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SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Background 

 

The proposed Urban Local Government Strengthening Program (ULGSP) introduces an urban window 

into the Government of Tanzania’s current Local Government Development Grant (LGDG) program. 

LGDG was introduced in 2004, as part of the Government’s fiscal decentralization efforts, to provide 

Tanzania’s 133 local governments authorities (LGAs) with discretionary, formula-based grants to finance 

capital expenditures for infrastructure and capacity building. 

 

Under the LGDG, Local Government Authorities (LGAs) have to meet a set of minimum performance 

requirements to access the program funds. This is to ensure that funds transferred to LGAs are properly 

used and in compliance with the overall statutory and administrative requirements. The capital grant 

under the LGDG system, known as the Council Development Grant (CDG) is a non-sectoral discretionary 

transfer for capital investments in new infrastructure and rehabilitation of the existing stock that can cater 

to a broad range of investments in infrastructure and service provision within the mandates of the LGAs.  

 

Recognizing the importance of urban areas for economic growth and poverty reduction in Tanzania, their 

distinct institutional requirements, and capital-intensive infrastructure investment needs, GoT is focusing 

on a group of 18 secondary cities within the LGDG system. The Program will support the government’s 

efforts to establish a new phase of the Decentralization by Devolution reform by helping to create 

effective and empowered Urban Local Government Associations (ULGAs) as primary and fully 

accountable actors of socio-economic development, public service delivery and poverty reduction in their 

areas of jurisdiction. It puts the creation of institutional management capacity and systems at central and 

local levels at its core, and aims to build this capacity by leveraging available financing from the LGDG 

system.  

1.2 Program-for-Results Operations 

 

The Program-for Results (PforR) instrument is a new form of World Bank financing that aims to help 

countries better design and deliver their own development programs. To do this, PforR links the 

disbursement of Bank financing to the verified achievement of results – in the case of ULGSP, the size of 

the Urban Performance Grant received by local governments will be dependent on how well they perform 

on a number of indicators (including indicators for generating own source revenues, financial 

management, procurement, and environmental and social management). The aim is to provide an 

incentive for local governments to improve institutional performance. 

 

For ULGSP, Government agreed that the Program-for-Results (PforR) instrument is the appropriate 

vehicle for Bank support, because the proposed ULGSP will:  

 

 Be part of a much larger Government program (LGDG); 

 Leverage a bigger Government financing pool; 

 Aim to achieve institutional results through a performance-based disbursement system which 

works best under the PforR disbursement linked indicator (DLI) modality; 

 Make social, environmental and resettlement, financial management and procurement 

systems an integral part of management of ULGAs (rather than having these as auxiliary 

areas to be managed at project level), which is best achieved by the focus that the PforR 

instrument is bringing to these systems;  
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 Not include activities that (i) are likely to have significant adverse impacts that are sensitive, 

diverse, or unprecedented on the environment and/or affected people, and (ii) involve 

procurement of high-value contracts in works, goods, and services.   

 

1.3 UGLSP Environmental and Social Systems Assessment 

1.3.1 ESSA and PforR 

 

PforR approaches environmental and social issues differently from other Bank operations: where standard 

investment lending applies the World Bank Safeguard Policies, PforR requires a comprehensive 

assessment of the systems in place for managing environmental and social effects (including benefits, 

impacts and risks) – this Environmental and Social Systems Assessment (ESSA), carried out in a 

participatory manner and coordinated by the World Bank with technical inputs by PMO-RALG and 

COWI Consults, analyzes not just the system itself, but the capacity to plan, monitor and report on 

environmental mitigation measures; the risks from program activities; and related mitigation measures. 

The six core principles that guide this analysis are outlined in the World Bank’s operating policy on 

Program-for-Results financing (OP/BP 9.00 - see Annex 6.1 for a summary). 

 

In analyzing programs for consistency with the sustainability principles in OP/BP 9.00, the ESSA is 

intended to ensure that Programs supported by PforR operations are designed and implemented in a 

manner that maximizes potential environmental and social benefits, while avoiding, minimizing, or 

otherwise mitigating environmental and social harm.  

 

At the same time, the process seeks to improve performance: gaps and challenges in environmental and 

social management that are identified through the ESSA process are then addressed through specific 

actions to strengthen systems and reduce environmental and social risks of the program’s activities. As 

mentioned above, environmental and social management are an integral part of how a ULGA manages 

service delivery to the public; therefore, good performance in these areas will be incentivized as part of 

the PforR modality along with other indicators of institutional performance.    

 

1.3.2 ULGSP ESSA Scope and Method 

 

The ULGSP Environmental and Social Management Systems Assessment (ESSA) examines Tanzania’s 

existing environmental and social management systems that are the legal, regulatory, and institutional 

framework guiding LGA capital grants under the LGDG program. The ESSA is undertaken to ensure 

consistency with a set of Core Principles for environmental and social management outlined in the World 

Bank’s OP/BP 9.00 Program-for-Results Financing in order to effectively manage Program risks and 

promote sustainable development. The gaps identified through the ESSA and subsequent actions to fill 

those gaps directly contribute to the Program’s anticipated results to enhance institutional structures and 

local governance. Well-performing environmental and social management is considered to be an integral 

part of both.  

 

The current report, the ESSA Baseline Data, is the second part of a two-volume series. Volume 1: ESSA 

Analysis draws on this baseline and presents an analysis of the existing systems vis-à-vis the core 

principles for environmental and social management in OP/BP 9.00 (see Annex 6.1 for details), and 

presents an Integrated Plan for Strengthening Systems that feeds into the overall program action plan. The 

current volume presents a detailed description of the Program activities and the baseline conditions for 

existing environmental and social management systems. 

 

Thus far the ESSA has benefitted from a broad range of inputs, including a legal and regulatory analysis, 

a desk review of World Bank implementation reports from related projects (including the Local 
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Government Support Project and Tanzania Strategic Cities Project - TSCP, both implemented by LGAs 

with PMO-RALG as the counterpart agency), LGDG Annual Performance Assessments, field visits to 13 

of the 18 ULGAs to assess environmental conditions and institutional capacity, and meetings with 

Government, Development Partners, and other stakeholders. The Task Team continues to work closely 

with PMO-RALG to further develop the ESSA, and build a viable Action Plan and technical guidance for 

local governments to identify and mitigate impacts and strengthen their own management systems. 

 

In order to establish a solid body of baseline information from which to undertake an analysis of the 

current systems for environmental and social management in Tanzania’s secondary cities, the current 

report presents the following information: 

 

Existing Conditions and Environmental and Social Effects – Section 3 summarizes the Program 

activities and baseline conditions of the socio-economic, natural, and built environment in the ULGAs 

included under the Program. It will then describe the potential environmental and social effects of the 

program activities, including benefits, negative impacts, and risks; 

 

Systems Analyses - Based on recommendations from Program stakeholders, the ESSA assesses the 

overall Program system on two levels: first, for environmental and social impact management, and 

second, for resettlement and compensation.  

 

For each of these two areas, the ESSA: 

 Reviews the relevant laws, regulatory frameworks, and guidelines and identifies inconsistencies 

with the social and environmental elements of OP/BP 9.00; 

 Reviews and assesses institutional roles, responsibilities, and coordination and describes current 

capacity and performance to carry out those roles and responsibilities; and 

 Considers public participation, social inclusion, and grievance redress. 

 

1.3.3 ESSA Inputs 

 

As will be described in Section 2, environmental and social management under LGDG has primarily used 

Tanzanian systems. As the program includes grants for investments in different sectors (e.g. agriculture 

and water), at times donor safeguard requirements have applied to specific programs
1
, but there has not 

been one overarching system to guide environmental and social management besides the Tanzanian legal 

requirements, and there is currently no system specific to urban infrastructure and urban planning. 

 

In order to assess the existing systems as well as analyze how this system is implemented in practice, the 

process of preparing the ESSA and developing the resulting Action Plan has drawn from a wide range of 

inputs, some of which are still ongoing as the ESSA continues to develop: 

 

Legal Review: Outlines national policy and legal requirements related to environment and social 

management. The legal review also looks at ULGA visions, missions, local policies and strategies for 

environment and social management. 

 

Institutional Analysis: Identifies roles, responsibilities and structure for relevant agencies/institutions, 

including coordination between the different actors. Sources include: 

 

 Existing institutional assessments of key agencies in Tanzania involved with environmental and 

social management processes, including the National Environmental Management Council 

(NEMC) and Vice President’s Office – Division of Environment (VPO-E); 

                                                      
1
 For example, World Bank Safeguard policies to the current Local Government Support Program, which uses an 

Environmental and Social Management Framework and Resettlement Policy Framework. 
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 Interviews and consultations with Development Partners, municipal authorities, and GoT 

agencies and municipal authorities, Civil Society Organizations, and technical experts involved 

with environmental impact assessment, resettlement, and social impact assessment. 

 Literature review including technical and supervision documents from World Bank projects under 

implementation that have similar types of investments and/or institutional arrangements as 

ULGSP, including the Tanzanian Social Action Fund (TASAF), PADEP, first Local Government 

Support Program (LGSP), and the Tanzanian Strategic Cities Program (TSCP). 

 

Field Visits and Interviews: The ESSA takes into account field visits to a sample of ULGAs, as well as 

interviews with GoT and World Bank technical staff, Development Partners, and other stakeholders. The 

aim of field visits to ULGAs was to assess baseline conditions and assess how environmental, social, and 

resettlement compensation issues have been managed by local governments. Field visits included a 

representative sample of 13 of the 18 ULGAs, which were selected to take into account population, 

geographic variation (e.g. coastal, highland, lake zone, semi-arid zones) and economy (e.g. commercial, 

agriculture, fishing, tourism). 

 

Survey Data: A survey was administered to all ULGAs to identify existing human resource, technical 

knowledge, financial and other resource capacity, and to assess the gaps related to the above capacity 

aspects to effectively manage environmental, social and resettlement issues. 

 

1.3.4 Stakeholder Consultation Process 

 

The ESSA process includes comprehensive stakeholder consultations and disclosure of the ESSA Report 

(Volumes 1 and 2) following the guidelines of the World Bank’s Access to Information Policy. At 

present, the ESSA consultation process is embedded in the Program consultation process and includes the 

following activities: 

 

Document Dissemination and Public Comment Period: Starting in June 2012, the draft ESSA (Volumes 

1 and 2) was publicly disclosed and distributed to a range of stakeholders involved with environmental 

and social management issues in Tanzania. PMO-RALG has disclosed the ESSA and technical 

documents on their website and the World Bank collected public comments; 

 

Consultation Event: A one-day public consultation event was held on June 20, 2012, where the ESSA 

was presented and stakeholders were invited to offer inputs on the findings and recommended actions in 

an interactive format. The ESSA was disclosed and distributed two weeks in advance of the event, and the 

comment period was extended until mid-July 2012; 

 

Technical Workshop: A workshop for technical staff in ULGAs (including Environmental Management 

Officers, Community Development Officers, and other staff tasked with environmental and social 

management) was held on June 21, 2012 to gain inputs on the technical manual for Environmental and 

Social Management; 

 

ULGSP Workshop: A workshop for officials from all ULGAs was held on July 26, 2012 as part of 

overall Program Appraisal. Environmental and social management (including system enhancements built 

into the program and the criteria used to assess ULGA performance) were included in this workshop. 

 

Feedback from stakeholders has been instrumental in designing and revising the program Action Plan, 

indicators, and technical manual. Annex 6.4 includes a summary of field visits, interviews, and the 

consultation process. 
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SECTION 2 ULGSP PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

 

2.1 Current Program: Local Government Development Grant 

 

In 2004, GoT introduced the Local Government Capital Development Grant (LGCDG) as a grant flow to 

local governments. Prior to the introduction of the LGCDG, direct development grants to LGAs were 

minimal and not performance based. LGAs received certain additional development resources from 

sectoral development programs and from area-based development programs. These resources were 

contained within the respective line ministry’s budget or within PMO-RALG’s ministerial budget (known 

as Vote 56), and the use of these resources was often earmarked or controlled in a top-down manner. The 

LGCDG, financed by the Bank and bilateral donors, was formula based. It also introduced minimum 

qualification standards aimed at building fiscal decentralization and ensuring proper accountability in the 

use of public funds.  

 

The LGCDG has evolved into the Local Government Development Grant (LGDG) Program with several 

sub-programs and has become a mainstream performance based fiscal transfer. By introducing LGDG –

the Government program - the Government created a formula-based, transparent and predictable fiscal 

flow mechanism to disburse funds to all 133 LGAs in the country, on the basis of the institutional 

performance achieved. Initially, the LGDG was set up with two windows: (a) the Capital (later 

“Council”) Development Grant (CDG), which provided funding for capital expenditure selected at the 

discretion of recipient LGAs using their local planning and budgeting systems; and (b) Capacity Building 

Grants (CBG) which provided funding to support capacity building at the local level. Today, the Council 

Development Grant and the Capacity Building Grant are collectively known as the “LGDG core”. 

Overtime, new sector windows have been added as the government has rationalized and decentralized 

funding for development needs in particular sectors where LGAs have core responsibilities. Today the 

LGDG system consists of the following sub-programs or windows: 

 

 LGDG Core, established in 2004, as described above; 

 Agriculture Sector Development Grant (ASDG) established in 2009 for agricultural extension 

and development; 

 Water Sector Development Grant (WSDG) established in 2007 for water and sanitation 

infrastructure and services; 

 Health Sector Development Grant (HSDG) established in 2009 for primary healthcare services. 

 

The main thrust of the LGDG system is to incentivize the improved institutional performance of LGAs 

while providing discretionary and sector-specific funding for development purposes. The LGDG system’s 

chief goal is to improve the overall, long-term functioning of the local government system in Tanzania, 

rather than focusing on funding investments.  More specifically, its objectives are to: 

 Enhance the delivery and management capabilities, productive efficiencies and financial 

sustainability of local governments; 

 Improve access of communities especially the poor, to local services through expanding the 

physical stock of new and rehabilitated infrastructure; 

 Improve the sustainability of local development infrastructure through ensuring proper planning 

and adequate operations and maintenance (O&M); 

 Provide a national system for the delivery of development grants to LGAs. 

 

All LGDG funds are allocated on a formula basis
2
. There are different allocation formulae for different 

LGDG windows. The CDG and CBG windows, for instance are allocated based on population (70%), 

                                                      
2
 Although LGDG funds are generally allocated on a formula basis, the disbursement of the Government contribution to the 

LGDG Core was phased in to become fully formula compliant by 2008/09. There is conflicting data on the nature of the 
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poverty indicator (20%) and land area (10%) while the HSDG is allocated based on population (70%), 

poverty indicator (10%), distance of council medical vehicle route (10%) and under five years-old 

mortality rate (10%).  

 

Disbursement of the allocations is done after LGAs undergo an annual assessment. The assessment 

measures LGA performance against two sets of indicators: (i) minimum access conditions; and (ii) 

performance indicators. Before the LGAs fully access the LGDG system funds, they are required to meet 

a set of minimum conditions. This requirement is to ensure that funds transferred to LGAs are properly 

used and in compliance with GoT statutory and administrative requirements. These minimum conditions 

are derived from laws, regulations and guidelines including, the Local Governments Act, Local Authority 

Financial Memorandum, Public Procurement Regulations and the Local Government Authorities Tender 

Boards Regulations. While seeking to ensure sufficient safeguards for the utilization of the grant funds, 

the minimum conditions are also designed to promote compliance with the basic statutory and regulatory 

requirements for local government operations. They are usually in the form of yes/no questions and are 

simple to evaluate during an assessment process. They are necessary to ensure that the funds are used 

effectively, efficiently, sustainably and with integrity. Those LGAs which fulfill all minimum access 

conditions receive their allocation based on the score they obtain against the performance criteria. (Note: 

Not all minimum conditions were applied in the FY2012 assessment. PMO-RALG has confirmed that this 

was an exceptional circumstance arising from difficulties associated with the procurement of the 

assessment
3
.) LGAs which do not comply with the minimum access conditions are put under stronger 

supervision and monitoring. This performance assessment is conducted annually and the results, as well 

as the amount of funds to be disbursed to each LGA are made public through mass media countrywide. 

Disbursements are released from the central government to LGAs quarterly.  

 

The LGDG system is jointly funded by GoT from its own sources, seven bilateral partners
4
 and the World 

Bank
5
. All funds to LGAs flow through the Ministry of Finance (MoF). Bank support to the LGDG has 

been provided through the Local Government Support Project (LGSP)
6
. Since its foundation, LGDG 

disbursement has increased steadily. Disbursement of LGDG core funds has increased from US$ 22.4 

million in FY2005/06 to US$ 68.4 million in FY2010/11. The Government’s own source contribution has 

also increased consistently. For instance, while the Government’s share of the LGDG core disbursement 

in FY2005/06 was 7% (US$ 1.5 million out of US$ 22.4 million disbursed), the ratio has increased 

progressively to 22% in FY2010/11 (US$ 15 million out of US$ 68.4 million disbursed) and is projected 

to grow to 40% in FY2011/12.
7
 In the context of GoT’s tight overall budgetary position, this trend 

confirms the Government’s commitment to fiscal decentralization and the LGDG. 

 

The LGDG system has established a transparent and predictable system of fiscal flows from central 

government to LGAs and produced concrete results. By introducing the LGDG, GoT rationalized myriad 

ad hoc area-based programs, and showed its commitment to allocating resources for development to 

LGAs through a performance-based system. Prior to the introduction of LGDG, development transfers 

from the central government to local governments were not a function of LGA performance and were not 

based on an equitable formula. The LGDG system set up a transparent fiscal transfer mechanism in which 

allocations were driven by performance; additionally, the LGDG system makes LGA disbursements 

public through mass media that is accessible by ordinary citizens.  

 

                                                                                                                                                                           
disbursement of the GoT contribution since then, but some recent evidence suggests that since 2010/11, this contribution has not 

fully followed the formula. 
3 This possibility could not arise under the proposed Program as DLIs 1, 2 and 3 which rely on the completion of the annual 

assessment would not then be satisfied.  
4 Belgium, Finland, Germany, Ireland, Japan, the Netherlands, and Sweden. 
5 World Bank contributions through LGSP to the LGDG core ended in September 2010. 
6 The Local Government Support Project (LGSP) closed on June 30, 2012. 
7 See par 21 and footnote 10 in the Program Appraisal Document for further information and qualifiers. 
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The LGDG system and the larger local government reform process have achieved a number of significant 

improvements in LGA performance. For example, the requirement to include communities in LGA 

budgeting and planning has improved participatory planning and budgeting, as well as accountability at 

the LGA level
8
, the increased volume of funding channeled to LGAs has led to an increased amount of 

investments in LGA infrastructure and services
9
. The performance assessment element of the LGDG 

system has improved LGA systems
10

. These improvements are consistent with public opinion. When 

asked in 2003 in an independently conducted citizen survey if local government reforms are improving 

service delivery, 60.5% responded “yes”. This rate went up to 70.24% when the survey was repeated in 

2009.  Similarly, when asked in 2003, whether local government reforms would lead to more participation 

from ordinary people in the planning process of the respondents, 76.6% responded positively and this 

result went up to 81.43% in 2009
11

.  

 

LGAs continue to face significant challenges. These include LGA financial management performance 

which, after an improvement from FY2005/06 through FY2008/09 appears to have stagnated. While the 

rate of unqualified audits among 133 LGAs increased from 54% in FY2007/08 to 58% in FY2008/09, it 

deteriorated to 49% in FY2009/10, with an increase back to 54% in FY2010/11 (though the fluctuation is 

partly attributable to the fact that in FY2009/10 the audit scope and rules were made more stringent). 

LGA overall ability to raise and collect own source revenues is another significant challenge. The amount 

of LGA own source revenues collected has increased since the early 2000, the ratio of own source 

revenues in the overall LGA budget remains low, particularly in the area of property taxation, which is an 

LGA mandate.  Another important area of improvement for LGAs is public participation, accountability 

and oversight mechanisms. The LGDG system has contributed to improvements of these mechanisms at 

the LGA level, however, more needs to be done, as evidenced by public perception. Results from the 

citizen survey conducted in 2003 showed that those responding positively to the question whether 

individuals can influence the local government planning system have increased from 44.6% in 2003 to 

58.65% in 2009, but more than 40% of respondents do not believe they can influence planning at the 

LGA level. Similar responses are seen in questions on the citizens’ ability to access the LGAs’ financial 

statements and other LGA level information. 

 

Additionally, despite contributing to performance improvements, the LGDG system itself faces a number 

of challenges. Three are particularly important.   

 

First, while the system appears to have leveraged aggregate LGA performance in its early years, 

something of a “performance plateau” seems to have been reached.  Under the current system, 110 LGAs 

(out of 133) meet the program’s minimum conditions and are expected to receive ‘very good’ 

performance scoring, while only 16 LGAs are expected to be get an  ‘average’ performance rating. Given 

this “success” of most LGAs in attaining very good performance, the performance assessment system as it 

exists no longer appears to be providing much of an incentive for LGA institutional systems 

enhancement.  

 

Second, while performance assessments under LGDG are generally completed on time, there are delays 

in quarterly disbursements of funds from the central government to LGAs. This delay makes it difficult to 

plan and execute projects at the LGA level. It also contributes to the reported poor budget execution at the 

local level, where undisbursed balances in LGA accounts are carried forward from year to year.  

 

The third and final challenge is that from an urban perspective the existing LGDG system does not meet 

the unique institutional and infrastructure needs of ULGAs. As mentioned above, due to Tanzania’s high 

                                                      
8 Tidemand, Msami, Impact of Local Government Reforms in Tanzania, 2010 
9 MDF Consulting, Local Government Development Grant System Mid Term Review, 2011 
10 Liviga, Roell, Mhina, Effectiveness of D by D: Financial Resources versus Absorption Capacity, 2010 
11 Kirama, Katera, Ngalewa (REPOA), Formative Research on the Local Government Research Program in Tanzania, Summary 

of Results of Third Citizen Survey Report, 2010 
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population growth and urbanization rate, the country’s urban areas have significant institutional and 

infrastructure needs. Yet because the existing LGDG system does not differentiate between urban and 

non-urban LGAs, the only discretionary funds within LGDG provided to ULGAs to address their 

infrastructure needs – which are significantly larger than those of rural LGAs - and to incentivize the 

performance of these institutions which require significantly more capacity than in rural areas, is through 

the LGDG Core (i.e. the Council Development Grant and Capacity Building Grant windows), which 

amounts to approximately $2/capita/annum.     

 

In this context, GoT intends to introduce a new window within the LGDG focused specifically on 

meeting the investment needs and leveraging the improved institutional performance of Tanzania’s 

rapidly growing secondary cities. This window, to be known as the Urban Performance Grant (UPG), will 

add a new fiscal transfer to the intergovernmental fiscal system in Tanzania.  This system is already fairly 

complex and there are potential disadvantages in complicating it further.  Broadly speaking, simplicity in 

intergovernmental fiscal design is conducive to administrative efficiency, eases the local budgeting 

process, and reduces the reporting and compliance burdens of recipient local governments.  On the other 

hand, the above-referenced needs of ULGAs have become both pressing and distinctive, and international 

experience also shows that attempting to crowd too many objectives into any single fiscal transfer 

instrument tends to dilute focus, thereby weakening incentives and undermining efficacy. This is 

particularly so for performance grants which gain their traction from a clear and consistent link between 

the institutional performance that is targeted and the fiscal (grant) incentive.   

 

Against this backdrop, the option of adapting the LGDG Core grant to achieve the goals of the UPG, 

rather than creating a new grant window, is not considered feasible.  There are three chief reasons for this.  

First, given the need to develop significantly greater institutional capacity in urban local governments, 

which is required to provide services to rapidly growing populations and support increasingly complex 

built environments, a more demanding and suitably focused annual performance assessment (APA) 

system is required.  While, over time, the lessons learned from the implementation of this system will be 

incorporated into the broader LGDG assessment system, a number of the measures proposed for urban 

councils may not be appropriate for the majority of Tanzania LGAs which are rural in nature.  Second, 

given the urbanization pressures indicated above and the more complex nature of service delivery systems 

in urban areas (where reliance on networked systems is much greater than in rural areas), the funding 

requirements of ULGAs in Tanzania in respect of the provision of basic municipal services is 

significantly greater than those in rural areas. Accommodating these differentials within the existing 

LGDG Core grants would involve a significant distortion of the existing formula for the horizontal 

distribution of funds between local governments.  Finally, because GoT wishes to direct additional 

funding to improving the delivery of municipal services through sizeable investments that increase the 

productivity of town/city economies (e.g. secondary road networks at the municipal level rather than 

smaller disaggregated sub-projects at the local or neighborhood level), the menu for this window will be 

less discretionary – hence will need to function under a different set of rules, more akin to the other sector 

windows – than the LGDG Core.  

 

The Urban Performance Grant (UPG) will begin by targeting 18 ULGAs and gradually be expanded to 

reach all ULGAs.  The initial selection of 18 LGAs is based on several factors. Firstly, the funding 

requirements for a UPG that serves all 26 ULGAs would be considerable (US$255 million is proposed for 

the current 18 ULGAs).  Secondly, there are already several existing (non-LGDG) investment programs 

supporting similar investments in other ULGAs in Tanzania.  Thirdly, in light of the experience gained in 

designing the LGDG, a phased approach to introducing new fiscal transfers has worked well.  It is 

expected that, as was the case with the LGDP, over time the UPG will be expanded to include all existing 

ULGAs in Tanzania.  Furthermore, a number of smaller but rapidly growing Town Councils will also 

graduate to ULGA status and become eligible for the UPG.  

  

While the ULGSP will be focused on urban local governments, hence on the third LGDG challenge 

identified above, it will also contain measures to strengthen the first two challenges within the LGDG 
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more broadly, viz. (i) strengthening the overall incentive system applicable to LGAs more broadly, and 

(ii) ensuring that LGDG funding is disbursed to LGAs in a timely manner. The modalities for achieving 

this are outlined in the ULGSP Program Appraisal Document, which is publicly available in the World 

Bank InfoShop. 

2.2 Proposed Program: Urban Local Government Strengthening Program 

 

The development objective of ULGSP (the proposed Program) is to improve institutional performance for 

urban service delivery in participating urban local government authorities. The proposed new urban 

focused window, to be called the Urban Performance Grant (UPG) will be added to the current LGDG 

windows, with the goal to improve institutional performance of Tanzania’s rapidly growing secondary 

cities.   

 

The UPG will fully utilize and enhance the key elements of the LGDG system. Namely, similar to current 

windows, it will determine LGA allocation by a population based formula and it will disburse its funds as 

a result of LGA performance assessment. In doing so, UPG will leverage institutional strengthening and 

support local capacity building. UPG funds will be primarily used by ULGAs to meet their infrastructure 

needs. The UPG window will have an associated set of activities, which will include capacity building - 

needed for ULGAs to be able to respond to the performance incentive mechanism, as well as the 

independent annual performance assessment which will determine the disbursements for each ULGA in a 

year. These implementation activities will be carried out by PMO-RALG, which is responsible for 

decentralization and local government affairs in mainland Tanzania. UPG and the associated 

implementation activities form the proposed Program (the Urban Local Government Strengthening 

Program or ULGSP). The Program is expected to run from 2012 until December, 2018. 

 

The following three overall results are expected from the Program:: 

a. 18 ULGAs, with approximately 25% of the country’s urban population, with enhanced 

institutional structures and better local governance defined in terms of improved urban 

planning systems, increased own source generation and collection (with a particular focus on 

property taxation), enhanced fiduciary systems management, improved service delivery 

systems and enhanced accountability and oversight mechanisms (including environmental 

and social management);  

b. A set of urban municipal infrastructure investments which will be financed by the Program’s 

incentive element; and 

c. Enhanced central government mechanisms that can support decentralization including on-

time disbursement from the central government to ULGAs. 

 

The program scope is as follows:  

a. Program duration: 2012 through 2018; 

b. Program envelope: US$ 255 million; 

c. Concentration on areas where ULGAs face challenges: 1. Urban planning systems; 2. Own 

source revenues from property taxes; 3. Efficiency in fiduciary systems (financial 

management and procurement) management; 4. Infrastructure implementation and operations 

& maintenance (O&M) systems; and 5. Accountability and oversight mechanisms.  

d. (Initial) Geographic scope: 18 ULGAs: Morogoro, Tabora, Moshi, Sumbawanga, Shinyanga, 

Songea, Singida, Musoma, Iringa, Njombe, Bukoba, Kibaha, Babati, Geita, Korogwe, 

Mpanda, Lindi, Bariadi; 

e. Activities to be supported: Urban infrastructure investments and central government activities 

for supporting fiscal decentralization such as capacity enhancement, technical assistance and 

grant management.  
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Within these parameters, the proposed Program will strengthen the system of 18 ULGAs through the 

UPG under PforR modality. UPG will achieve this by leveraging the municipal infrastructure financing it 

offers. Namely, ULGAs will receive financing from the grant mechanism based on their performance 

against performance indicators. Depending on the score each ULGA receives as a result of an annual 

performance assessment, which will measure their performance against the performance indicators, they 

will receive UPG financing. This financing will be used only for (i) municipal infrastructure investments 

(investment menu provided in table below) and (ii) capacity enhancement and technical assistance 

activities needed to respond to the incentives of UPG. UPG funds will be made available to ULGAs on 

the basis of their performance in the five local government management areas highlighted above 

(Improved Urban Planning System, Efficient Fiduciary Systems, Improved Infrastructure, Implementation 

and Operation & Maintenance (O&M) and Strengthened Accountability and Oversight Systems). Each 

year, the PMO-RALG will commission an independent assessment, which will measure each ULGA’s 

performance against a set of minimum conditions and a set of performance indicators (see Annex 3 of the 

Program Appraisal Document). The score each ULGA receives from the annual assessment will 

determine the disbursement of the UPG. Disbursement from the central government to local governments, 

whose amount will be determined by the annual assessment, will be made twice a year (bi-annually). 

 

The annual allocation for each full grant cycle will range between US$35.5 million for the Program start 

year (FY2014/15) and US$52.2 million for the following four years. The performance indicators in 

FY2013/14 will not apply and the US$9 million will be allocated to ULGAs subject to a minimum 

conditions assessment (spelled out in Annex 3 of the Program Appraisal Document), which will comprise 

most of the current LGDG minimum access criteria along with a number of additional conditions 

pertaining to environmental and social management, financial management and procurement
12

. ULGAs 

which fulfill these minimum conditions will receive a grant, part of which they can use to build their 

capacity to respond to the full performance assessment which will take place for the grant cycle in 

FY2014/15. From FY2014/15 onwards, a full performance assessment of both minimum access 

conditions and performance indicators will be conducted each year. Only those ULGAs which fully meet 

the minimum access conditions will be eligible to receive UPG funds. Those ULGAs which do not meet 

all of the minimum access conditions will not be able to access funds, but will receive capacity building 

support from PMO-RALG to support accessing the funds in the subsequent years. Annex 1 of the 

Program Appraisal Document provides a detailed description of the UPG cycle.    

 

UPG funding will comprise a progressively increasing per capita amount, designed to go up in line with 

the increasing capacity at ULGAs.  UPG will start at US$ 3 per capita in FY2013/14, with disbursement 

against meeting the Program minimum access conditions (DLI 1), will go up to US$ 12 in FY2014/15 

with disbursement against meeting the Program minimum access conditions (DLI 1) and performance 

against the institutional performance indicators (DLI 2), and reach US$ 18 in FY2015/16 and onwards, 

with disbursement against meeting the Program minimum access conditions (DLI 1) and performance 

against the institutional (DLI 2) and infrastructure (DLI 3) related performance indicators. The allocation 

envelope for each ULGA will be a function of the population of each council and the score attained at the 

annual performance assessment. Based on this, Table 1 below provides an overview of likely annual and 

cumulative UPG for each ULGA, assuming the targets for DLIs 1, 2 and 3 are met exactly as set in the 

DLI matrix. The exact annual disbursement per ULGA will be determined according to actual ULGA 

performance against DLI targets. 
 

 

 

 

 

Table 1: Projected UPG allocations to 18 Urban Local Governments 

                                                      
12 Annual assessment in FY2013/14 will also conduct a baseline survey of performance indicators. These values will be used only 

for informational purposes and will not affect disbursement, which will be based solely on minimum access conditions.  
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ULGA 

Population UPG 

2002 

Census 

2012 

Estimate 

Approximate disbursement 

@ US$ 18 per capita, 

FY2015/16 

(per year/ USD Million)  

Assuming actual 

performance against DLIs 1, 

2, 3 meets target for 

FY2015/16 

Maximum possible 

disbursement over Program 

Period 

(USD Million) 

Assuming actual performance 

against DLIs 1, 2, 3 meets 

target throughout Program 

1 Tabora MC 188,005 420,000 7.5 28.9 

2 Morogoro MC 227,921 327,000 5.8 22.5 

3 Shinyanga MC 134,523 222,000 4 15.3 

4 
Sumbawanga 

MC 
146,842 222,000 4 15.3 

5 Moshi MC 143,799 217,000 3.9 14.9 

6 Musoma MC 107,855 205,000 3.7 14.1 

7 Songea MC 130,860 189,000 3.4 13 

8 Singida MC 114,853 184,000 3.3 12.6 

9 Iringa MC 106,371 165,000 2.9 11.3 

10 Bukoba MC 80,868 164,000 2.9 11.3 

11 Kibaha TC 77,831 112,000 2 7.7 

12 Geita TC 72,482 105,000 1.8 7.2 

13 Babati TC 64,652 93,000 1.7 6.4 

14 Korogwe TC 53,986 78,000 1.4 5.4 

15 Mpanda TC 47,272 68,000 1.2 4.7 

16 Lindi MC 41,075 72,000 1.3 4.9 

17 Njombe TC 34,630 49,000 0.8 3.3 

18 Bariadi TC 15,462 22,000 0.4 1.6 

Total 1,789,287 2,914,000 52.5 201 

 

2.3 Environmental, Social, and Resettlement Management Under ULGSP 

 

Currently, projects funded by grants under LGDG use Tanzanian systems for environmental, social, and 

resettlement management. These include: 

 Procedures under the Environmental Management Act (2004) for environmental impact 

assessment; 

 Procedures under the Land Act (1999) and subsequent regulations for land acquisition; 

 Procedures under the Local Government (District Authorities) Act No. 7, 1982 and Obstacles and 

Opportunities to Development methodology of participatory planning; 

 Laws, regulations, and guidelines specific to subject sectors (e.g. roads). 

 

Because it is financed with a basket funding arrangement pooled from various Development Partners, 

there is no one overarching framework for environmental, social, and resettlement management. 

However, the World Bank-supported Local Government Support Program, operating since 2004, 

employed an Environmental and Social Management Framework (ESMF) and Resettlement Policy 

Framework (RPF). This program, classified as a Category B for environmental and social impacts under 

Bank Safeguard Policy OP/BP 4.01, has a similar structure of infrastructure grants to LGAs with PMO-

RALG as the implementing agency, though both rural and urban governments were included and works 
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financed with grants were considerably smaller (e.g. rehabilitation of classrooms, pedestrian bridges, well 

boreholes). Other urban infrastructure projects such as the Tanzania Strategic Cities Project are also 

administered by PMO-RALG, and follow the World Bank’s Safeguard Policies, so while Safeguards do 

not apply to ULGSP, there is a track record within the ULGAs and counterpart agency for applying 

environmental and social management tools. 

 

As mentioned above, each LGAs in Tanzania already undergoes an Annual Performance Assessment, 

administered by an independent firm, which applies a set of minimum conditions in order to qualify for 

capital grants, as well as a set of performance indicators. Despite LGAs carrying out many of the 

responsibilities of environmental and social management, these elements are not included in the 

assessment nor is there systematic monitoring for performance or rewards for good performance. 

 

Under ULGSP, there is an opportunity to mainstream environmental and social management as a core 

element of institutional performance. Doing so contributes not only to the overarching sustainability goals 

of PforR financing, but more importantly to the goals of decentralized decision-making and more 

effective service delivery at the local level. 

 

To this end, as the Program will assess environmental and social performance and has as one of its aims 

to strengthen these systems in order to enhance performance, the ESSA aims to provide an assessment of 

the current conditions of these systems and proposes measures that are built into the Program in order 

strengthen them. While the ESSA process is ongoing, three key areas for strengthening have been 

identified: these are the areas included in the Action Plan described in ESSA Volume 1 as well as built 

into the Program indicators:  

 

Defining an Environmental and Social Management System: Under ULGSP, ULGAs must demonstrate 

that they have established a functional system for environmental and social management as a minimum 

condition to access the UPG. After the first year, ULGAs will be required to demonstrate that all projects 

are screened for impacts and have mitigation measures, and that all projects have environmental 

approvals from the national authorities prior to initiating works, for example. One of the primary issues 

impacting performance is the lack of a clear framework for environmental and social management at the 

ULGA level. This area will, for example, include measures to seek agreement with PMO-RALG and 

other agencies on roles and responsibilities for environmental and social management, coordination, 

technical tools, ensuring adequate staffing, and consultation processes.  

 

Technical Guidance and Implementation Capacity: In order to provide clear guidelines to technical staff 

in the ULGAs, PMO-RALG has developed and Environmental and Social Management Manual 

(ESMM), which will be the guiding framework for Environmental and Social Impact Assessment and 

developing Resettlement Action Plans by ULGAs. This tool provides technical guidance for ULGAs, is 

consistent with the Tanzanian system and bridges the gaps between the existing system and OP/BP 9.00; 

 

Addressing Resource Constraints: This area includes measures to overcome constraints with respect to 

human and budgetary resources, through both the Program incentive structure as well as capacity building 

and training. A capacity building and training program will be key to ensure that staff within ULGAs 

understand their roles, have the capacity to fulfill them, and clearly understand how they will be evaluated 

through the Annual Performance Assessment. 

 

The measures outlined under each of these areas are addressed and integrated into the overall Program 

through three mechanisms: 

 

1. Inputs to the Program design, which include measures to be undertaken during Program 

preparation, agreements and areas for further study, development of technical tools, and design of 

performance indicators; 
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2. Inputs to the Program Action Plan, which are actions agreed with the Government that will be 

carried out after the Program is effective; and 

3. Inputs to the Program Implementation Support Plan, which is the structure of the Bank 

implementation support to be provided to PMO_RALG and the 18 ULGAs during 

implementation. This includes: Reviewing implementation progress and achievement of program 

results; helping to resolve implementation issues and to carry out institutional capacity building; 

monitoring the performance of Program systems, including the implementation of the Program 

action plan; and monitoring and evaluating changes in Program risks as well as compliance with 

the provisions of legal covenants.  

 

2.4 Program Institutional Arrangements 

 

The Program will be implemented through the same institutional architecture used under the LGDG 

system. Under the Program’s implementation arrangements, as under the LGDG system, the 

responsibilities will be as follows:  

 

 

 

The following are primary functions of the core institutions: 

 

Reflecting the decentralized nature of the Program, participating ULGAs will take primary responsibility 

for implementing their own subprojects including all fiduciary, and reporting requirements. Namely, 

ULGAs will be responsible for: (i) using nationally guided participatory budgeting arrangements to plan 

for the way in which they will use grant funds, both for infrastructure investments and capacity building 

activities (planning and budgeting); (ii) using the funds they receive according to the participatory 

budgeting priorities and national laws and regulations (fiduciary systems, anti-fraud & corruption 

mechanisms and oversight mechanisms); and (iii) monitoring and reporting on the use of the funds and 

the associated outputs and outcomes (reporting). As such, ULGAs will have primary responsibility for 

the institutional strengthening activities and implementation of infrastructure subprojects. Program 

implementation will be done using the existing ULGA structures with the respective Council Director as 

the ULGA level accounting officer.  The relevant council officials will be responsible for the 

implementation, supervision and oversight of their respective subprojects and institutional strengthening 

activities. Management of the completed investments, including O&M, will be the responsibility of 

ULGAs.   

PMO-RALG 

Permanent Secretary 

Directorate of Urban Development  
Program Coordinator 

ULGSP Sub-Coordinator 

Financial Management Specialists 

Procurement Specialists 

Social and Environment Specialist 

Institutional Strengthening Specialist 

Monitoring and Evaluation Specialist 

 

Respective Regional 

Secretariats 
Oversight, Advisory 

and Mentoring  

18 ULGAs 
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PMO-RALG will be responsible for the overall management of Program activities, providing overall 

coordination and technical support to ULGAs. Specifically, it will be responsible for (a) providing the 

necessary staffing for each ULGA according to nationally set norms; (b) providing the hard and soft 

infrastructure (i.e. IT), technical assistance and capacity building to ULGAs in many areas including 

financial management, and environmental and social management and procurement; (c) commissioning 

and executing the oversight of the independent annual performance assessment; (d) communicating the 

results of the annual performance assessment to the Bank and obtaining the Bank’s verification of it; (e) 

making public the results of the annual performance assessment and the corresponding grant funds to be 

disbursed to ULGAs mass media; (f) requesting and following up with the Ministry of Finance and the 

Bank of Tanzania to disburse the funds to ULGAs on time; (g) collecting and aggregating data from 

ULGAs to track the use of grant funds; and (h) overall management of the Program, including preparing 

the Program report.  

 

Ministry of Lands, Housing and Human Settlements Development (MLHHSD) manages land valuation  

and compensation. 

 

2.5 Environmental and Social Management at the ULGA Level 

 

As mentioned above, Urban Local Government Authorities (ULGAs) are responsible for planning and 

implementing basic infrastructure projects financed by the UPG. Service delivery in all LGAs in Tanzania 

is the responsibility of LGA technical personnel under oversight of the Council. The Council is comprised 

of elected councillors from each ward of the LGA and Heads of Departments. Departmental plans and 

proposals go through standing committees before reaching the Council.  The three main Standing 

Committees are: 

 The Economic and Social services Committee. 

 The Urban Planning and Environment Committee 

 The Administration and Finance Committee 

 

The Standing committee meets once in three months to deliberate on sectoral plans and proposals for 

approval. The general responsibilities of all Standing Committees include: 

 Reviewing, scrutinizing and approving departmental implementation reports. 

 Reviewing departmental budgets. 

 Supervising the implementation of various national policies. 

 Advising technical staff in relation to priority of the LGA and needs of the community. 

 

Environmental and Social Management issues are currently managed under the same department often 

called Lands and Natural Resources or Urban Planning, Lands and Environment Department. Social 

issues are handled by two main departments: public health and social welfare issues fall under the Health 

Department while Community Development is a separate department. Occupational Health and Safety 

(OHS) and sanitation issues are managed by the Health Department.  

 

Figure 1 below illustrates where the abovementioned departments and officers function under the general 

LGA structure. All environmental, social and resettlement issues are presented and shared at the Council 

Management Team where all Heads of Departments are present under the chair of the Municipal/Town 

Council Director. However any financial and implementation approvals related to environmental and 

resettlement compensation have to pass through the LGA standing committees and the Full Council. 
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Figure 1: Environmental, Social and Resettlement Organizational Structure in ULGAs 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Municipal/Town Council  

Director 

Council Management Team 
(various departments e.g finance, Administration, Health, Education) 

 Resettlement & compensation under Lands and Natural Resources OR Urban Planning and 

Lands Department 

 Environmental Management under Lands, Natural Resources OR Urban Planning and Lands 

Department 

 Social issues under Community Development Department 

 Occupational Health and Safety issues under Health Department 

 Infrastructure under Works and Fire Department 

Responsible for identifying projects (either with community or top down approach), making sure that 

the project is viable and feasible and presenting the project for final approval. 

Ward Executive Officers 
 

Mtaa Executive Officers 
    

Support departments 
vary among LGAs but mostly 
include: 

Audit 
Legal 

IT & Public Relations 
Procurement & Supply 

Election 
Beekeeping 

 
 

Standing Committees 
(Specific sectoral committees comprised of representatives of relevant sectoral  

technical staff and elected councilors appointed to the committee) 
Resettlement & compensation and Environment management in one committee. 

Full Council 
(both elected Councilors and Heads of Department) 

Highest Authority responsible for all final approvals of all projects 
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Within the Council Management Team, environmental, social, and resettlement management are assigned 

to different staff: 

 Environmental Management Officers are required by law in each LGA (EMA, 2004), and 

handle the ESIA process; 

 Community Development Officers are also required staff in each ULGA and typically handle 

public participation, grievances, and other social management issues; 

 Resettlement and Compensation varies, but is generally the responsibility of a Land Valuer 

assisted by the designated Land Office and Community Development Officer. 

 

The particular institutional structures for environmental and social management will be discussed in more 

detail in their respective sections. 
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SECTION 3 BASELINE CONDITIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL EFFECTS 

 

3.1 Environmental and Social Baseline Conditions 

 

The eighteen ULGAs that will receive support under ULGSP vary widely with respect to the physical, 

socioeconomic, and natural environment. The common link is that each is experiencing rapid population 

growth, which is resulting in informal settlement patterns that lack infrastructure, congestion and 

environmental degradation – being urban areas, each of these negative impacts on health and quality of 

life, which the types of investments and support to urban planning under ULGSP are intended to mitigate. 

 

The section below provides a summary of the baseline conditions in ULGAs, based on data and 

observations collected in surveys and during field visits. 

3.1.1 Geographic Coverage 

 

ULGAs vary widely in size and geographic location (see Figure 2): 

 
Figure 2: Map of ULGAs Under ULGSP 

 
Red circles indicate ULGAs that were visited during fieldwork, black circles are remaining ULGAs. 
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For example, some urban boundaries (the areas where ULGAs will implement investments) are limited to 

an urban core, such as Moshi where nearly half of the population resides in the central business district 

and the total area is 58 km
2
.  Other ULGAs have substantial peri-urban areas and rural hinterlands – 

Tabora is one example, where less than 1% of the population resides in the central business district and 

most of the population resides in peri-urban and rural areas covering over 1,000 km
2
. 

 

3.1.2 Socioeconomic 

 

 

Density: Population distribution is fairly good with planned areas categorised as low to medium density. 

High density populated areas are found in unplanned squatter areas or urban LGA, causing congestion 

and high rates of waste production.  

 

Population Growth: The ULGAs are experiencing high population growth rate (rates reported growth 

rate range from 2.8 to 4.3) and some experience daily rural -urban migration during working hours (e.g 

Korogwe). Therefore population distribution in terms of residency indicates a lower urban population 

however the population density becomes very high during the day when part of the population from rural 

areas come to the urban centers and returns back when day ends. This makes it very difficult to plan for 

the management of basic services (e.g sanitation and waste management) as it is difficult to monitor the 

daily patterns of urban population movements. 

 

Data Constraints: In the majority of ULGAs visited, their socio-economic profiles and other 

town/investment profiles were not up to date (not of last calendar year). This means that the ULGAs may 

not have updated data on hand to feed into their infrastructure planning. Planning for and maintaining 

sufficient urban infrastructure services is affected by rural-urban migration and daily movements of 

people which makes it difficult for ULGAs to track and keep updated socioeconomic data that enables 

informed planning and decision making.  

 

Vulnerable Groups: For the purposes of the ESSA, the groups identified as most vulnerable in the 

Tanzania Participatory Poverty Assessment are: children, persons with disabilities, youths (unemployed, 

females, youths with unreliable incomes), people living with long illnesses (e.g. HIV/AIDS), women 

(widows and those not able to support themselves), drug addicts and alcoholics..While there is little data 

on these specific groups available at the ULGA level, the experience with Project Affected People in 

similar projects found a high proportion of PAPs (with respect to resettlement) had at least one vulnerable 

member in their household. In one case, nearly 24% of households having at least one person with a 

disability.
13

  Some of the ULGAs included in ULGSP include some of those with the highest proportions 

of orphaned children in Tanzania (Iringa 19%, Bukoba 16%). 

 

Indigenous Peoples: During the ESSA all 18 ULGAs in the Program have been screened for the presence 

of Hadzabe and Barabaig groups, using the criteria outlined in OP/BP 4.10 as OP/BP 9.00 does not 

include criteria for Indigenous Peoples. This screening found that neither the Hadzabe
14

 nor Barabaig 

groups are present in any of the ULGAs.  

 

3.1.3 Land Use 

 

Unplanned areas: All of the ULGAs visited have unplanned areas primarily in relation to residential and 

commercial land uses - ULGAs are characterized by unplanned settlement patterns ranging from 15% to 

83% of the total population (DEGE, 2012). Although most MC and TC visited have either a land use 

                                                      
13

 Resettlement Action Plan for TSCP – Mbeya City Council 
14

 Hunter-gatherers with a total population of less than 1,000 
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plan, master plan or strategic plan, not all initiatives in their plans have been implemented reportedly due 

to lack of sufficient funds to adequately survey all areas. Unplanned settlements will negatively affect the 

ULGSP projects because the ULGA may face increased resettlement or compensation costs or the 

projects may lack sufficient supporting infrastructures.  

 

Informal Traders: Majority of towns report variety of employment opportunities and an adequate labour 

force available. Though majority are in formal employment, small informal traders are rapidly growing 

and difficult to manage or control leading to congestion in some areas of the urban town. Since this sector 

is unplanned, it effects have been resulting in: 

 Congestion: previous planning did not take into account the informal activities, leaving these 

vendors and hawkers to use any space available (squatting, encroachment). Congestion on roads 

further results into increasing incidence of accidents and crime.  

 Illegal waste dumping: these informal businesses do not have reliable facilities for solid waste 

and sanitation. This causes littering, open defecation and increased health risks.  

 

Urban Agriculture: Urban farming is a main source of livelihood even in Tanzanian cities – in Dar 

es Salaam, Tanzania’s largest city but not included under ULGSP, two out of three households are 

engaged in some form of subsistence agriculture or animal husbandry (Kreibich and Olima, 2002).  

The field visits to ULGAs  noted that small sized plots for domestic and small commercial purposes 

were common.  
 

3.1.4 Built Environment and Infrastructure 

 

As mentioned earlier, the cities included under ULGSP are experiencing rapid growth rates that 

compromise the ability to keep up with providing adequate infrastructure. Field visits to ULGAs in the 

Program and data collection provided the following observations of the baseline conditions of the built 

environment and infrastructure: 

 

Roads and Related Infrastructure: Main roads connecting to the regions roads within the Municipalities 

and Towns are under the authority of the Tanzania Roads Agency (TAN-ROADS). Majority of LGAs 

have few tarmac roads that are mainly concentrated to main town roads. However few are well 

maintained unless recently built. Over 50% of most urban LGA roads are gravel. Moshi reported as an 

exception, have 280km of road of which 70% are tarmac and although not all roads are tarmac, regular 

maintenance keeps them in good condition and so are passable throughout the year. This cannot be 

translated to all other ULGAs as the conditions of gravel roads are dependent on amount of rainfall, 

drainage facilities and maintenance activities. Gravel roads that are in poor condition are often seen in 

areas that have received heavy rains and do not have adequate drainage. Regular maintenance does not 

occur on all ULGA roads due to minimal funds available, therefore efforts are focused on main roads.  

 

In previously planned areas of the urban LGAs the road networks are adequately planned and are 

sufficient. However most of these planned roads are congested with informal traders along the roads 

making it difficult for road users to pass.  

 

Road junctions, signage and traffic lights are not sufficient for the growing road network and those on 

existing roads are either not present or are not very bad condition. 

 

Transportation: Towns have sufficient transport services either by bus, taxi, motorbikes, bicycles and 

push carts. However in majority of the urban LGAs the main issue with transportation services is 

congestion either at the bus stands or along the roads. This is because parking facilities for buses and taxis 
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are not sufficient, they have been invaded by informal traders, or are not big enough for the fast growing 

transport services available.  

 

Drainage: Stormwater drains have not been built along all roads and existing drainage channels are 

irregularly maintained. Apart from storm water drainage channels built along newly constructed roads, 

majority of the existing drainage channels are not cleaned. They are either full of grass and weeds, littered 

with garbage or the stone/concrete lining has been damaged. This causes erosion on higher elevated areas 

of town and flooding and sedimentation in lower downstream areas of the towns. For example Geita and 

Morogoro due to the hilly nature of the town and lack of drainage channels experiences high erosion 

alongside gravel roads on the higher areas and sedimentation problems in the lower areas of the town. 

 

Public Space: All ULGAs visited have football fields, though not all are fenced, have lights or 

washrooms apart from one field seen in Geita. Apart from Musoma, open spaces seen have not been well 

established with infrastructure such as fences/benches etc to be recognized as a designated open spaces. 

These are often encroached by commercial businesses and informal sector traders. 

 

Waste Management: All ULGAs visited do not have a sufficient waste management system for both 

liquid and solid waste. Majority do not have a liquid waste treatment system and use pit latrines. Septic 

tanks are common for hotels/guesthouses and some industries. The ULGAs work with community groups 

to collect solid waste and take it to central collection points from which the ULGA is then responsible for 

transferring it to a dumpsite. Although the ULGAs work with the community to collect waste at collection 

points, not all of the collection points have skip buckets and these collection points are not emptied to 

dumpsites very frequently. 

 

None of the ULGAs visited had a formal landfill and use dumpsites located at least 10km from center. 

However the dumpsites are not well established i.e. no lining, no fencing, no sorting and not all 

community collection points are not emptied frequently due to lack of appropriate or functioning 

equipment. This has led to unplanned waste dumpsites along the roads. In addition the ULGAs reported 

that the dumpsites do not have sufficient equipment to manage the area i.e. compaction, sorting , earthfill 

etc.  This is causing pollution e.g. litter in drainage systems, garbage along the roadsides, air pollution 

from smells of decomposing materials in market areas. Lack of proper solid waste management also 

increases health risks and strain on social services.  

 

3.1.5 Natural Resources 

 

While ULGSP is intended to benefit urban areas, it should be noted that boundaries of some ULGAs 

include sizable peri-urban areas and rural hinterlands that contain agricultural lands and natural habitats.  

The natural environment varies widely, with some ULGAs located on Lake Victoria, one coastal on the 

Indian Ocean (Lindi). No ULGAs contain critical natural habitats or are high biodiversity areas. 

 

Land: Land in urban centres is in fairly good condition with no significant soil erosion or desertification 

factors that impede infrastructure development.  One main significant issue is availability of land for the 

rapidly growing population resulting in expansion to the rural areas. 

 

Forests: Very few ULGAs have forest reserves within their jurisdiction, Morogoro being the only 

sampled MC. Morogoro experiences high levels of encroachment in the forest reserve and deforestation 

due to slash and burn agriculture, expansion of residential and commercial areas and high demand for 

forest products. Morogoro is already experiencing effects of deforestation such as reduced surface water 

runoff and increased soil erosion. Forest Reserves neighboring some urban areas in Moshi, Mpanda and 

Shinyanga are in very good condition due to strong conservation efforts leading to little encroachment.  
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Water: In most municipalities and towns the majority of water resources are in fairly good condition in 

terms of not being heavily polluted. However the quality of water for drinking is poor either from the 

borehole source or due to contamination during distribution to settlements from storm water/liquid waste 

drains. Only two of the LGAs, Moshi and Morogoro reported to have a waste water treatment facility but 

no LGA reported to have a water purification facility.  

 

Air: Toxic air pollution is not very common but is a significant issue in relation to dust, which causes 

respiratory distress and impacts the aesthetic value of properties.. Towns experience dust pollution largely 

due to unpaved and gravel town roads, and in Geita Town dust pollution has increased due to the active 

Geita Gold Mine.  

 

3.2 Description of Infrastructure Works 

 

3.2.1 Urban Performance Grant 

 

As described above, support to the eighteen ULGAs will be provided through an Urban Performance 

Grant (UPG), where the main purpose is to enhance the governance systems of ULGAs. This financing 

will be used only for municipal infrastructure investments (investment menu provided in Table 2 below). 

UPG funding is estimated at USD 15.5 per capita per year disbursed over a four year period. Potential 

allocation to each ULGA will be a function of the population of each council multiplied by the per capita 

base amount (USD 15). The exact annual disbursement per ULGA will be determined according to their 

performance against DLIs. The grant ULGAs will receive as a result of this assessment is intended to be 

used for capital investment at levels that can be absorbed and utilized effectively by each participating 

ULGA. 

 

As described above, UPG funding will progressively increase over the Program period, from US$3 per 

capita per year in FY2013/14, and will reach up to US$18 in FY2015/16 and onwards. The maximum 

amount received by ULGAs (based on population and performance by the sixth year of the Program) is 

expected to be between $7.5 million per year for the largest local government (Tabora MC, approximately 

400,000 people) and $400,000  for the smallest (Bariadi, about 22,000 people). The complete list of 

ULGA projected allocations is shown in Error! Reference source not found. above. 

3.2.2 Eligibility of Works 

 

While the UPG is discretionary like other capital grants under LGDG, eligible investments do have 

limitations on the scope and scale. First, ULGAs select projects from a “menu” of eligible works (Table 

2): 
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Table 2: Urban Performance Grant Investment Menu 

Sector Eligible Expenditures 

Council roads and related 

infrastructure 

 

 Road rehabilitation/upgrading: Grading, graveling, brick paving, tarmac, 

upgrading or rehabilitation for which the ULGA is responsible (maximum 15 

km per year) 

 Road side open storm water drains/ stand-alone storm water drains for flood 

alleviation or erosion control 

 Street lights 

 Culverts 

 Small Bridges: 6m span or less 

 Minibus stands and bus stops (e.g. minibus parking areas for approximately 25 

vehicles) 

 Taxi stands 

 Truck stands  

 Public car parking  

 Other road-related infrastructure (street furniture, vending platforms, signage) 

 Markets and Trade  Slaughterhouse/abattoir (maximum capacity of 100 head of cattle per day) 

 Commercial market infrastructure 

 Public Space  Public green space 

 Sports fields and facilities 

 Solid waste management  Dumpsite rehabilitation 

 Community waste collection points 

 Equipment 

 Project preparation and 

supervision 

 Expenditures related to preparation of infrastructure projects (design, 

supervision etc) 

 Equipment  Equipment related to enhancement of relevant capacities for urban planning 

and OSR management, etc. 

 Capacity building
15

 

  

 (up to a maximum of 5% of 

the annual UPG 

disbursement for each 

ULGA) 

 Urban planning 

 Revenue mobilization 

 Financial management 

 Procurement 

 Accountability/oversight  

 Infrastructure implementation 

 Areas of weaknesses identified during the annual UPG assessments 

 Human resources management 

The following exclusionary criteria apply to works financed with the UPG, which will be included in the manual’s 

screening criteria and has been agreed with PMO-RALG – these parameters will be communicated to 

participating ULGAs: 

 Road works outside of existing rights-of-way; 

 Works involving relocation of more than 20 households; 

 New landfills; 

                                                      
15

Investments under capacity building element of the UPG menu are bound by the same limitations as the LGDG 

Core Capacity Building Grant with restrictions including foreign study tours or long-term education.  
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 Activities that would significantly convert natural habitats or significantly alter potentially important 

biodiversity and/or cultural resource areas. 

 

Based on the scope and scale of projects to be financed under ULGSP, environmental and social impacts 

are expected to be minimal to moderate in scale, with most adverse impacts limited to the construction 

phase and being site-specific and temporary. Evidence from related projects reviewed through the ESSA 

suggests that similar subprojects of a larger scale than would feasibly be financed under ULGSP are 

consistent with a Category B rating per World Bank Safeguard Policy 4.01 on Environmental 

Assessment. 

 

All investments will undergo an environmental and social impact screening per Tanzanian environmental 

systems as well as the enhanced procedures that will be outlined in the Program Environmental and Social 

Management Manual (ESMM) which has been prepared by PMO-RALG with technical guidance from 

the Bank.  Most negative impacts associated with the types of works funded by the UPG are associated 

with the construction phase, as well as the possibility of land acquisition, resettlement, and livelihood 

impacts. Potential adverse environmental impacts include air pollution from dust and exhaust; nuisances 

such as noise, traffic interruptions, and blocking access paths; water and soil pollution from the accidental 

spillage of fuels or other materials associated with construction works, as well as solid and liquid wastes 

from construction sites and worker campsites; traffic interruptions and accidents; and accidental damage 

to infrastructure such as electric, wastewater, and water facilities.  

 

These types of impacts, however, are generally site-specific and temporary, as described in more detail 

below. Experience from implementation of similar types of urban works in Tanzania indicates that short-

term construction impacts for the most part can be prevented or mitigated with standard operational 

procedures and good construction management practices. These procedures will be included in the 

technical manual, and be a standard part of environmental management plans included in bidding 

documents for contractors. 

 

During the environmental impact assessment process outlined in the Program technical manual, all 

investments will be screened for significant adverse impacts that are sensitive, diverse, or unprecedented 

on the environment and/or affected people.  These types of investments are excluded from the Program 

(per OP/BP 9.00, as well as included in the Program Financing Agreement). In addition to screening for 

significant impacts per the Bank’s guidelines in OP/BP 4.01, the following works are ineligible for 

financing with the UPG, which will be included in the technical manual’s screening criteria and have 

been agreed with the GoT: 

 

 Road works outside of existing rights-of-way; 

 Works involving relocation of more than 20 households; 

 New landfills; 

 Activities that would significantly convert natural habitats or significantly alter potentially 

important biodiversity and/or cultural resource areas. 

3.3 Environmental and Social Effects 

 

Based on the scope and scale of investments described above, as well as the context of ULGAs included 

under ULGSP and the experience with other urban projects in Tanzania, potential environmental and 

social effects – including the benefits and negative impacts – of Program activities is outlined below. It 

should be noted that not all ULGAs will implement from each type of project, and, as mentioned above, 

approximately 3-4 projects would be implemented per year.  

 



 

 28 

The design of the instrument to identify, mitigate, manage, and monitor impacts due to the Program 

activities – the ESMM – will take these impacts into account in order to enhance the benefits and 

minimize the negative impacts. 

 

3.3.1 Benefits 

 

The investments under ULGSP are intended to have substantial sustainability outcomes through improved 

infrastructure, sanitary conditions, new economic opportunities, and increased open spaces. Generally 

speaking, investments are intended to reduce the negative externalities of urbanization and population 

density described above and improve the quality of life in ULGAs. The benefits and positive externalities 

of the Program include: 

 Strengthened capacity of participating ULGAs to provide services and fulfill service delivery 

mandates; 

 Public participation in the planning process; 

 Improved quality of life in the targeted areas, as a result of better living conditions and 

enhanced environmental management; 

 Enhanced interaction between economic actors (e.g. markets) leading to increased 

agglomeration benefits;  

 Lower vehicle operating costs, reduced transportation costs, fewer road accidents and reduced 

traffic congestion as a result of improved road conditions and improved access to public 

transport services; 

 Reduced risk of flooding and soil erosion as a consequence of roadside drainage improvements, 

resulting in avoided flood damage to residential and economic property as well as lower road 

maintenance costs; 

 Improved health outcomes and household incomes, owing to the reduction in water-borne 

diseases and reduced health costs; 

 Improved functioning of roadside drainage and reduced environmental degradation due to 

enhanced solid waste management. 

 Secured land tenure in some cases of relocation 

 

3.3.2 Adverse Impacts 

 

Through a review of past projects with similar works and context, such as LGSP and TSCP, the following 

have been identified as the most likely potential negative impacts of the Program activities. The Program 

technical manual will include appropriate measures to mitigate these impacts, and performance in 

implementing these measures are included as part of the Program performance indicators and World Bank 

implementation support. 

 

Environmental Impacts 

 

Construction Impacts: Most negative impacts associated with the types of works funded by the UPG are 

associated with the construction phase. Potential adverse impacts include air pollution from dust and 

exhaust; nuisances such as noise, traffic interruptions, and blocking access paths; water and soil pollution 

from the accidental spillage of fuels or other materials associated with construction works, as well as solid 

and liquid wastes from construction sites and worker campsites; traffic interruptions and accidents; and 

accidental damage to infrastructure such as electric, wastewater, and water facilities. 

 

These types of impacts, however, are generally site-specific and temporary. Experience from urban 

projects such as TSCP indicates that short-term construction impacts for the most part can be prevented or 
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mitigated with standard operational procedures and good construction management practices. These 

procedures will be included in the technical manual, and be a standard part of environmental management 

plans included in bidding documents for contractors. 

 

Physical Cultural Resources and Sacred Sites: While large-scale impacts on physical cultural resources 

are unlikely based on the experience of urban projects in Tanzanian cities, works such as roads and new 

constructions (e.g. markets and open spaces) could impact or historic buildings and/or sacred sites (for 

gravesites, see the section below in Involuntary Resettlement). For example, a road upgrading project in 

the Tanga municipality under the TSCP project was sited on part of a former slave caravan route – 

impacts on the site were mitigated through design elements and consideration for the natural environment 

along the right-of-way. Both by law in Tanzania and in World Bank ESMF’s, projects are screened for 

impacts on physical cultural resources with mitigation measures included in either EMPs or RAPs, 

depending on the type of impact. 

 

Hazardous Chemicals and Hazardous Waste: The activities eligible for finance with the UPG are not 

expected to procure or involve handling of pesticides, chemicals or hazardous substances.   

 

Natural Habitats: As ULGSP is only financing small- to medium-scale works in urban areas, significant 

impacts on sensitive natural habitats and biodiversity are unlikely. However, given the rural hinterlands 

within their boundaries, and locations on the banks of water bodies such as lakes (in the case of Musoma 

and Geita on Lake Victoria) and the Indian Ocean coast (in the case of Lindi), some impacts on water 

ecosystems are possible if construction impacts are not well managed (e.g. erosion). Borrow pits for 

aggregate materials could alter natural habitats. Land clearance for works such as bus stands  and parking 

areas that take place outside of the central business district could result in clearance of grass and trees, 

and road widening works could have similar impacts as well as displacing substantial amounts of soils. If 

not properly managed, borrow pits for construction materials pose perhaps the greatest potential negative 

impacts on natural habitats and land degradation if abandoned without proper reclamation (see next 

section). 

 

Borrow Pits: Some projects will require borrow pits to quarry for aggregate materials for construction 

(i.e. sand and stone). Borrow pits, if improperly sited, maintained, and reclaimed once inactive, can 

impact natural habitats, degrade land (e.g. through topsoil removal), and water quality (through erosion 

and siltation of waterways). An indirect health impact from abandoned borrow pits that are not properly 

reclaimed are the formation of artificial ponds and lakes that breed mosquitos or harbor water-borne 

diseases. Impacts are generally mitigated by preparing borrow pit management plans that identify 

locations, specify amounts to be removed from each site, and provide specific instructions for reclamation 

at each site.  

 

Vegetation: Road works and the construction of public facilities could entail clearing vegetated areas and 

tree felling. Mitigation measures would consist of revegetation and tree planting after construction. 

Reforestation, afforestion and grass replanting in project areas and at time tree nurseries have been 

established as typical mitigation measures in projects such as TSCP and LGSP. 

 

 

Resettlement Impacts 

 

Land acquisition for Program subprojects will be necessary, causing impacts on property and livelihoods. 

Based on the experience in similar projects (such as TSCP and LGSP) the following impacts are most 

common – mitigation measures and implementation track record will be covered in more detail in 

SECTION 5 on the System for Resettlement and Compensation. 

 

Land and Structures: Most urban works under projects such as LGSP and TSCP have involved minimal 

relocation, as road projects have taken place within existing rights-of-way and road reserves are public 
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space to allow for expansion. Similarly, most other works that require new land such as car parks and 

markets have been constructed on public land. However, it is possible that land will need to be acquired 

for public use, and/or that structures have been erected in public rights-of-way (especially cases of 

encroachment on road reserves). In a review of Resettlement Action Plans under TSCP, it was found that 

relocation from plots acquired for specific projects was a maximum of 59 households (road upgrading in 

Mwanza).  

 

Crops: A substantial proportion of resettlement compensation for urban projects in Tanzania has been 

related to structures and crops,
16

 reflecting the general characteristic of high dependence on natural 

resource use in Tanzania even in urban areas (see Section 3.1.2 above). Impacts on crops, horticulture, 

and fruit-bearing trees can impact not only livelihoods but also a source of subsistence food for families. 

There are defined procedures both in Tanzanian law and World Bank frameworks for the valuation and 

compensation for crops.  

 

Graves: A number of projects in urban areas in Tanzania, particularly roads, have required the relocation 

of gravesites
17

. There are well-developed procedures governed by law that must be followed in the 

removal of graves and re-internment. In Bank projects this has been covered as part of Resettlement 

Action Plans, and generally handled by municipal authorities – in some cases compensation is paid to 

affected families that opt to undertake removal and re-internment themselves. 

 

Informal vendors: As observed during field visits, informal traders are common along roadsides in the 

ULGAs included in ULGSP (some mobile and others with informal structures). Road works and 

construction of new facilities (such as parking areas and bus stands) can impact negatively on their 

livelihoods, both temporarily during construction (in which case mobile vendors typically move to a new 

location) and permanently if design changes alter areas those areas so that their activities are no longer 

feasible (e.g. installation of open stormwater drains along roadsides). Despite livelihood impacts, 

unlicensed mobile vendors would lose no land nor assets, and have not been included in the resettlement 

entitlement matrices for other municipal infrastructure projects, nor considered in RAPs reviewed for 

urban projects under TSCP. Street vendors with structures have been included as eligible for 

compensation for lost profits, relocation assistance, and to reestablish business in another location in 

RPFs for Bank projects such as TASAF-III.  

 

Social Impacts 

 

Poor and Vulnerable Groups: Resettlement and environmental degradation tend to disproportionately 

impact the poor and vulnerable groups. While the Program seeks to improve conditions, if impacts are not 

well-managed it is possible that assets and livelihoods could be negatively impacted (see above in 

Resettlement). Screening and mitigating social impacts will be included in the technical manual, and 

guidelines for resettlement will include considerations for vulnerable groups. 

 

Indigenous Peoples: The determination of which ethnic groups in Tanzania are recognized as Indigenous 

remains in the initial stage of analysis by the Bank. It is important to note, however, that the Hadzabe
18

 

and Barabaig ethnic groups were classified as Indigenous Peoples for the Bank’s TASAF-III Project, 

which also developed an Indigenous Peoples Policy Framework. But, to date, the Framework has not 

been implemented and there is no precedent or track record to assess with regards to the institutional 

capacity to undertake free, prior, informed consultations with Indigenous Peoples in Tanzania. As part of 

the ULGSP ESSA, a Tanzanian Social Specialist conducted a screening to determine if either the 

Hadzabe or Barabaig groups were present in any of the Program ULGAs. This screening, which included 

                                                      
16

 For example, see the Resettlement Action Plans prepared for the cities of Mwanza, Tanga, and Arusha under the 

Tanzania Strategic Cities Project (2010). 
17

 Ibid. 
18

 Hunter-gatherers with a total population numbering less than 1,000 
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a literature review and consultations with national and local experts, found no evidence of either group in 

the Program area.  

 

Additionally, the Bank is currently undertaking analytical work related to Indigenous Peoples in Tanzania 

as a separate initiative, which will be the basis for the engagement with the government of Tanzania 

regarding the groups who, based on the World Bank OP 4.10, could be considered indigenous. However, 

this study is in its initial stages. As the ESSA and technical manual are intended to be living documents, 

findings from this work will be incorporated if found to be necessary.  

 

Grievances: While Tanzania is not a fragile state and has no ongoing social conflicts, localized grievances 

are possible during the planning and implementation process. The most likely source of grievance under 

the types of investments under ULGSP is stems from issues of land acquisition and resettlement. Three 

major types of issues are associated with resettlement in Tanzania: (1) delayed and/or unfair 

compensation, (2) poor communication and non-involvement of landowners, and (3) governance, e.g. 

lack of transparency, and exclusion (Kombe, 2010). A grievance mechanism is being developed for the 

overall program, which includes grievance redress for impacts associated with environmental and social 

issues. 

 

3.3.3 Operational, Induced and Cumulative Impacts 

 

Operational Impacts  

 

Public facilities: Some projects in TSCP and LGSP have noted that new bus stands and parking areas can 

cause indirect impacts of increased solid waste and crime. Typical mitigation measures have included 

installing lighting and solid waste collection points.  

 

Solid Waste Management: Rehabilitation of open dumpsites needs to be done correctly to minimize the 

risk of fires, groundwater pollution from leachate, facilities such as markets and abattoirs will need to 

follow proper design guidelines to avoid waste issues and linked public health impacts.  

 

Liquid waste management: In all the ULGAs visited only Moshi, Morogoro and Singida had adequate 

liquid waste stabilisation ponds to treat liquid waste. Therefore the ULGAs face liquid waste from 

industries released without treatment, and liquid waste from residential and commercial services being 

dumped without adequate treatment. This will affect the ULGSP sub-projects such as abattoirs, slaughter 

houses and drainage systems because if the ULGAs decided to implement these projects, they will still be 

faced with inadequate liquid waste treatment facilities to support these services. 

 

Induced Impacts 

 

Communicable Diseases: Road improvements increase communication among rural and urban 

populations and between urban areas – this in turn can increase the potential for exposure to sexually 

transmitted diseases (including HIV/AIDS) and other communicable diseases such as tuberculosis. Road 

construction crews are often the first sources of such infections in an area under construction. While road 

projects under ULGSP are intra-city roads rather than connectors, there could be risks to workers and 

communities from communicable diseases especially tied to road crews – in other projects that risk 

worsening the spread of diseases such as HIV/AIDS mitigation measures typically include awareness and 

prevention campaigns.  

 

Road Safety: As noted during the study of baseline conditions, roads in ULGAs are in need of upgrading. 

However, road improvements that raise vehicular speeds can also lead to significant increases in 

accidents. Children are especially susceptible, with traffic accidents a leading cause of death for children 

under the age of five.  Road upgrading and transportation infrastructure such as bus stands could increase 
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road safety risks. Like other impacts during the operational phase, mitigation measures are largely ones of 

design, monitoring, and making corrections where there are issues. 

 

Resettlement and Environment Linkages: Resettlement under the program could cause further 

environmental degradation – there are observations of urban resettlement in Tanzania where PAPs are 

pushed further into peri-urban areas, where they clear forests and vegetation and establish new informal 

settlements (see Kombe, 2010). 

 

Uncontrolled informal sector: ULGAs are experiencing a rapidly growing informal sector of hawkers 

and street vendors that are creating self employment opportunities but also negatively affect infrastructure 

services by increasing congestion and haphazard dumping of waste. Lack of sufficient planning and 

standards for this informal sector will negatively impact the implementation of the ULGSP projects. For 

example the implementation of a road project will soon be affected by congestion if the informal traders 

are not controlled, the implementation of improved drainage systems will be affected by litter from 

informal traders if standards on how they sell products are not set and enforced. A good example is Moshi 

MC where their by-laws have specific standards that prevent the littering of public spaces by street 

vendors which are enforced by fines. 

 

Cumulative Impacts 

 

Because of the geographic dispersion of the participating municipalities and the scale of proposed 

investments, cumulative effects of the project as a whole are unlikely, other than general improvements in 

access to municipal services.  Cumulative effects at the individual municipality level are overall expected 

to be positive, including improved road infrastructure reducing transportation costs and impacts, reduced 

flooding, from improved drainage infrastructure, and better sanitary conditions with solid waste 

management improvements. As with most of the project-specific impacts mentioned above, cumulative 

negative impacts, if any, are more likely during the construction phase.  Simultaneous implementation of 

multiple projects in one area – road rehabilitation and sewer and water main installation, for example, 

could cause cumulative impacts such as traffic congestion, prolonged disruption of businesses, and 

widespread accident hazard.   These types of cumulative impacts would be temporary. 

 

 

SECTION 4 ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL IMPACT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

 

OP/BP 9.00 requires that all PforR operations “Operate within an adequate legal and regulatory 

framework to guide environmental and social impact assessment at the program level”.  Under ULGSP, 

impact management for works financed by the UPG will be based on the Tanzanian legal and regulatory 

framework, as do current works projects financed by grants under LGDG and carried out by LGAs.   

 

In order to assess the adequacy of this framework, relevant laws and institutions for impact management 

are summarized below, as well as the roles and responsibilities of institutions involved in the ESIA 

process. A gap analysis then summarizes inconsistencies between this framework and the requirements of 

OP/BP 9.00. The overall assessment of how these systems function in practice is included in the analysis 

in ESSA Volume 1. 

4.1 ESIA Policies, Laws, and Regulations 

4.1.1 Environmental  

 

National Environmental Policy (NEP, 1997): The NEP recognizes investments as the major source of 

income and employment in Tanzania but also a source of environmental challenges. Paragraph 62 states 

that “…. As a means of exploiting resources, direction of investment and orientation of technological 
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development shall be in harmony and enhance both the current and future potential to satisfy human 

needs and aspirations". NEP recognizes Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) as a strategic tool to 

achieve that and directs the establishment of a legal regime requiring EIA to be mandatory for all 

development projects. 

 

Environmental Management Act, Cap 191 (EMA, 2004): Tanzania has a fairly new but well-developed 

legal and regulatory framework for environmental and social impact management that is guided by an 

umbrella policy, the Environmental Management Act (EMA, 2004). Among the major purposes of the 

EMA are to (i) provide the legal and institutional framework for sustainable management of the 

environment in Tanzania, (ii) to outline principles for management, impact and risk assessment, the 

prevention and control of pollution, waste management, environmental quality standards, public 

participation, compliance and enforcement, (iii) to provide the basis for implementation of international 

instruments on the environment, (iv) to provide for implementation of the National Environmental Policy, 

and (v) to provide for establishment of the National Environment Fund. 

 

Part VI of the EMA pertains to Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA), mandating an EIA for all 

development projects. Section 81(2) states that “An Environmental Impact Assessment study shall be 

carried out prior to the commencement or financing of a project or undertaking”, while Section 81(3) 

states “a permit or licence for the carrying out of any project or undertaking in accordance with any 

written law shall not entitle the proponent or developer to undertake or to cause to be undertaken a project 

or activity without an environmental impact assessment certificate issued under this Act”. 

 

Environmental Impact Assessment and Auditing Regulations (2005): Guidelines on the legal 

requirements and process to undertake an EIA, made pursuant to Section 82 (1) and 230 (h) and (q) of the 

EMA Cap 19, are provided for in the Environmental Impact Assessment and Audit Regulations, No.349 

of 2005. Therefore they are regulations to give effect to the provisions of the EMA. 

 

The regulations stipulate that prior to the implementation of a project the developer is required to submit a 

certificate of Environmental Assessment to the licensing Authority and the Authority is prohibited to 

issue license / permit without ESIA authorization. Regulation 46(1) classifies projects under two levels of 

assessment: List A of projects for which an ESlA is mandatory and List B for projects requiring a 

Preliminary Environmental Assessment (PEA). The regulations outline the steps that must be taken to 

conduct an ESIA and requires that all ESIA studies must address social, cultural and economic impacts 

and allow for public participation during the ESIA process.  

 

4.1.2 Urban Development and Planning 

 

 The Urban Planning Act (2007) provides for the orderly and sustainable development of land in 

urban areas, to preserve and improve amenities; to provide for the grant of consent to develop 

land and powers of control over the use of land and to provide for other related matters. 

Expropriation of land for urban infrastructure development and associated activities in urban 

areas shall comply with the provisions of this law. Under Section 3, among others the law seeks 

to improve the level of the provision of infrastructure and social services for sustainable human 

settlement development.  

 The National Human Settlements Development Policy (2000) aims to improve the level of the 

provision of infrastructure and social services for the development of sustainable human 

settlements and to make serviced land available for shelter to all sections of the community. Such 

infrastructure and services constitute the backbone of urban/rural economic activities. All weather 

roads and a reliable and efficient transport system, bus stands, drainage channels, and proper 

collection and disposal of solid waste are essential for sustainable human settlement development 

undertakings.  
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 Under the Local Government Act, 1982 (as revised in 2002) and its amendments, the village, 

district and urban authorities are responsible for planning, financing and implementing 

development programs within their areas of jurisdiction. Each authority has to suppress crimes, 

maintain peace, good order and protect the public and private property; promote the social 

welfare and economic well- being of persons within its areas of jurisdiction, control and improve 

agriculture, trade and industry, further and enhance health, education and social life of the people, 

and fight poverty, disease and ignorance. In performing their functions, the local government 

authorities must protect and properly utilize the environment for sustainable development. In 

addition, local government authorities have the legislative power under Act No. 7 of 1982 and 

Act No. 8 (Urban Authorities) of 1982. The two pieces of 1982 local government legislation 

empower the authorities to make by-laws, which are applicable in their areas of jurisdiction. It is 

important to point out here that the local government authorities are also designated as corporate 

bodies having perpetual succession, capable of suing and being sued, and capable of holding and 

purchasing, or acquiring and disposing of any movable or immovable properties (LEAT, 2001). 

 

4.1.3 Sector-Specific 

 

The National Transport Policy’s (2003) objective is to improve transportation infrastructure whilst 

minimizing wasteful exploitation of natural resources and enhancing environmental protection – Sections 

5.9 and 6.13 on Road Transport and Environment respectively give policy directions towards enhancing 

environmental protection through environmentally friendly and sustainable transport infrastructure both in 

the rural and urban areas.  

 

The Road Act (2007) makes provisions for the use of the road and its reserve area. It also has provisions 

for road management where it assigns responsibilities to different authorities at National and District 

level. LGAs have responsibilities of managing district and feeder roads in their respective areas.  

 

On environment, the Act states that the road authority responsible for developing, managing and 

maintaining the public roads under its jurisdiction has the power to access land for take stones and soil, 

has the power to cut trees that obstructs or interferes with the passage of vehicles or damages the road. 

The road authority also has the power to make or keep all drains, watercourses, gutters, or ditches along a 

road or make and lay drains, culverts, bridges or tunnels where necessary for the construction, draining, 

maintenance or repair of a road. However in doing so, the road authority has to comply with prescribed 

guidelines or regulations relating to the protection of the environment and waste disposal (thus referring 

to the requirements under the EMA Cap191 and the EIA regulations of 2005).  

 

On safety, the Act requires that all roads have prescribed speed limits where necessary and that roads 

have the necessary road furniture such as bumps, street lights, road signs, etc. The Act also provides for 

the safety of road users during the design, construction, operation and maintenance of a road, for example 

zebra crossings, sidewalks, etc. 

 

The Environmental Assessment and Management Guidelines for the Road Sector (EAMGRS) were 

developed in December 2004, just after EMA (2004) was enacted. The guidelines give procedures for the 

EIA process specific to roads projects. The road sector also developed specific guidelines to handle 

resettlement and compensation (2009). 

 

Solid waste is included under EMA (Section IX), which imposes a duty to the Local Government to 

ensure that solid waste is effectively managed in their jurisdictions. Under EMA, the ULGA are required 

to:  

 Adopt procedures for different types or kinds of waste or refuse or garbage to be separated at the 

source, appropriate equipment, times and routes for solid waste collection and for standards to 

guide the type, size, shape, colour and other specifications for refuse containers used; 
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 Ensure that an ESIA is conducted for all new major activities leading to proper management of 

solid waste; 

 Manage solid waste generated in accordance with sustainable plans produced by respective local 

government authority. To this effect they can carry out studies to determine the type of solid 

wastes generated from markets, business areas and institution and determine appropriate method 

for sorting, storage or disposal of the waste;  

 Ensure that appropriate sorting of waste is made right at the source and in accordance with 

standards or specifications prescribed by the concerned local government authority; 

 Enhance for disposal of solid waste from places like markets, business areas, institutions and 

industries. 

 Enhance the best way for the collection of waste from the source to the dumping site. 

 Ensure that industries located within their respective areas of jurisdiction provide adequate space 

and facilities for managing all solid waste generated from their premises before they are collected 

for disposal at designated places. These refuse bays or areas set aside by industries for the 

collection of solid waste are to be clean and protected from flies, animals and scavengers. 

 

The Livestock identification, Registration and Traceability Act (2010) provides for the establishment of 

the National Livestock Identification, Registration and Traceability System for purposes of, amongst 

many things, control animal diseases and livestock theft, regulate livestock movement, improve livestock 

products and promote access to market. The Act also requires that an abattoir is required to have an 

internal traceability system and records of animal identification particulars are kept and submitted to the 

LGA of their jurisdiction. Furthermore livestock cannot be marketed or slaughtered in an accredited 

abattoir unless they are accompanied by relevant documentation of registration.  

 

4.1.4 Impact-Specific 

 

Physical cultural resources are covered by the Antiquities Act of 1964 (as amended in 1979) and the 

Antiquities Rules of 1991. Section 16 of the 1964 Act (which was not amended in the 1979 Act) gives 

powers to Local Government Authorities, under the Local Government Ordinance, to pass by-laws (with 

the approval of the Minister responsible for Antiquities) with respect to the preservation of the 

archaeological heritage in their areas of jurisdiction. The Urban Planning Act and Road Act also have 

provisions related to the protection of physical cultural resources. 

 

Natural Habitats are emphasized in the National Environmental Policy (1997), which calls for the careful 

assessment of natural heritage in flora and fauna, fragile ecosystems, and sites under pressure, with 

participation of and benefits to local communities. It states that adverse impacts on conservation areas 

will be minimized through EIA. 

 

Mitigating construction impacts are covered in the Construction Industry Policy (2002). Among the 

major objectives of the policy, include the promotion and application of cost effective and innovative 

technologies and practices to support socio-economic development activities such as road-works, water 

supply, sanitation, shelter delivery and income generating activities and to ensure application of practices, 

technologies and products which are not harmful to either the environment or human health. 

 

Worker safety is governed by the Occupational Health and Safety Act (2003). The law requires 

employers to provide a good working environment to workers in order to safeguard their health. 

Employers must ensure that the equipment used by employees is safe and shall also provide proper 

working gear as appropriate. Contractors must adhere to this Act. The Contractor Registration Board is a 

regulatory body charged with the registration, regulation and development of contractors. 
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Borrow pits fall under the Mining Act (1998), which states that “building material” includes all forms of 

rock, stones, gravel, sand, clay, volcanic ash or cinder, or other minerals being used for the construction 

of buildings and roads. The National Mineral Policy (1998) requires that mining activities (including 

quarrying and gravel extraction) are undertaken in a sustainable manner. Reclamation of land after mining 

activities is recommended.  

 

Water resources are protected under the Water Resources Management Act No. 11 (2009). Among other 

provisions related to sustainable management and development of water resources, the Act requires 

carrying out an EIA for any development in water resource areas or watersheds. 

4.2 Environmental and Social Impact Assessment Process 

 

4.2.1 ESIA Roles and Responsibilities 

 

The Environmental Impact Assessment and Audit Regulations of 2005 provides for the institutional 

arrangement and national procedures in carrying out Environmental Assessments (EA) for any 

development project. The roles and responsibilities for the institutions involved are summarised in Table 

3 below: 

 

Table 3: Institutional structure for Social and Environmental Management 

Name of Authority/Entity Respective Role and Responsibility 

National Environmental Advisory 

Committee 

To advice the Minister Responsible for Environment 

Minister Responsible for 

Environment 

To issue guidelines and designate duties  

Vice President’s Office - Director of 

Environment (VPOE) 

To coordinate, advise, assess, monitor and report environmental 

related aspects and activities;   

National Environment Management 

Council (NEMC) 

(a body corporate)  

To undertake enforcement, compliance, review and monitoring 

of environmental impact assessment. Specifically section 

18(2)(d) review and recommend for approval of Environment 

Impact Statement   

Sector (Ministries) Environmental 

and Social/Community Development 

Sections 

Responsible for all sector–specific environmental and 

social/community matters within the Ministry  

Regional Secretariat To coordinate all environmental matters within respective region 

LGA designated / appointed 

Environment Management Officer 

To enforce, advise the Environment Management Committee, 

gather/ manage information, and report on state of local 

environment. Specifically section (36 (3) (f) to monitor the 

preparation, review and approval of environmental impact 

assessment for local investments.   

LGA Standing Committee on Urban 

Planning and Environment 

Established under Section 42 (1) of the Local Government 

(Urban Authorities) Act, No. 8, 1982 to perform functions 

provided under Section 55 (1) and (2) of the Act. 

Additional functions prescribed under EMA or assigned by 

Minister for Environment. 

LGA Standing Committees of 

Economic Affairs, Works and  

Environment of a Township 

Established under Section 96(1) of the Local Government ( 

District  Authorities) Act, 1982 to oversee proper management of 

environment within Township   

 

4.2.2 ULGA Responsibilities for ESIA 
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Statutory Requirements: Part VI and the 3rd Schedule of the EMA stipulate that a proponent or 

developer of urban development, transportation and waste management activities/projects are to 

undertake an Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA)
19

. The ESIAs are to be done at the 

project proponent's own cost prior to the commencement of the activity/project and are to acquire a 

certificate from the ministry responsible for environment authorising the activity/project to proceed.  

Accordingly, the EMA outlines projects that require a full-scale ESIA and those that may not be subjected 

to full-scale ESIA, after an initial screening. Therefore all ULGAs need to subject any ULGSP projects 

they intend to implement through the screening process in order to determine if a full-scale ESIA is 

required. ULGA's are required to monitor the preparation, review and approval of ESIAs for local 

investments (section 36 point 3f of EMA). However, the enforcement, compliance, review and 

monitoring of ESIAs is the responsibility of NEMC.  

 

In addition Section 41 of the EMA provides for general powers to the various LGAs Environment 

Management Committees as follows: to undertake inquiries and investigations; summon any person; 

resolve conflicts among various parties; inspect and examine any premise; order to remove a substance or 

article harmful to the environment; and prosecute or sue any violator. These powers are enforced via local 

government by-laws formulated by each LGA. 

 

In addition the ULGAs are to: 

1. Ensure the enforcement of the EMA in the respective jurisdictions 

2. Promote environmental awareness on the protection of the environment and the conservation of 

natural resources; 

3. Gather and manage information on the environment and utilization of natural resources in the 

area; 

4. Prepare periodic reports on the state of the Council environmental and social dynamics; 

 

Under the current national procedures in the EIA regulations, the ULGAs will be viewed as the 

proponent/developer of an investment project. As a developer they are responsible to register the project 

with NEMC to undergo a screening process to determine whether the project requires a full ESIA or a 

PEA. These are often carried out by registered experts and the final decision and reports are returned to 

the ULGA. 

 

Practice: With regard to responsibilities to implement environmental management requirements, ULGA 

staff commented that their role is to ensure that EMA is enforced and to sensitize the public on the law. In 

order to enforce the EMA, ULGAs are supposed to formulate by-laws that they can use to enforce the 

main law in their jurisdictions. However some of the LGAs have strong by-laws (e.g. Moshi, Singida) 

while others were vague on the issue. 

 

However when discussing the main requirements under the laws the staff tended to focus more on 

conservation issues provided for in EMA. This is primarily because previous projects implemented by the 

ULGAs have not triggered the need to carry out a full ESIA or the ESIA for larger projects have been 

carried out by NEMC and external consultants. Therefore ULGA staff have not been availed the 

opportunity and exposure to fully understand the ESIA scope and increase their competency to implement 

the legal requirements. This was evidenced by interviews with EMOs.  

 

4.2.3 ESIA Steps 

 

                                                      
19

 Environmental Assessments is a general terms of various tools used to assess the potential impacts of projects and 

to manage them. These tools include but are not limited to Environmental Impact Assessments (ESIA), Social 

Impact Assessments (SIA), Environmental and Social Management Plans (ESMPs), Audits, etc. In Tanzania EIA 

and SIA are often combined and carried out as an Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA). 
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The EIA and Audit Regulations state that an Environmental Impact Assessment certificate is necessary to 

implement any project likely to have negative environmental impacts.  Project developers seeking an EIA 

certificate follow the EIA process as outlined in the EIA and Auditing Regulations - the steps in this 

process are outlined below, which largely follow the standards for environmental and social management 

procedures and processes under OP/BP 9.00: 

 

Screening: Project screening, required under EMA, is essentially a two-part process: first a developer 

screens projects and summarizes this in a project brief submitted to NEMC in registering the project. 

Second, NEMC screens the project brief according to criteria listed in the Second Schedule in the 

Environmental Impact and Auditing Regulations (2005). The screening by NEMC gauges the significance 

of impacts, adequacy of proposed mitigation measures, and is a point of decision-making on the next 

steps for environmental and social due diligence.  

 

There are essentially three decisions that can be made at this point:  

1. EIA is required where the project is known to have significant impacts (“Type A” projects) 

2. Preliminary environmental assessment is required where the project may have significant 

environmental impacts (“Type B” projects) 

3. NEMC finds that the project as described would have no significant impacts, no EIA is required, 

and recommends the Environmental Minister to grant the license. 

 

Under ULGSP, out of those projects eligible for finance under the UPG, three are Type A projects per the 

list in the First Schedule of the EIA and Audit Regulations (and thus categorically requiring an EIA): 

 Slaughterhouses 

 Construction of municipal solid waste landfill facility 

 Urban projects (markets are specifically listed as Type A projects) 

 

Note that new landfills are not eligible for finance with the UPG – however, dumpsite rehabilitation 

works would likely fall under this category and require an environmental certificate from VPO-E, and 

therefore enter the EIA process. 

 

Projects classified as Type B, and thus requiring a preliminary assessment to determine if a full EIA is 

required, are: 

 Playgrounds 

 Market places (livestock and commodities) 

 

Roads projects (per the road sector guidelines) follow a different trajectory, based on the significance of 

each project’s impacts. The EIA of projects with potential non-major environmental impacts are carried 

out under the Ministry responsible for the road sector and the Road Sector-Environmental Section (RS-

ES). The Road Implementing Agency (RIA) submits and Environment Application Form to the RS-ES 

during the project identification phase. An environmental screening of the proposed project determines 

whether the project will require (i) an Initial Environmental Examination (IEE); a Limited Environmental 

Analysis (LEA); or a detailed Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). Environmental Screening is done 

by the RS-ES and based on the information presented in the Environmental Application Form. All road 

projects with non-major environmental impacts are then subject to an Initial Environmental Examination 

(lEE) or a Limited Environmental Analysis (LEA). Projects with major environmental impacts are subject 

to EIA. The RS-ES will register non-major-impact-projects. For projects with significant impacts, the 

registration is done by NEMC. 

 

Under EMA, then, almost all projects financed by the UPG will require an environmental certificate from 

VPO-E, though only larger road works, slaughterhouses and dumpsite rehabilitation would be likely to 

require a full EIA. It should also be noted that the threshold in Tanzania for requiring a full EIA (those 

projects having “significant impacts”) is lower than what is typically considered for a full EIA under 
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World Bank Safeguard Policy OP/BP 4.01.  For example, the Tanzania Strategic Cities Project is a 

Category B per World Bank standards, yet all of the works (primarily dumpsite rehabilitation, bus/lorry 

stands, and road upgrading) required a full EIA per EMA.  

 

Scope of EIA: The Environmental Impact and Auditing Regulations (Part IV) outlines the scoping 

process for those projects requiring a full EIA, where the end result is the formulation of Terms of 

Reference for the EIA. The project developer undertakes the scoping, and submits a scoping report at the 

end for approval by NEMC. The scoping report must contain: 

 How the scoping was undertaken 

 Identification of issues and problems 

 Synthesis of results of scoping exercise (positive and negative impacts) 

 Stakeholder groups identified and how they were involved in scoping 

 Spatial, temporal and institutional boundaries of project 

 Project alternatives, and 

 Terms of Reference 

 

After NEMC’s approval, the EIA is then conducted in accordance with the findings of the scoping 

exercise. Note that EMA §83 requires EIAs to be conducted only by experts or firms of experts whose 

names and qualifications are registered as such by the NEMC.
20

  

 

Taking into account the baseline study which includes the social, economic, physical, ecological, socio-

cultural, and institutional environment in the project area, an EIA is undertaken which identifies/predicts 

impacts and evaluates their significance.  

 

Consideration of Strategic, Technical and Site Alternatives: The EIA must include the contents listed in 

Part V of the EIA and Audit Regulations, including the following elements of PforR outlined in OP/BP 

9.00: 

 Project alternatives including the project site, design and technologies and reasons for 

preferring the proposed site. Note that assessing the “without project” alternative is not explicitly 

stated. 

 

Consideration of Cumulative and Trans-boundary Effects:  

 Cumulative Impacts are assessed along with overall environmental effects in the EIA. 

 Trans-boundary impacts are assessed to ascertain if there will be any “international impacts” 

 

 

Impact Mitigation Measures: Part IV of the EIA and Audit Regulations implicitly states that  “The 

objective of any EIA shall be: (e) to anticipate and avoid, minimize or offset the adverse significant 

biophysical, social and other relevant effects of development proposal”. The EIA must include 

recommended measures to manage or mitigate the environmental impacts and include an environmental 

and social management plan. 

 

Monitoring and Reporting: The EIA must include an environmental and social monitoring plan for 

proposed mitigation measures. NEMC is also responsible for carrying out, or commissioning qualified 

auditors to carry out environmental audits of developments, including an inspection of all documentation 

relating to inter alia, monitoring data, sampling results, specialist reports etc, which may confirm that the 

developer is in compliance with all conditions and requirements, and that all reasonable measures are 

                                                      
20

 The Environmental (Registration of Environmental Experts) Regulations, 2005, published in Government Notice 

No 348 of 2005, set out the objectives of the certification process, the establishment of the Environmental Experts 

Advisory Committee, the certification process for environmental experts, the registration process, the code of 

practice and disciplinary procedures. 
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being taken to mitigate any unforeseen negative impacts. Audits must be carried out for all Type A and 

Type B projects in the EIA and Audit Regulations  [verify – 46(1)].  Part X outlines the parameters, 

including auditor qualifications and timing/frequency of audits. 

 

Consultation and Disclosure: When an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is submitted to the 

National Environment Management Council (NEMC), NEMC is required to notify and invite the general 

public for comment. The Council may, during the review process, hold public consultations if the road 

project involves significant dislocation, relocation or resettlement of communities. This is usually done 

during site verification visits. Based on written and oral comments received, NEMC may decide to hold a 

public hearing. NEMC will appoint a panel comprising 3 to 5 persons to preside over the hearing: the 

panel will be made up of a multidisciplinary team, including member(s) of the Technical Advisory 

Committee, and a representative of the residents from the geographical area of the proposed project. 

Project briefs, environmental impact statements, terms of reference, public comments, and reports of 

public hearings are considered to be public documents, and may be accessed for a fee, pending the 

submission of an access to information application form. These processes allow for public participation in 

influencing NEMC’s decision as to whether or not to make recommendations to the Minister to approve 

the project 

 

Under EMA, then, only those projects requiring a full EIA are required to involve stakeholders in the 

process, make documents publicly available, and have a public comment period as part of the review 

process. For projects with non-significant impacts, then, no consultation is required in the preparation of a 

project brief, or subsequent project development. There are no disclosure requirements for projects that 

receive an environmental license at the project brief stage.  

 

Grievances: There is a grievance procedure in EMA, though this mainly refers to the process of EIA 

approval. Parties aggrieved by the Minister of Environment’s decision on an EIA can appeal to the 

Environmental Appeals Tribunal (EAT) within 30 days of the Minister’s decision being made. There is 

further recourse to the High Court in the event that the aggrieved party does not receive satisfaction at the 

EAT. 

 

 

4.2.4 Practice of ESIA at ULGA Level 

 

The ESIA process for projects implemented at the ULGA level is outlined in Figure 3 below. The ESIA 

process follows the national requirements after the EMO has conducted an initial screening to determine 

whether a full ESIA is required or not. If the EMO concludes that an ESIA is needed, the project is 

registered under NEMC and an external registered expert is commissioned to undertake the ESIA. 

However, in most ULGA funded projects, the project planning processes continues and is approved by 

the Council for implementation even before an ESIA is carried out or finalised.  

 

For donor/private funded investments, most ESIA certificates are issued before implementation. However 

it was commented in Moshi MC that some private investors proceed with project implementation due to 

long delays in receiving the ESIA certificate. In addition due to the ESIA process being implemented at 

national level, it becomes difficult for the ULGA to verify if a certificate has been issued or not unless 

with close follow-up to NEMC.  
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Figure 3: ESIA Process at ULGA Level 
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4.3 Gap Analysis of ESIA Legal and Procedural Framework vis-à-vis PforR Policy Requirements 

 

The standards for environmental and social impact management in Program-for-Results financing in 

OP/BP 9.00 fall under two areas: (i) the EIA process, and (ii) how the system manages specific types of 

impacts. Table 4 and Table 5, respectively, provide an assessment of gaps between the policy, legal and 

regulatory framework described above and the standards outlined in OP/BP 9.00. 

 

Table 4: EIA Process 

PforR Requirement per 

OP/BP 9.00 

Gaps and Areas for Strengthening: 

Projects requiring full EIA 

Gaps and Areas for 

Strengthening: 

Projects NOT requiring 

full EIA 

 

Early screening of 

potential environmental 

and social effects 

All projects requiring an environmental license undergo a screening by the 

developer through the preparation of the project brief, subsequently 

screened by NEMC to gauge the significance of impacts and if the project 

will require a full EIA (if not already categorically required). 

 

 

Consideration of 

strategic, technical and 

site alternatives 

While an alternative analysis is required 

both at the screening stage and in projects 

requiring a full EIA, there is no explicit 

requirement for the “without project” 

alternative. In practices, EIAs for donor-

funded projects do generally consider the 

“without project” alternative. 

 

Required at the project brief 

stage, so all projects 

requesting an EIA certificate 

would include an alternatives 

analysis. Generally, the 

without project alternative is 

undertaken in higher risk 

projects.  

 

Explicit assessment of 

potential, induced, 

cumulative and trans-

boundary impacts 

Assessment of all but induced impacts are 

explicitly required in the EIA.  

Cumulative impacts are 

assessed by NEMC in the 

project brief, as well as 

“international impacts”. 

Induced impacts are not 

considered. 

Measures to avoid or 

mitigate the adverse 

impacts 

No significant gaps For projects that submit a 

project brief to NEMC for 

the EIA certificate, NEMC 

does assess the adequacy of 

mitigation measures as part 

of granting the certificate. 

 

Monitoring of 

effectiveness of 

mitigation measures and 

project impacts 

Environmental audits are required for Type 

A and Type B projects.  

No monitoring requirements 

for those projects not 

requiring a full EIA. 

Information Disclosure 

and Stakeholder 

Consultation 

Public availability of EIAs is required by 

EMA, however the actual process of public 

review and comment outlined in the law 

could be onerous and result in in EIAs 

being relatively inaccessible.  

 

While consultations are required during the 

No stakeholder engagement 

nor disclosure is required at 

the project brief stage – if 

projects are granted a 

certificate at this point, then 

there would be no 

consultation or disclosure 
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preparation of the EIA, they are 

discretionary during NEMC’s review and 

approval process.   

 

requirement during 

environmental and social 

impact assessment. 

Responsive grievance 

redress mechanisms 

Under EMA, there is a grievance 

procedures but this is related to grievances 

with respect to decisions about granting the 

EIA certificate.  

 

There is no requirement that the ESMPs 

include a mechanism for handling 

grievances, though ESMPs in donor-funded 

projects do include them.  

There is no requirement that 

the ESMPs include a 

mechanism for handling 

grievances, though ESMPs 

in donor-funded projects do 

include them.  

 

The above analysis of Tanzanian systems vis-à-vis PforR principles indicates that the national framework 

for impact assessment is largely adequate for those projects that require a full EIA, with the exception of 

the “without project” alternative in the alternatives analysis as well as shortcomings with respect to 

consultation and disclosure.  

 

For lower-risk projects, though, there is a lack of clear procedures and requirements for impact 

assessment, monitoring, participation, and disclosure. 

 

The main weaknesses and inconsistencies with OP/BP 9.00 in the policies, laws, regulations and 

guidelines that apply to environmental and social management under ULGSP are described below. 

 

4.3.1 Gaps in ESIA Content 

 

While the content of the screening and analysis for EIAs under EMA are comprehensive and cover most 

of the elements of OP/BP 9.00, there are gaps present in the content of ESIA requirements:  

 

The screening process (through the project brief) does not take into account: 

 Land acquisition 

 Restricted access to resources 

 Indigenous peoples 

 

These criteria have been included in checklists for previous World Bank projects, and will be included in 

the screening checklists in the technical manual as relevant.  

 

An analysis of alternatives is required in the project brief and in the full EIA for projects requiring one; 

however, EMA regulations do not explicitly call for an analysis of the “no action” alternative for an EIA. 

As practiced in World Bank projects, this level of alternatives analysis is generally only required of 

Category A projects, which will not be eligible for finance under ULGSP. However, as a matter of good 

practice, this will be included in the process for projects that require a full EIA and included in guidance 

for developing Terms of Reference. 

 

While the screening and EIA process do cover cumulative impacts, there is no explicit requirement to 

analyze induced impacts.  
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4.3.2 Impact Categorization Differences 

 

There is a notable mismatch between what the Bank and the EMA consider projects with “significant” 

impacts. For the Bank, “significant” refers to projects with adverse impacts that are sensitive, diverse, or 

unprecedented, and where impacts may affect an area broader than the site of physical works. In 

Tanzania, the threshold for “significant” is much lower, so more projects fall in the requirement for a full 

EIA and consider on the “Type A” list in the EMA though they would not be considered as having 

significant impacts by World Bank standards. 

 

While the projects to be financed and implemented by ULGAs are highly unlikely to cause Category A-

level impacts by World Bank standards, as these are ineligible for financing under the Program there will 

need to be clearer criteria included in project screening that more closely aligns the two definitions. 

 

4.3.3 Oversight of Non-EIA Projects 

 

While all projects require a project brief that is approved by NEMC in order to obtain an environmental 

certificate, as this is the decision point where projects are granted the certificate, it may require a full 

ESIA, or request a preliminary EIA if more information is needed to gauge the significance of impacts.   

 

For those projects requiring a full ESIA, which, given the low threshold for projects requiring one as 

outlined in the EMA, would likely be most of the projects financed by the UPG, there are requirements 

for social and environmental management plans (including mitigation measures), social and 

environmental audits (by NEMC), public participation and disclosure. Those projects not requiring a full 

ESIA are subject to less requirements and much less oversight – there are no requirements that these 

projects are audited, that the public is involved nor that documents are disclosed. 

 

This is especially relevant in an environment where capacity for oversight at the local level is low. This 

will be discussed in more detail in the section below on capacity gaps. 

 

4.3.4 Public Participation and Accountability 

 

Public participation and disclosure requirements for ESIA in Tanzania are fairly weak.  For those projects 

requiring a full ESIA, public availability of the documents is required by EMA. However, the actual 

process of public review and comment outlined in the law could be onerous and result in in EIAs being 

relatively inaccessible. While consultations are required during the preparation of the EIA between 

communities and the project proponent, public hearings are at NEMC’s discretion during the ESIA 

review and approval process.  There are no stakeholder engagement nor disclosure requirements at the 

project brief stage – if projects are granted an EIA certificate at this point, then neither would be required 

at any point in the project cycle. 

 

Under EMA, there is a grievance procedures but this is related to grievances with respect to decisions 

about granting the EIA certificate. There is no requirement that the ESMPs include a mechanism for 

handling grievances, though ESMPs in donor-funded projects do tend to include them. It is unclear how 

these mechanisms function in practice in the 18 ULGAs included in the Program, though a system in 

place currently implemented under TSCP can be applied to ULGSP which involves coordination between 

local governments and PMO-RALG to report and track disputes related to environmental and social 

issues.  While not formalized under LGDG, there are processes in Tanzania at the local level for handling 

general grievances and disputes – this process is very localized, working grievances up a chain of 

recourse that starts at the Mtaa level. Because this varies widely between and within cities, performance is 

not able to be assessed though the process will be considered in the design of grievance procedures under 

ULGSP. 
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It should be noted that the overall aim of LGDG is participatory development at the local level, and the 

system for local development planning is by nature participatory – through their annual assessment under 

the LGDG program, LGA performance in participatory planning is assessed. All ULGAs under ULGSP 

have Community Development Officers, who are tasked with ensuring public participation and disclosure 

of relevant documents. The process under LGDG is more related to participation in prioritizing 

investments, and the integration of consultations around environmental and social issues in this process 

requires further analysis. 

 

4.3.5 Impact-Specific Areas 

 

The gap analysis below in Table 5 assesses if specific types of impacts are adequately addressed in the 

Program legal and regulatory framework.  

 

Table 5: Consideration of Impact-Specific Areas in Laws and EIA Process 

PforR requirement 

per OP/BP 9.00 
CP # Laws and EIA Process Gaps 

Takes into account 

potential adverse 

effects on physical 

cultural property 

and, as warranted, 

provides adequate 

measures to avoid, 

minimize, or 

mitigate such 

effects. 

2 

EIA and Audit Regulations (2005): 

Review of project brief takes into account if a project is 

located in, and will not affect, any environmentally sensitive 

areas such as important archaeological, historical and 

cultural sites. 

 

Other Relevant Laws and Regulations:  

 Urban Planning Act, §58 

 Road Sector Compensation and Resettlement 

Guidelines (2009) 

 Antiquities Act of 1964 

 ESFM LGSP (2004) 

Urban Planning Act gives 

power to LGA to demolish 

historic or significant 

buildings that are in the road 

reserve. However, the 

Compensation and 

Resettlement Road Guidelines 

(2009) require community 

consultations and the 

involvement of the Ministry 

of Natural Resources and 

Tourisms’ Department of 

Antiquities on how to handle 

these types of impacts. 

 

 

Includes appropriate 

measures for early 

identification and 

screening of 

potentially important 

biodiversity and 

cultural resource 

areas. 

2 

EIA and Audit Regulations (2005): 

NEMC reviews project brief to ascertain if project located in, 

and will not affect, any environmentally sensitive areas such 

as (para 6): national parks, areas containing rare or 

endangered flora or fauna, areas containing unique or 

outstanding scenery. 

 

Other Relevant Laws and Regulations:  

 National Environmental Policy (1997) 

 ESFM LGSP (2004) 

 

No significant gaps. 

Promotes 

community, 

individual and 

worker safety 3 

EIA and Audit Regulations (2005): 

Project brief to apply for EIA certificate from NEMC must 

include: an action plan for the prevention and management 

of possible accidents during the project cycle and a plan to 

ensure health and safety of the workers and communities. 

 

Worker health and safety are also included in environmental 

No significant gaps. 
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audits, and subject to inspection by the Contractors 

Registration Board. 

 

Other Relevant Laws and Regulations:  

 Occupational Health and Safety Act (2003) 

 Contractors Registration Board Rules of Conduct 

 ESMF – LGSP (2004) 

 

Hazardous Materials 

3 

EIA and Audit Regulations (2005): 

Project brief to apply for EIA certificate from NEMC must 

include:  

materials to be used, products and by-products include waste 

to be generated by the project and methods of their disposal 

and an action plan for the prevention and management of 

possible accidents during the project cycle 

 

EIS must include assessment of and mitigation measures for 

the products, byproducts, and waste generated by the project.  

 

 

No significant gaps. 

Risks From projects 

located in areas 

prone to natural 

hazards 

3 

EIA and Audit Regulations (2005): 

Screening criteria includes mountains or developments on or 

near steep hill-slopes 

 

The ULGAs are to ensure that the sub-projects are not 

implemented in an area categorized as hazardous land 

without the appropriate ESIA approvals. The EMA creates a 

category of hazard land to include: mangrove swamps, coral 

reefs, wetlands and offshore islands, land designated or used 

for damping of hazardous waste, land within 60m of a river 

bank, shoreline of an inland lake, beach or coast, land on 

slopes with a gradient exceeding any angle specified by 

Minister, or land specified by appropriate authority as fragile 

or of environmental significance.  

 

No significant gaps. 

 

Identification and 

assessment of 

potential economic 

and social impacts 

caused by 

involuntary taking 

of land or loss of 

access to natural 

resources
21

 

4 

EIA and Audit Regulations (2005): 

Resettlement and land acquisition are not information 

specifically requested in the developer project brief, but the 

form (Third Schedule) does ask “Distance to nearest 

residential and/or other facilities” which should capture need 

for land acquisition. 

 

NEMC’s project screening criteria (Second Schedule) for 

significant impacts includes that the project “will not 

displace significant numbers of people, families or 

communities.” (6) nor result in “major changes in land 

tenure” (7) nor cause “adverse socioeconomic impact” (8) 

 

Other Relevant Laws, Regulations, and Frameworks:  

Under EMA, there are no 

explicit screening criteria for 

involuntary resettlement,  

however displacement and 

changes to land tenure is one 

criteria for assessing the 

significance of project 

impacts. 

 

Principle of minimization of 

resettlement is documented in 

road sector guidelines, but not 

explicit in EMA. 

 

                                                      
21

 Note that this only refers to identifying resettlement impacts in the ESIA process, and that the overall system for 

handling resettlement is covered in SECTION 5. 
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 Land Regulations (Assessment of the Value of Land 

for Compensation), 2001 

 Land Act No. 4 (1999) 

 Graves (Removal) Act, Cap. 79 R.E. 2002 

 Resettlement Policy Framework, LGSP (2004) 

 

The RPF for LGSP, as well as 

other Bank projects and 

programs, bridges gaps in 

screening protocols and land 

tenure issues. 

Give attention to 

groups vulnerable to 

hardship or 

disadvantage, 

including as relevant 

the poor, the 

disabled, women 

and children, the 

elderly, or 

marginalized ethnic 

groups; and, if 

necessary, take 

special measures to 

promote equitable 

access to Program 

benefits
.
 

5 

EIA and Audit Regulations (2005): 

Screening criteria includes verification that the project will 

not cause significant public concern because of potential 

environmental changes.  

 

NEMC considers the following screening criteria which may 

be relevant for vulnerable groups: impacts on resources 

which vulnerable group depend on (specifically references 

communities on the lakeshore), and if the impacts vary by 

social group or gender. 

 

If a project requires a full ESIA, the scoping report must 

identify stakeholder groups and describe how they were 

involved in the scoping exercise. An ESIA shall take into 

account environmental, social, cultural, economic, and legal 

considerations. 

 

Other Relevant Laws, Regulations, and Frameworks:  

 National Gender Policy (1999) 

 National Policy on HIV/AIDS (2001) 

 TASAF-III Indigenous Peoples Planning Framework 

for Tanzania (2011) 

 RPF LGSP (2004) 

 ESMF LGSP (2004) 

 

While the ESIA process takes 

into account social impacts as 

well as environmental, 

explicit procedures to take 

into account inclusion of 

vulnerable groups in the ESIA 

process, explicitly requiring 

screening for vulnerable 

groups , and consideration for 

how impacts might affect 

vulnerable groups is lacking. 

Similarly, as there is no 

legislation or definition for 

Indigenous Peoples in 

Tanzania, this is not included 

in the ESIA.  

 

RPFs and ESMFs for World 

Bank projects and programs 

have tended to fill this gap, 

though mostly in the context 

of resettlement. The ESMF 

for LGSP, for example, does 

not include screening for 

Indigenous Peoples or other 

vulnerable groups, though 

involvement of and assessing 

vulnerability is included in the 

RPF.  
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4.4 Analysis 

 

Please refer to ESSA Volume 1 for an analysis that considers the baseline information presented above, 

summarizes the gaps in the system as written and in the system as applied in practices, and describes the 

proposed actions in order to strengthen the system for ESIA.    
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SECTION 5 SYSTEM FOR RESETTLEMENT AND COMPENSATION 

 

OP/BP 9.00 requires that “land acquisition and loss of access to natural resources are managed in a way 

that avoids or minimizes displacement, and affected people are assisted in improving, or at least restoring, 

their livelihoods and living standards.”  Under ULGSP, works financed by the UPG will handle 

resettlement and compensation (as it is referred to in practice in Tanzania) based on the Tanzanian legal 

and regulatory framework, as do projects financed by grants under LGDG and carried out by LGAs.   

 

 In order to assess the adequacy of this framework, relevant policies, laws, and regulations are 

summarized below, as well as the roles and responsibilities of institutions involved in the resettlement and 

compensation (R&C) process. A gap analysis then summarizes inconsistencies between this framework 

and the requirements of OP/BP 9.00. The overall assessment of how these systems function in practice is 

included in ESSA Volume 1. 

5.1 Policies, Laws, and Regulations for Resettlement and Compensation 

5.1.1 Property and Land Rights 

 

Land Policy (1997): The Land Policy and laws emanating from it, addresses issues of: land tenure, 

promotion of equitable distribution of land access to land by all citizens; improvement of land delivery 

systems; fair and prompt compensation when land rights are taken over or interfered with by the 

government; promotion of sound land information management; recognition of rights in unplanned areas; 

establishment of cost effective mechanisms of land survey and housing for low income families; 

improvement of efficiency in land management and administration and land disputes resolution, and 

protection of land resources from degradation for sustainable development 

 

Land Act, Cap.113 R.E. 2002: The major function of the Land Act is to promote the fundamentals of the 

“National Land Policy”, through giving clear classification and tenure of land, land administration 

procedures, rights and incidents of land occupation, granted rights of occupancy, conversion of interests 

in land, dispositions affecting land, land leases, mortgaging of land, easements and analogous rights, co-

occupation and partitioning and settlement of land disputes. Section 1(4) classifies Tanzanian land into 

three categories: Tanzanian land falls into three categories, namely: 

 Reserved Land: set aside for wildlife, forests, marine parks, etc. Specific legal regimes govern 

these lands under the laws which established them e.g. Wildlife Conservation Act, Cap 283 

National Parks Ordinance, Marine Parks and Reserves Act, etc. 

 Village Land includes all land inside the boundaries of registered villages, with Village Councils 

and Village Assemblies given power to manage them. The Village Land Act, Cap 114 governs 

the land and gives details of how this is to be done. 

 General Land is neither reserved land nor village land and is therefore governed by the Land Act 

and managed by the Commissioner. 

 

All urban land falls under General Land Category, except land which is covered by laws constituting 

reserved land, or that which is considered hazard land. General land is governed by the Land Act. 

Reserved land includes environmental protected areas as well as areas intended and set aside for spatial 

planning and (future) infrastructure development. 

 

Rights of occupancy is given in two categories that separate the rights of citizens and non-citizens to 

occupy land. Section 19 (1) confers right to all citizen to occupy land; 19 (2) and 20(1) excludes non-

citizen to occupy land except for purpose of investment (Tanzania Investment Act 1997). Property rights 
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can be created over surveyed general land or reserved land; for a period of 33, 66 or 99 years; confirmed 

by a Certificate of Title. 

 

The Local Government Act, 1982 (as revised in 2002) and its amendments, the village, district and urban 

authorities are responsible for planning, financing and implementing development programs within their 

areas of jurisdiction. Each authority has to suppress crimes, maintain peace, good order and protect the 

public and private property. LGAs are also capable of holding and purchasing, or acquiring and disposing 

of any movable or immovable properties. 

 

5.1.2 Acquisition and Valuation 

 

Land Acquisition Act Cap118, 1967 R.E. 2002: The Land Acquisition Act is the principal legislation 

governing the compulsory acquisition of land in Tanzania. Sections 3-18 of the Act empower the 

President to acquire land, and provide the procedures to be followed when doing so. The President is 

empowered to acquire land in any locality provided that such land is required for public purposes, and 

those who will be adversely affected to the acquiring of land by the government are eligible for the 

payment of compensation. 

 

The Land Acquisition Act (S.14) requires the following to be considered in assessing compensation: 

 To take into account the value of such land at the time of the publication of notice to acquire the 

land without regard to any improvement or work made or constructed thereon thereafter or to be 

made or constructed in the implementation of the purpose for which it is acquired; 

 When part of the land belonging to any person is acquired, to take into account any probable 

enhancement of the value of the residue of the land by reason of the proximity of any 

improvements or works made or constructed or to be made or constructed on the part acquired; 

 To take into account the damage, if any, sustained by the person having an estate or interest in the 

land by reason of the severance of such land from any other land or lands belonging to the same 

person or other injurious effect upon such other land or lands; 

 Not to take into account any probable enhancement in the value of the land in future; 

 Not to take into account the value of the land where a grant of public land has been made in lieu 

of the land acquired; 

 

Initially the valuation for compensation excluded the value of bare land on the argument that land 

belonged to the public. However, among the clarifications made in the Land Act 1999 were: 

To take into account that an interest in land has value and that value is taken into consideration in any 

transaction affecting that interest; and, 

That in assessing for compensation, the market value of the real property is taken into consideration. 

 

The Land (Assessment of the Value of Land for Compensation) Regulations, (2001): Current practice is 

guided by the Land (Assessment of the Value of Land for Compensation) Regulations, 2001, and the 

Village Land Regulations, 2001, which provide that the basis for assessment of the value of any land and 

unexhausted improvement for the purposes of compensation is the market value of such land. The market 

value of any land and unexhausted improvement is arrived at by the use of the comparative method 

evidenced by actual recent sales of similar properties, or by the use of the income approach or 

replacement cost method, where the property is of special nature and is not readily transacted in, in the 

market. 

 

Tanzania laws indicate that the current market values should be used as basis for valuation of land and 

properties. Regulation 3 of the Land (Assessment of the Value of Land for Compensation) Regulations, 

2001 and Part I to III of the Village Land Regulations, 2002 provide for practical guidelines on 
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assessment of compensation. The full and fair compensation is only assessed by including all components 

of land quality.  

 

These regulations provide for the amount of compensation to include the value of unexhausted 

improvements, disturbance allowance, transport allowance, accommodation allowance and loss of profits: 

 Presently in assessing the value of the unexhausted improvements for compensation purposes, the 

law emphasizes that the value should be the price which can be obtained if sold in the open 

market. But this in normal circumstances is lower than the replacement value but higher than the 

initial construction cost of the said improvements. 

 Disturbance allowance is calculated by multiplying the value of the land by an average 

percentage rate of interest offered by commercial banks on fixed deposits for twelve months at 

the time of loss of interest in land. 

 Transport allowance is the actual cost of transporting twelve tons of luggage by road or rail 

whichever is cheaper within twenty kilometers from the point of displacement 

 Accommodation allowance is calculated by multiplying the monthly market rent for the acquired 

property by thirty six months. 

 Loss of profit in the case of business carried out on the acquired property will be assessed by 

calculating the net monthly profit evidenced by audited accounts where necessary and applicable, 

and multiplied by thirty six months. 

 Transport allowance, accommodation allowance and loss of profit do not apply where the land 

acquired is unoccupied at he date of loss of interest. 

 

Urban Planning Act (2007): The Act provides for the orderly and sustainable development of land in 

urban areas to preserve and improve amenities and to provide for the grand of consent to develop land and 

the power of control over the use of land. The fundamental principles of urban planning include 

protection of the environment of human settlements and ecosystems from pollution, degradation and 

destruction, in order to ensure sustainable development, and that planning legislation, building regulations 

standards and other controls are consistent with the capabilities, needs and aspirations of the various 

sections of the population as well as making serviced land available for shelter and human settlements 

development in general to all sections, including women, youth, the elderly, disabled and disadvantaged. 

 

The Urban Planning Act states that compensation shall be paid as provided under the Land Act, Cap. 113. 

Section 63 of the Act provides that the value of any land within a planning area for the purposes of 

determining the amount of compensation payable should be calculated in accordance with the provisions 

of the Land Act, Cap.113. This includes temporary development of any land within the planning area 

unless the planning authority gives a planning consent on condition that the value of such temporary 

development shall not be taken into account for the purposes of assessing any compensation payable to 

the landholder of such land. 

 

Many other laws have provisions related to land acquisition, but they will always refer back to the Land 

Acquisition Act and the Land Act. Some of these laws are the Village Land Act (2004), the Roads Act 

2007, Urban Planning Act 2007, Land Use Planning Act 2007, Mining Act 2010 and others
22

. 

 

 

 

                                                      
22

  The Constitution of the United Republic of Tanzania of 1977 (as amended), the National Land Act (No. 4 of 

1999), Village Land Act (No.5 of 1999), Land Regulations 2001 Subsidiary Legislation, Land Acquisition Act 

(1967), Land Ordinance (1923 Cap. 113) and Town and Country Planning Ordinance (1956 Cap. 378) contain 

provisions related to land tenure and ownership in Tanzania.  
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5.1.3 Compensation Rights 

 

Land Acquisition Act: The government is required to pay compensation for the land taken and may in 

addition to compensation and with agreement of the person entitled to compensation pay compensation as 

well as give alternative land. There are situation where the government is compelled to give alternative 

land (eg in cases where land was used as a cemetery) in lieu or in addition to compensation. The land 

granted must be of the same value and held under the same terms as the land acquired, and must be in the 

same local government authority area unless the person whose land is being acquired consents to be given 

land elsewhere. The Land Acquisition Act does not provide for compensation where land is vacant. 

Where land is inadequately developed, compensation is to be limited to the value of unexhausted 

improvements of the land. 

 

Section 15 notes that should payment of compensation be delayed until the land has been possessed, the 

Minister must pay in addition to compensation, interest thereon at the rate of six percent per annum from 

the date when land was taken until compensation is paid. 

 

Land Act: The provisions in the Land Act over-ride or clarify those in the Land Acquisition Act. In the 

case of compulsory acquisition, the government is required: 

 

"To pay full, fair, and prompt compensation to any person whose right of occupancy or recognized long-

standing occupation or customary use of land is revoked or otherwise interfered with to their detriment by 

the state under this Act or is acquired under the Land Acquisition Act; provided that in assessing 

compensation for the land acquired in the manner provided for under this Act, the concept of opportunity 

cost shall be based on the following: 

 

 Market value of the real property 

 Transport allowance 

 Loss of profits or accommodation 

 Cost of acquiring or getting the subject land 

 Disturbance allowance 

 Any other cost, loss or capital expenditure incurred to the development of the subject land; and, 

 Interest at market rate to be charged in case of delays in payment of compensation and any other 

costs incurred in relation to the acquisition". 

 

The question of documented legality is not a key consideration in entitlement to compensation. In the case 

of land acquisition, residence of land for a period of more than three years irrespective of whether they 

have a granted right of occupancy or not, are eligible to compensation. In practice at least in recent days, 

compensation has been paid in all cases of people who claim to be landowners and who are adversely 

affected by the contemplated scheme. However, the definition of beneficiaries has been taken not to 

include tenants. 

 

Land (Compensation Claims) Regulations (2001): These regulations provide the basis for eligibility for 

compensation. It sets out the rights and entitlements for the one claiming compensation. It also provides 

that compensation takes the form of monetary compensation, or may, at the option of the Government, 

take the form of all, a combination or any of the following: 

 A plot of land of comparable quality, extent and productive potential to the land lost; 

 A building or buildings of comparable quality extent and use comparable to the building or 

buildings lost; 

 Plants and seedlings; and 

 Regular supplies of grain and other basic foodstuffs for a specified time  
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Eligibility for compensation to the person whose land is acquired is entitled to those interested or 

claiming to be interested in such land, resident of land for a period of more than three years irrespective of 

whether they have a granted right of occupancy or not, persons entitled to sell or convey the same, or 

persons the government may find out after reasonable inquiries. 

 

Urban Planning Act (2007): Section 66 of the Act provides that any landholder whose land is being 

acquired or whose land is being injured by actions taken under the Act should file claims for 

compensation in accordance with the Land Act, Cap. 113. Equally the Act states that the claimant is 

entitled to recover compensation from the planning authority. The compensation would include the 

amount to which the land of the landholder is decreased in value by reason incurred, the amount of 

abortive expenditure or the loss or the injury suffered. 

 

5.1.4 Sector-Specific Laws and Guidance 

 

Roads Act, 2007: The Roads Act, 2007, makes provisions for the road financing, development, 

maintenance, management and other related matters. The Act has repealed the Highway Act, Cap. 167. 

The Roads Act provides for road classification and declaration which are listed in the first schedule. It 

also has provisions for road management where it assigns responsibilities to different authorities at 

national to district level. The Roads Act provides for the execution of road works, including the use of 

road reserve. 

 

While the Act clearly states under Section 29 (1) that the road reserve is exclusively for the use of road 

development, expansion or any road related activities, it allows temporary use of the road reserve for 

other purposes. Section 29 (2) allows a road authority in writing to permit an authority or person to use 

the road reserve temporarily for utilities such as placing public lighting, telegraph, adverts, telephone, 

electric supplies and posts, drains, sewers and mains, only where such use or uses do not hinder any 

future use of the road reserve by the road reserve. However Section 29 (3) is categorical that the user of 

the road reserve not only will be required to comply with all conditions stipulated by the road authority 

but is bound to remove such utilities and their related developments at his own cost without any 

compensation in case it is required for road expansion, development or maintenance or any other road 

related activities by the road authority. 

 

Road Sector Resettlement and Compensation Guidelines (2009): The Ministry of Infrastructure 

Development has developed a handbook for R&C specific to the roads sector. This document provides 

guidance for road project proponents that outlines the Tanzanian systems for R&C, but also aligns with 

most donor policies on resettlement. The Guidelines include a sample entitlement matrix, guidance for 

consultations, and handling grievances. 

 

Urban Planning Act, 2007: The Urban Planning Act, 2007, has repealed the Town and Country Planning 

Act, Cap. 378 R.E. 2002. Under Section 67, the Urban Planning Act, 2007, states that compensation shall 

be paid as provided under the Land Act, Cap. 113 and Village Land Act, Cap. 114. Section 63 of the Act 

provides that the value of any land within a planning area for the purposes of determining the amount of 

compensation payable should be calculated in accordance with the provisions of the Land Act, Cap.113.  

This includes temporary development of any land within the planning area unless the planning authority 

gives a planning consent on condition that the value of such temporary development shall not be taken 

into account for the purposes of assessing any compensation payable to the landholder of such land.  

 

Section 66 of the Act provides that any landholder whose land is being acquired or whose land is being 

injured by actions taken under the Act should file claims for compensation in accordance with the Land 

Act, Cap. 113. Equally the Act states that the claimant is entitled to recover compensation from the 

planning authority. The compensation would include the amount to which the land of the landholder is 
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decreased in value by reason incurred, the amount of abortive expenditure or the loss or the injury 

suffered. 

 

Graves (Removal) Act, 2002: The removal of graves and re-interment of dead bodies in Mainland 

Tanzania is governed by the Graves (Removal) Act, Cap. 79 R.E. 2002. Section 3 of the Act empowers 

the Minister responsible for Lands to cause a grave and a dead body buried in it to be removed from the 

land that is required for a public purpose. The Act provides for the procedure that must be followed by the 

Minister in effecting that which includes issuance of notice, incurring costs of removal and re-interment 

of the body and the possibility of payment of compensation. 

 

Section 9 of the Act indicates that payment of compensation is not mandatory but is payable in certain 

cases only. For example where a person interested undertakes the removal of the grave or dead body, the 

Minister may on behalf of the Government pay compensation as may be agreed or determined under the 

Act. The Act under Section 9 (2) stipulates that compensation should be limited to the reasonable 

expenses incurred in the removal, transportation, re-instatement and re-interment of the grave or dead 

body. The compensation includes expenses incurred in any placatory and expiatory rites or other 

ceremony accompanying such removal and re-interment. In order for compensation to be paid, the person 

interested should duly notify the Minister that he himself would undertake the removal and re-interment 

of the body. It is after the approval of the Minister that the person is entitled to claim compensation. The 

Act requires that claim for compensation must be submitted in writing. The Act states that where there is 

a dispute or disagreement on the claim for compensation the Minister must determine the amount and his 

decision is final.  

5.1.5 Dispute Resolution and Grievances 

 

Since the coming into operation of the Courts (Land Disputes Settlements) Act, 2002, disputes concerning 

land acquisition and compensation are dealt with by the Land Division of the High Court. 

 

In the case of a dispute as to the amount to be paid, either the Minister or the person claiming 

compensation may refer such dispute to the Regional Commissioner for the region in which the land is 

situated and the decision of the Regional Commissioner shall be final. 

 

The Minister should give notice of intention to acquire the land to the persons interested or claiming to be 

interested in such land, or to the persons entitled to sell or convey the same. The Minister may, by notice 

direct the persons to yield up possession of such land after the expiration of a period of not be less than 

six weeks from the date of the publication of the notice in the Gazette. 

 

5.2 Resettlement and Compensation Process 

 

The roles and responsibilities for carrying out resettlement and compensation activities are presented in 

Table 6 below, and described in greater detail in the following section: 

 
Table 6: Institutional Actors for Resettlement and Compensation 

Name of Authority/Entity Roles and Responsibilities 

Ministry of lands, Housing and 

Human Settlement Development 

 Commissioner for Lands,  

 the Director of Surveys and 

Mapping, 

 Chief Government Valuer 

 Management of land issues 

 Provision of guidelines and standards 

 Approval of all compensation valuations and affected persons 

 Responsible of ensuring that compensation is paid or 

resettlement is undertaken as agreed 

 

Regional Administration  Responsible for peace and order  
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 Overseeing, coordinating, and backstopping development 

activities in the region 

 Regional commissioner must sign the schedules of agreed 

valuation as well as payment for compensation to affected 

persons. 

Local Government Authorities  Administrative aspects of valuation and payment of 

compensation  

 Valuation of the properties of the affected people in their 

respective areas. 

 Disbursement of payments to affected people in their area 

 Identification and surveying of land for relocation purposes 

 

5.2.1 National-Level Roles and Responsibilities 

 

Ministry of Land, Housing, and Human Settlement Development (MLHHSD): The Ministry of Lands 

and Human Settlement Development is mandated to manage land issues, including aspects of 

compensation and resettlement. The Land Act, Cap. 113 states that the President is the trustee of all land 

in Tanzania whose beneficiaries are its Citizens. However, the day-today responsibilities are assigned to 

the Minister and other public servants mentioned in the Land Act, Cap. 113 and other pieces of legislation 

dealing with land issues. 

 

In issues of compensation and resettlement there are divisions and directors who are directly or indirectly 

involved. These include the Commissioner for Lands, the Director of Surveys and Mapping, as well as the 

Chief Government Valuer. No compensation can be paid without the Chief Government Valuer approving 

it. The Ministry also has the ultimate responsibility of ensuring that compensation is paid or resettlement 

is undertaken as agreed. 

 

National Land Use Planning Commission: The National Land Use Planning Commission Act, Cap. 116 

R.E. 2002 establishes the Land Use Planning Commission that is an advisory body to the Government in 

all matters related to land use. The Commission is charged, among others, with the following functions: 

 Formulating policy on land use planning and recommending implementation by the Government; 

 Coordinating the activities of all bodies concerned with land use planning matters and serving as 

a channel of communication between these bodies and the Government; 

 Specifying standards, norms and criteria for the protection or beneficial uses, and the 

maintenance of the quality of land; 

 Preparing regional physical plans and ensuring their implementation by the Regions; and 

 Undertaking and promoting general educational programs in land use planning for the purpose of 

creating enlightened public opinion regarding land and the role of the public in its protection or 

improvement. 

 

National Environmental Management Council: The Vice-President’s Office which is in charge of 

environmental management and the National Environment Management Council (NEMC) are indirectly 

involved in issues of compensation and resettlement. This is in the whole process of supervising; 

reviewing and approving Environment Impact Assessment (EIA) reports that include social impact 

assessment under the Environmental Management Act, 2004. 

 

Regional Administration: The Central Government is represented at the regional and district levels by the 

Regional Commissioner and the District Commissioner. They are also the link between the Central 

Government and the Local Government Authorities in their respective areas. The office of the Regional 

Commissioner is established by the Constitution of the United Republic of Tanzania, 1977, and by the 

Regional Administration Act, Cap.97 of 1997.  
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According to the Act, the Regional Commissioner is the principal representative of the Government and, 

therefore, the President within the area of the region. The Regional Commissioner is in charge of all 

executive functions in the Region. In discharging those functions, the Regional Commissioner is 

responsible for securing law and order and implementing general policies of Government. The Regional 

Commissioner is also responsible for facilitating and assisting Local Government Authorities in the 

Region to undertake and discharge their responsibilities by providing and securing the enabling 

environment for successful performance by them of their duties and functions.  

 

The Regional Commissioner is assisted at the technical level by Regional Secretariat under the Regional 

Administrative Secretary and his team of regional experts in different fields including land and natural 

resources. At the governance and development level each region has as Regional Consultative Committee 

established under the Regional Administration Act, Cap. 79. This Committee is chaired by the Regional 

Commissioner, and its functions include: 

 Considering and providing advice to Local Government Authorities regarding their development 

plans 

 Providing advice on economic and development affairs in the region 

 Considering reports of advice for Government on national development projects, programs and 

activities affecting or relating to the region. 

 Considering reports and advise on the activities of parastatal organizations within the region 

 Monitoring and ensuring the coordination of overall economic development in the Region 

 

The same functions that are performed by the Regional Commissioner at the Regional level are to a large 

extent carried out by the District Commissioner at the District level. The office of the District 

Commissioner is established under the Regional Administration Act, Cap. 97. District Commissioners are 

public officers appointed by the President and they work under the Regional Commissioner. They are by 

virtue of their office members of the Regional Consultative Council. In issues of compensation and 

resettlement the Regional Commissioner and the District Commissioner must sign the schedules of agreed 

valuation and payment of compensation for them to be effected. 

 

5.2.2 ULGA Roles and Responsibilities 

 

See SECTION 2 for details on how R&C fits in with the overall functioning of the ULGA structure. 

Below are specific responsibilities for the ULGA in handling the various aspects in the system of R&C. 

 

Property and Land Rights: The ULGAs have to ensure that the key principles under the Land policy are 

applied when enforcing any related acts. Among the fundamentals of land policy which the Land laws 

seek to implement are the following: 

 To recognize that all land in Tanzania is public land vested in the President as a trustee on behalf 

of all citizens; 

 To ensure that existing rights are recognized and long standing occupation or use of land are 

clarified by the law, and 

 To pay full, fair and prompt compensation to any person whose right of occupancy or recognized 

long-standing occupation or customary use of land is revoked or otherwise interfered with to their 

detriment by the State under this Act or is acquired under the Land Acquisition Act, 1967 

 

In addition the ULGAs have to ensure that land is appropriately surveyed in order of property rights to be 

offered. However approvals of rights of occupancy on land under their jusridiction are the responsibility 

of the Commissioner of Lands. This includes land surveyed for spatial planning and infrastructure 

development that is under their jurisdictions.  
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Land Acquisition and Valuation: The Local Government (District Authorities) Act No. 7, 1982 and 

Local Government (Urban Authorities) Act No. 8, 198 stipulate the functions of District/Urban councils. 

Issues of land are included as objectives of the local government authority functions and therefore part of 

the mandates of local government in their respective areas. The ULGAs are to abide to the general 

procedures provided by the Land Acquisition Act  that include:  

 The investigation of the land to see if it is suitable for the intended purpose;  

 Notification to the landowners to inform them of the decision to acquire their land before the 

government takes possession. If land is required for public purpose the President is required to 

give a six-week notice to those with an interest in the land in question but, if the situation so 

demands, the notice can be shortened without the need to give explanation. After the expiration of 

the notice period the President is entitled to enter the land in question even before compensation 

is paid;  

 Assessment of the value of land to be acquired to be carried out by a qualified valuer and where 

the government (national and local) is involved, such assessment must be verified by the Chief 

Valuer in the government; and 

 Payment of compensation to those who will be adversely affected. The law restricts compensation 

to un-exhausted improvements on the land excluding the land or such improvements as land 

clearing and fencing. This latter situation has been rectified by the Land Act 1999. 

 

Compensation Rights: The ULGAs are responsible to ensure:  

 The right for full, fair and prompt compensation to be paid to any person whose right of 

occupancy is revoked or interfered by the state. Compensation is to be paid promptly but if it is 

not paid within six months it will attract an interest equal to the average percentage rate of 

interest offered by commercial banks on fixed deposits (5% cumulative interest); 

 That that there is close consultations and consideration of views of local authorities over any 

matter, e.g. land take ,compensation of properties, as a result of the implementation of investment  

of sub-projects in LGAs; 

 Those affected persons eligible for compensation have been fairly identified. 

 

5.2.3 Steps in Resettlement & Compensation Process 

 
At the project identification stage the ULGAs commented on two scenarios. If the project is to survey land for 

land for a particular development the ULGA staff are responsible to conduct the surveys, public sensitization 

sensitization and the valuation of assets. If the project is donor/privately funded, the need to carry out a 

Resettlement Action Plan is identified when the project is screened for ESIA by NEMC, and an external 

consultant is responsible to ensure that public sensitization is carried out. Valuation of assets is not 

necessarily done by the ULGA valuer, but any valuer registered with MLHHSD can carry out the exercise. 

exercise. All final approvals of valuation and compensation (whether ULGA or privately funded projects) are 

are done at national level. The ULGA is responsible for the disbursement of compensation payments.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4 below outlines the steps in the process for projects implemented by ULGAs. 
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Figure 4: Resettlement and Compensation Process at ULGA Level 
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VALUATION OF ASSETS 
MC/TC Registered Valuer 

APPROVAL OF VALUATION 
MEO-Signatory at mtaa level 

 
 

 

MC/TC Land Officer-signed 

VERIFICATION OF COMPENSATION PAYMENTS 
District Commissioner 

 

SIGNATORY OF 
COMPENSATION PAYMENTS 

Regional Commissioner 

ENDORSEMENT OF COMPENSATION VALUATIONS 
Chief Government Valuer 

 

VOUCHER PREPERATION 
Project Cashier 

Cheque /Bank 

COMPENSATION PAYMENTS 
MC/TC representative 

ULGA driven 

PROJECT IDENTIFICATION 

PUBLIC SENSITIZATION MEETING 
Town Planner, Surveyor, Valuer, MEO, CDO 

LAND SURVEYS 

MC/TC Town Planner Identifies need for RAP 
PROJECT ESIA 

NEMC Identifies need for RAP 

Private proponent driven 

PUBLIC SENSITIZATION MEETING 
Consultant, Mtaa Executive Officer (MEO) 

Household inventory  Household inventory  

VALUATION OF ASSETS 
Registered Valuer  

PROJECT AFFECTED PERSONS 
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5.3 Gap Analysis of R&C Legal and Procedural Framework 

 

Table 7 below outlines the gaps between the core principles of OP/BP 9.00 and the Tanzanian system for 

resettlement and compensation for projects implemented by ULGAs. Gaps in the system as implemented 

are discussed in ESSA Volume 1. 

 
Table 7: Legal, Regulatory and Procedural Gaps in Resettlement and Compensation 

PforR Elements per OP/BP 9.00 CP# Gaps in the System as Defined 

Identify and address economic and social 

impacts caused by land acquisition or loss of 

access to natural resources, including those 

affecting people who may lack full legal rights 

to assets or resources they use or occupy. 

4 

Tanzanian law has clear procedures for landholders and generally extends 

eligibility for compensation to recognized or customary land users or 

occupiers lacking full title, but does not recognize tenants, squatters or 

encroachers as being entitled to compensation. 

Provide compensation sufficient to purchase 

replacement assets of equivalent value and to 

meet any necessary transitional expenses, paid 

prior to taking of land or restricting access. 

4 

Tanzania law provides for the calculation of compensation on the basis of 

the market value of the lost land and unexhausted improvements, plus a 

disturbance, movement, and accommodation allowance, and loss of 

profits where applicable. 

 

Determination of compensation is based on the market value of the 

property. In practice, the depreciated replacement cost approach is used, 

meaning that PAPs are not awarded the full replacement cost of the lost 

assets. Additionally, market values and valuation procedures tend to be 

outdated and there is little baseline data for land values, which risks a 

discretionary determination of values. 

 

Legally, compensation for the acquired land is to be paid “promptly,” but 

does not have to be paid before possession can be taken. Though it often 

is paid before existing owners or occupiers are affected, in some cases 

prolonged delays in making payment have occurred, or projects have 

proceeded before compensation has been paid. 

Provide supplemental livelihood improvement 

or restoration measures if taking of land causes 

loss of income-generating opportunity  (e.g., 

significant loss of agricultural productivity or 

loss of employment). 

4 

While the Land Act does entitle compensation for business losses, there 

are no legal provisions requiring the government to restore livelihood or 

to provide assistance towards the restoration of such livelihoods. Land 

users such as tenant farmers are not entitled to compensation for land, but 

are entitled to compensation for crops. Valuation method is outlined in the 

2001 Regulations. 

Restore or replace public infrastructure and 

community services that may be adversely 

affected. 

4 

This still needs to be verified, but it does not appear that this is taken into 

account in the Land Act and Regulations (should be examined in the 

Urban Planning Act as well). Because projects under ULGSP are 

implemented by the community, risks that community infrastructure will 

be impacted is low. However, the Tanzania RPF template and road 

guidelines have clear guidance for impacts to community facilities, which 

is that compensation should be in the form of reconstruction of the facility 

in at least the same or better standard. 

Responsiveness and accountability through 

stakeholder consultation, timely dissemination 

of program information, and responsive 

grievance redress measures. 
1 

In the case of projects implemented by LGA, the resettlement process 

does involve consultation with PAPs during the land valuation process 

(explained earlier). PAPs are also publicly informed toward the end of the 

process when they can collect their compensation payments. Community 

Development Officers have a role during this process as well, as do Ward 

Officers. However, this process is geared only toward the land valuation 

process, and may not include tenants, informal land users, and other types 

of resettlement and compensation that are not covered by Tanzanian law. 

Gives attention to groups vulnerable to hardship 

or disadvantage, including as relevant the poor, 

the disabled, women and children, the elderly, or 

marginalized ethnic groups. If necessary, special 

measures are taken to promote equitable access 

5 

There are no considerations in Tanzania’s Land laws or regulations to 

consider vulnerability in cases of land acquisition, resettlement and 

compensation. However, the Tanzania RPF template and road sector 

guidance do acknowledge that vulnerable people are overlooked in R&C, 

and include procedures to fill these gaps. 
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to program benefits. 

 

 

5.4 Analysis 

 

Please refer to ESSA Volume 1 for an analysis that considers the baseline information presented above, 

summarizes the gaps in the system as written and in the system as applied in practices, and describes the 

proposed actions in order to strengthen the system for resettlement and compensation for those projects 

financed by the UPG that require land acquisition.    
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SECTION 6 ANNEXES 

 

6.1 ESSA Core Principles 

 

Paragraph 8 of OP 9.00 outlines what the ESSA should consider in terms of environmental and social 

management principles in its analysis. Those core principles are: 

 

1. Promote environmental and social sustainability in the Program design; avoid, minimize, or 

mitigate adverse impacts, and promote informed decision-making relating to the Program’s 

environmental and social impacts 

2. Avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse impacts on natural habitats and physical cultural resources 

resulting from the Program 

3. Protect public and worker safety against the potential risks associated with: (i) construction 

and/or operations of facilities or other operational practices under the Program; (ii) exposure to 

toxic chemicals, hazardous wastes, and other dangerous materials under the Program; and (iii) 

reconstruction or rehabilitation of infrastructure located in areas prone to natural hazards 

4. Manage land acquisition and loss of access to natural resources in a way that avoids or minimizes 

displacement, and assist the affected people in improving, or at the minimum restoring, their 

livelihoods and living standards 

5. Give due consideration to the cultural appropriateness of, and equitable access to, Program 

benefits, giving special attention to the rights and interests of the Indigenous Peoples and to the 

needs or concerns of vulnerable groups 

6. Avoid exacerbating social conflict, especially in fragile states, post-conflict areas, or areas subject 

to territorial disputes. 

 

The ESSA considers the consistency of the Program systems with these principles on two levels: (1) as 

systems are defined in laws, regulation, procedures, etc, and (2) the capacity of Program institutions to 

effectively implement the Program environmental and social management systems. ESSA Vol. 1 

(Analysis) considers the baseline information presented in this volume and compares this to how the 

system performs in practice vis-à-vis the core principles in the PforR policy outlined below. 

 

 

Core Principle 1: General Principle of Environmental and Social Impact Assessment and 

Management  

 
 

OP 9.00: Environmental and social management procedures and processes are designed to (a) promote 

environmental and social sustainability in Program design; (b) avoid, minimize or mitigate against adverse 

impacts; and (c) promote informed decision-making relating to a program’s environmental and social effects. 

 

BP 9.00: Program procedures will:  

 Operate within an adequate legal and regulatory framework to guide environmental and social impact 

assessments at the program level.  

 Incorporate recognized elements of environmental and social assessment good practice, including (a) early 

screening of potential effects; (b) consideration of strategic, technical, and site alternatives (including the “no 

action” alternative); (c) explicit assessment of potential induced, cumulative, and trans-boundary impacts; (d) 

identification of measures to mitigate adverse environmental or social impacts that cannot be otherwise 

avoided or minimized; (e) clear articulation of institutional responsibilities and resources to support 

implementation of plans; and (f) responsiveness and accountability through stakeholder consultation, timely 

dissemination of program information, and responsive grievance redress measures. 
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Core Principle 2: Environmental Considerations – Natural Habitats and Physical Cultural 

Resources 

 

 

OP 9.00: Environmental and social management procedures and processes are designed to avoid, 

minimize and mitigate against adverse effects on natural habitats and physical cultural resources 

resulting from program.   

 

BP 9.00: As relevant, the program to be supported: 

 Includes appropriate measures for early identification and screening of potentially important 

biodiversity and cultural resource areas. 

 Supports and promotes the conservation, maintenance, and rehabilitation of natural habitats; 

avoids the significant conversion or degradation of critical natural habitats, and if avoiding the 

significant conversion of natural habitats is not technically feasible, includes measures to 

mitigate or offset impacts or program activities.  

 Takes into account potential adverse effects on physical cultural property and, as warranted, 

provides adequate measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate such effects. 

 

 

Core Principle 3: Environmental Considerations – Public and Worker Safety 

 

 

OP 9.00: Environmental and social management procedures and processes are designed to protect public 

and worker safety against the potential risks associated with (a) construction and/or operations of 

facilities or other operational practices developed or promoted under the program; (b) exposure to toxic 

chemicals, hazardous wastes, and otherwise dangerous materials; and (c) reconstruction or rehabilitation 

of infrastructure located in areas prone to natural hazards. 

 

BP 9.00: 

 Promotes community, individual, and worker safety through the safe design, construction, 

operation, and maintenance of physical infrastructure, or in carrying out activities that may be 

dependent on such infrastructure with safety measures, inspections, or remedial works 

incorporated as needed. 

 Promotes use of recognized good practice in the production, management, storage, transport, 

and disposal of hazardous materials generated through program construction or operations; and 

promotes use of integrated pest management practices to manage or reduce pests or disease 

vectors; and provides training for workers involved in the production, procurement, storage, 

transport, use, and disposal of hazardous chemicals in accordance with international guidelines 

and conventions.  

 Includes measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate community, individual, and worker risks 

when program activities are located within areas prone to natural hazards such as floods, 

hurricanes, earthquakes, or other severe weather or climate events. 

 

 

Core Principle 4: Social Considerations – Land Acquisition 

 

 

OP 9.00: Land acquisition and loss of access to natural resources are managed in a way that avoids or 

minimizes displacement, and affected people are assisted in improving, or at least restoring, their 

livelihoods and living standards.   

 

BP 9.00: As relevant, the program to be supported: 
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 Avoids or minimizes land acquisition and related adverse impacts;  

 Identifies and addresses economic and social impacts caused by land acquisition or loss of 

access to natural resources, including those affecting people who may lack full legal rights to 

assets or resources they use or occupy;  

 Provides compensation sufficient to purchase replacement assets of equivalent value and to 

meet any necessary transitional expenses, paid prior to taking of land or restricting access;  

 Provides supplemental livelihood improvement or restoration measures if taking of land causes 

loss of income-generating opportunity  (e.g., loss of crop production or employment); and 

 Restores or replaces public infrastructure and community services that may be adversely 

affected. 

 

 

Core Principle 5: Social Considerations – Indigenous Peoples and Vulnerable Groups 

 

 

OP 9.00: Due consideration is given to cultural appropriateness of, and equitable access to, program 

benefits giving special attention to rights and interests of Indigenous Peoples and to the needs or 

concerns of vulnerable groups. 

 

BP 9.00: 

 Undertakes free, prior, and informed consultations if Indigenous Peoples are potentially affected 

(positively or negatively) to determine whether there is broad community support for the 

program. 

 Ensures that Indigenous Peoples can participate in devising opportunities to benefit from 

exploitation of customary resources or indigenous knowledge, the latter (indigenous knowledge) 

to include the consent of the Indigenous Peoples. 

 Gives attention to groups vulnerable to hardship or disadvantage, including as relevant the poor, 

the disabled, women and children, the elderly, or marginalized ethnic groups. If necessary, 

special measures are taken to promote equitable access to program benefits. 

 

 

Core Principle 6: Social Considerations – Social Conflict 

 

OP 9.00: Avoid exacerbating social conflict, especially in fragile states, post-conflict areas, or areas 

subject to territorial disputes. 

BP 9.00: 

Considers conflict risks, including distributional equity and cultural sensitivities.  
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6.2 Performance Review of World Bank Projects Implemented by LGAs 

 

In order to inform the assessment of performance implementing sub-projects at the LGA level, part of the ESSA process involved a review of several 

ongoing World Bank projects. This included a review of key project documents that assessed environmental and social issues, including Aide Memoires, 

audit reports, and mid-term reviews. This information was used both in the performance assessment as well as considered in developing the ULGSP 

Action Plan. 

 

Project Project Information Environmental and Social Performance 
 

PADEP 

 

Participatory Agricultural 

Development and 

Empowerment Project, 

approved 2003 

 

Documents: 

Environmental Audit, 

2008 

 

Activities: 

 Small-scale infrastructure, 

charcoal dams, irrigation 

infrastructure, water 

harvesting, watershed 

management, livestock 

 Community-led projects 

 

Implementation at District level. 

 

Reporting: 

 Subproject sampling: over 

400 in 21 districts visited (out 

of 826/32) 

 Meetings with subproject 

committee teams, village 

leaders 

 

General observations: 

 Subprojects had low level of negative impacts. Positive impacts of improved environmental 

management (e.g. conservation agriculture, improved livestock keeping practices) 

 Implementation of ESMP generally satisfactory. ESMPs prepared as integral part of subproject 

management aiming at improving decision making and ensuring that subproject options under 

consideration are environmentally sound and sustainable. Impacts were listed. 

 Training components have been important ingredient to success 

 

Main Weaknesses: 

 District Facilitation Teams were trained on environmental and social management assessment 

techniques, though few of them managed to assist and monitor subprojects, and monitor the 

project ESMPs. Insufficient budget, lack of transport facilities citied as main reasons. 

 ESMPs at times did not clearly indicate planned mitigation and/or enhancement measures, or 

timetables for implementing mitigation measures. Despite this mitigation measures were 

generally still implemented. 

 Most committees mentioned meager funds in budgets for not visiting groups that were 

implementing subprojects 

 

Recommendations from Audit: 

 Recommendation to have facilitators from technical teams to serve in an advisory role 

 Subproject committee teams need to be empowered and entitled to deal with environmental 

issues in subprojects 

 Involve CBOs and NGOs for advice on integrating environmental issues and concerns in 

subprojects 

 Environmental objectives of subprojects would be more effective if they are tailored to the 

overall village environmental management initiatives.  

 Regular monitoring visits by facilitation teams need to monitor and provide advice to subproject 

teams 

 Proposes that simplified guidelines be prepared for mainstreaming environmental and social 

concerns into the implementation of subprojects – this would improve preparation of ESMPs – 
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drafted suggested guidelines and translated into Kiswahili 

TSCP 

 

Tanzania Strategic Cities 

Project (active, approved 

2010) 

 

Documents: 

 PMO-RALG Progress 

Report on Social and 

Environmental 

Safeguards (2010-2012) 

  Aide Memoire, 

December 2011 

 

Activities 

 Improve quality and access to 

basic urban services thorugh 

rehabilitation and expansion 

or urban infrastructure and 

institutional strengthening 

 Infrastructure works such as 

road rehabilitation, 

construction of landfills, 

parking and bus stands 

 

Implementation by seven ULGAs, all 

first-tier urban areas. 

 

General Observations: 

 Most projects required EIA certification from NEMC and RAP (with resettlement through 

MoLHHSD) 

 Each participating LGA had one focal person responsible for environmental and social 

safeguards management. These worked with VPO and NEMC to secure EIA certificates for 

sub-projects. MLHHSD approved land valuation reports; regional commissioners endorsed 

Valuation Schedules. (PMO-RALG) 

 PMO-RALG keeps a spreadsheet of compensation payments to PAPs that is paid by LGAs, 

indcluding number of PAPs, those eligible for new plots, amount disbursed by WB, amount 

paid, balance, amount paid by LGA, and total compensation, and notes.  

 LGAs prepared quarterly RAP implementation reports for PMO-RALG which indicating 

progress on action items for Compensation Payments (which is where PMO-RALG was able to 

pull data on compensation reporting and independent consultant will ground-truth in 2012 – this 

has worked well so far). (PMO-RALG, progress report) 

 In some cases implementation of the ESMP resulted in design scrutiny and changes – started 

using a matrix for monitoring indicators for both EMPs and RAPs (PMO-RALG) 

 

 

Main Weaknesses: 

 Responsibilities for implementation and monitoring of ESMPs are fragmented across 

contractors, construction supervision consultants, different departments within LGAs, and 

PMO-RALG. (WB AM) 

 Resettlement issues with disregarding informal, illegal and temporary homes, assets, businesses 

and means of livelihood for subprojects. Discrepancies were rectified by LGAs after carrying 

out supplementary valuations. (WB AM) 

 While resources for works had been mobilized and works started by contractors, LGAs were 

not yet acquainted with their roles and responsibilities in monitoring implementation of 

ESMPs/mitigation measures. 

 In TSCP there have been issues reconciling the legal/policy gaps between WB OP 4.12 and 

GoT on informal, illegal and temporary PAPs. Needed to harmonize roles/responsibilities by 

contractor, supervision consultant, implementing agency on the costs of M&E of ESMPs and 

RAPs. (PMO-RALG Progress report) 

 

Recommendations: 

 PMO-RALG needs to assist LGAs to clarify and internalize their responsibilities for ESMP 

implementation and monitoring, and ensure activities are budgeted for and well coordinated. 

(WB AM) 
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 PMO-RALG needs to undertake regular monitoring of ESMPs through independent and 

periodic assessment of implementation (WB AM) 

  For ESMPs, recommended that PMO-RALG (with Bank support) develop matrices from each 

subproject’s ESMP that outline specific supervision and monitoring roesl and responsibilities 

for all participating LGAs and supervision consultants – PMO-RALG would also conduct 

training on matricies (WB AM) 

 PMO-RALG would contract a consultant to on a routine periodic basis to provide TA for 

supervision and monitoring of RAPs and EMPs, inform implementers on roles/responsibilities, 

organize training programs 

  

 

LGSP 

 

Local Government 

Support Program (active, 

approved 2004) 

 

Documents:  

Aide Memoire from Mid-

Term Review mission, 

January 2008 

Activities: 

 Component 1 and 3 support 

Local Government 

Development Grant (LGDG – 

at the time LGCDG) system 

(as does ULGSP) 

 Subprojects implemented by 

LGAs (both rural and urban) 

– over 1,000 subprojects by 

time of mission. 

 Subprojects included 

classrooms, offices, health 

clinic upgrading 

 

General Observations: 

 Most subprojects did not require full EIA, no resettlement under Components 1 and 3 (there 

was resettlement under the CIUP in Dar es Salaam, but as this component was not part of 

LGDG and administered by LGAs it was omitted from analysis in the ESSA. 

 No resettlement as land for construction already part of existing building footprints or already 

public/village land.  

 Where LGAs had EMOs and other safeguards staff, they tended to have EMPs for projects and 

screening/monitoring records. 

 

Weaknesses: 

 Limited communication between communities and contractors during project implementation 

which resulted in technical drawings that weren’t verified and/or confirmed and led to design 

errors 

 Only two LGAs out of five visited during the mission had Environmental Mitigation Plans for 

wards and village development projects, appraisal records, environmental checklists. EMOs 

were lacking, cited as the main reason – most districts visited did not have a qualified 

environmental/social experts to assist in ward/subward safeguards monitoring. 

 General weaknesses measuring project outcomes under LGDG because the assessment manual 

does not include safeguards – even when they are followed this is not captured. Annual 

performance assessment report in 2008 did not report expenditures and completion reports on 

activities related to safeguards. 

 For one district, Kisarawe, environmental screening and appraisal was done for TASAF, but not 

for LGSP – they did have mitigation measures such as tree-planting and avoiding construction 

on slopes. EMO there was not qualified for EIA, and was dealing with issues in the natural 

resource sector and couldn’t handle environmental management. 

 

Recommendations: 

 Integrate environmental and social safeguards into reporting, monitoring, and evaluation 
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procedures by PMO-RALG 

 Provide an incentive system for safeguard compliance, where good performance would be 

rewarded by a grant 

 Expand existing capacity building programs to include safeguards in addition to LGDG 

Capacity Building Grants – noted a need for mentoring programs 

 Establish an environment and social safeguards coordination mechanism to engage EMOs 

 Enforce existing by-laws to  

 Enhance community involvement in all stages of the subproject cycle (especially 

implementation where it has been lacking) 

 Mission recommended to improve safeguards outcome indicators and include under the 

LGCDG monitoring system  however, it was also noted that this addition would complicate 

an already burdensome set of sub-project guidelines and standards under LGDG. 

Recommended formulating simple sub-project and sector-specific safeguards mitigation 

measures into existing LGDG guidelines. 

 Magu district recommended that guidelines for districts need to be better distributed to all 

LGAs for easy reference and application. Also wanted guidance on reporting format for env/so 

since the system differs from one LGA to another  
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6.3 Sources 

 

In addition to the laws, policies, and regulations cited in this report, the ESSA has drawn from a range of 

sources including academic journals, GoT documents, technical reports, and project documents. This 

annex lists sources that were consulted in the preparation of the ESSA. 

 

Technical reports, academic articles, and Government sources 

 

COWI Tanzania. “Institutional Assessment Report for Environmental and Social Management for 

Urban Local Government Authorities.” May 2012. 

 

DEGE Consult. Institutional Profiles for 28 Urban Local Governments potentially Eligible for 

UIG. January 2012. 

 

Kombe, Wilbard. “Land Acquisition for Public Use: Emerging Conflicts and Their Socio-

Political Implications.” UK Aid Crisis States Research Centre: Working Paper no. 82. October 

2010. 

 

Lawyers’ Environmental Action Team (LEAT). “Review of the Decentralization Process and its 

Impact on Environmental and Natural Resource Management in Tanzania.” November 2001. 

 

Njunwa, Mujwahuzi. “Local Government Structures for Strengthening Society Harmony in 

Tanzania: Some Lessons for Reflection.” Asian Development Bank Workshop Proceedings, 

Workshop on Enlarging Citizen Participation and Increasing Local Autonomy in Achieving 

Societal Harmony. Beijing, December 2005. 

 

Norman, A.S. and Massoi, L. “Decentralisation by Devolution: Reflections on Community 

Involvement in Planning Processes in Tanzania.” Educational Research and Reviews, Vol. 5(6) 

pp. 314-322. June 2010. 

 

PMO-RALG. Annual Assessment of Minimum Conditions and Performance Measures for Local 

Councils under LGCDG System for FY 2007/2008: National Synthesis Report. 

 

PMO-RALG. Independent Evaluation of Annual Assessments of LGAs under the LGCDG 

System. April 2008. 

 

PMO-RALG. National Framework for Urban Development and Environmental Management 

(UDEM) in Tanzania: Draft Framework Design. June 2006. 

 

PMO-RALG. The Opportunities and Obstacles to Development – A Community Participatory 

Planning Methodology: Handbook. November 2007. 

 

Research on Poverty Alleviation (REPOA). “Establishing Indicators for Urban Poverty-

Environment Interaction in Tanzania: The Case of Bonde la Mpunga, Kinondoni, Dar es Salaam.” 

By Matern A.M. Victor, Albinus M.P. Makalle, and Neema Ngware. 2008. 

 

Research on Poverty Alleviation (REPOA). “When Bottom-Up Meets Top-Down: The Limits of 

Local Participation in Local Government Planning in Tanzania”. By Brian Cooksey and Idris 

Kikula. 2005. 
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Sosovele, Hussein. “Governance Challenges in Tanzania’s Environmental Impact Assessment 

Practice.” African Journal of Environmental Science and Technology, Vol. 5(2), pp. 126-130. 

February 2011. 

 

Universalia. Institutional Assessment of the Division of Environment, April 2009. 

 

Universalia. Institutional Assessment of the National Environmental Management Council. April 

2009. 

 

URT. TASAF III Resettlement Policy Framework, October 2011 

 

URT. Local Government Support Programme. Environmental and Social Management 

Framework. March 2004.  

 

URT. MKUKUTA II - Poverty and Human Development Report 2011. 

 

URT - Ministry of Infrastructure Development. Road Sector Compensation and Resettlement 

Guidelines. February 2009. 

 

URT. Tanzania Strategic Cities Project, Progress Report on Social and Environmental Safeguards 

Implementation. January 2010 – January 2012. 

 

 

 

World Bank Project Documents 

 

Participatory Agriculture Development Empowerment Project: 

 Environmental Audit Report for Selected Agricultural and Livestock Production Subprojects in 

Selected Districts in Mainland Tanzania. November 2008. 

 

Tanzania Strategic Cities Project: 

 Environmental and Social Impact Assessments for Arusha, Dodoma, Kigoma, and Tanga. 

 Resettlement Action Plans for Arusha, Kigoma, Mbeya, Mtwara, Mwanza, and Tanga. 

 PMO-RALG Progress Report on Social and Environmental Safeguards (2010-2012) 

 Aide Memoire, December 2011 

 

Local Government Support Program: 

 Environmental and Social Management Plan 

 Resettlement Policy Framework 

 Aide Memoire from Mid-Term Review mission, January 2008 
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6.4 Summary of Consultation Process 

 

OP/BP 9.00 requires that the World Bank consult with relevant stakeholders, publicly disclose the draft and final ESSA, and solicit comments. The 

ESSA was designed as a participatory process, in three phases: 

 

1. Collection of baseline information on the framework for the system of environmental and social management at the LGA level in 

Tanzania, 

2. Gain feedback on the ESSA and technical documents, through making these documents publicly available, soliciting comments, and 

holding workshops with key stakeholders, and 

3. Working directly with technical staff in local governments through training to build awareness of the requirements and procedures under 

ULGSP. 

 

This annex summarizes the consultation process, including the overall stakeholder engagement strategy, meeting records, and disclosure and 

public comment period. 
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Table 8: Outline of ESSA Consultation Process 

 

Consultation Stakeholders Dates Outcomes 

Phase 1: Information Gathering 

Field visits with ULGAs (total of 97 officials 

and technical staff consulted) 
13 ULGAs, COWI 

February - 

March Gather information on current system for ESM, and 

implementation gaps. Input to ESSA and ESRM. 
Discussions with DPs and other stakeholders DPG 

February - 

March 

Meetings with MDAs 
PMO-RALG, NEMC, 

MLHHSD 
April 

MDAs provided inputs into understanding how systems 

function and main constraints; feedback on initial thoughts for 

institutional strengthening measures 

Phase 2: Feedback 

Agreement with counterparts on Program 

actions, indicators, and procedures 
PMO-RALG, WB, COWI May 24 

Feedback on ULGSP indicators, feedback on action plan, 

developing consultation process, inputs to preparing technical 

manual 

Meeting with representative ULGAs 
PMO-RALG, 6 ULGAs, 

WB 
May 14 

Feedback on ULGSP indicators; indicators revised by WB for 

pre-OC PAD package 

Disclosure and comment period 

Peer reviewers, DPs, 

MDAs, LGAs, CSOs, 

public 

May 30 – July 

6 

ESSA disclosed online, sent in hard copy to MDAs, emailed 

to key stakeholders. Comments accepted via post and email.  

Technical consultation with targeted MDAs 
PMO-RALG, MLHHSD, 

COWI, WB, MoW,  
May 31 Inputs on ESSM and agreement on delegation issues.  

Stakeholder consultation on ESSA and ESRM 
MDAs, NGOs, DPs, 

private sector, ULGAs 
June 20 

Present ESSA and ESRM; gain feedback on gaps, action plan, 

and ESSM 

Technical consultation with targeted ULGAs on 

ESSM 

PMO-RALG, ULGAs, 

COWI, WB 
June 21 

Present ESSM and conduct workshop to gain inputs/feedback 

from ULGA technical staff. 

ULGAs – ULGSP event 
PMO-RALG, ULGAs, 

WB 
TBA 

ESM and ESRM on agenda for broader consultation with 

ULGAs on Program 

Phase 3: Roll Out 

ULGAs 
PMO-RALG, 18 ULGAs, 

COWI, WB 
TBA 

Training workshops with technical staff in ULGAs to cover 

procedures of technical manual, indicators and annual 

assessment 
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Table 9: Summary of Meetings and Consultation events 

 

Date Objectives Outcomes Participants 

February 

3, 2012 

Information session on PforR and status update  

 Explanation of PforR and environmental and social 

issues (World Bank) 

 Presentation on status of technical work (COWI) 

 Discussion of next steps on environmental and social 

due diligence under PforR modality 

 Given change from investment loan to PforR, meeting 

recognized need to develop a technical manual that 

builds on Tanzanian systems rather than update LGSP 

ESMF 

 WB/PMO-RALG would update COWI’s TOR 

 Field visits to ULGAs would include large sample of 

MCs and TCs 

World Bank (AFTOS, TZ 

CO, TT, OPCS) 

 

PMO-RALG (ULGSP team) 

 

COWI (project team) 

March 

2012 

Field visits and surveys with LGAs to assess existing 

systems, capacity, implementation track record and 

constraints. 

 Inputs to COWI’s institutional assessment 13 of 18 ULGAs 

COWI 

April XX Presentation of Institutional Analysis, feedback and 

general update 

 

 

 Reviewed results from field study and discussed way 

forward with ESSA and developing Action Plan and 

technical manual 

 

PMO-RALG (ULGSP team) 

 

WB (TT) 

 

COWI (project team) 

April 13, 

2012 

Meeting with NEMC for institutional assessment  Explain ULGSP, PforR, ESSA 

 NEMC explained ESIA process at LGA level for 

institutional assessment, including main constraints 

 Discussion of initial thinking on system-strengthening 

measures for ESIA in ULGAs 

 

COWI (project team) 

 

World Bank (TT) 

 

April 13, 

2012 

Meeting with Ministry of Lands, Housing, and Human 

Settlements Development 
 Explain ULGSP, PforR, ESSA 

 MLHHSD explained resettlement, valuation and 

compensation process at LGA level for institutional 

assessment, including main constraints 

 Discussion of initial thinking on system-strengthening 

measures for resettlement and compensation in 

ULGAs 

MLHHSD (Chief Valuer) 

 

COWI (project team) 

 

WB (TT) 

May 3, 

2012 

Meeting with PMO-RALG and COWI to review 

performance indicators and MAC.  
 Discussed all performance indicators  to gain feedback 

for QER revision of PAD and ESSA 

WB (TT) 

 

PMO-RALG (Project team) 

 

COWI 

May 14, Consultation led by PMO-RALG with ULGAs to  PMO-RALG sent copy of indicators with track World Bank (TT) 
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2012 review performance indicators. E/S discussed as one 

point.  

 

 WB presented information about Program, how 

LGAs will be assessed, how the program functions 

 ULGAs and PMO-RALG left to discuss PI’s and 

MACs in detail. 

 ULGAs present results, WB re-joins 

changes to text, including environmental and social 

aspects 

 Comments considered by WB and PAD/ESSA in pre-

OC draft 

 

PMO-RALG (project team) 

 

ULGAs: members of MC/TC 

from Morogoro, Moshi, 

Kibaha, Njombe 

May 18, 

2012 

Disclosure of ESSA to counterparts for feedback Discussed in meeting on May 25, 2012 

 

PMO-RALG sent track changes edits and comments on 

May 25 on ESSA Analysis; ESSA revised. 

 

Discussed orally with COWI, May 25. 

PMO-RALG 

 

COWI 

May 25, 

2012 

Meeting with PMO-RALG and COWI to discuss 

consultation process 

Discussed ESSA draft 

 

Discussed and agreed on consultation process, roles and 

responsibilities. 

PMO-RALG (Project team) 

 

COWI (Project manager) 

 

WB (TT) 

May 31, 

2012 

Consultation event with PMO-RALG, COWI, MDAs, 

WB 

COWI presented draft technical manual to solicit feedback 

from government agencies 

 

Decision made o have separate meeting with NEMC  

 

Decision to have consultation with technical staff in 

ULGAs on June 21 and broader stakeholder consultation 

on June 20 

PMO-RALG, COWI, WB, 

Ministry of Works, 

MLHHSD, Ministry of Social 

Work, TANROADS 

June 20, 

2012 

Consultation event with stakeholders led by World Bank 

for feedback on the Environmental and Social System 

Assessment 

Presentation of ULGSP and presentation of ESSA 

 

Comments and questions by participants 

 

Workshop session in groups to offer feedback on main 

issues in ESM and recommendations 

See attendance list below in 

Table 10 

June 21, 

2012 

Consultation event with ULGA technical staff and 

MDAs led by PMO-RALG and COWI to gain feedback 

on Environmental and Social Management Manual 

Presentation of Environmental and Social Management 

Manual 

 

See attendance list below in 

Table 11 
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Workshop session in groups to review procedures and 

institutional framework of ESMM 

July 26, 

2012 

Consultation event with ULGA technical staff on 

ULGSP, including environmental and social 

management, as part of ULGSP appraisal mission 

Presentation of ESSA and ESMM to group 

 

Discussion and feedback on core staffing, indicators, 

ratification and use of ESMM, grievances, timeframe for 

ESIA, fund availability for compensation, costs of hiring 

ESIA consultants 

49 ULGA staff, including 

Environmental Management 

Officers, planners, surveyors, 

land officers, and Community 

Development officers; PMO-

RALG; World Bank; COWI 

 

 

 

Table 10: Attendance list for ESSA consultation on June 20, 2012 

 

 

SN 

 

Name 

 

Institution 

 

Title 

 

1. 

 

Phillemon Mutashubirwa 

 

UN-HABITAT 

 

Senior Consultant /Field Director 

 

2. 

 

Barkole Allibay 

 

Internal Development Consultancy 

 

Senior Consultant/Field Director 

 

3. 

 

Elisante Kiritta 

 

Ministry of Lands 

 

Town Planner 

 

4. 

 

Euster Kibona 

 

Institute for Environment and Climate 

Change – IECC 

 

Researcher 

 

5. 

 

Abu Mvungi 

 

Institute of Social Work 

 

Researcher and Consultant 

 

6. 

 

Assey Mary 

 

Ministry of Works 

 

Principal Environment Engineer 

 

7. 

 

Zafarani Madayi 

 

TANROADS 

 

Environment and Safety Manager 
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SN 

 

Name 

 

Institution 

 

Title 

 

8. 

 

Naftali L. Saiyoloi 

 

Songea Municipal Council 

 

Municipal Community Development 

Officer  Development Officer 

 

9. 

 

Rogathe D. Kissanga 

 

Vice President’s Office, Division of 

Environment 

 

Principal Chemist 

 

10. 

 

Mpoki Daimon 

 

Lindi Municipal Council 

 

Municipal Valuer 

 

11. 

 

Kassim Sengoe 

 

NEMC 

 

Principal Environment Management 

Officer 

 

12. 

 

Hans Casseus 

 

GIZ 

 

Programme Manager 

 

13. 

 

Philipp Schattenmann 

 

GIZ 

 

Advisor 

 

14. 

 

Eng. Nicholus Ntobi 

 

Arusha Municipal Council 

 

Environmental Eng. 

 

15. 

 

Eng. Ally Mwinchande 

 

EU – Delegation TZ 

 

Programme Officer – Infrastructure 

 

16. 

 

Navo Kaniki 

 

COWI Tanzania LTD 

 

Environmental Consultant 

 

17. 

 

Eng. Shamangale D.B. 

 

PMO – RALG 

 

Project Coordinator – WBIP 

 

18. 

 

Irene Kadushi 

 

PMO – RALG 

 

Adm. Officer 
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SN 

 

Name 

 

Institution 

 

Title 

 

19. 

 

Saada Juma 

 

JSB-ENVIDEP LTD/COWI 

 

Consultant 

 

20. 

 

Joseph Sengelema 

 

Shinyanga Municipal Council 

 

Town Planner 

 

21. 

 

Mwakalukwa G. Asanga 

 

Singida Municipal Council 

 

Municipal Town Planner 

 

22. 

 

Barjor Mehta 

 

World Bank 

 

Lead Urban Specialist 

 

23. 

 

Amy Faust 

 

World Bank 

 

Consultant 

 

24. 

 

M.N. Butondo 

 

MCDGC, Box 3448 DSM 

 

Principal CD Officer 

 

25. 

 

Dr. M. Hante 

 

PMO – RALG 

 

Safeguards  Coordinator 

 

26. 

 

Dr. Stigmata Tenga 

 

Process Consultant and Facilitators 

 

Consultant 

27. Fasco Chengula Environmental Protection and 

Management Services – EPMS 

 

EIA Consultant 
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Table 11: Attendance list for ESMM consultation on June 21, 2012 

 

 

SN 

 

Name 

 

Institution 

 

Title 

 

1 

 

Sospeter D. Mtaki 

 

Mwanza City Council 

 

Community Dev. Officer 

 

2 

 

Charles Amani 

 

Mwanza City Council 

 

City Environmental Officer 

 

3 

 

Victor Z. Kabute 

 

Mbeya City Council 

 

Community Dev. Officer 

 

4 

 

Eng. Nicholus A. Ntobi 

 

Arusha M. Council 

 

Environmental Engineer 

 

5 

 

January Kazoba 

 

Mbeya City Council 

 

Environmental Officer 

 

6 

 

Noah Costa 

 

Mbeya City Council 

 

Valuation Officer 

 

7 

 

Castor I. Ntara 

 

Mbeya City Council 

 

Land Officer 

 

8 

 

Fasco Chengula 

 

Environmental Protection & 

Management Services (EPMS) 

 

Environmental Consultant 

 

9 

 

Naftali L. Saiyoloi 

 

Songea Municipal Council 

 

Songea Municipal Community Dev. 

Officer 

 

10 

 

Mwakalukwa G.A. 

 

Singida Municipal Council 

 

Municipal Urban Council 

 

11 

 

M.N. Butondo  

 

MCDGC – Dar es Salaam 

 

Principal CDO 
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12 

 

Gloria Macha 

 

Mwanza City Council 

 

Land Officer (Advocate) 

 

13 

 

Yuster Z. Byabusha 

 

Mwanza City Council  

 

Valuer 

 

14 

 

Dr. Abu Mvungi 

 

ISW/WB 

 

Researcher/Consultant 

 

15 

 

Dr. M. Hante 

 

PMO-RALG 

 

Safeguard Consultant 

 

16 

 

Naro Kaniki 

 

COWI Tanzania 

 

Consultant 

 

17 

 

Saada Juma 

 

COWI Tanzania 

 

Consultant 

 

18 

 

Irene Kadushi 

 

PMO - RALG 

 

Adm. Officer 

 


