Aclninislrative Olficers and
Principal Assislant Secretaries (Acting Deputlt CAO FY 2021-2022) respectively. Both vere
officiall), delegated duties by Accounting Officer (See ottoched letter ol delegation).

Authority's comment: The evidence -fttr tlelegation submitted.for wrirtcalion was from 7d
August 2021 yel lhe procurements mentionad above were approved befiveen l2th -27'h July
2021 .

2.1.2 Failure to implement the previous audit recommendations
'l'he previous audit recommendations tbr Financial Ycar 2019120 were not fully implemented.
Out of eleven recommendations made. lour recommendalions representing 37Yo were not
implemented. five representing 45o/o were parlially implemented and two representing l8%o

were implenrented as detailed in table 3 below:

Ta{e 3: Im mentation of Prcvious Audit Iiecom me ndations

Origin llccommendcd Action Status

Accounting
Officer

Procurement and
Disposal Unit

1'he Accounting Officer should caution the contract Not implemented
supervisor for the sitting, drilling and installation of four
boreholes at Amolatar to recover the money. within six
months from issue o1-this report, paid towards engraving
the boreholes on a telcscopic stand worlh UGX 320.000
and implementing environmental measures totaling to
UGX 700,000 given the retention was settled on 26'r' June
2020:, and

2. The Accounting OIIicer should closely lollow up with the
implementation of the Authority's recommendations
made in section 2 of this report as required in Regulation
l4 (k) of the Local Governments (PPDA) Regulations,
2006.

Partially
implemented

)

The PDU should maintain and archive all records
including the contract management rccords on the
respective procurement and disposal action files as

required in Regulation 25 ( l) (n) of the Local
Governments (PPDA) Regulations. 2006.

Thc PDU should vigilantly request the lJsers to attach
clear and detailed Statemcnts of Requirenrents when
initiating procuremcnt and disposal requirements as

required in Regulation 65 (l) (a) of the Local
Govemrnents (PPDA) Regulations. 2006.

I)artially
irnplerncnted

Partially
inrplemented

Pagc { of67



Origin

Con tracts
Corlnrittr.'c

Evaluation
Comnr itlee

User
Depa11ments

Rcconrnrended Action Status

3. '['he Procurement Officer should define tavourable
statement of requirernents and evaluation criteria to
afford many more potential bidders the opportunity to bid
fbr procurement and disposal requirements in order lo
boost bidder participation.

'fhe Contracts Committee should quality'assure and conduct Not ir-nplernentcd

due diligence on all solicitation documenls with ernphasis on
instructions to biddcrs. evaluation critcria and mcthodology,
slatement ol requirenrents and the special conditions of the
conlract.

I'artialll
inrplcnrenlcd

Thc Evaluation Cornmittee should conduct evaluation in
accordance with the provisions of Section 7l of the PPDA,
Act 2003.

Partially
implemented

'l'he User Deparlments should submit all contract Not implernentcd
management records to the PDU and CC tbr purposes of
project rnonitoring and decision making as required in
Regulation ll9 (10) oithe l-ocal Covernments (PPDA)
Regulation, 2006.

12. 
-Ihe responsible officers should recover the money for Not implernented
unimplemented works as recommcnded in section 2 of
this audit report within the specified time period.

lmplication
Implementation of audit recommendations strenglhens internal controls within the Entity and

where reconrmendations are not implemented, it implies that there is little or no willingncss
within the Entity to improve the performance ofthe procurement and disposal function.

Recommendation
'l'he Accounting Oflicer should implement all the Authority's procuremenl audit
reconrmendations in accordance with Regulation l4 (k) ofthe Local Governments (PPDA)
Regulations. 2006. Where managemcnt finds challenges in implementation of any
recommendation. this should be brought to the attention olthe Authority.

Managenrent Restronsc
This is noted and the Entity will ensure thot the recommendations are fully implemenled in
lhe subsequent Financial Year-

2.2..3 Failurc by the lnternal Auditor to audit the procuremcnt function
The Authorit.r.- tbund that the Entit)"s Internal Auditor did not audit procurement and disposal
proccdures in thc financial ycar under revicw contrary to Regulation 28 of the l.ocal
Govcrnmcnts (PPDA) Regulations. 2006.

l'rge 5 of67



lmplication
Failure by the Internal Auditor to audit thc procurement and disposal procedures may result
into fraud going unnoticed. Furthennore. the Entity is denied a chance to identify early in
time areas for improvement.

Recommendation
-l'he lnternal Auditor of the Procuring and Disposing Entity should ensure that procurement
and disposal procedures and paynents by the Entity'are audiled regularly in accordance with
Regulation 28 of the l.ocal Govemments (PPDA) Regulations. 2006.

Managcmcnt RcsDonsc
This is noted and will be intplenented. Accounting (fficer to instruct the Internal Auditor to
always sample procuremenl fles and carry out audil.

2.1.4 Procurement Implementation Rate
Table 4 below summarizes information about the procuremcnt plan, approved budget and
utilization of funds. The procurcment plan implementation ratc was at 99yo by value with a
budget variance of UCX 44.220.128:

Table 4: Procuremcnt la n inr lementation rate

Implication
The Entity to a large extent utilized its procurement budget hence an indicator of delivery of
public services.

Recommendation
To address variances. the Accounting Officer and Management should regularly cany out a
review of the implementation of the procurement plan and update the procurement plan in
accordance with Section 58 (4) ofthe PPDA Act.2003 to ensure improved performance.

Managenrcnl RcsDonse
Noted by the Accounting ofrcer. The regular revieu' arul update of the procurement plan has
been adopted in this FY 2022-2023 for better performance.

2.2 LEVEL OF COMPLIANCE WITH THE PPDA ACT,2OO3 IN THE CONDUCT
OF PROCUREMENT AND DISPOSAL ACTIVITIES; AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS (PPDA) REGtTLATTONS, 2006

2.2.1 Irregularities during initiation
The Authority found irregularities during initiation of two procurements worth UGX
151,754,464, contrary to Regulation 65 ofthe [.ocal Governments (PPDA) Regulations, 2006
as indicated in the tablc 5 below:

1'otal procurement plan value (UGX) 5,044.545,828
Actual procurement spend (UCX) 5.000.325,697
Variance (UGX) 44,220,131
Percentage irnplernentation ratc (oZ) 99%

I'ape 6 ol-67



-['ablc 5: l'rocurenrenl transactions uith irrc u lu lit ics tlurin in it ir tio n

Implications
. Failure to recommend statement of requirements by the User Department makes it

difficult for the Procurement and Disposal Unit to prepare appropriate solicitation
documents and may also lead to procurement of items which do not meet the intended
objectives.

o Delays in the procurement process create a lengthy lead time which consequently
impedes service delivery.

Recommcndations
o The Accounting Officer should endeavour to eliminate delays in the Entity to ensurc

timely service delivery in accordancc with Section 48 ofthe PPDA Act. 2003.
. l'he user dcpartrnents should attach statement of requirements and terms of rcference at

initiation according to Regulation 26 (l) (c) and 65 (l) (a) of the Local Governments
(PPDA) Regulations. 2006.

Managc ment llestronse
No manogemenl response

2.2.2 Inconsistencies in the solicitation documents
In l2 procurenrents worth UGX 957,132,596 the solicitation documenls issued to bidders had

inconsistencies. con{rary to Regulation 48 ofthe Local Govemments (PPDA) Rcgulations,
2006 as detailed in table 6 bclow:

]'abk 6: lliddin docu nren ts rvith inconsistencies

Construction of
Maternity
Ward al
Amolatar H('
IV by Bygon
Enterprises
Limited

I | 5.055.424 The Authority noted thal ITB l7.l ol'the
bidding document stated that the bid
validity period shall be 120 working days
without stating the actual date ol bid
validity contrary to PPI)A circular No.
lt20t3.

Section 3 (Evaluation nrethodology and
Criteria) 3.2 (g) required a bidder's valid
income la\ clearance certitlcate but did

Contract Valuc
(uGx)

l'Pl)A t'indingsNo Subject of
Procurcment

I Construction of
Maternity Ward at
Amolatar llC IV

I 15.055.424 Delay to confirrn funding by the Accounting
Officer. The procurcrnent rvas initiated on
27'h May 2021 . however the Accounting
Officer confimed availability of t'unding on
l2'h July 2021 .

The statement of requirements were not
proposed by the User Department

1 Engincering.
Design and
consultancy
piped water

plan
fbr

36.699.040

Tolal l5l ,75{.46{

No Subject of
Procuremcnt

Contract Value
(uGx)

Findings

l'agc 7 01 67



No Subject of
Procurement

Contract Value
(uGx)

t'in d i ngs

not specifl'the period required.

2 Renovation of
classroom
blocks at Abeja
Primary School

66.786.820 -lhc 
Procurcment and t)isposal Unit did

not state the exact date of'the expiry ofthe
bid validity period in the solicitation
document contrary to PPDA Circular
No. l/201 3.

Unclear evaluation criteria: Section 3

(Evaluation methodology and Criteria) 3.2
(g) required a bidder's valid income tax
clearance certificate but did not specify
the period required.

Enginecring,
Design and
plan
consultancy for
piped water

36.699,040 The Procurement and Disposal Unit did
not state the exact date of the expiry of
the bid validity period in the solicitation
document contrary lo PPDA Circular
No.l/2013.
Unclear evaluation critcria; Section 3

(Evaluation methodology and Criteria)
3.2 (g) required a bidder's valid income
tax clearance certificate but did not
specify the period required.

Low Cost
Sealing of
Comer
Bangaladesh to
Bangaladesh
Landing Site
(0.4Km)-RTI
by CME
Enterprises
Limited

I 86,449,505 The date ofexpiry ofthc bid validity was not
stated in the bidding document. The bidding
document required a bid validity period of 90
working days

5 Low Cost
Sealing of
0.26Km Corner
Bangaladesh to
Bangaladesh
Landing Site
Road by CME
Enterprises
Lim ited

I I8,983.970 'l'he date of expiry of the bid validity was not
stated in thc bidding document. The bidding
document required a bid validity period of90
working day

6 Sitting. drilling
and installation
ol cight (8)

159.5t7.t20

boreholes
Amolatar
District
KLR T]

at

by

nda

Contradicting information on bid validity
period: I-l'B l7.l statc'd that the bid
validity period shall be 120 working days
however 3.2 (n) under the evaluation
methodology and crileria stated a bid
validity-, period of I 20 da1's.

I'.tgc 8 ol 67
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\o Subiect of
Procu renrenl

Contract Valuc
(uGx)

Findings

Ltd u,oflh
UGX
159.5 17. r20

The date olexpiry of the bid validity r.r,as

not stated irr the bidding document.

7 Construction of
tlvin staff
house at
Nakatiti Health
Centre III

126.988.3,s0 The bidding document required a copy ol
the bidder's valid income tax clearance
cerlificate addressed to Amolatar DLG
but did not specify the transaction period.
Contradicting infomation of bid validity
period; I'l'B l7.l stated that the bid
validity period shall be 120 working days
however 3.2 (n) under the evaluation
methodology and criteria stated a bid
validity period of 120 days.

The date of expiry of the bid validity was
not stated in the bidding document.
Use of brand name (Crestank) in the
BoQs. The BoQs required 5,000 L PVC
Crestank

8 Fencing of
Amolatar llc
IV (Phase

Three)

38.393.778 The bidding document required a copy of
the bidder's valid income tax clearance
certificate addressed to Amolatar DLG
but did not specily the period.
The date of expiry of the bid validity was
not stated in the bidding document.

9 Construction of
5 Slance
Drainable VIP
latrine with one
urinal at
Olyaka
Primary School

22.845.695 The bidding document required a copy ol
thc bidder's valid income tax clearancc
ccrtificalc addressed to Amolatar DLC
but did not specify the period
The date of expiry of the bid validity was
not stated in the bidding document. The
bidding document required a bid validity
period of90 working days

10. Conslruction of
5 Stance
Drainable VIP
latrine with onc
urinal at
Abwong
Primary School

23.800.000 'l'he bidding document required a copy of
thc bidder's valid income tax clearance
ccrtificate addressed to Amolatar DLG
but did not specify the period.
'lhe date of expiry of the bid validity was
not stated in the bidding document.

lt Construction ol
placenta pits at
Etarl HCII.
Namasale
HCIII and
Nakatiti HC II

2 r.928.271 1-he bidding document required a copy of
thc bidder's valid income tax clearance
certificalc addresscd to Amolatar DLC
but did not specify the period.

The date of expiry of the bid validity was
no1 stated in the bidding docurnent. The
bidding document rcquired a bid validity
period of90 working days
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No Subject of
Procurement

Contract !'aluc
(l-(;x)

Findings

ll Construction of
District Store

..i9.684.622 'l'he bidding document required a copy of
the bidder's valid income tax clearance
certificate addressed to Amolatar DLG
but did not specify the period
The date ol expiry ol the bid validity was
nol stated in the bidding document.

Total 9S7,132,596

Implications
. This leaves doubt and assumptions to the bidder on thc requirements of the Entity and

exposes the Entity to the risk of potential disagreements and conflict during the
implementation ofl the contracts.

. lnappropriate requirements discourage competition and lead to award ofcontracts to non-
responsive bidders.

Recommendations
. The Contracts Committee should re.iect solicitation documents that do not define

requirements precisely and in a manner that leaves no doubt or assumption by a bidder in
regard to the requirements ofthe Entity in accordance with Regulation 48(2) ofthe l-ocal
Govemments (PPDA) Regulations. 2006.

o The Head Procurement and Disposal Unit should set the most appropriate evaluation
criteria that suits the purpose of the procurement in accordance with Regulation 48(4) of
the Local Governments (PPDA) Regulations, 2006.

o The Procurement and Disposal Unit should state exact dates of expiry ol bid validity
periods when preparing solicitation documents as provided in the PPDA Circular
No.l/2013.

Managemcnt Reslronse
The Entity has noted that only indicating 120 days as bid validity isn't enough, a dote has
to be indicated. This has been adoptedfor implenrcntation in lhe subsequent l'Ys.
The Entity asked for valid income lar( clearonce adtlres.red to Antolatar DLG which vere
provided by the bidders. Validity period of lar clectronce certifcates are determined by
URA which is dependent on lhe dale of tar relurns clearance. All income tar clearance
cerlificales issued within the advert period and bid vulidity period y,as considered valid
and the ir authenticity were verified from URA website.

2.2.3 lrregularities during the bidding process
The Authority found irregularities in the bidding process in four procurements worth UGX
509.654,015 as indicated in table 7 below:

Tablc 7: Procurements rrith i ula rities in thc biddi roccss
Subicct of
Procurement

Findings

I Engineering.
Design and
plan
consultancl

36.699.040 Failure by the best evaluated bidder Real

Irrigation l-lngineering Co. l.td to submit
gcneral rcceipt acknowledging payment of
bid f-ee
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No Subjcct of
l)rocu remcn t

Contract Value (UGX) Findings

lbr
water

piped

l l-ow Cost
Sealing of
Corner
Bangaladesh
to
Bangaladesh
l-anding Site
(0.4Km)-RTI
by CME
Enterprises
Lirnited

r86.449.505 Failure b1' the chairperson ol' the bid
opening to sign key pages ofthe submitted
bids. The LC Regulations 7l (9) and (10)
requires the chairperson ofthe bid opcning
to stamp and initial key pages ol the bids.
including thc bid submission sheet and all
pages containing financial inlbnnation
such as bills of quantities.

J Sitting.
drilling and
installation of
eight (8)
boreholes at
Amolatar
District by
KLR Uganda
l-rd

l 59.5 l 7. 120 Failure by the chairperson of the bid
opening session to sign key pagcs of the
submitted bids. The l.G Regulations 7l (9)
and (10) requires the chairperson ol the
bid opening to stamp and initial key pages

of the bids, including the bid submission
sheet and all pages containing financial
information such as bills ofquantities

+ Construction
of twin stalf
house a1

Nakatiti
Ilealth Centre
ill

126.988.350 Failure by the chairperson of thc bid
opening session to sign key pages ol the
submirted bids. The LG Regularions 7l (9)
and (10) requires the chairperson of the
bid opening session to stamp and initial
key pages of the bids, including the bid
submission sheet and all pages containing
financial information such as bills of
quantities

'fotal 509,65'1,0 t 5

Implications
. Lack oftransparency in the procurements undertaken potentially discourages competition

and may lead to award ofconlracts lo non-responsive bidders.
o The Entity may not obtain competitive bid offers thus failure to achieve value for money.

Recommendations
o 'l'he Procurement and Disposal Unit should properly manage the bidding process within

the Entity because such irregularities as raised in table 7 above negatively impact on the
reputation of the F)ntity and may lead to low bidder participation thus impeding
achievement of value for money.

. 'l'he Head Procurement and Disposal Unit should develop shortlists that have sufficient
providers that are expected to participate and mecl the eligibility requirements of the
Entity and have them approvcd by the Contracts Committee in accordancc with
Regulation i8 ofthe I-ocal Governments (PPDA) Regulations.2006.
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l\lanagcment rcsDonse
Lo* bidder participatio,l can be attribuled to nuuu otfur factors like dislance. unattraclh,e
contract prices, bad econontic period but all the procurenrcnt processes were Ji lowed to call
for bids.from bidders, that is. adverts vet? run elc.

2.2.4 Irregularities during evaluation of bids
'l'he Authority found irregularities in the evaluation of ten procurement transactions worlh
UGX 802.392.550 contrary to Regulation 73 ofthe Local Governments (PPDA) Regulations.
2006.as indicated in table 8 below:

'fable 8: Procurcment transactions \r'ith irre ula rities in their cvaluation roccss
No Subject of

Procurement
Contract
Value (UGX)

Findings

I Renovation of
classroom blocks
at Abeia Primary
School

66.786.820 oThe Entity required the biddcrs to submit bank
stalements for the last 6 months with a
minimurn of UCX 20.000.000- more so the
Entity required the bidders to give authority to
the Entity lo seek reference lrom thcir bankers.
The best evaluated biddcr Bleck Uganda
Company Limited submitted a bank statement
from Centenary Bank for account number
3100077 487, the letter giving authority to seek
reference from their bank was lor KCB bank
account number 2296662269.

. Bleek Uganda Company Limited charged VAT
of UGX 10,187,820 yet it was not VAT
registered as indicated on its 'l'lN No.
1015415973.

2 Engineering,
Design and plan
consultancy for
piped water

36.699.040 o Whereas the Entity required bidders to submit
the specific Powers of Attomey, the best
evaluated bidder Real Irrigation Engineering
Co. Ltd submitted the general Powers of
Attorney and it was evaluated compliant
against this criteria.

o The Entity required a bid validity period of 90
working days, however the BFIB - Real
Irrigation Engineering Co. [.td oflered a bid
validity period of 70 working days and it was
evaluated compliant. (From l8th/3/2022 to
3otht6/20221

. Whereas Real Inigation Engineering Co. Ltd
was incorporated on l5'h Jul), 2020. it
subrnitted the following completion certifi cates
that were issued to it before its existence hence
suspected forgery.
o Rehabilitation ofseven deep boreholes

Reference number: DOKO
575/WRKS/20 I 8- I 9/00005

Contract Value: UGX 44.-i56.000
Employer: Dokolo Dl-C
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\o Su bj ect of
Procurcment

Con tract
Value (UGX)

F indings

Cornpletion date: 3 I " May 201 9

o Borehole assessment, repairs and
rehabilitation including construction of
cattle troughs.
Contract Value: UGX 66,937,000
Flmployer: Lamwo DLG
Completion date: l3'h February 2020

o Test purrping of four boreholes tbr 72 hrs
each.
Rcference number: KATA

575/WRKS/20 I 9-20l0068
Contracl Value: UGX 36,000,000
Employer: BSL Water Services
Completion date: l2th April 2020

o Real lrrigation Engineering Company Limited
charged VAT of UCX 2,663,640 yet it was not
VAT registered as indicated on its 'l'lN No.
1016827599. Furthermore, the bidder charged
withholding tax of UGX 887,880.

o Unfair evaluation. Balbert Water Solutions Ltd
was eliminatcd for not accepting the bid
validity period of 90 working days. however
the Aurhority found that the biddcr had offered
a bid validity period of 120 working days as

indicted on its bid submission sheet.

Low Cost
Sealing of
Corner
Bangaladesh to
Bangaladesh
Landing Site
(0.4Km)-RTI by
CME Enterprises
Limited worth
UGX
186,449,505

I 86,449,505

+ Low Cost
Sealing of
0.26Km Corner
Bangaladesh to
Bangaladesh
Landing Site
Road by CME
Enterprises
Lirrited worth
UCX
r 18.98i.970

I I 8.983.970 Post qualification was not conducled yet it was a
requirement in the bidding document.
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i) The EC corrected UCX 186,676,065 to UGX
I 86.449,505. however there was no evidence
ol communication of the above Arithmetic
correction to CME Enterprises Ltd.

ii) Post qualification was not conducted yet it
was a requirement in the bidding document.



Itio Subject of
Procurement

Contr:lct
Valuc (tiGX)

l indings

Sitting. drilling
and installation
of eight (8)
boreholes at
Amolatar
District by KLR
Uganda Ltd
worth ucx
t59,517,120

159.51 7- 120 'fhe bidding document required a bid validity
period of I20 working days however the EC
changed the critcria at evaluation to bid
validity period of 120 days.

The EC evaluated the criteria of Equipment
Operators/Drivers ( l) UCE. driving permit
however this criteria was not stated in the
bidding docurnent
The EC evaluated the criteria of Ordinary
Labourers (minimum l0) however this
criteria was not stated in the bidding
document
Post qualification was not conducted yet it
was requirement in the bidding document.

Fencing of
Amolatar HC IV
(Phase Three by
Amuway
Investment
Company- SMC
Ltd worth
38,393,778

38,393.778 The bidding document required the bid
validity period of 90 working days however
the EC changed the bid validity period to 90
calendar days.

The Evaluation Committee evaluated the
criteria of Site Engineer (l) Degree in Civil
& Building Engincering, experience of not
less lhan three years and a certificate of
training from MELTEC however the criteria
was not stated in the bidding document
The Evaluation Committee evaluated the
criteria of Assistant Site Foreman (2) trained
in Low CosI Sealing with ordinary Diploma
in Civil & Building Engineering: experience
of not less than two years however the
criteria was not slaled in the bidding
document.
The Evaluation Cornmittee evaluated the
criteria ol Site Forcnran (l) trained in Low
Cost Sealing with [ligher Diploma in Civil
and Building Engineering experience of not
less than two years and a certificate of
training frorn MELI'F:C however the criteria
was not stated in the bidding document.
'fhe Evaluation Committec evaluated the
criteria of Pedestrian roller compactor
nrininrum 5 tonncs however thc criteria was
not stated in the bidding docurnent.
The Evaluation Committee evaluated the
criteria of cumulativc lou, cost volume for
the past three vears of approxirnately Ugx
600 million and above hou,ever the criteria

7 Construction of 5
Stance Drainable
VIP latrine with
one urinal at
Abwong Primary
School by
Alfayo General
company Ltd

23.800.000

Construction of
placenta pits at
Etam HCII.
Namasale HCIII
and Nakatiti
HCII by Broad
Base
Engineering Ltd

21.928,272

9 Construction ol5
Stance Drainable
VIP latrine with
one urinal at
Olyaka Prirnary
School bv

2 2.8.15.695
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\o Subject of
l)rocu rement

Contract
Valuc (UGX)

l-in d i ngs

[.engkoo- SMC
t.td

was not stated in the bidding document.
The [:valuation Committee evaluated the
criteria of Bitumen distributor however the
criteria was not stated in the bidding
document.
l'he Evaluation Committee evaluated the
criteria of minirnum bank balance of Ugx 50
million and above houever lhe criteria was
not stated in the bidding document.
The Evaluation Committee evaluated the
criteria of working capital of Ugx 200
million and above however lhc crileria was
not stated in the bidding document.
The bidding document required complete
statement of three monlhs with bank balance
of 5 million however the EC changed the
criteria to minimum bank balance of UGX 50
million and above
The bidding document required laid down
strategy for environmental protection by the
bidder before and after commcncement ol'
work (e.g. Company/firm shall plant 50 trees
as Corporate Social Responsibility) however
the Evaluation Committee changed the
criteria to strategy on environmental
proteclion (e.g. company will plant minimum
of 100 trees seedlings)
The bidding document required complele
statement of working capital (audited books
of accounts for the last 3 years with
minimum of UGX l0 million and above
horvever the EC changed the critcria to
working capital of UGX 200 million and
above

The bidding document required volume of
work handled in the last three years with
UGX 5 million however the EC changed thc
criteria to cumulative low cost volume for the
past three years of approximately 600 million
and above
The bidding document required the biddcrs to
attach evidence of experience in similar
works (certificatc ol completion) of similar
nature tbr at least lwo years however lhis
criteria u'as not evaluated-

Alfayo General Compan,"- l-td the BEB did
not state the bid validitl- period in their bid
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No Subject of
Procurement

Contract
Value (l.lGX)

F'in rl ings

however they were rated compliant to the
evaluation criteria of bid validity period of90
working days

Failure by Lengkoo- SMC Ltd the BE,B to
state the required bid validity period.
Lengkoo- SMC l..td stated a bid validity
period of 90 days however the bidding
document required a bid validity period of90
working days. The Evaluation Committee
rated the company compliant to this criteria

l0 Construction of
twin staff house
at Nakatiti
Health Centre lll

I 26.988.350 Post qualification was not conducted yct it
was requirement in the bidding documcnt.
lnflated cost of rain water tank. 'l'he

contractor quoted 5,000 L PVC Crestank
with 25mm ball valve.25mm washout and
50mm overflow pipe at UCX 4.000.000.

'fotal 802,392,5S0

Implications
This implies that contracts were awarded to firms that were not eligible and technically
compliant to undertake contracts with the Government of Uganda.

Recommendations
o The Evaluation Committees should evaluate the bids following the criteria set in the

bidding document and waive any non-material deviations following Regulation 75 ofthe
Local Govemments (PPDA) Regulations. 2006.

o The Evaluation Committees should be vigilant while reviewing the information submitted
by the bidders for conformity with the set criteria before passing bidders in accordance
with Section 7l (3) of the PPDA Act,2003.

o l'he Evaluation Committee should strictly adhere to the criteria se1 out in the solicitation
document in accordance with Regulation 48 (4) of the Local Governments (PPDA)
Rcgulations, 2006.

Manascment Res l)0 nsr
Evidence of VAT registration Certificate wos not an evaluation crileria so it was hard.[or
the Evaluation Commitlee to ascerlain whether Bleek Uganda LT'D vas VAl'registered
or not hence owarding the contracl VAT inclusive, However the Entity has made it a point
for VAT registrations of all conrpanies bidding u,ith enlily and all non VAT registered
Companies hate been avareled VAT exclusive Fy2022-2023.
About the fnding of Alfuyo General Company Ltd Inflated cost of rain voter tank. The
contractor quoted 5,000 L PVC Crestank wilh 25mm ball valve, 25mm \,oshot ond
5Ontm ot erllorr pipe at UGX J,000,000, it y,as noled Ihat the counlrv va-s cotrtittSl oul of
('OVID 19 ancl there v'as high inJlotion antl price instabilit_'t' .for nnst constnrclion
ntaterials
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2.2.5 I rregularities during contracting
The Authorit-r' lirund irregularities during contracting in nine procurements worth UGX
735,605.730 indicated in table 9 below:

Table 9: Procurcnrcnts lr ith irre u la ritics durin contractin
No Su bject of

I'rocu renrcnt
C0ntract
Value (t.GX)

Finrlings

I Engineering, Design
and plan consultancy
for piped water

36.699.040 o Idle/incomplete clauses in the contract.
> GCC 8.1 : The period within which the

services shall have comnrenced is.
> GCC l8.l: The period within which

the services shall have been
completed following commencement
ofthe services is.

> GCC 24.1: The following
documentation shall be required to
support invoices requesting payments.

> GCC 43.1: Restrictions on the use of
deliverables: The future use of
deliverables are restricted as follows.

> CCC 45.1: Performance Security shall
bc required, the amount and currency
ofthe performance security is.

) l-ow Cost Sealing of
Corner Bangaladesh to
l)angaladesh Landing
Site (0.4Km)-RTI by
CME Enterprises
Limited worth UGX
186,449,505

I 86.449.505 CCC l7.l of the SCC was misleading; it
stated that the site possession date shall
be l4 days upon completion
GCC 52.1 of the Special Conditions of
Contract stated that a performance
security shall not be required however the
performance security protects lhe Entity
against non- performance by the
contractor especially for a high value
conrracr worrh ucx 186,449,505

l-he contract did not require an ES
perfbrmance security however this
security helps the Entity to promote the
Environment, Safety, t{ealth and Social
saieguards.

I-ow Cost Sealing of
0.26Km Corner
Bangaladesh to
Bangaladesh [,anding
Site Road by CME
Enterprises Limited
worrh UGX
l r8.983.970

I I 8.98i-970 CCC I 7.I to the SCC stated thal the
intended completion period for the whole
of the works shall be 90 working days
howcver the same contract stated that the
works must be completed by 30'h June
2022.'l-he contract start date was l5th

April 2022 with a contract duration of 90
u'orking days.

GCC 52.1 to the Special Conditions of
Contract staled that a perlormance
securitl'shall not be required however the
perlbrrnarrce security protects the l-lntitl'

-)
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No Subject of
Procuremenl

Contract
Value (UGX)

Findings

against norr-perlbrnrance by thc
contractor especialll' for a high value
contract worth LJGX I I8.983.970
l'he contract did not require an ES

performance security however this
security helps lhe lrntity to promote the
Environment. Safety. lleahh and Social
safeguards
GCCl.l (bb) to the SCC stated that the
site is located al Dislricl Headquarters in
Amolatar District however the low cost
sealing was on Corner Bangaladesh to
Bangaladesh Landing Site Road

Sining, drilling and
installation of eight (8)
boreholes at Amolatar
District by KLR
Uganda Ltd worth
ucx t59,5t7.120

159.517.t20 GCC I7.l to the SCC was contradicling.
The Entity stated in GCC l7.l that the
site possession date shall be 7 working
days upon completion as indicated in the
commencement order
GCC 52.1 to the Special Conditions of
Contract stated thal a performance
security shall not be required however the
performance securily protects the Entity
against non-pcrformance by the
contractor especially for a high value
contract.
The contract did not require an ES
performance security however this
security helps the Untity to promote the
Environment, Safety. Health and Social
safeguards.

,5 Construction ol twin
staff house at Nakatiti
Health Centre III

126.988.3 50 GCC l7.l to the SCC was contradicting.
The Entity stated that thc site possession
date shall be l4 days upon completion
The contracl did not require an ES
performance securily however this
security helps the Entity to promote the
Environment. Safety. Health and Social
safeguards.

Irregularly awarding and signing the
contract at a price exclusive of VAT. The
contracts Committee on 27th October
2021 awarded the contract at UGX
126.988.350 VAI' exclusive and thc
contract was signed at UGX 126.988.350
VAT exclusive. This was irregularly done
since the bid price was l87o VAT
inclusive. The l87o VA'l' worth UCX
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No Subject of
Procurcment

Cont ract
Value (UGX)

Findings

22.857.903 should have been deducted
frorr UCX 126.988,350 and the contract
should have been signed at UGX
I 04. I 30.447 VAT exclusivc.

6 Fencing of Amolatar
llC IV (Phase Three)

3 8.393.778 Irregularly awarding the contract at a price
exclusive of VAT. The Contracts Committee
on f 5'h March 2022 awarded the contract at
UGX 38,393,778 VAI'exclusivc however the
BEB quoted price of UGX 38.393.778 was
VAT inclusive

7 Construction of 5

Stance Drainable VIP
latrine with one urinal
at Abwong Primary
School

23.800.000
Irregularly awarding the contract at a price
exclusive of VAT. The Contracts Committee
on l5rl'March 2072 awarded the contract at
UGX 23,800,000 VAT exclusive however the
BtiB quoted price of LJGX 23,800,000 was
VAT inclusive

ti Construction of 5

Stance Drainable VIP
latrine with one urinal
at Olyaka Primary
School

22.845.695 Irregularly awarding lhe contract at a price
exclusive of VAT. The Contracls Committee
on l5tr'March 2022 awarded the contract at
UGX 22.845.695 VA'I' exclusive however lhe
BEB quoted price of IJGX 22,845,695 was
VAI'inclusive

I Construction of
placenta pits at Etam
HCII. Namasale HCIII
and Nakatiti HCII

2t,928,272
Irregularly awarding the contract at a price
exclusive of VAT. The Contracts Committee
on lSrh March 2022 awarded the contract at
UGX 21,928.272 VAT exclusive however the
BEB quoted price of UGX 21,928,272 was
VAT inclusive

Tolal 735,605,730

Implication
. Altering contract terms at contract signing is unfair and deters bidders from participating

in procurements with the Entity.
. Irregularities in the signed contracts exposes the Entity to the risk of contract disputes

between the Entity and the contractors and ineffective execution,
o There is a potential risk of firrancial loss to the Government of Uganda through

miscomputation of VA-l- exclusive contract sums.

Recommendations
o The Accounting Officer should task the Procurement and Disposal lJnit to desist from

making changes to the contract terms at contract signing. and where need arises, hold
negotialions in accordance with Regulation 83 of the l,ocal Govemments (PPDA)
Regulations. 2006.

. The Contracts Committee and Head Procurement and Disposal Unit should quality assure
all contract documents before the contracts are signed.
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2.3 LEVEL OF EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS IN CONTRACT
IMPLE,MENTATION.

2.3.1 Delay in the procurement process
'fhe Authority found delays in the procurement of consultancy services for design of pipe
water system at Etam Town Council and Odyiak Trading Centre in Amolatar worth UGX
36,699.040. The Accounting Officer confirmed availability of lunding on 22"d July 2021.
however PDU made submissions to Contracts Commiftee on 8'h February 2022. hence
causing a delay ofsix months.

Implication
The Entity runs a risk of failure to absorb funds due to non-performance hence failure in
service delivery to the community.

Recommcndation
-l'he Accounting Ofl'icer should task the Head Procurement and Disposal Ljnit. and the
Contract Supervisors to avoid delays in the procurement process so that thc Entity achieves
clficiency and value for money in accordance with Section 48 ofthe PPDA Act. 2003.

2.3.2 Incomplete procurement files
In ten procurements action files reviewed, there were missing records relating to procurement
transactions' worth UCX 742,551.312 contrary to Regulation 46 ol the l,ocal Governments
(PPDA) Regu lations. 2006.The procurements with missing records are listed in table l0
below.

Tablc l0: Procurcmcnts missin rccortls
No ofSubjcct

Procu rcnrcnt
Contract Value
(uGx)

Missing rccords

Low Cost Sealing of
Corner Bangaladesh
to Bangaladesh
Landing Site
(0.4Km)-RTI by CME
F,nterprises Limited
worth ucx
r 86.449.505

. No contracl management plan.

. No contracl managemcnt reports.

. No contract completion certificate in
the file

r86.449.505

Low Cost Sealing of
0.26Km Corner
Bangaladesh to
Bangaladesh Landing

r r 8.983.970 . No conlract managenrent plan.
o No contract managemcnt repons.
. No contract completion certificate in

the file
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Management ResDonse

t The av'arcl at VAT exclusive nrcont thut during certification rnul pavnenl the dislrict
rentiis the l8'% lo URA and the conlructor receires what is due to them erclusive of I'AT.
Itov,ever. lhe Entily learnl lhat this vas o wrong way of anording VAT e-rclusit'e
conlrocls and this l80% contponent will be laken out of the contract sut t before signing as
advised.

o The GCC l7.l of SCC nreont that the Entity u'ill lake possession of the project afler 11

dqvs upon completion ofworks

I
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No Su bject
Procu rcnrcnt

of Contraca Valuc
(uGx)

llissing records

Site Road by CME
Enterprises l-imited
worth ucx
I t8.983.970
Sitting, drilling and
installation of eight
(8) boreholes at
Amolatar District by
KLR Uganda Ltd
wonh ucx
159,517.120

I 59.5 r 7. t20 . No contract management reports.
. No contract completion certificate in

the file

4 Conslructio|r of twin
statf house al Nakatiti
Health Centre Ill

126.988.i50 . No contract management plan.
. No contracl management reports.
. No contract completion certificate in

the file
l Fcncing of Amolatar

HC lV (Phase Three)
38.393.778 . No contracl management plan.

. No contract management reports.

. No contract completion certificate in
the file

6 Construction of 5

Stance Drainable VIP
latrine with one urinal
at Abwong Primary
School

23.800.000 . No contracl management plan.
. No contract management reports.
. No contract completion certificate in

the file

7 72.845,695 o No contract management plan.
. No contract management reports-
. No contract completion certificate in

the file

li Constructiolr of
placenta pits a1 Etam
HCll. Namasale
IICIII and Nakatiti
HCII

21.928.272 . No contract management plan.
. No contract management reports-
. No contracl completion certificate in

the file

9 Constructiolr
District Store

of 39.684.622 . No contract management plan.
. No conlracl management reports.
. No contract completion certificate in

the file
t0. Revenue management

at Omor Sunday
Market - Muntu Sub
County

3.960.000 o No contracl management plan.
. No contracl management reports
. No contract cornpletion certificate in

the file.

tol.\L 7{2,ss l,31 2
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Construction of 5

Stance Drainable VIP
latrine with one urinal
at Olyaka Primary
School



Implication
Failure to maintain contract management records hinders accountability and service delivery
cannot be tracked.

Recommendation
o The Accounting Officer should prevail over contract supervisors to ensure that reports on

contract implementation are prepared and forwarded to the Procurement and Disposal
Unit in accordance to Regulation ll9 (10) (f) of the Local Governments (PPDA)
Regulations. 2006.

. Heads of lJser Departrnents should prevail over contracl supervisors to provide contract
management records to lhe Procuremenl and Disposal Unit for monitoring purposes and
maintenance on the respective procurement action files in accordance with Regulation
I l9 (10) (Viii) ofthe Local Govemments (PPDA) Regulations. 2006.

Managc mcnt llesDonse
No managentenl response

.3.3 Irregularitiesduringcontract managcment
The Authority found irregularities in contract management for eight procurements worth
UGX 46f ,852,497 as indicated in table I I below;

'fablc Il: Tra nsactions n ith i ularitics at contract man mcnt
No Subject of

Procu rcnrcnt
Findings Managemenl Response

Engineering,
Design and
plan
consultancy for
piped water
Contract value
UGX
36.699.040

No engineering drawings
and the final analysis report.
Whereas the Entity signed
the lump sum contract with
the provider al UGX
36,699,040, the District
Engineer issued an interim
payment certificate of UGX
42.459,040 which was
consequently paid by the
Entity without any contracl
amendment or any
additional responsibi lity that
was undertaken by the
consultant.

The consultanl produced the
design ond the druwing which
were opprovecl by Ministry of
Water & Environmenl. The
controclor was agoin charged
with additional responsibility to
undertake lhe punryt testing of two
boreholes to be ntotorized which
resulted to additional cost.

Authority's comment: The
evidence of giving the contractor
additional responsibility to
undertake the pump testing of two
boreholes was not submitted for
verification.

) Low Cost
Sealing of
0.26Km
Corner
Bangaladcsh Io
Bangaladcsh
Landing Site
Road b1 ('ME

No reports in the file to
show that the contractor put
in place social safeguarding
measures

Failure to prepare monthl)'
progress reports. Though

The contractor put in place social
safe guarding neosures and
reports were prcpored by the
Entitv and are ovoilable.

progrcss rePorts rrere
6r' the conlrucl

!r,lonrhlr
prepared

Pagc 22 ol-67



No Subject of
I'rocu [enlent

l"irrtl in gs Managenrcnt RcsJro nse

Enterprises
l.imited
Contract value
UGX
I 18,98i,970

the contract slarl date was
l5'h April 2022 ending 30'h

June 2022. the progress
reports were not prepared
by the Contract Supervisor.

GCC 27.1 to the SCC
provided thal the contractor
shall submit the program for
the works within l4
working days of delivery of
the lelter of acceplance
howcver thcre was no
evidence to show that the
contractor complied with
this requirement.

GCC 27 .3 stated that the
period between program
updatcs is 7 rvorking days.
The amount to be withheld
lor latc submission of an
updated program is UGX
300,000 Therc was no
evidence to show that the
contractor complied with
this rcquirerncnt and no
evidence that the Flntity
withheld UGX 300.000 for
late submission.

No evidence in terms of
reports to show that that the
following activities under
preliminaries in the BoQs
were implemented; UGX
1.700.000 for supervision.
rnonitoring and reporting by
the Administrative.
Engineering. Environrnenlal
and Social Safeguards
Officers. UGX 450.000 for
provision of full set signs
tbr diversion and trallic
control. UGX 600.000 for

ntpen,isor and are a'ailahle

The Entity received the
program in lime front
contraclor dnd it is available

u,ork
the

The entity ditl not with hold the
300,000, it v,as an over sight.

All those were done only that the
records were not kept with the
PDU.
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No Subject of
Procurement

Finrlings Managcnent llesponse

qualitl, Salbty Officer to
dcal with OHS. HMAIDS
and gender lnanagement
including transporL and
UGX 420,000 for two
Standard Road Signs. UGX
1.200,000 fior a Standard
Bill Board and UGX
2.500,000 tbr testing of
materials.

Failure to account for funds
allocated under
contingencies. The BoQs
provided lor contingencies
worrh ucx 2,459,363
however there was no
evidence to show which
activities were implemented
using the funds allocated
under contingencies

Failure by the CFO and
Internal Auditor to verifl
and approved the interim
payment certificate. The
only officials that signed the
interim payment certificate
No.2 were the District
Engineer and Accounting
Officer.

Retention worth UGX
5.949.198 was not yet paid
yet the DLP ended on 30th
September 2022.

Failure to charge the
contractor UGX 261.765
per day lor delay to
complete the rvorks by'lOtr' June 2O2?. The
contract stated that the
liquidated damages fbr
lailure to complele *'orks

The fund was used to pay for an
extra work execuled.

It has been the practice thol, lhe
Dislricl Engineer, the Head of
Deparlntenls and Accounling
Officer sign the poyment
cerlirtcoks but, lnternal Audit
does pre - payn ent audit and
CFO visits the sile and approves
before payment is effected.

Retenlion was releosed to the
conlraclor.

There was an over sight from our
side lo charge the conlractor
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No Subiect of
l)rocu rcnrcnt

Findings Managcmcnt llesponse

in tirne (30'r'June 2022)
shall be charged at 0.22Yo

of the contract sum per

day for every day delayed.
'l'here was no evidence to
show that the works were
completed by 30'h June
2022

Authoritv's comment:
documentary evidence
submitted fbr verification.

No
was

-) Sitting, drilling
and installation
of eight (8)
boreholes at

Amolatar
District by
KLR Uganda
Ltd Conlracl
value UGX
| 59.5 17. t20

The
implementation
not prepared.

contracl
plan \\'as

The implementation plan was
prepared.

The Contract Supervisor
was appointed by Ms. Ayo
Juliet Okwir who did not
have any delegated
aulhority from the
Accounting Officer

District Community
Development Olflcer and
Environment Olficer wcre
not appointed to take part in
the supervision of the
construction activities.

There was no contract
management reports on file
to show that lhe works werc
completed.

No reports in the llle to
show that thc contractor put
in placc social saleguarding
measure.

She was delegated to work on
behalf of CAO since CAO was out
of ffice.

Districl contntunity Developmenl
oficer and Environment Officer
were appoinled and they took part
in the supervision of the
cons I ruc I ion act iv il ies

('ontr0cl managemenl reporls are
there and in engineer's office.

The L'onlructor pul in place social
salb guard measures ond reporls
vere preparecl by the Entity aml
ore available on.file

Failure to prcpare nronthly
progress rcporls.'l'hough
the contract start date was
I 8th Nor enrbe'r 202 I endin

I',rogress reports were preparecl
by the supervising engineer.
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No Subject of
Procuremcnt

I indings lllaIagcment llesponse

8th March 2022. thc
progress reports were nol
prepared by thc Contract
Supervisor.

CCC 27.1 to the SCC
provided that the contractor
shall submit the progranr for
lhe works within 14

working days of delivery of
the letter of acceptance
however there was no
evidence to show that the
contractor complied with
this requirement.

GCC 27.3 provided that the
period between program
updates is 7 working days.
'l'he amount to be withheld
Ibr late submission of an
updated program was UGX
300.000. There was no
evidence to show that the
contractor complied to this
requirement and no
evidence that the Entity
withheld UGX 300,000 for
late submission.

'l'he contract required site
meetings however there
were no reports or meeting
nrinutes to show that site
meetings were held.

No evidence in terms of
reports to show that that the
following activities under
preliminaries in the BoQs
were implemented: IJGX
2.800.000 for Engineer's
supervision. UCX 800.000
lor HIV/AIDS sensitization
UGX 1.600.000 for

This prot,ision
obsened but
suhmitted

nol stridl.r)
conlro(10r

was
the

The Enrity did not with hold rhe
300,000, ir was on over sight for a
correclion in future.

Site meetings were held arul
minutes were wrilren ond k(pt in
file.

All the activities under
preliminaries were implemented
only that lhe records vere nol
kepr.
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No Subjecl of
Procurement

Findings Managentent Rcsponse

environmental mitigation.
UCX 3.200.000 for
environmenlal screening.
rnon itoring and certification
of works. UGX 1,200,000
for provision of temporary
facilities lor use during
work.

No evidence to show the
completed project was
commissioned and handed
over

The prqject was handed over and
being used.

Authority's comment:
documentary evidence
provided for verifi calion.

No
was

4 F-encing of
Amolatar HC
lV (Phase
'l'hree by
Amuway
Investment
Company-
SMC LTd

Contract value
UGX
38,393,778

Progress report dated 23'd

April 2022 prepared by
Ongora Leonard the Ag.
DWO was not sufficiently
dctailed i.e. no detail of 7o

physical progress, financial
progress, time progress,
rnaterials at the site,
personnel. equipment.
ESHS saleguards issues etc.

District Comnrunity
Devclopment Officer and

Environment OIIicer were
not appointed to take part in
lhe supervision of the
constl uction activities.

Computation made in the
interim payment certificate.
As a result the contractor
was paid UGX 36,592,784
instcad of UGX 3 I ,064,660
Irregularly adding 18%
VA-l' on an amount that was
VA"l- inclusive. The interirn
pa)'ment certificate No. I

indicated the net amount

Conlrdct management reports ore
there and in engineer's office.

It is lheir mandole lo loke parl in
project supenision during project
implementation

Managcnrent rcsDonse
No managemcnt response
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No Subjcct of
Procu rcment

Findings Managemcnt llcsponse

payable of UGX 3?.672.129
inclusive ol l8% VAT.
However the Entity added
l8% VAT worth UGX
5,880.983 on UGX
32,672,129 which already
included the l8% VAT. The
Entity should have added
the VAT amount worth
UCX 5.880,983 on UGX
25,183.677 giving a net
anrount payable of UGX
3 1,064,660 instead of UGX
36,592,784 that was paid to
the contractor. Therefore
this meant the Entity over
paid the contractor UGX
5,528,124 and this was a

potential fraud & financial
loss to the Government.No
reports in the file to show
that the contractor put in
place social safeguarding
measures

Retention worth UGX
1.719.586 was not yet paid
yet the DLP ended on 30'h

Septembcr 2022.

The money was taken back to the
central lreosury and not yet
revoted.

Managenrcnt rcsDonse
No managcment response

Aulhority's comment:
No docunrcnluru evidence was
provided Jbr verificat ion.

5 Construction
of District
Store by Orn ia
Holdings l.td
Contract value
UGX
39.684.622

Progress report dated 20th

April 2022 prepared by
Ongora Leonard the Ag.
DWO was nol sufficiently
detailed i.e. no detail of o%

physical progress. financial
progress. tirne progress-
materials at the site-

The project reports were prepared
and kept.
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No evidence to show the
completed project was
commissioned and handed over



personnel. equipment.
ESHS safeguards issues etc.
-Ihis 

cast doubts on rvhcther'

the Entity efl'ectively'
supervised the contlact
implementation.

Irregularly adding 18%
VA'l' on an amount that was
VAT inclusivc. The intcrim
payment certificate No. I

dated 25th April 2022
indicated the net amount
payable of UGX 32.029.284
inclusive of l8% VAl'.
However the Entity added
l8% VAl' worth UCX
5,765.271 on UCX
32,029,284 which already
included the l8% VA-f . 'l-he

Entity should have added
the VAT amounl worlh
UGX 5.765.771 on UGX
24,670.172 giving a net
amount payable ol UGX
30,435,443 instcad of IJGX
35,872,798 that was paid to
the contractor. Theretbre
this meant the Entity over
paid the contractor [JGX
5,419,355 and this was a

potential financial loss to
the Governmenl.

Payment of VAT worth
UCX 5,765-271 to thc
contractor yet their
company u'as not VAT
registered.

Rctention worth IJGX
1.984.2i I was not 1'et paid
yet the DLP errded on 27'r'

June 2022.

rts in thc file to

No Subject of
Procurement

Findings N'lanagenrcnt llesponsc

ManagcmcIt rcsD0nsc
No managcmenl response

Managemenl resDonse
No nranagcment response

The relenlion wos paid

All sociql safegaaruls issues were
addressed during project
implemenlolion.

l'he conrpletion cerlificale vas
issued lo tlrc corltr1clor.

Aulhorit)"s con rrent: ,\oNo re
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No Subject of
Proc uremcnt

Findings Management Rcsponsc

sho$' that the contractor put
in place social saleguarding
measures.

Failure to issue certificate of
completion.

docutn(ntan' evidence
s r.t b n i t t e d Jit r v e r i /i c o t i o n.

6. Construction
of 5 Stance
Drainable VIP
latrine with
onc urinal at
Abwong
Primary
School by
Alfayo Ceneral
company Ltd
Contract value
UGX
23.800.000

1'he
implementalion
not prepared

contract
plan was

Failure to prepare progress
reports.

District Community
Developmenl O{Icer and
Environment Officer were
not appointed to take part in
the supervision of the
construction activities

Irregularly adding l8o/o
VAT on an amount that was
VAT inclusive. The interim
payment certificate No. I

dated 24'h May 2022
indicated the net amount
payable of UGX 14,364,000
inclusive of l8% VAl'.
However. the Entity added
l8% VAT worth UGX
2,585.520 on UCX
14.364.000 which already
included the l8% VAT. The
Entity should have added
the VAT amount worth
UGX 2,585.520 on UCX
I1.07 1.771 giving a net
amount payable of UGX
13.657.291 instead of UGX
16.087.680 that was paid to
the contractor. Therefore.
this meant the Entity over
paid the contractor UGX
2.430.389 and this was a

potential financial loss to
the Government.

All the implemenlation plons y,ere

prepared and approved.

Reporls were prepared by the
supervising engineer.

is ntondolory thal lhey ara
suppo.sed to be involved in lhe
projecl implementation 0s
evidenced in the site meeting
altendance-

lfanagcment responsc
No managerncnt respoltse
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No Subject of
Procuremcnt

Findings l\lanagemcnt Rcsponse

Irailure to lully pay the
contraclor- The contractor
was only paid UGX
14.364.000 out of the
contract price of UGX
23.800.000

No reports in the file to
show that the contractor put
in place social saleguarding
measurcs

Retention worth UGX
l,l90,000was not yet paid
yet the DLP ended on 30'h

September 2022

I-'ailure to charge the
contractor LJCX 52.360 pcr
day for dclay to complete
the works by 30th Junc
2022. The contract provided
that the liquidated damagcs
for failure to complete
works in time (30th June
2022) shall be charged at

0.22Yo of the contract sum
per day lbr every day
delayed.

No evidence to show the
complcted project was
commissioned and handed
over

By the time of measuremenl of
u,orks. the v,ork was worth that
pay.

Social and safeguard issues were
all addressed during the
implemenlation and on sile
meetings.

The controctor submitted their
requisition to seek for paymenl
wlttn it was lole now the Entity is
looking fontard to their poyment
as :oon as possible.

II was an oversight but the entity
looks .fonvard to correct it in the

future

The pruject w*s handed over and
nov in operolion.

Authority's comment:
evidencc was submitted
consideration.

No
for

7 Conslruction
of 5 Stance
Drainable VIP
latrine rvith
onc urinal at
Olyaka
Prirnary
School bv

District Comnrunity
Development Officer and
[]nvironment OtIcer were
not appointcd to take part in
the supervision of thc
constructior.r activities.

lrregularll paying VAT to a

Thcy all pnrticipated actively
during prolect inrplemenlation
since lhet rcre appointecl by tha
Depurl C,lO as evidenced b!
lppoinI enI letters is.sued

It vus tttr oversighl thut tlp l'-.lL'
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No Su bject of
['roc urentcn t

l inrlings Managemcnt Response

Lengkoo-
SMC l,td
Contract value
UGX
22,84s.695

No rcports in the file to
show that the contractor put
in place social safeguarding
measures.

compan)' that }vas not VAT
registercd. The Entity paid
Lengkoo-SMC Ltd l8o/o

VAT worth UGX 3.389,562
yet the company was not
VAT registered. There was
a potential financial loss of
UGX 3,389,562 caused to
the Govemment

'l'here was no evidence that
the interim payment
certificate was prepared for
payment voucher dated 29'h

June 2022

Retention worth UCX
1,142.285 was not yet paid
yet lhe DLP ended on 30th

September 2022.

l-ailure to charge the
contractor UGX 50,260 per
day for delay to complete
the works by 30th June
2022. 'fhe contract stated
that the liquidated damagcs
tbr lailure to complete
works in time (3Oth June
2022) shall be charged at
0-22o/o of the contract sum
per day for every day
delayed

elenrcnt v'as includetl in the hills
of quontity and hence pro ryting
Ihe entitl, to pq) arul v'e shall
make a follov, up on the
conlraclor to prove if the ntonel,
was poid to URA.

The department of engineering
inilioles the payment process and
its forwarded to other
de partme nts for proce ss ing.

All social safeguard issues were
oll addressed during projecl
implementalion

The conlractor submitled his
requisition for payntent and the
payment process is ongoing.

It was an oversighl but the Entity
looks forward to correct in the

future.

Authority's comment:
evidence was submitted
consideration.

No
for.

8 Construction
of placenta pits
at Fltarn HCI[.
Namasale
Hcltl and
Nakatiti llCll

At conntencentent. lhe
reporls \tere wrillen
project supen'isor

proiecl
hy the
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'l'hc progress reports were
not prepared hence casting
doubt on whether the Entity
etlectively' supervised the
contracl implementation



No Subject of
l'rocu rcnrent

Findings N'[anagem€nt Response

by Broad Base
Llngineering
I -td Contract
value UGX
2t.928.272

Shoddy works at all the
three sitcs; there was poor
workmanship during the
construction of the placenta
pits i.e. the slabs of the
placenta pits all collapsed
inside the pits.

Abandonment of the site by
the contractor. The team
visited the three proiect sites
and found that the works
were not complete. lt was
noted that the contractor
abandoned the sites.

District Comnrunity
Devclopment Otficer and
Environment Officer were
not appointed to take part in
the supervision of the
construction activities-

No reports in the file to
show that the contractor put
in place social safeguarding
measure.

Failure to charge the
contractor UGX 48,242 per
day for delay to complete
the works by 30th June
7027. The contract stated
that the liquidaled damages
for failure to complele
works in time (30th June
7022) shall be charged at

0.22Vo of the contracl sum
per day lbr every day
delayed. -l'he works were
not completc at the time of
the audit in Decernber 2022.

It is true that shoddl,v\trks vere
reoli:ed during proiec!
inrylenrcntulion hence ./brcing the
Etltilr nol to puv- the conlroctot'.

l'he abandoning cante as a result
of failure by the conlractor lo
execule lhe given task as per the
requirements hence forcing the
Entity to block the issue of
releasing money lo the contractor
and hence abandoning lhe sites.
The contractor has been called
back und vork i.s now in progress

It is mandatory thol lhey ore
supposed to be involved in the
project implemenlalion as
cvidenced in the site neeling
otlendance.

Sonrctimes the delay is in the
paynrcnl processes ond cannot
prompt the Entity to invoke sone
of the contract clauses

Authoritl's comment:
evidcnce \\ as submitted

No
lor

Pagc 33 rrl 6?

Management resDonse
No rnanagement respor.tsc



No Subject of
Procurement

Findings \'lrn gcnrcnt llcsponsc

consiclclation

Implications
Poor contract management derails the objectives ofundertaking a procurement and ultimately
defeats budget objectives and the ability of the Government of Uganda to deliver quality
public services.

Recommendations
oThe Accounting Officer should task Ileads of User Departments to ensure thal contract

supervisors prepare contract implementation plans in accordance with Regulation ll9 (3) of
the Local Governments (PPDA) Regulations, 2006.

o The Accounting Officer should prevail over contracl supervisors to prepare and submit all
contract management records to Procurement and Disposal Unit or Accounting Officer in
accordance with Regulation I l9 (10) ofthe Local Governments (PPDA) Regulations, 2006.

oThe Head oflhe Procurement and Disposal Unit should archive all documents pertaining to
a particular procurement on their respective files in accordance with Section 3l (o) of the
PPDA Acr 2003 as amended.

2..t PHYICAL VERIFICATION OF THE EXECUTED PROJECTS
PHYSICAL VERIFICATION OF TWIN STAFF HOUSE AT NAKATITI HC III
CONDUCTED ON 5TII DECEMBER 2022

Trees and grass were not planted on the compound Doors were not flxed on two bedrooms
and kitchen
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Visible cracks on the lloor ofthe bathroom

I I
a

Exceptions noted:
) Visible cracks on the floor ofthe bathrooms
) The floor ofthe bathrooms was not tiled. The cemenl floor may not last long
F The walls ofthe bathrooms were not tiled. The walls are prone to dampness from

splashing water
) Four intemal doors were not installed in all the two u on the outside skirting
) Poor workmanship around the ceiling holes. The ceiling holes were not covered
} Compound landscaping was not done by the contractor. Broken pieces ofthe bricks were

still on the compound
> 'fhe contractor did not plant trecs and grass on the cornpound and backyard
i There was no water connection irr the house

!h!!agcmcn! Responsc
Mo.\l the defect.s canrc up alier the tle/ict liabili4, period hui elupsed aml te adyise that the
school ulministrr ion tukes up the respon.\ihilities ofcorrecting thcse defects.

?

The bathroon wolls v,ere nol riled

I
/

!

Poor workmanship works around the ceiling hole Poor vorkmanship on the outside skirting

,
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Photographs shorving incomplete construction rvorks of maternit],lvard at Amolator llC IV

Conslruction of malernit,v v,ard d Antolatar HC IV

Project status
The construction stopped at wall plate (Phase | )
Phase 2 for roofing did not take place because the initial design did not have enough space and now
the Entity is reviewing it to expand the building before roofing.

Exceptions noted:
.The project was not hoarded offto prevent access by unauthorised persons
.The project site was kept clean,bushy vegetation had over grown around the facility. The audit team

could not access the facility due to the bush around it.
. Project sign board was not installed at the site
. Safety signages were not installed at the site

Pase' 36 of67
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Management resDonse
The conlrocl was parliallv done. ll vos tlot to successl llr contpleted.



!

'I'he above picture shows incomplete district store that was constructed in the FY 2021-2022, however
the district wants to construct another store stating that this new one is very small. 'fhis is a sign of
poor planning.

Exceptions noted:
.The project was not hoarded offto prevent access by unauthorised persons
.The project site was kept clean.bushy vegetation had over grown around the facility. The audit team

could not access the facility due to the bush around it.
o Proiect sign board was not installed at the site
. Safety signages were not installed at the site

Managcment rcsDonsc
The work was partially contracted but in this fnoncial year, the conlractor is due lo complete the
work.
('onstnrctiol'r of Placenta Pit at Nanrasale H(' lll

('o lla p sL'tl'.t o gge i pir Crocks below the v,oll around the pit

Pagc f,7 ol'67

r"r I

d II

E I

ul -fl I
I t

/
!

t.l't



t
( ttlIqutd 

'rr1<,:,',1 
yit

I

C

Huge crack at the wall loundation

Exceptions noted: 
I

o Delayed completion of the works. The contract completion date was 30'h June 2022 however the 
I

project was not yet complete as of December 2022 
I

.The contractor has since abandoned the construction site 
I

.The project was not hoarded offand this can be a danger to children 
I

.The project site was not kept clean.bushy vegetation had over grown around the facility. 
I

. Project sign board was not installed at the site 
I

o Safety signagcs were not installed at the site 
I

. Shoddy works was noted on the placenla pit i.e. the pit collapsed. cracks on thc wall. The contractor 
I

could have lacked the technical capacity to execute the works. I
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Cracks on the upper corner oflhe v'ull

Project Status:
The construction works for placenta pit at Narnasale HC III was not completed



\lanagtntcnt resl)(lnsc
The suna contrurtor |ru.\ rcsunt,tl site utd tltt,tu'k i.s in
Construction ofPlacenta Pit at Nakatiti HC Ill

Poorly installed burglar ot the entronce Poorly in.stolled burglar ot lhe enlrance

lncont leta Placenta il on lhe vt t'ofcollopse

l'aqc J9 ('l-67
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Sagging pit about Io collopse- Visible cracks oround the pit area

Project Status:
'l'hc construction u,orks for placenta pit at Nakatiti HC III rvas not completed

Exceptions noted:
o Delayed completion of the works. 'l'he contract completion date was 30rh June 2022 however the

project was not yet complete as of Decembcr 2022
o The contractor has since abandoned the construction site
oThe project was not hoarded off and this can be a danger to children since the pit could collapse

anytime
oThe burglar door installed at the entrance ofthe palcenta pit was poorly installed
. Project sign board was not installed at the site
o Safety signages were not installed at the site
o Shoddy works was noted on the placenta pit i.e. the pit on the verge of collapsing, cracks on the

wall. The contractor lacked the technical capacity to execute the works.

Manaqement rcsDonse
The contractor has resumed sile and the vork is in progress
Construction of Placenta Pit at Etam HC III
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The works on the placenta pit at Etam HC III were abandoned. As seen in the photographs the used
inadequale naleridls

Project Status:
'l'he construclion works for placenta pit at Etam HC III was not completed

Exceptions noted:
. Delayed completion of the works. The contract completion date was 30'h June 2022 however the

projecl was not yet complete as of December 2022
.'l'he conlractor has since abandoned the construction site
.The projccl was not hoarded offand this can be a danger to both children and adults. 'l'hey can easily

lall inside the pit
.'lhe project site was not kept clean i.e. bushy vegetation had over grown around the facility.
. Project sign board was not installed at the site
. Salbty signages were not installed at the site
oShoddy works was noted on the placenta pit i.e. use of inadequate materials to cast the slab. The

contractor could have lacked the technical capacity to execute the works-

Management resDonse
The conlractor has resumed site and work is in progress

I-o\\ cost sealing ofCorner Bangaladesh to Bangaladesh landing site 0.66km
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Project Status:
'Ihc projcct rvas cornplctcd

Exceptions noted:
o Shoddy works noted i.e. the layer of the asphalt was too slim and this means the road may not last

long before developing cracks and potholes.
.l'he edges ofthe asphalt was not done well i.e. the contractor did not make it straight
oThe project was not commissioned and handed over

)4 a nirgcrnent rcslx)nsc
The bsd section is notfor lhe previous contract. the entity will lookforward come next financial year
to correc! lhe defecl since il had been handed over and had been in usefor quite long.

OBSOLETE ASSEl'S

Exceptions noted:
The Entity failed to dispose ollhe obsolete assets

Managcment RcsDonsc
The PDU awaits approvalfrom C'ouncil before going ahead wilh the disposal

I'agc J2 ol-67
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Photographs of obsolete assels due for disposal in Amolatar HC store



CHAPTER THREE: OVERVTEW OF THE PERFOITNTANCE OF THE ENTITY
'['his section graphically' presents the scores per arca assessed under the different audit
questioDs.

3.1 Overall Audit Conclusion
The performance of Amolatar District Local Government tbr the Financial Year 2021/22 was
moderately satisfactory with overall weighted average risk rating of67.570.

'l'ablt' l2 The risk ratin is as follorvs:

'l'hc risk rating was weighted to determine the overall risk level ofthe Entity. The weighting
was derived using the average weighted index as shown below:

Tablc l3: Summa of rformancc of Amolatar l)istrict Local Govcrnment

Wcighted Ayeragc (By no.) : FWeiqhted Score X 100

60

Weighted Average (By Value): IWeishted Score X 100:
60

Combined Weighted Average = 69.2 + 65.7 = 67 .5V"
2

4t.5X 100= 69.2v.
60

39.7 X 100: 65.7.h
60

Itisk Rating Description of Performance
0-30% Satislactorv

3t-70%
7 I -l00Yo

Modcrately Satisfhctory
lJ nsat islactor'1

I ligh 6 l-.1 0.6 25.8 263.94 r .599 31.5 0.6 18.9

Mcdiunr 7 50 0.1 r5 572.254.647 68.i 0.3 20.5

Low I 0.77 0.1 t.365.000 0.) 0.r 0.02

Total l{ I00 I { 1.5 837,56t,2,16 100 0 39.{

%"Yalte Wei
ghts

Weighted
score by
value

NO %NoRisk
Rating
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Figure I: Risk Rating hr Nunrber

. HiSh Risk (HR) . Medium Risk (MR) Low Risk (LR)

Figure 2: Risk Rating h)' Value

. HiEh Risk {HR) . Medium Risk (MR) Low Risk (l-R)

(t-R).
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Medium Risk
(MR),58.30%



3.2 Recommended Action Plan
Amolatar District Local Covernmenl should implement the tbllowing recommendalions within
the tirneframe givcn in order to improve its perfbnnance in Procurement and Disposal.

'[ablc 
I l: ltcconr rrrcntlcd ;\ction l)lan

Accounting
Oflicer

-l-he Accounting Ot'llcer should delegate his
functions when needed. formally in writing in
accordance with Section 39 of the PPDA Act
2003.The delegation should slate in specific
terms the function delegated. the period, and the
person to whom delegation has been granted.

'['he Accounting Officer should implement all
the Authority's procurement audit
recommendations in accordance with
Regulation 14 (k) of the Local Govemments
(Pl'}DA) Regulations, 2006. Where management

[inds challenges in implementation of any
recommendation, this should be brought to the

attenlion of the Authority.

-l'hc Accounting Olficer should endcavour to
eliminate delays in the Entity to ensure timely
service delivery in accordance with Section 48
olthe PPDA Act 2003.

-l'hc Accounting Officer should task the

Procuremenl and Disposal Unit to desist from
making changes to the contract terms al contract
signing, and where need arises, hold
negotiations before contract signing or seek

Contracts Committee approval for contract
amendments with sufficient justification after
contract signing in accordance with Regulation
120 ( l0) of the Local Governments (PPDA)
Regulations. 2006.

The Accounting Offlcer should task the }Iead
Procurement and Disposal Unit. and the

Contract Supervisors to avoid delays in the
procurement process so that the Entity achieves
efliciency and value fbr money in accordance
with Section 48 of thc PPDA Act.2003:

'l he Accounting Otficer should prevail over
contlacl supervisors to cnsure that reports or.r

Irnrnediatell

Pagc -15 of 67
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Rcsponsihle
Par{'

Recommendation
I

Action Date

contract implementation are prepared and

forwarded to the Procuremcnt and Disposal
Unit in accordance to Regulation 119 (10) (0 of
the Local Govemments (PPDA) Regulations,
2006.

The Accounting Officer should task Heads of
User Dcparlmcnts to ensure thal contract
supervisors prepare contract implementation
plans in accordance with Rcgulation I l9 (3) ol
the Local Govemmcnts (PPDA) Regulations,
2006.

'l'he Accounting Ofticer should prevail over
contract supervisors to prepare and submit all
contract management records in accordance

with Rcgulation ll9 (10) of the Local
Governments (l'PDA) Regulations. 2006.

Procurement and
Disposal Unit

The Head Procurement and Disposal Unit should
sct the most appropriatc evaluation criteria that
suits the purpose of thc procuremenl in
accordance with Regulation 48(4) of the Local
Govemments (PPDA) Regulations, 2006.

The Procuremcnt and Disposal Unit should state

exact dates of expiry of bid validity periods
when preparing solicitation documents as

provided in the PPDA Circular No.l/2013.

The Head Procurement and Disposal Unit should
develop shortlists that have sufficient providers
that are expected to participate and meet the

eligibility requirements ol the Entity and have

them approved by the Contracts Committee in
accordance with Regulation 38 of the Local
Governrnents (PPDA) Regulations. 2006.

'fhe Chair Persons of the bid opening sessions

should sign and stamp on the key pages of the

opened bids that are unique to the bids and those

that contain financial information in accordance

with Regulation 7l(10) of the Local
Governments (PPDA) Regulations. 2006:

l'he Head of the Procurcmenl and Disposal Unit

Immediatclv

Page {6 of 67



Responsible
Pa rt1

Recommendation Action Date

should archive all documents pertainhrg to a
particular procurement on their respective files
in accordance with Section 3l (o) of the PPDA
Act. 2003 as amended.

Contracts
Committee

'l'he Contracts Committee should approve a

bidding document for each procurement with
specific and appropriate bidding terrns and

criteria tailored to the procurement subjecl

The Contracts Committee and Head
Procurement and Disposal Unit should quality
assure all contract documents before the
contracts are signed

Continuous

Evaluation
Committee

The Evaluation Committees should evaluate the

bids lollowing the criteria set in the bidding
documenl and waive any non-matcrial
deviations following Regulation 75 of the [.ocal
Governments (PPDA) Regulations. 2006..

The Evaluation Committee should strictly
adhere to the criteria se1 out in the solicitation
document in accordance with Regulation 48 (4)
olthe Local Governments (PPDA) Regulations,
2006.

User Departmcnts The Head of the intema[ audit departrnent of the
Procuring and Disposing Entity should ensure
that procurement and disposal procedures and
payments by the Entity are audited rcgularly.

User Departments should initiate procurement
transaclions together with clear description of
the requirements according to Regulation 65 (l)
(a) of the Local Govemments (PPDA)
Regulations, 2006.

I leads of User Departmcnts should ensure that
contracl supervisors avail contract managenlent
records to the Procurement and Disposal Unit
lbr monitoring purposes and maintcnance on the
respective procurement action fi lcs.

lmmediatcly

Page {7 of 67

Continuous



Anncr A: Finclin ru nd ral in on thc individual contracts rcvierved
III(;H RISK
(.oNTRAC]I'S

ll o. RI.]ASONS FOR IIICH I{ISK

I Consultancy services
for design of pipe
water system at Etam
Town Council and
Odyiak 'frading

Centre in Amolatar.

uGx 36,699,040

. ljnfair evaluation.
o Idle or incomplete clauses in the contracl.
. Failurc to appoint contract supervisor.
. No contract implementation plan.
. No engineering drawings and the final analysis report

Low Cost Sealing of
0.26Km Corner
Bangaladesh to
Bangaladesh Landing
Site Road

Contract Amount
ucx 118.983.970

Provider: CME
Enterprises Limited

Reference No:
AMOL564/WRKSi2O
2t-2022t00020

o Column for procurement initiation date was not indicated in the
plan

e The date of expiry of the bid validity was not stated in the bidding
document.

i) Low bidder pa(icipation i.e. only one bidder participated
iii) Change of evaluation criteria.
iv) Post qualification was not conducted.
r The NoBEB was not signed by the Accounting Officer.
o Contradicting information in the contract document.
o Failure to requirc a perlormance security.
. Failure to provide for ES performance security in the contract.
o There was no contract management reports on file.
r Failure to prepare monthly progress reports.
o Failure to hold site meetings.
o Failure to account for funds allocated under contingencies.
o lrregularly charging 6% WIJT on lhe amount that included l87o

VAT.
. Irregularly adding l8% VA'l' on an amount that was VAT

inclusive.
. Retention worth UGX 5,949.198 was not yet paid yet the DLP

ended on 30th September 2022
o L'ailure to charge thc contractor UGX 261.765 per day for delay to

complete the works by 30th June 2022.
o Failure to fully pay the contractor.
. No evidence to show the conrpleted projcct was commissioned and

handed over.

Pagc {8 of 67

. Delay by PDU lo submit a request lbr approval of the procurement
method, bidding document and the shortlist to Contracts
Cornmittee.

r Failure to state the exact date olexpiry of bid validity.
. Unclear evaluation criteria.
. Failure by the best evaluated bidder Real Irrigation Engineering

Co. Ltd to submit general receipt acknowledging payment of bid
fee

. F'ailure by Rea[ Irrigation Engineering Co. Ltd to accept the
required bid validity period.

. Forgery of experience by thc best evaluated bidder Real Irrigation
Engineering Co. Ltd.

2.



IIIGTI RISK
CONTRACI'S

REASONS TOR TTICH ITISK

3 Construction of 5

Stance Drainable VIP
latline with one urinal
at Abwong Prin.rary
School

Contract
2i.800.000

Ar.nount

Provider: Alfayo
General company Ltd

Itcf. Numbcr
AMOL564/WRKS/20
2t-22/00022

r Column lor procurement initiation date was not indicated in the
plan

r The balance remaining part in the funds availability section of the
Form 1 was left blank

. The statement of requirements were not attached.
o The confirmation olfunding was done by Awonye Abdatlah.
r U nclear bidding document.
r The bills of quantities was not in the bidding document.
ii) The date of expiry of the bid validity was not stated.
iii) Delay to invite bidders.
iv) Bid receipt and opening was not witnessed by a CC member or

User member.
o Okello Willy Agel conducted evaluation of bids however he was

not approved by the CC to evaluate bids
o Failure by Sister Catherine Angom to evaluate bids.
o Alfayo General Company Ltd the BEB did not state the bid

validity.
r Evaluation ofa criteria not stated in the bidding document.
o Change of evaluation criteria.
o Failure to evaluate all requirements.
r Irregularly awarding the contract at a price exclusive ofVAT.
o No evidence that the NoBEB was sent to all bidders
o The contract implementation plan was not prepared
r Failure to prepare progress reports.
o Irregularly charging 6% WHT before deducting 18% VAT
. Irregularly paying more than the amount stated in the measurement

sheet.
r Irregularly adding I 8% VAT on an amount that was VAT

inclusive.
r Failure to fully pay the contractor.
o Retention worlh UGX I ,l 90,000 was not yet paid yet the DLP

ended on 30th September 2022
r Failure to charge the contractor UGX 52,360 per day lor delay to

complete the works.
I Construction of 5

Stance Drainable VIP
latrine with one urinal
at Olyaka Primary
School

Conti'act
22.845.695

Arnount:

[)rovider:
SMC I,Id

I-engkoo-

o The confirmation of funding without delegated authority.
o Unclear evaluation criteria
v) The date ofexpiry ofthe bid validity was not stated in the bidding

document.
o Failure by Lengkoo- SMC Ltd the BEB to state the required bid

validity period.
r Change of evaluation criteria. The bidding document required the

bidvalidity period of 90 working days however thc EC changed the
bid validity period to 90 days

o Evaluation ofa criteria not stated in the bidding docurnent.
o Changc o f cr aluat ion criteria.

Page -19 of 67
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No. III(;H RISK
C()NTR..\CTS

III]..\S()\S [()R HIGH RISK

Ref. Number:
AMOL564/WRKS/20
2t-22/00022

o Failure to evaluate all requirements.
o Irregularly an'arding the contract at a price exclusive ofVAT.
r Irregularly paying VAT to a company that was not VAT registered.
r There was no evidence that the interim payment certificate
. No reports in the file to show that the contractor.
r Failure to charge the contractor UGX 50,260 per day for delay to

complete the works
o No evidence to show the completed project was commissioned and

handed over
. No interim payment certificate

) Construction of
placenta pits at Etam
HCII. Namasale
HCIII and Nakatiti
HCII

Contract
21,928,272

Provider: Broad Base
Engineering Ltd

Ref. Number:
AMOL564/WRKS/20
2t-22t00027

Column for procurement initiation date was not indicated in the
plan
o The balance remaining part in the lunds availability section of the

l'orm I was lefl blank
o The statement of requirements were not attached at initiation.
o The conflrmation of funding was done by Ayo Juliet Okwir
o Unclear evaluation crileria.
. The bills of quantilies was not in the bidding document
vi) The date of expiry ofthe bid validity was not stated in the bidding

document.
vii) Delay to invite bidders.
viii) I-ow bidder participation.
o Bid receipt and opening was witnessed by either CC UD member.
. Okello Willy Agel conducted evaluation without CC approval.
. Failure by Sister Catherine Angom to evaluate bids
r Evaluation ola criteria not stated in the bidding document
o Change ol'cvaluation criteria.
o Failure to evaluate all requirements. Irregularly awarding the

contract at a price exclusive of VAT. l'he Contracts Committee on
I 5'h March 2022 awarded the contract allJGX21,928,272Y AT
exclusive however the BEB quoted price of UGX 21,928,272 was
VAT inclusive

o No cvidence thal the NoBEB was sent to all bidders
o No cvidence of appointment ofContract Supervisor.
o The contract implementation plan was not prepared
o The progress reports were not prepared.
r Shoddy works at all the three sites.
r Abandonment ofthe site by the contractor.
r No reports in the file to show that the contractor put in place social

sal'eguarding measures
o Failurc lo charge the contractor llGX 48.242 per day for delay to

complete the.
o No evidence on file to show that the Intemal Audit reviewed the

procurcment procedures followed
6 oiIlcnor ation Cont'irnration ol t-unding without delegatcd authorit)-

Page 50 of 67
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HIGH RISK
CONTITACTS

RE,ASONS FOIi IIIGH RISK

classroorn blocks at

Abeja Primary School

tJ(]x 66.7[i6.820

Failure to state the exact date of expiry of bid validity

Unclear evaluation criteria.

o Failure by Bleek Uganda Limited to submit the letter giving
authority to seek reference from their bankers.

Irregularities at evaluation. Bleek Uganda Company Limited charged
VAT of UGX 10.187,820 yet it was not VAT registered as indicated
on its TIN No. 1015415973, hcnce causing a llnancial loss 1o the
Entity.

7 Construction
District Store

Contract
39,684.622

Provider:
tloldings l-td

Amount:

Omia

of

Ref. Number:
AMOL564iWRKS/20
2t-22/00014

o Column for procurement initiation date was not indicated in the
plan

r The balance remaining part in the funds availability section of the
Form I was left blank

o The statement ofrequirements were not attached at initiation.
o Unclear evalualion criteria.
o The date ofexpiry ofthe bid validity was not stated.
. Low bidder participation. .

. The contract implementation plan was not prepared

. Delay to prepare the progress report.
o Irregularly charging 6%o WHT before deducting I 8% VAT.
o Irregularly paying more than the amount stated in the measurement

sheet.
o lrregularly adding l8% VA'[ on an amount that was VAT

inclusive.
. Payment ol VAT worth UGX 5,765.271 to lhe contractor yet their

company was not VAT registered
. Retention worth UGX 1,984,231 was not yet paid yet the D[.P

ended on 27th Jwe 2022
. No reports in the file to show that the contractor put in place social

safeguarding measures
o Failure to charge the contractor UGX 87,306 per day tbr delay to

complete the works.
o Failure to issue certificate olcompletion
o No evidence on file to show that the lntemal Audit reviewed the

procurement procedures followed

No. MEDIUM RISK
CONTRACTS

RI.]ASONS }.'OR MEDIIIM ITISK

I Managemcnt scrvices ol'
Alernerc Mair.r Market

Provider San.r A1'o

o No initiation form
. Failure by the Entity 1o state the reserve price.
. Delay to invite bidders.
r Unclear evaluation criteria in the bidding document.
o Failure by either the User Department or Contracts

Pagc 5l of 67



No. NIT:,I)IUN,l RISK
CONTRACTS

Itl..\so\s [()tt \tEt)tt \t RtsK

Contract value: 2,092.000 Commitlee members to lvitness bid opening.
. F'ailure by the best evaluated bidder Sam Ayo to state the

specific date of validity period.
o Failure by Sam Ayo to submit letter giving the Entity

authorily to seek clarification from their bankers.
o Failure by the Entity to evaluate bidders on all set criteria.
o Failure to prepare NOBEB
r Failure to prepare contract management plan.
r No monthly reports
. No record of remitting the revenue

2 Revenue management at
Omor Sunday Market
Muntu Sub County

Contract Amount:
3,960,000 (from lst April
2022 to 30th lune 2022)

Provider: Edil Joel

Rel'. Number:
AMOL564/SRVCSl202t-
22100031

o Low bidder participation i.e. only one bidder participated
o Failure by either CC member or User Department to witness

bod opening.
. The contract implementation plan was not prepared
. The progress reports were not prepared
o No evidence of remittances of the revenue to the Entity
. Failure to issue certificate ofcompletion
o No evidence on file to show that the Internal Audil reviewed

the procurement procedures followed
No contract completion certificate in the file.

3 Low Cost Sealing of Comer
Bangaladesh to
Bangaladesh Landing Site
(0.4Km)-RTI

Contract Amount: UGX
186.449,505

Provider: CME Enterprises
Limited

Reference No:
AMOL564/WRKS/2021 -
2022/00003

. Column for procuremenl initiation date was not indicated in
the plan

o The date of expiry of the bid validity was not stated in the
bidding document..

v) Change ofevaluation criteria. F-rom 90 days to 120 days.
vi) Failure to communicate arithmetic corrections.
vii)Post qualification was not conducted yet it was requirement.
o Failure to require a performance security.
o Failure to provide for [1S performance security in the

contract.
. The contract implementation plan was not prepared
o Irregular appointment olContract Supervisor.
r There was no contract management reports on.
o Failure to prepare monthly progress reports.
o Failure to hold site meetings.
o Failure to account for lunds allocated under contingencies. .

. Irregular deducting retention contrary to GCC 48.1 to the
SCC.

. Retention worth UGX 5.693.490 was not yet paid yet the
DLP ended on lst June 2022

o Failure to charge the contractor UGX 50.000 per day for
delay to complete the works
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J,,lo. I,IE,I)IT ]\I RISK
CoN'TIIACTS

IIT]ASONS TOII NIEDII.]\{ RISK

No evidence to show the completed project was

commissioned and handed over
No copies of bid securities yet the bidding document required
bid securities worth UGX 2,000,000

{ Sitting. drilling and
installation of eight (8)
boreholes at Amolatar
District

Contract Amount: UGX
159.517.120

Provider: KLI{ Uganda Ltd

Reference No
AMOI.s64IWRKS/2021-
22/00002

. Column for procurement initiation date was not indicated in
the plan

r Contradicting information ol bid validity period. 120 days
and 120 working days.

ix) The date ofexpiry ofthe bid validity was not stated.
x) Pre-bid meeting was not conducted
xi) Low bidder participation i.e. only 2 bidders participate.
viii) Changeofevaluationcriteria.
ix) Evaluation of criteria not stated in the bidding document.
x) Evaluation of criteria not stated in the bidding document.
xi) Post qualification was not conducted.
xii). Contradicting clauses in the contract.
r Failure to require a performance security.
. Failure to provide for ES performance security in the contract
o The contract implementation plan was not prepared.
o There was no contract management reports.
r Failure to prepare monthly progress reports.

Failure 1o hold site meetin S

i Fencing ol Amolatar I'lC [V
(Phase Three)

Contract
38.393.778

An]oulll:

Provider: Amuway
Investment Company- SMC
Lrd

Ref. Number:
AMOL564/WRKS/2021 -
22100006

xii)The date ofexpiry ofthe bid vatidity was not stated.
xiii) Delay to invite bidders
xiv) Low bidder participationd
xv) Bid receipt and opening was not witnessed by either CC or

UD member
o Okello Willy Agel conducted evaluation ol bids however he

was not approved by the CC to evaluate bids
o Failure by Sister Catherine Angom to evaluate bids.
o Change ofevalualion criteria.
o Evaluation ofa criteria not stated in the bidding document.
o Change of evaluation criteria.
o Failure to evaluate all requiremenls.
o lrregularly awarding the contract at a price exclusive ofVAT.
o No evidence that the NoBEB was sent to all bidders
o No evidence ofappointment of Contract Supervisor.
o The contract implementation plan was not prepared
o Retention worth UGX 1,719,586 was not yet paid.
o Failure to charge the contractor UGX 84,466 per day tbr

delay to complete the works.
o No evidence to show the completed project was

commissioned and handed over
o No evidence on file to show that the Internal Audit reviewed

the procurement procedures followed
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\o. NlEDIU]\,I RISK
CONTR{C'tS

ItE,r\S()\s l.-Olt \IEI)lt Nl RISK

6. Construction ol' Matemitl,
Ward at An.rolatar HC lV

ucx l15,055.424

Dela)' 1<l conrlinn tunding by the Accounting Ofticer.
o Confinnalion oltunding withour detegated authority.
. Dela!'to prcpare bidding document.

Failure to state the exact date ofexpiry of bid validity.

Irregularities during bid issuance.

Failure to communicate arithmetic corrections.

o Failure to lurnish performance security by the contractor.
xvi) No contract management plan

a

No. I,oW RISK CoNTRACTS I{EASONS FOR I,OW RISK

I Management services of kayago Landing Sitc.

Amount: UGX 1,365,000

Emuny Dickens

. No contract managemenl plan prepared

. No contract management reports prepared

I'ngc 5J of 67
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Anncx C: l{isk Ratin Critcria
ITISK l)t.ts('RI t,'t'to\ AREA IMPLI('I\'I'ION

This implies ernergencies
and use of the direct
procurement method which
affects competition and
value for money.

Bidding Process: Use
of wrong/inappropriate
procurement methods,
f'ailure to seek
Contracts Committee
approvals and usurping
the powers of the PDU.

This implies use of less
competitive methods which
affects transparency,
accountability and value for
money.

Evaluation:
inappropriatc
evaluation
methodologies
t'ailure to
evaluation.

Use ol

or
conduct

This implies llnar.rcial loss
caused by awarding
contracts at higher prices or
shoddy work caused by
failure to recommend award
to a responsive bidder.

Record Keeping:
Missing procurement
files and missing key
records on the files
namely; solicitation
document- submitted
bids, evaluation report
and contract.

This implies that one cannol
ascertain the audit trail
namely: whether there was
competilion and faimess in
the procurement process.

This implies lack ol
transparency and value fbr
money.

Fraud/forgery:
Falsilication
Docutnents

ol

This implies financial loss
since there has been no
value for money for the
funds spent and the services
have not been received by
the intended bencflciaries

IIIGH Such procurements were
considered lo have serious
weaknesses. which could
cause material financial
loss or carry risk for the
regulatory system or the
entity's rcputation. Such
cases warrant immediate
attention by senior
management.

Significant devialions
from established policies
and principles and/or
generally accepted
industry standards wilt
normally be rated "high".

Contract
Management: Payment
for shoddy work or
work not delivered.

Planning: Lack of
initiation of
procuremenls and
confirmation of funds.

1'his implies committing thc
Entit]' \.!'ithout funds thereby
causing domestic arrears.

MEDII.]M Procurements that were
considered to have
weaknesses which.
although lcss likely to lead
to material flnancial loss or
to risk damaging the
regulatory system or the
eDtity's reputation. warranl

Bidding Proccss:
Deviations i}om
standard procedures
namcly bidding periods.

l'his implies lack ol
efficiency. standardisation
and avoiding competition.
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I'ailure to procure
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plan



IIISK I)t._s( l l,t to\ .\ l{ I:,\ INIPLICATIO:{

tinrell management action
using the existing
management frarnework to
ensure a tbmral and
eff-ective systenr of
management controls is
put in place. Such
procurements would
normally be graded
"medium" provided that
there is suflcient evidence
of "hands on management
control and oversight" at
an appropriate lcvel of
seniority.

standard fonnats. use ol
PP Forms and records
ol issue and receipts of
bids, usage of non-pre-
qualified firms and
splitting procurement
requirements.
Procurement
Structures: Lack of
procurement slructures

'Ihis implies lack of
independence of tunctions
and powers and intcrl'erence
in the procurement process.

Record Keeping:
Missing Contracts
Committee records and
incomplete contract
management records.

This implies that one cannot
ascertain the audit trail
namely; whether the
necessary approvals werc
obtained in a procurcmenl
process.

Contract and
Contract
Management:
Failure to appoint
Contract Supervisors,
lailure to seek the
Solicitor General's
approval for contracts
above UCX. 200
million and lack of
notices of Best
Evaluated Bidders.

This leads to unjustified
contract amendment and
variations which lead to
unjustified delayed contract
completion and lack of
value for money. Bidders
are not given the right of
appeal.

Failure by the Entity to
incorporate in the
solicitation document
aspects of gender,
social inclusion.
environment. health and
safety.

Aspects of gender.
social inclusion.
environmenl. health and
safety not covered by
thc contractor during
contract
implementation.
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I{ISK DT,SC]RIP'I-ION .,\RE-\ L\'l l'1, lC;\-l'l()l',1

I _()\\', Procuremcnls \r'ith
weaknesses where
resolution within the
normal management
framework is considered
desirable to improve
efficiency or to ensurc that
the busincss matches
current market best
practice. Deviations liom
laid down detailed
procedures would
normally be graded "low"
provided that there is
sufficient evidence ol
management action to put
in place and monitor
compliance with detailed
procedures.

Planning:
procrlrenlcnI
numbcrs.

Lack of
reference

This leads to failure to track
the procurements which
Ieads to poor record
keeping.

Bidding Process: Not
signing thc llthical
Codc ol'Conduct

l'his lcads to failure to
declare conflict of interest
and lack ol lransparency.

SATISFACTORY
Relates to lollowing laid down procurement procedures and guidelines and no significant deviation is
identified during the conduct ofthe procurement proccss based on the records availablc at the time.

Anncx E: Contracts Committee and Procuremcnt and Disposal l-lnit Composition

Contracts Committee Com osition

Procurcment and Dis sal Unit Com sition

Substantivc PositionNo. Namc Committee
Position
Chairperson Senior Assistant CAOI Acio Susan

Mcnrber Town Clerk2 Rapa Calvin
Physical Planner_) Ogwang George Member

Men.rber Senior Agricultural Engineer.+ Mbabali Sophania
Senior Inspcctor ol Schools5 Ogwang Patrick Mcnrbcr

No. \anre 'l'itle

I Auma Harriet I Iead Procurement and Disposal Unit
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