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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Uganda Local Government Councils Scorecard 2012/13 presents the
findings of the annual assessment of the performance of elected district
political leaders. The Scorecard was launched in 2009 and is currently
conducted in 26 districts across the country. The goal of the Scorecard is to
assess how elected local political leaders perform their responsibilities and
other mandates as stipulated under the Constitution, the Local Governments
Act and other applicable laws. The assessment covers the following district
elected leaders and institutions: district councilors; chairpersons; speakers;
and the district council. These political leaders and institutions are assessed
on the following mandates: legislation, accountability, contact with their
electorates, participation in lower local government councils, and monitoring
of service delivery in their local constituencies.

The Scorecard uses a methodology combining quantitative and qualitative
techniques and approaches designed to increase the skills of elected leaders,
raising the civic consciousness of the electorate while monitoring progress
in the quality of public services. The expected outcome of the scorecard
is that the provision of information about the performance of their elected
@ political leaders will increase demand for accountability from the electorate @
which will inevitably make the public service delivery system more responsive
to the needs of the citizens. The findings of the scorecard are presented in
three different parts: the quality of public service delivery in the selected local
governments; the scores obtained by each political leader for each of the areas
assesses; and what needs to be done to improve performance and increase
citizens’ demand for accountability and better governance.

The 2012/13 Scorecard contains five key messages based on the results from
the assessment. First, there is remarkable improvement in the performance
of the elected political leaders since the scorecard was first introduced in
2009. Secondly, there is clearly no change in the external factors that have
been consistently identified as major constrains to the performance of these
leaders in their efforts to ensure effective delivery of public services in their
jurisdiction. Thirdly, there is increased awareness about the accountability
relationship that should exist between citizens and their elected leaders.
However, the low levels of civic competence combined with increasing erosion
of confidence in the electoral process means that the power and accountability
relationships between them have not changed.

Acode draft 2013.indd 7
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The fourth message is that while the scorecard and associated interventions
have engineered positive pressure on elected leaders to improve their
performance, the tool has not made as much progress in stimulating
citizen action in the demand-side model. On a positive note though, recent
interventions on the outreach side, and in particular, intensive dissemination
of the scorecard findings and the deployment of citizen-to-councilor direct
SMS service are showing promise in increasing demand for accountability.
Increase in the civic capacity of citizens to demand for accountability will need
to be the focus of the scorecard and the associated outreach activities over the
coming years. The final message is that a “big service delivery divide” exists
in all the districts. This is the case in all the sectors that are covered by the
assessment: education, health, water and sanitation, agriculture, environment
and natural resources, and roads.

Building on the conclusions from the previous assessments, the 2012/13
assessment identified five obstacles to the attainment of a fully functional
local government system that is not only responsive but also accountable to
the electorate in their respective jurisdictions. These are: multiple leadership
conflicts; low levels of revenue collection and lack of financial autonomy;
failed multi-party politics at the local government level; distortions inherent
in the decentralization policy; and centralized control of the national budget

@ resources. @

Since 2009, a series of recommendations are made based on the findings from
the scorecard. The 2012/13 Scorecard report provides a complete checklist
of these recommendations and the status of the actions taken to implement
them. The report further makes the following recommendations:

(i) Establishing a local governments leadership training institute

(ii) Reforming the laws governing local governments to establish a
proper hierarchy of leadership and accountability relationships;

(iii) Establishment and operationalization of independent quarterly
citizens’ accountability fora.

(iv) Introducing the position of leader of opposition in the local
government councils.

12/10/2013 5:27:23 AM
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(v) Establishing and operationalizing a Local-Government - Parliamentary
Leaders Forum.

In conclusion, it is important to point out that there is visible progress in the
performance of elected political leaders. The evidence of how this improved
performance relates to the quality of public service delivery and accountability
to citizens remains anecdotal. Consequently, the scorecard methodology will be
revised to further introduce indicators and scores that help establish the relationship
between the performance of elected leaders, the quality of public services and the
changes in citizens’ demand for accountability and good governance.

Acode draft 2013.indd 9
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1 INTRODUCTION

The Constitution of the Republic of Uganda! declares in its statement of
political objectives that ‘the State shall be based on democratic principles
which empower and encourage the active participation of all citizens at all
levels in their own governance’. In the same spirit, it further provides that
‘the State shall be guided by the principle of decentralisation and devolution
of governmental functions and powers to the people at appropriate levels
where they can best manage and direct their own affairs’. These statements
of objectives and principles are the fundamental premise of the policy of
decentralisation, which remains the linchpin of governance over the years.
At the heart of the decentralisation policy is the local governments system.
Under the constitution, the local government system is framed as the primary
vehicle for delivering on the promise of self-governance and effective delivery
of public services in the country.? The local government system as established
under the constitution and the Local Governments Act, therefore, provides the
framework and mechanism for all forms of decentralisation at the various
levels of government.

In 2009, the Local Government Councils Scorecard was initiated as an
independent process to assess the performance of elected local leaders
and representative organs at the local government level. Hitherto, the only
consistent and official form of assessment was the Annual Assessment of
Minimum Conditions and Performance Measures for Local Governments
(referred to elsewhere in this Report as the “Annual Assessment”). The Annual
Assessment is conducted by the Ministry of Local Government (MolLG). The
Local Government Councils Scorecard (also referred to as the “Local Councils
Scorecard” was developed to complement the Annual Assessment. Unlike the
Annual Assessment, which is biased towards the technical arm of the local
government system, the Local Councils Scorecard focuses exclusively on how
local elected political leaders and institutions perform their responsibilities and
functions as stipulated under the existing legal regime. Under the Constitution,
these leaders and institutions are vested with the mandate to ensure effective
governance and delivery of public services at the local level. The underlying

1 Constitution of the Republic of Uganda 1995 (As amended)
2 The system of local governments in Uganda is established under Article 176 of the
Constitution which prescribes the principles that apply to local governments.

Acode draft 2013.indd 1
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An extract from a councillor’s diary showing a chronology of activities.
Source: ACODE Digital Library

hypothesis of the Scorecard is that a combination of regular assessments of
performance of elected leaders and provision of performance information to
citizens will promote good governance and increase the focus on public service

@ delivery by building demand for accountability through electoral and other ®
processes.

The Local Councils Scorecard was first undertaken in 10 districts covering the
Financial Year 2008/09. For the FY2009/10, the assessment was extended
to cover 20 districts and subsequently expanded to 26 districts starting
with the FY2011/12. This report provides a synthesis of the findings from
the assessment for the 26 districts for the FY 2012/2013. Besides providing
the assessment results for FY2012/13, the report also compares the trends
in performance for the selected districts since the scorecard process was
launched in 2009.

The report is presented in eight sections including this introduction. Sections
two and three provide the scope, indicators and methodology as well as the
theoretical framework for the assessment. In sections four and five, we provide
a comprehensive analysis of the current trends and status in public service
delivery and link that discussion to the current architecture for financing local
governments. Sections six and seven present the findings from the scorecard
and the interpretation of these findings as they relate to governance, public
service delivery and accountability. Section eight examines the key factors that
affect the performance of local elected leaders, building on similar analysis

12/10/2013 5:27:34 AM
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from the previous assessments. The recommendations and conclusions are
also presented in this section.

There are essentially five main messages from the 2012/13 scorecard
assessment. The first message is that since 2009, there have been remarkable
improvements in the performance of elected local political leaders and the
local government institutions that are the focus of this assessment. This is
mainly because the leaders have embraced the recommendations concerning
the endogenous factors that were initially put forward as affecting both their
performance as well as the assessment process. Consequently, there is
more evidence of systematic documentation of the activities undertaken by
the councillors; monitoring of service delivery has become more deliberate
than previously undertaken; some district councils have been successful in
reducing intra-leadership conflicts; and clearly, there are increased district
councillor interactions with the lower-level local government councils. However,
the fact that this improved performance has not translated into significant
and substantive improvements in service delivery outcomes remains a key
question for the assessment process.

The second message is that there are generally no major changes in the

® exogenous factors that affect performance. On a positive note, the imposition of ®
the moratorium on the creation of new districts has created more stability and
predictability both in the number of districts and the policy regime. However,
the budget and revenue architecture for local governments has not changed in
structural terms. Local government councils are still not able to exercise their
powers to respond to service delivery deficiencies or invest in stimulating local
economic activities largely because they do not control discretionary funds of
their own.

The third message is that while there is increased awareness about the
accountability relationship that should exist between citizens and elected
leaders, the low levels of civic competence combined with increasing loss
of citizens’ confidence in the electoral process has not changed the power
relations between the citizens and elected leaders. On the contrary, economic
policies that tend to emphasize welfare programmes and handouts have
created a clientelistic relationship between citizens and elected local leaders.
A budget architecture that makes the central government the benefactor for
local governments has created a power relationship in which local governments
remain patronised and more accountable to national leaders. Information
asymmetry remains a major problem, and the shift in the power relations
between vote-seeking politicians and the voters that is required to increase the

Acode draft 2013.indd 3
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citizens’ demand for accountability and better governance is only beginning to
emerge.

The fourth message from this assessment is that while over the last three years
results of the scorecard have engineered positive pressure on local leaders to
improve own performance, it has not yet translated into civic consciousness
and empowerment of the citizenry so that they are able to hold elected and
other leaders accountable. In the coming years, more focus will need to be put
on raising civic competence through increased dissemination of scorecard
results to the electorate and the general citizenry.

Finally, there remains a “big service delivery divide” in all the districts across
the country. The key observation is that both the law and the current budget
architecture give power to the local government elected leaders, but without
the authority to design and deliver investments that grow the local economic
infrastructure and improve the stock of goods and services in the respective
local governments. While islands of excellence in service delivery in education,
health, agriculture, access to clean water and other sectors are emerging,
there are still wide gaps in critical aspects of service delivery. Few instances
of excellence and best practices are juxtaposed with crumbling infrastructure
@® in the larger part of public service delivery centres. In the primary education @®
sub-sector, performance rates in private schools are better than in most public
schools while low primary completion rates and poor transition rates to post-
primary training remain major policy challenges. In the health sector, it is more
likely to find drugs and health personnel in a private clinic than in a public
health facility. This “divide” has significant implications for access to public
services, especially since the majority of the population do not have the means
to access privately provided services which are costly and mainly located in
urban areas of the country.

12/10/2013 5:27:34 AM
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2 METHODOLOGY, SCOPE AND
INDICATORS

2.1 Scope of the assessment

Since 2011, the Local Government Councils Scorecard covers 26 districts local
governments.® The selection of the districts was based on five criteria. First
and foremost, the selection takes into account the need to include districts
from all the regions of Uganda. The objective of this criterion is to encourage
cross-regional learning and a better understanding of whether there are any
variations in performance due to the geopolitical location of the district. Figure
1 is a map of Uganda showing the distribution of participating districts by
geographical location.

Figure 1:  Distribution of the districts participating in the Scorecard
Assessment

3 During the assessment for the FY 2013/14, at least 4 additional districts will be included in
the assessment as additional funding commitment is fulfilled from the USAID/GAPP.
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The second criterion is the length of time the district has been in existence.
Since 1986, Government has continued to create new districts out of the
already existing district units. Districts are therefore categorised as old district
if they were in existence prior to 1986* and new if they were created after
1986.5 Figure 2 shows the timelines for creation of new districts over the last
three decades. The primary justification of creating districts is the need to
“bring services closer to the people”. Consequently, the Scorecard seeks to
examine whether there are considerable variations in performance between
elected local leaders from old districts compared to those from the newly
created districts.

Figure 2: Structure of local government councils in Uganda
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Districts are also selected for inclusion in the Scorecard because they are
perceived to be model districts according to the Annual Assessment. As shown
in Table 1, Luwero, Wakiso and Mbale districts have a consistent positive rating
under the Annual Assessment. It is therefore imperative to explore whether such

4 For the purposes of the assessment, the following districts fall under this category: Moroto,
Mbale, Kamuli, Nebbi, Hoima, Luwero, Mukono, Moyo, Mpigi, Rukungiri, Jinja, Soroti,
Tororo, Mbarara, Kabarole and Lira.

5 This category of districts includes: Ntungamo, Amuria, Bududa, Buliisa, Amuru,
Nakapiripirit, Agago and Kanungu.

12/10/2013 5:27:35 AM
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rating may be linked to the record of performance of the political leadership or
a combination of other factors.

Table 1: Trends in performance of the Scorecard districts in
the Annual Assessment (2006-2011)¢©

District 2006 2007 2008 2010 2011 No. of Times
Rewarded
Luwero 1 1 1 1 1 5
Wakiso 1 1 1 1 5
Mbale -1 1 1 1 1 4
Mbarara 1 1 -1 1 1 4
Mpigi 1 1 -1 1 1 4
Tororo 0 -1 1 1 1 3
Jinja 1 1 -1 0 1 3
Kabarole 1 1 -1 0 1 3
Moyo 1 1 -1 1 0 3
Bududa N/A 1 1 0 0 2
Agago N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 1
Rukungiri 1 -1 1 -1 1 3
Nebbi -1 1 -1 1 1 3
Kanungu 0 0 -1 1 1 2
Kamuli 0 1 -1 0 1 2
® Hoima 0 1 -1 1 -1 2 ®
Amuria 1 1 -1 0 -1 2
Soroti 1 1 -1 -1 -1 2
Ntungamo -1 -1 -1 1 1 2
Gulu 0 -1 -1 0 1 1
Nakapiripiriti -1 -1 -1 0 1 1
Moroto -1 -1 -1 1 0 1
Buliisa N/A -1 -1 0 0 0
Lira -1 -1 -1 -1 1 1
Mukono -1 -1 -1 -1 1 1
Amuru N/A -1 -1 -1 -1 0

Source: Ministry of Local Government Annual Assessment of Minimum Conditions and Performance
Measures for Local Governments 2006, 2007, 2008, 2010 and 2011

The fourth criterion is the perceived marginalisation of a district on account
of its geopolitical location. This criterion provides a basis for examining the
performance of elected leaders in such districts vis a vis “non-marginalised
districts” or whether the quality of service delivery is substantially different
compared to the districts that are not considered marginalised. For purposes
of this criterion, a district is considered marginalised if it is classified in the

6 Scores: 1 for Reward, 0 for Static, -1 for Penalty, N/A for not applicable. At the time of
completing the 2012/13 scorecard assessment, the report of the Annual Assessment for the
financial year under review had not been published.

12/10/2013 5:27:35 AM ‘ ‘
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“hard-to-reach” categorisation by the Ministry of Public Service or has suffered
prolonged conflicts and instability.”

Finally, some of the districts were selected because of their perceived position
of influencein a particular region. Given that the Scorecard cannot be conducted
in all the districts due to the costs involved, the inclusion of such districts is
intended to ensure the spillover effects of the assessment to other districts
within the respective regions. A district is considered to be influential if it has
a large population and has a municipality within its jurisdiction. Mbarara, Lira,
Wakiso, Tororo, Moroto, Gulu, Soroti and Hoima fall under this category. It is
important to emphasize that all the five criteria are complementary rather
than being exclusive. Consequently, a district that meets multiple criteria is
more likely to be selected for inclusion in the assessment.

2.2 Indicators and Scores

The indicators and scores that constitute the scorecard are a set of qualitative

and quantitative measurements that seek to measure the extent to which local

elected leaders and institutions composed of elected leaders discharge their

functions and responsibilities. In this regard, the scorecard is constructed

around two major building blocks: the first block comprises the organs of the

local government system at the district level. The organs of the district council ®
included in the assessment are those that are vested with legal, administrative

or political mandate and responsibilities for the delivery of public services and

promotion of good governance (Figure 3).

7 The following districts fall under this category: Moroto, Nakapiripirit, Amuru, Lira, Soroti
and Luwero.
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Figure 3:  Organs of the district council
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The local government council is constructed around the institution of a
councillor who is elected to represent a geographically defined area and a
special constituency of citizens.® The councillor is therefore the primary unit
of the assessment. The other organs included in the assessment are: the
district council, ® the district chairperson, and the speaker.!° Besides the legal
mandate vested in the holders of these offices, elected leaders also make
electoral promises to the voters and citizens to improve service delivery in
critical sectors such as education, health and transport infrastructure, and
expansion of economic opportunity. The scorecard is designed to assess the
efforts of these elected leaders and representative organs to deliver on their
electoral promises to improve public service delivery, ensure accountability
and promote good governance.

8 Local Governments Act, 1997 (As amended), Section 10 (c),(d) and (e)

9 At the moment, the scorecard only focuses on the district council and its organs. Plans to
include the municipalities and sub-counties have not materialized due to the human and
financial resources required to expand the assessments to cover these institutions.

10 Although the District Executive Committee is one of the important organs, it is not included
in the assessment because it is constituted through political appointment by the chairperson,
and hence its performance is largely determined by the performance of the chairperson.
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The second building block is the principles and core responsibilities of local
governments as set out in the Constitution!! and the Local Governments Act.!?
For the purposes of the scorecard, these are classified into five categories:
financial management and oversight; political functions and representation;
legislation and related functions; development planning; and constituency
servicing and monitoring service delivery (Figure 4). These are referred to in
the scorecard as parameters. The parameters are broken down into a set of
quantitative and qualitative indicators reflecting the statutory responsibilities
and functions of the elected leader or institution being assessed.

Figure 4: The structure of the scorecard based on the District
Chairperson’s scorecard

The indicators are further broken down into measurable units referred to as
scores. These scores are based on the specific tasks that are required of a
particular organ to be able to discharge the function expressed in a given
parameter. Each score is hence assigned points that can be allocated based
on the assessment and the empirical evidence available. At the moment, the
main weakness is that assignment of points to individual scores is based on
the perceived importance of the task in ensuring service delivery and good
governance.!® This assignment of the points is therefore fairly subjective
although efforts have been made to mitigate the extent of the bias by subjecting
the assignment process to rigorous reviews.

11 Constitution, 1995 (As amended), Article 176

12 Local Governments Act, 1997 (As amended),Section 30

13 For example, the highest points are allocated to monitoring of public service delivery since
this is the single most important issue for voters and citizens.
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2.3 The scorecard process and methodology

The Local Government Councils Scorecard is a five-step process pursued
rigorously to ensure the involvement of citizens and the removal of potential
bias from the assessment. Step 1 of the process focuses on the preliminary
review of relevant documents and literature focusing on the respective district.
The key documents included in this review are those relating to budgets,
planning, and minutes of the councils and their committees. Step 2 focuses on
administering the scorecard through interviews with the respective councillors
and the collection of written evidence about the councillors’ performance. At
stage 3, the information collected is verified through field visits to specific
service delivery units and unstructured interviews with service consumers at
the respective units. The information is further verified through Focus Group
Discussions (FGDs) at stage four of the process. Stage 5 of the assessment
involves analysis of the data and writing of the district scorecard reports. In
order to mitigate potential bias by the district research teams, the scores
assigned are further verified through a peer review process. The following are
the most important elements of the methodology.

2.3.1 A multi-layered research team

@& A multi-layered research team involving over 70 researchers from the 26 @&
districts undertakes the assessment. The first layer of the team involves
research assistants who are responsible for collecting information and data
that is needed to back up the scores assigned to each indicator. The majority of
researchers are based in the respective districts and participate in organising
FGDs, conducting interviews with councillors and validating the information
provided by visiting service delivery units. The second layer involves the team
of lead researchers who directly supervise the fieldwork and produce the
district reports. The third layer comprises the ACODE research team who are
responsible for the final validation of the data with the purpose of removing or
mitigating potential bias in the scoring. This is done by reviewing and collating
all information and data on which each score is based.

2.3.2 Methodology training and inception meetings

The methodology-training workshop is organized for all members of the
research team. During the training, the research team members are equipped
with research skills in data collection, conducting interviews and validation of

Acode draft 2013.indd 11

'
12/10/2013 5:27:36 AM ‘ ‘



| T ] . (T

UGANDA LOCAL GOVERNMENT COUNCILS SCORECARD 2012/13

information secured through interviews. The training also exposes the team to
research ethics and how to address the problem of bias in the scoring process.
Inception meetings are conducted throughout the districts to introduce the
assessment exercise to the councillors and other stakeholders in the district.
During the 2012/13 assessment, 1,922 people, comprising 1,323 males and
599 females, participated in the inception meetings.

2.3.3 Focus Group Discussions (FGDs)

Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) are conducted based on the criteria set out
in the scorecard FGD guide. A total of 684 FGDs were organized in all the
342 sub-counties in the 26 districts. FGDs are platforms for civic education
and empowerment about the roles of councillors and other political leaders.
They are mainly organised to enable voters verify information provided by their
respective councillors. At least 7,622 people, of whom 36 percent were women
and the rest men, participated in the FGDs. Table 2 presents a summary of the
FGD participants disaggregated by gender.

Table 2: Number of participants in FGD by sub-county

District Sub-counties No. of FGDs Male Female Total No. of
@ participants @
Kabarole 22 44 296 167 463
Mbarara 20 40 255 143 398
Wakiso 20 40 269 152 421
Amuru 18 36 218 123 341
Ntungamo 18 36 212 120 332
Moroto 17 34 234 131 365
Agago 16 32 227 127 354
Gulu 16 32 251 141 392
Bududa 15 30 232 130 362
Hoima 15 30 243 136 379
Luweero 14 28 244 138 382
Mbale 14 28 214 121 335
Nebbi 14 28 205 115 320
Jinja 13 26 244 138 382
Kamuli 13 26 199 112 311

Lira 13 26 181 102 283

12/10/2013 5:27:36 AM

‘ ‘ Acode draft 2013.indd 12



| T T . T

UGANDA LOCAL GOVERNMENT COUNCILS SCORECARD 2012/13

Rukungiri 11 22 162 91 253
Amuria 10 20 232 130 362
Kanungu 10 20 99 55 154
Soroti 10 20 106 60 166
Mpigi 9 18 122 69 191
Nakapiripit 8 16 74 41 115
Tororo 8 16 120 68 188
Mukono 7 14 71 40 111
Moyo 6 12 107 60 167
Buliisa 5 10 61 34 95
Total 342 684 4,878 2,744 7,622

2.3.4 Data collection and analysis

Since the inception of the scorecard in 2009, a significant set of data on
each of the districts participating in the assessment has been collected.
This includes administrative and local service delivery data. Building on the
2011/12 assessment, the collection of the data for 2012/13 took into account
the fact that the current local government councils are serving a five-year term
of office that commenced in July 2011. Consequently, the data collected is
® intended to monitor trends in service delivery and governance over the 2012- ®
2016 period and show whether the organs being assessed will have improved
over the period.

2.4 Limitations to the methodology

The methodology used to conduct the assessment as described above has
been tested, updated and validated over the last three years. However, there
are inherent weaknesses that may impact on the outcomes of the assessment,
especially as they relate to the performance of individual councillors. The
most serious of these weaknesses is the potential for bias. This arises mainly
from the deployment of researchers based in the districts to conduct the
assessment. While this approach is intended to build domestic capacity
for conducting assessments and monitoring progress, local elected leaders
perceive some of the scorecard researchers as biased and hence holding
intentions of undermining their political careers.!* At the moment, such bias

14 For example, during the 2012/13 assessment, a group of councillors in Kabarole District
accused the district research team of being biased and threatened to decline from
participating in the assessment. These incidents come up in a number of other cases,
especially when councillors obtain low scores.
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Monitoring service delivery: Leaders visit a health centre in Gulu district. ®
Source: ACODE Digital Library

is mitigated through the rigorous review and validation of the scores by the
peer review team.

2.5 The relationship of the Local Councils Scorecard and the Annual
Assessment

The Annual Assessment and the Local Councils Scorecard are complementary
tools with a shared goal of improving public service delivery at the local
level. They are related to each other in the sense that key aspects of both
assessments focus entirely on the performance of districts in the delivery of
public services.

However, the two assessments can also be distinguished from each other
in @ number of ways. First, the Annual Assessment is a government-led
process managed by the Ministry of Local Government and targets mainly
the performance of the district technical staff. There are few references made
to the role of elected political leaders. On the other hand, the Local Councils
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Scorecard is an independent assessment conducted by an independent think-
tank.

Secondly, while the Annual Assessment focuses mainly on the technical aspects
of service delivery, the Local Councils Scorecard brings together the technical
and governance aspects relevant to public service delivery and accountability.
In this regard, while the Annual Assessment puts more emphasis on the
performance of the technical arm of the local governments, the Local Councils
Scorecard focuses exclusively on the elected political leaders and institutions.
Finally, the Local Councils Scorecard focuses more on the actions taken by
elected leaders to ensure accountability in the processes they undertake to
deliver public services while the Annual Assessment puts more emphasis on
process actions and process outputs associated with budgeting, planning and
capacity building. Because of these distinctions, it is possible to find a district
that is rated well under the Annual Assessment obtaining low scores under the
Local Councils Scorecard and vice versa.
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3 ANALYTICAL AND
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK:
GOVERNANCE, VOICE AND
ACCOUNTABILITY

The adoption of the decentralisation policy as the foundation for governance and
public service delivery in Uganda at the beginning of the 1990s promised a new
dispensation for citizens as beneficiaries of the public service delivery system.
In 1995, the local government system was entrenched in the Constitution
as the primary vehicle for ensuring effective delivery of public services and
appropriate response whenever there were service delivery failures. As part
of this new dispensation, Government also pursued wide-ranging macro-
economic reforms that produced significant gains, translating into sustained
® national economic growth trends averaging 6% per annum. Today, the volume ®
of Uganda’s total wealth as measured by the total Gross Domestic Product
(GDP) is estimated at US$17 billion. Major public and private investments
in health and education have improved access to health care and increased
enrolment for school-going children. Recent policy shift towards transport and
energy infrastructure is beginning to show visible progress.

In spite of these remarkable achievements, there is widespread recognition
that the delivery of public services is less than desirable at best or has
malfunctioned at worst.!®> Improvements in key service delivery indicators
in the areas of health, education, agriculture and roads are not considered
proportionate with the levels of public investment in these areas.'® Rundown
health centres and makeshift classrooms exist side by side with emerging
state-of-the-art public and private health centres and schools. In some cases,
health facilities resemble “sleeping giants” with no sufficient health workers or
regular supply of drugs. Out of approximately 1.6 million children that enroll
in primary one, only about a third sit primary leaving examinations, with three

15 World Bank (2013). Education and Health Services in Uganda: Data results and
accountability. World Bank/African Economic Research Consortium/ African Development
Bank.

16 World Bank (2012). Uganda: Promoting Inclusive Growth. Washington, D. C, February 2012.
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quarters of these children largely unaccounted for because they drop out over
the seven years of primary schooling.

This lack of systematic progress in resolving the deficiencies in public service
delivery continues to raise important research questions on the dynamics of
governance, citizen voice and accountability of elected leaders. In general
terms, the concept of governance is used to explain four interrelated elements
that are fundamental for accountability and the effective delivery of public
services. These are: state capacity which is related to a states’ power and ability
to enforce rules that are consistent and predictable; rule of law that establishes
among other things, property rights and limits the state’s discretion in
manipulating those rules; democratic institutions that further limit exercise of
state discretion by holding governments accountable to their citizens; and an
active citizenry devoid of fear and manipulation that acts as frontline defenders
of democracy and the sanctity of public policies and programmes.

The quality of public policy and the implementation of public policy programmes
are significantly affected by the capacity of the state to implement “smart
interventions” to address failures and distortions in public service delivery
system resulting from market imperfections. However, state interventions
@® without adhering to the rule of law and without limitations on discretionary @®
authority may itself cause governance distortions that inevitably undermine
the implementation of public policies and programmes.

Citizens’ voice refers to the various ways in which citizens- either as individuals
or in organised formations - can express their opinions and concerns and put
pressure on service providers, policy makers and elected leaders in demanding
better services or advocating them.!” On the other hand, accountability is the
acknowledgement and assumption of responsibility for decisions taken by
persons with power and authority to make decisions in a representative or
delegated capacity at different levels.

In electoral democracies, the interplay of these three concepts- governance,
citizens’ voice and accountability - provides appropriate conceptual boundaries
for understanding the interactions between citizens and politicians and the
quality of public service delivery. Indeed, much of the scholarly literature
on citizen-politician linkages, largely grounded in both the rational choice

17 Adapted from S. Crawford, Voice and Accountability in the Health Service of Bangladesh.
DFID How to Note, 2009.
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theories!® and the historical comparative approaches,'® seek to explain politics
as the result of interaction of citizens and voters as principals on the one
hand, and candidates for electoral office or elected officials as agents on the
other. In this model, citizens or voters exert the level of influence necessary
to ensure that elected leaders will respond to the service delivery interests of
the electorate and political parties may change their programmatic focus to
reflect the changing preferences of the voters.

The fundamental question to ask therefore is why public service delivery
systems fail in electoral democracies or how particular systems of governance
may fail to create the necessary conditions for citizens to have voice and for
duty bearers to be held accountable. Recent scholarship has advanced two
important theories - clientelism and programmatic politics - that help to explain
how voice and accountability may fail in an electoral democracy and lead to
unmitigated failures in the public service delivery system.

Clientelism has been defined as a particular mode of “exchange” between
electoral constituencies as principals and politicians as agents in a democratic
system. The concept of clientelism presupposes the existence of two key
actors: a patron (the politician seeking votes) and a client (a citizen or voter)
® who seeks to extract as much mileage as possible from the politician especially ®
during the electoral process or in anticipation of an electoral contest?°

Three distinct forms of clientelism can be identified and distinguished from
each other: patronage, prebends, and tribute.?! Tribute is a form of clientelism
based on the traditional practice of gift exchange mainly in traditional peasant
societies. In this system, the patron and the client are engaged in bonds of
reciprocity and trust built around paternalistic relationships. The dominant
practice of vote buying in Uganda and other quasi and emerging democracies
fall under this form of clientelism. The more pervasive form of clientelism is
patronage, which may be defined as the practice of using state resources to
provide jobs and services for political clienteles. The third form of clientelism
is what is referred to as prebends politics in which an individual is given a

18 A. Downs (1957). An economic theory of democracy. New York: Harper and Row.

19 M. Lipset and S. Rokkan, (1967). “Cleavages, structures and voters’ alignment: an
introduction,” in Party systems and voter alignments, Seymour Martin Lipset and Stein
Rokkan. Eds. New York: Free Press.

20 Robert H. Bates, (1981). Markets and States in Tropical Africa: The Political Basis of
Agricultural Policies. California Series on Social Choice and Political Economy. University
of California Press.

21 R. Lemarchand, (1988). “The state, the parallel economy and the changing structure of
patronage systems,” in The precarious balance: State and society in Africa, Donald Rothchild
and Naomi Chazan, Eds. Boulder: Westview Press. 149-70.

12/10/2013 5:27:38 AM ‘ ‘

Acode draft 2013.indd 19




| T ] . (T

UGANDA LOCAL GOVERNMENT COUNCILS SCORECARD 2012/13

public office in order for the beneficiary to gain access to state resources.?
Unlike patronage, which is mediated through political parties, prebendalism
is typically mediated through the executive branch of government since it is
largely founded on executive appointments. This distinction, however, does
not preclude the fact that the two forms of clientelism may exist side-by-side
or even complement each other in setting the political economy that may
determine the delivery of public services and the systems of accountability,
or lack thereof.

Kitchelt and Wilkinson have observed that clientelistic politics persists only
if one or both of the following conditions is in place. In some instances,
politicians have good reasons to expect that the target constituencies for
clientelistic bargains will behave in a predictable fashion and refrain from
opportunism. Here, a cognitive condition — knowledge of the other side’s
motivations and payoffs from alternative courses of action —and a motivational
condition — voluntary, spontaneous compliance of constituencies with
clientelistic inducements — ensure the viability of clientelism. Absent these
two conditions, politicians may develop ways to monitor defection from the
bargain and capabilities to punish free-riding groups and individuals based on
that knowledge. In order to do so, they have to build extensive organisational
@ surveillance and enforcement structures.?? @

The immediate distorting effect of clientelistic politics is obviously that it is
an impediment to inclusion, and quite often, the under-provision of public
goods and services is only one facet of the cost. In the majority of cases,
professionalism in the public service delivery system is compromised through
prebends. Patronage-based systems are also likely to distort public service
delivery in favor of appeasing the patronised constituencies. The other cost of
clientelistic politics is the almost complete inability of the electorate to hold
politicians accountable when patron-client relationships are pervasive, which
strengthens and defends dysfunctional politics.

Unlike clientelism, programmatic politics is based on a “responsible party
government” model.?* This model approaches politics as the result of
interactions between principals and agents characterized by at least three
essential elements: that voter-seeking politicians and political parties provide

22 R. Joseph, (1987). Democracy and prebendal politics in Nigeria. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

23 H. Kitschelt and S. Wilkinson (2007). “Citizen-politician linkages: an introduction”, in H.
Kitschelt and S. Wilkinson., Eds, in Patrons, Clients and Policies: Patterns of Democratic
Accountability and Political Competition. Cambridge University Press.

24 Downs, 1957
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issue-based electoral platforms or programme promises to deliver on once
elected. Secondly, that voters have preferences for certain policy positions and
they are capable of aligning their preferences to those offered by alternative
electoral promises. This element also presupposes that voters will opt for the
most compatible programmatic offering, weighted by strategic considerations
such as electability of the party or politician and the credibility of its promises
based on previous performance. Finally, that voters are able to monitor the
performance of their elected leaders and can hold incumbents and opposition
parties accountable for their performance during the electoral term, based
upon their effort and performance.

In theory, the “programmatic politics” model presents what seems to be a
coherent logic that potentially could explain why elected governments may
invest in systematic and functional service delivery programmes since this
should be the foundation for their electoral fortunes. Politicians whose future
depends on the fulfilment of programmatic and policy-oriented promises are
more likely to need the services of a well-functioning public service delivery
system than politicians who depend on clientelistic constituencies. Likewise,
local elected leaders whose political future depends on the support of the
electorate are likely to be more prepared to be a voice for their electorate and
@ mitigate against potential clientelism. @

However, there is growing evidence to suggest that in most quasi and emerging
democracies, not all parties compete for voters based on coherent party
policy platforms and programmatic packages that can be sold to the voters.
On the contrary, programmatic positions of parties are often diffuse, erratic
and unpredictable and yet such parties are still able to attract solid support
even when a past record of performance and competence in delivering public
services is the unlikely source of politician-citizen linkages. No matter the case,
what is well established is that “man-made political and economic institutions
underlie economic success or lack thereof?® and is an essential determinant of
the quality of public services to be delivered to the citizens. It is in this regard
that the current failures in the public service delivery system in Uganda ought
to be understood as a product of the quality of Uganda’s democracy.

25 D. Acemoglu, and James A. Robinson (2012).Why Nations Fail: The Origins of Power,
Prosperity, and Poverty. Profile Books, London.
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4 BUDGET GOVERNANCE AND
REVENUE ARCHITECTURE:
POWER WITHOUT AUTHORITY

A budget is a statement of revenue and expenditure of any entity including
governments. It is also a statement of revenues and expenditure projections
outlining both the revenue sources and the spending priorities of the entity.
For governments, including local governments, the budget is the most potent
instrument that defines priority spending and the implementation of public
policies and programmes. Therefore, the budget is one of the most effective
instruments that can be deployed to meet agreed social and economic
development commitments and targets as well as redistributive objectives.
The concept of budget governance addresses the issue of power relations
over the budget. It raises the fundamental question of who has the ultimate
[O) authority to determine budget policy and spending priorities, authorisation of (O}
expenditure, ensuring budget discipline and the accountability mechanisms to
ensure that budget resources are used for the right purposes. The concept of
revenue architecture deals with the structure and sources of revenue to finance
a budget and who has the authority over those sources.

In the absence of control of any coercive instruments of the state, control over
the budget, which should include the ability to set local development priorities
and respond to service delivery deficiencies, constitutes an important source
of power and authority. However, as explained below, local governments are
governments that are vested with extensive power but without authority. The
system of collection of revenues and the central government’s control over
the budget creates one of the most significant policy distortions that have far-
reaching implications for spending priorities and therefore the performance of
elected leaders or luck thereof.

4.1 Local government financing and limited control over the budget

The operational framework for local governments in Uganda is set out in the
Local Governments Act of 1997.26 Since 1997, the Act has been revised at

26 Cap. 243, Laws of Uganda (Revised Edition, 2000).
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least 9 times.?” which partly reflects a fairly evolving legal regime that requires
continuous adjustments to ensure the functioning of the system. Read together
with the Constitution, the totality of this legal regime is that in theory, local
government councils are vested with extensive powers.

As planning authorities for districts,?® district councillors are vested with powers
to develop and pass local development plans, collect revenues, and set local
public spending priorities. As legislative bodies,?® local government councils
are vested with powers to enact local legislation. Through such legislation,
local government councils have the opportunity to address local governance
and economic development challenges. Local governmental councils are
also vested with wide-ranging administrative powers such as powers of
appointment and promotion of staff, and generally monitoring the delivery of
public services in their jurisdiction. In theory, local governments can effectively
address the failures in the delivery of public services by ensuring that teachers
are teaching, children are learning, the health service system is working, or the
roads are regularly maintained.

However, the current budget and revenue architecture has greatly undermined
the authority of local governments and local elected leaders, and hence they are
@® unable to exercise the powers vested in them under the current legal regime. It @®
is tenable to argue that, in theory, local governments and their elected leaders
have power but do not have authority. For purposes of this report, power is
defined as ‘the totality of means, influences and pressures available for use
to achieve the objectives of the power holder, especially the institutions of
government, the state, and the groups opposing either of them.’ It is the ability
to influence flows of resources towards certain goals, for example the goal of
improving public service delivery in priority sectors, as opposed to other goals
that projects the level of authority that an entity holds.

The current budget and revenue architecture undermines the power and
authority of local governments and blurs the lines of accountability in many
ways. First and foremost, over the last decade, there have been major changes
in both the taxation regime and the nature of taxes themselves. The changes in
the taxation regime resulted into the abolition of direct taxes such as graduated
tax. On the other hand, other direct tax charges, such as those covering the

27 Act No. 13 of 2001; Act No. 17 of 2001; Act No. 20 of 2005; Act No. 2 of 2006; Act No. 27
0f 2006; Act No. 10f 2008; Act No. 8 of 2008; Act No. 16 of 2010.

28 Local Governments Act, 1997 (As amended),Section 30

29 Ibid
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boda-boda® industry and market rates, are consistently opposed by potential
taxpayers, in most cases with the acquiescence of elected political leaders.
Yet, payment of taxes that are fair and equitable establishes the primary
accountability relationship between citizens and their government and there
is nothing that can achieve this result than the payment of direct taxes.
Payment of such taxes not only builds the confidence of citizens to demand
better services from their government but also becomes a legitimate basis for
demanding accountability.

Figure 5: Comparison between combined budget and releases for the
Scorecard districts (2011/12 -2012/13)
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Besides distancing citizens from government, the abolition of graduated tax
also eliminated the most important of the locally-collected revenues that
local governments needed to boost their financial autonomy. The effect of
this policy decision is that local governments, more than ever before, became
heavily reliant on central government transfers, effected through a complex
system of conditional grants, to finance their annual budgets. Figure 5 shows
the composition of the budget and outturns for the 26 districts (2011/12-

2012/13)

30 Boda-boda is a motorcycle taxi, originally from East Africa. The bicycle rider can also be
called boda-boda. In Uganda, it is usually abbreviated as boda. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Boda-boda

Acode draft 2013.indd 25

'
12/10/2013 5:27:42 AM ‘ ‘



| I . (T

UGANDA LOCAL GOVERNMENT COUNCILS SCORECARD 2012/13

Figure 6: Trends in locally-collected revenues, in Bn Shs (2011/12-
2012/13)
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@ Source: District Workplans, Fourth Quarter Local Government Performance reports 2012/13 @

The conditional grants system does not allow local governments the flexibility
to design and prioritise public service delivery interventions and invest in local
public service and economic development infrastructure and activities needed
to grow the local government economies and create jobs. While there have
been efforts at bottom-up and participatory planning, the system of national
planning is fairly structured and top-down. In the absence of discretionary
funding or locally-collected revenues, local governments operate in a “strait
jacket” planning framework that emphasizes one-size-fits-all solutions.
For example, it is common to find a local government that has competitive
economic advantage in mining investing more in agriculture and spending more
on National Agricultural Advisory Services (NAADS) because it is considered a
national priority.
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Figure 7:  Trends in Contribution of Local Revenue to total district

budget 2011/12-2012/13
— UL LS
14.0 —2012/13
120 116

10.0

oo
=

15

o
=

LR as percentage of total budget outturns
= oh
= =

ﬁ':""" & \éb @f -@f ,¢ﬁ~ o‘d.&'ip

District

Source: District Workplans, Fourth Quarter Local Government Performance reports 2012/13 @

Further still, the current budget architecture undermines the very authority
and autonomy of local governments that is enshrined in Article 176 of the
Constitution. For example, there is no local government that has the capacity
to collect revenue to pay its leaders at all levels. All elected district leaders
including Local Council 1 officials are paid from the central government. In
effect, it is this architecture that provides the primary building block for a fairly
extensive clientelistic relationship between voters and vote-seeking elected
leaders. The associated capture undermines the accountability relationships
that should exist between citizens as beneficiaries of public service and elected
leaders.
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Figure 8: Trends in Central Government Transfers, in Bn Shs
(2011/12-2012/13)
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Consequently, the failure by local governments to collect their own domestic
revenues, the absence of information on revenues collected from individual
districts by the central government, and the central government transfer-
grant system perpetuates a clientelistic relationship between the local and
national political leaders. Without knowledge of their own contributions to the
national revenues, local governments consider central government transfers
as a form of donation that is dependent, not on the tax contributions by their
electorate, but rather on the magnanimity of central government politicians.
It is this clientelistic relationship between voters and local elected leaders on
the one hand, and local governments and national elected leaders on the other
that undermines the accountability relationships needed to improve service
delivery and governance.

4.2 The current structure and the future of local government
economies

Although local governments are conceived as fairly autonomous economic
units, very little is known about the level of economic activity and output for
each local government. At the moment, there is no coherent data on output
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trends for key economic sectors for the districts and tracking progress in
the volume of output is also not possible. Most of the government agencies
that monitor production and output such as the Uganda Bureau of Statistics
(UBOS) or ministries do not generate production and output data by district.
Similarly, this information is not available from the production departments of
the local governments.

However, it is tenable to point out that the dominant economic activity in most
of the districts is subsistence agriculture characterised by low volumes of
production. Table 3 shows production of major crops by scorecard districts for
the Financial Year 2008/09.

Discretionary funding for local governments can empower local councils

to invest in transformative agricultural enterprises.
Source: ACODE Digital Library
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The problem of absence of production and output data is compounded
by the fact that the Uganda Revenue Authority (URA) does not collect, or
at least publish, revenue data by districts. The only district revenue data
that is known is what is termed local revenue.3! The majority of revenues
in the form of taxes from the local governments, including Pay as You Earn
(PAYE), Value Added Tax (VAT) and many others are collected by the URA
which is the official tax body of the central government. Accordingly, in the
absence of production and output data, publication of revenue collections
disaggregated by districts would be a good starting point to understand the
volume of business in each of these districts. Availability of such data
would also provide appropriate benchmarks for elected local leaders to
set revenue performance targets for both locally-collected and the total
revenues, including URA collections, raised from the respective local
governments.

31 The use of the term “local revenue” to refer to the revenues that are collected by local
governments is a misnomer since the bulk of revenues are collected from these local
governments.

Acode draft 2013.indd 31

'
12/10/2013 5:27:44 AM ‘ ‘



e

Progress has been fnade-
- in providing access to,, :
clean water but coverage. .‘r-
and maintenance of _*‘:_'_.,_
e water facilities remains -
= qf_lﬂlenge.

Sou-rce"KCODE Digital L1brary
= e Tl s

-

‘ ‘ Acode draft 2013.indd 32 @



| T T . T

UGANDA LOCAL GOVERNMENT COUNCILS SCORECARD 2012/13

S SCORECARD PERFORMANCE
AND TRENDS IN PUBLIC
SERVICE DELIVERY

There are three outstanding questions that need to be addressed with regard
to local government revenue, scorecard performance and trends in public
service delivery. The first question is whether the current trends provide the
necessary evidence to show progress in service delivery or lack thereof. The
second question is whether there is any correlation between the nature and
level of funding received by a local government and the quality of public service
delivery. The third is whether there is any direct or indirect correlation between
the performance of a district council in the scorecard and the quality and level
of service delivery. Resolving these three questions still pose methodological
challenges for the Scorecard process and is still work in progress. The analysis
[O) inthis sectionis therefore based on available limited data and is only exploratory (O}
rather than being conclusive.

5.1. Trends in public service delivery in the scorecard districts

The information and data on the delivery of public services across the country
is fairly incomplete and in many cases present a mixed picture. In some
cases, there is no credible baseline data against which to measure trends and
progress. The analysis in this section is based on secondary analysis from
Government agencies that collect trends data on selected indicators.

5.1.1 Access to clean water

Available data Figure 9(a-b) shows considerable progress in clean water coverage
across the 26 scorecard districts. The bulk of the districts are reported to have
clean water coverage of over 60 percent. However, it is notable that the data for
2012/13 shows some declining trends although no compelling explanations
are provided to explain this apparent decline in access to clean water. Figure
9a and 9b show trends in access to clean water for the scorecard districts for
the last three Financial Years.

Acode draft 2013.indd 33

'
12/10/2013 5:27:45 AM ‘ ‘



| I . (T

UGANDA LOCAL GOVERNMENT COUNCILS SCORECARD 2012/13

Figure 9 (a): Access to clean water for the 26 scorecard districts (2010-
2013)
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Figure 9 (b): Access to clean water for the 26 scorecard districts (2010-
2013)
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5.1.2 Access to education services

Investment in a nation’s children is one of the most strategic policy actions
since the quality of a country’s labour force determines her competiveness
in the global political economy. Currently, there is a wide-range of qualitative
and quantitative indicators that are used to assess progress in the delivery
of education services. These include: access and learning, completion rates,
transition rates, pass rates, the learning environment and many others.

12/10/2013  5:27:46 AM
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Figure 10: Completion rates for the 26 scorecard districts (2011-2013)
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(ESSAPR) 2011-12, and 2012-13

Figure 11: Rank in education performance by the Ministry of
® Education & Sports ®
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(ESSAPR) 2011-12, and 2012-13
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5.1.3 Service delivery in the health sector

According to the Ministry of Health ranking, there was a general decline in
the performance in the scorecard districts between 2011/12 and 2012/13.
Improvement in service delivery was registered in only 6 districts (figure 12
a-12b). Less than 10 districts performed consistently among the top 20 districts
between 2010/11 and 2012/13. A comparison across regions indicates the
districts in the northern region registered the worst performance during the
same period. These results underscore the need for increased accountability
in the health sector so that the citizens get a better return on their investment.

Figure 12a: Ranking of the Scorecard districts in the Annual Health
Sector Performance Assessment (2010/11-2012/13)32
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Source: Author’s Calculations based on the Annual Health Sector Performance Reports (AHSPR) 2010-
11,2011-12 and 2012-13

32 District performance ranking takes into account the following: Total Population, DPT3
Coverage, Deliveries both PNFP and Government facilities. The ranking is from 1 out of the
111 local governments in their ascending order.
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Figure 12b: Ranking of the Scorecard districts in the Annual Health
Sector Performance Assessment (2010/11-2012/13)
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Source: Author’s Calculations based on the Annual Health Sector Performance Reports (AHSPR) 2010-
11,2011-12 and 2012-13

This mixed record in performance and the absence of accountability is evident
in other sectors including environment and natural resources and roads. In the
roads sector, the recentralisation of major district roads had a major negative
effect on the quality of the district roads network. In addition, it undermined the
® accountability relationships between the electorate and local elected leaders ®
because they can shift responsibility to the mandated national agencies.

5.2. Relationship between Scorecard performance and the quality of
public services

In order to examine the relationship between scorecard performance of
local government councils and the quality of public services, the councils
were divided into three bands based on their scores in the assessment. The
performance data was then compared with selected service delivery indicators
for the districts in accordance with their bands.

5.21 Comparison between scorecard performance and service
delivery

Overall, the analysis shows that districts that obtained good scores in the council
performance also had performed better on selected service delivery indicators.
In the education sector local government councils that scored over 60 points
under the Scorecard performed better in Primary Leaving Examinations (PLE)
by Grade 1 results. This pattern is consistent with 2012 performance where
local governments that had their councils score 0-30 points also performed
poorly with a 5 percent performance in Grade 1.
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Figure 13: PLE performance of Scorecard districts compared with the
performance of their councils (2012-2013)
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Similar trends were observable in the roads sub sector. These trends could
mirror the importance of responsive leadership in responding to demand for
@ service delivery in sectors that directly impact on development.

Figure 14: Comparison between Scorecard performance and
allocations to the development budget (Roads)
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Figure 15: Comparison between scorecard performance and allocations
to the development budget in the education sector
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5.2.2 Budget allocations and scorecard performance

The available data also shows that districts that performed well in the

@& Scorecard assessment were more likely to have allocated more funding to @
there development budgets than those in band 1 (figures 16-17). This finding
is consistently evident in the two financial years (2011/12 and 2012/13). The
potential policy implication of this is that local government councils will need
to pay more attention on the percentage of the budget that they dedicate
to development activities as opposed to recurrent expenditures. Attention to
development expenditure can offer an important response to key investments
in critical sectors in local governments.
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6 SCORECARD PERFORMANCE
AND ANALYSIS

6.1 Sample Size and Description

The 2012/13 Scorecard was conducted in 26 districts spread across the
country. As described in chapter 2, the assessment focuses on the performance
of elected local political leaders at the district level: councillors; chairpersons
and speakers, as well as the district council. Consequently, besides the 26
district chairpersons and 26 district speakers, the assessment covered
630 councillors®? representing 27.1 percent of all district councillors in the
country34,

6.1.1 Gender representation

As shown in Figure 16, out of 630 councillors, 56 percent are men while 44
@& percent are female. @&

Figure 16: Gender Composition of Councillors

Local political leaders in Uganda are elected through a combination of universal
adult suffrage and special constituency elections. Consequently, district
councillors can be divided into two categories: directly elected councillors
and special interest group councillors. Out of the 630 councillors, 388 (62%)

33 This number excludes district speakers who are also elected as councillors but are assessed
in a separate category of speakers.

34 Overall, there are 2,510 district councillors from 111 districts in Uganda, excluding Kampala
Capital City Authority (KCCA).

Acode draft 2013.indd 41

|
12/10/2013 5:27:52 AM ‘ ‘



| I ] .

[N ([

UGANDA LOCAL GOVERNMENT COUNCILS SCORECARD 2012/13

are directly elected while the remaining 268 (38%) are elected through the
special interest group category. Figure 17 shows the gender distribution of the
councillors and by type of representation.

Figure 17: Composition of councillors by gender and category

26 26
(4%) [49%)

# Youth
EPWDs
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mDirectly elected

The size of the district councils is largely based on administrative units and

can vary considerably. For the 26 districts covered by the Scorecard, district

council sizes vary from 15 councillors for Amuru and Moroto each to the big

ones such as Mbale and Wakiso with 38 and 40 councillors respectively®. @
Figure 18 shows the number of councillors by district.

Figure 18: Size of District Councils
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35 This includes the district chairpersons and speakers.
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6.1.2 Political Party Affiliation

District political leaders contest for elections either on political party platforms
or as independents. The last elections were conducted in 2011 and the current
leadership is expected to hold office until the next elections sometime in early
2016. The ruling National Resistance Movement (NRM) party dominates the
membership of the district councils in the 26 districts with 73 percent of the
councillors. This is followed by independents (10 percent) and the Forum for
Democratic Change (FDC) with 9 percent (Figure 19).

Figure 19: Political Party Affiliation of the councillors in the 26 districts
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6.1.3 Councillors’ level of education

Evidence from the previous scorecards confirms that the level of education has
a direct bearing on councillor participation and overall performance in council.
As shown in Figure 20, the majority (204) of councillors had completed ‘O’
Level. Onother 161 councillors possessed diplomas in various professional
fields. Only 112 councillors had a degree or its equivalent and 7 had a Master’s
degree. At least 13 of the councillors either had no education qualification or
did not complete primary education.
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Figure 20: Councillors’ level of education
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6.1.4 Number of terms served by the councillor

Understanding the number of terms served by a councillor may offer some
insights into whether councillors serving repeat terms are more likely to
represent the public service delivery interest of their voters or not. By
investigating the number of terms served, it is also possible to determine the
[O) rate of turnover which may imply that voters could be using the elections to vote (O]
out non-performing councillors. Figure 21 shows councillor data available for
the 2012/13 assessment and the number of terms each of them had served
at the time of the assessment. At least 452 (71.7%) councillors were serving
in council for their first term, while 119 councillors (18.9%) were serving their
second term. There was also a smaller number of councillors serving their
third (41 councillors), fourth (12 councillors) and fifth terms (6 councillors).
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Figure 21: Number of Terms Served by Councillors
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Although the best councillor was serving a second term, the data doesn’t
suggest any correlation between the terms served and the performance. On the
contrary, the evidence shows that some of the first term councillors performed
better than repeat councillors.

6.2 Performance of District Councils

® The local government council is the highest authority within a district with ®
executive, legislative, planning and administrative powers.3¢ A district council
is a body corporate comprising directly elected councillors and councillors
representing special interest groups, including women, persons with disabilities
(PWDs), and the youth. It is the platform where councillors can raise issues
affecting their electorates and ensure that appropriate plans are put in place
and the fiscal and other assets of the local government are channelled towards
addressing those issues. The scorecard of a local government council is derived
from the functions of the local government councils as stipulated under the
Local Governments Act. The indicators and scores for assessing the local
government councils are aimed at establishing the extent to which a council
uses its political, legislative, administrative, and planning powers to address
the issues that affect the electorate within its jurisdiction. The district councils
were assessed on four parameters: legislative role; accountability to citizens;

36 According to the Local Governments Act, a district council is composed of a district
chairperson, one councillor directly elected to represent an electoral area, two councillors
representing the district’s youths (one councillor of whom shall be female), two councillors
with disabilities (one of whom shall be female), women councillors forming one third of the
council, and two elderly persons above the age of 60 (a male and a female). During council
sittings, the law provides for a member of parliament to attend meetings of the local council
in his/her constituency.
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planning and budgeting; and, monitoring service delivery on National Priority
Programme Areas (NPPAs).

6.2.1 Legislative representation

Legislation is perhaps the most important role of any district council. Councils
have powers to pass motions and enact ordinances on all matters within
their mandate. The nature, number and quality of legislative processes have
a direct bearing on the quality of service delivery in the district. Legislative
representation is performed through regular meetings that are conducted at
least once every two months, at a time and place determined by the Speaker
and guided by the rules of procedure.

The legislative performance of local government councils is assessed by
applying a set of indicators that seek to measure how a council conducts
its business and makes decisions relevant to governance and the delivery of
public services. During the period covered by the assessment, district councils
made considerable progress in discharging their legislative responsibilities.
For example, 10 bills were discussed by the councils of Ntungamo, Bududa,
Mukono, Jinja, Tororo, Mpigi, Wakiso, Kabarole and Amuria during the year
under review.>” As shown in Figure 22, the average score on the legislative
representation role for the 26 districts is 16 points out of a total of 25 points. @

Figure 22: Legislative representation
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The average performance of the district councils was 63 points, which
represents improvement from the 2011/12 scorecard where the average
score was 59 points. The most notable improvement for most of the

Scores out of 25
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37 These Bills cover; Banana Bacterial Wilt, PWDs, Bulungi Bwansi, Food Security, School
Feeding, Child Protection and Environmental Protection
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councils was in the area of accountability to citizens followed by planning
and budgeting.

Overall, the best district council was Wakiso which scored 76 out of a
maximum 100 points. This performance represents a general improvement
of 7 percent change, compared to the previous assessment. Wakiso
District was followed by Gulu and Mpigi district councils with 75 and 72
points respectively. Besides, there were also notable cases of exemplary
performance based on the level of improvements from the 2011/12
assessment. In particular, Kamuli District Council, which had suffered from
a long period of conflict, improved its performance from 40 points during
the 2011/12 assessment to 67 points.

Finally, all district councils scored low points on political accountability.
This indicator assesses the extent to which local councils debate and make
decisions on issues of national importance such as policy formulation,
constitutionalism, corruption and human rights.
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6.3 Performance of District Chairpersons

The District Chairperson is the political head and chief executive of the
district local government. Under section 13 of the Local Government Act,
the Chairperson is vested with powers and authority to monitor the general
administration of the district. Most importantly, the district chairperson is
vested with powers to constitute the district executive committee which
holds the executive authority in the district. Consequently, the leadership of
the chairperson is central in ensuring the proper functioning of the local
government and its ability to focus and ensure the effective delivery of public
services. There were no major variations in the composition of chairpersons
in terms of gender or political party affiliation. With the election of Salaam
Musumba as Chairperson for Kamuli District in 2012, the number of women
chairpersons increased to two including Josephine Kasya of Kanungu. With
regard to political party affiliation, 23 out of the 26 chairpersons were elected
on the NRM ticket.

District chairpersons are assessed on five performance parameters, namely:
political leadership; legislative performance; the degree of contact with
the electorate; participation in communal and development activities; and
monitoring of service delivery on NPPAs.
® ®

6.3.1 Political Leadership

Since the inception of the Local Councils Scorecard in 2009, there has been
marked improvement in the level of political leadership provided by the
district chairpersons. Besides improved documentation of their activities,
district chairpersons have become increasingly influential in forging working
partnerships with all district leaders while providing important leadership of
the executive committees. This improvement is also evident in the 2012/13
report. Evidence shows that chairpersons more systematically provided
leadership in ensuring that the executive committees conducted their business
as stipulated by the law. Indeed, at least 23 out of the 26 chairpersons were
found to have convened and chaired meetings of the executive committees.

It was also apparent that the chairpersons were more involved in administering
and monitoring the implementation of the decisions of the district council.
The only exception was Buliisa and Agago where the assessment did not find
empirical or other evidence to show that the chairpersons addressed some of
the contentious issues highlighted in the previous year’s scorecard report. In
Mukono, Jinja, Amuru and Ntungamo, the assessment found that the District
Service Commission and other statutory bodies were not fully constituted
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during the year under assessment. With the exception of Buliisa and Agago
whose state of the district reports did not address contentious issues from the
previous year’s report, the rest of the district chairpersons paid attention to
follow up actions on issues arising from the state of the district report. .

6.3.2 Performance of Chairpersons on Legislative Role

Consistent with the performance of the district council, the legislative role
was the worst performed parameter by all district chairpersons. The average
score of 8 out of 15 possible points raises questions around chairpersons’
supervision of the executive which is charged with the responsibility of
presenting motions and passing bills in council. Mbarara and Luwero districts
had the lowest scores. The Executive Committees from both districts had neither
presented any motions for resolution on accountability nor presented bills of
any nature. The Executive Committee from Kanungu District did not present
any bill. The performance of these chairpersons may be contrasted with the
Chairperson of Jinja District Council where the executive committee presented
three motions and bills for resolutions on service delivery, accountability and
financial autonomy to be considered by the district council. The comparative
performance of the chairpersons with regard to their legislative functions and
@ mandate is shown in Figure 23. @

Figure 23: The performance of district chairpersons in carrying out
their legislative functions
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6.3.3 Contact with the electorate and initiation of development
projects

By virtue of their offices, District Chairpersons are enjoined to maintain

close contact with their electorate. In so doing, they are expected to initiate

development projects within the districts. During the year under review, the
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two parameters were performed with excellence, with an average score of 9
out of 10 possible points for each of the indicators. The norm of unplanned
meetings has since been replaced with well-laid-out programmes of meetings
with the electorate. Overall, 25 out of 26 district chairpersons presented well-
laid-out programmes that were followed with regular quarterly meetings at
sub-county level. Figure 26 shows the performance of chairpersons’ contact
with the electorate.

BOX 1: The Exemplary Leadership of Chairperson Salaam

Musumba of Kamuli District Local Government

The case of Salaam Musumba, the Chairperson of Kamuli District Local Government
is a case of over performance in such a short time. Salaam Musumba was elected
in a by-election in December 2012. By close of the Financial Year ending June
2013, she had already engineered a turn-around of a district that had been mainly
associated with local political and other forms of conflicts.

Her exemplary leadership is evidenced by the following specific actions that she
took within a space of about 6 months:

a)

b)

Improved accountability:

Monthly appearance of DEC on radio; this interface provides a platform for
DEC members to communicate council decisions to citizens.

Scheduled routine (weekly) Monitoring by DEC.

Initiatives for enhancing local revenue collection: She is the brain behind
the proposal to print new serialized books of accounts intended to improve
tracking of revenue and accountability by officials at the LLGs. The bill for
ordinance on local revenue was her idea.

Chairperson'’s office is open to the citizens on Fridays.

Payroll was cleaned up. Some new confirmed and recruited staff had already
been included in the system.

Improved documentation of district information, particularly council minutes
and sector reports.

(i) An outstanding example is the latest publication of the State of the
District Report. Council and committee minutes must be submitted to
her office within 3 working days from the date of the meeting. Sector
reports now communicate better.

(ii) Improvement of information management: The former Human Resource
office is being renovated to be transformed into a one-stop District
Information Centre. This is expected to double as the computer centre
with internet and computer capacity building especially for technical
staff.
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¢) Improvement in Education sector performance:

. Proposed bursary scheme for disadvantaged children.

. Focus on the enforcement of the policy on feeding for pupils in UPE
schools. Parents contribute 3-5kgs of maize seeds per term per pupil and
average cash contribution of Shs3,000 per child towards milling charges
and the cooking.

d) The approval and operationalisation of district boards and commissions:

. The timely constitution of the DLB, DEC, DSC, DPAC, council standing
committees, though mandated by law was a fruit of her leadership.
. All secretaries to council committees have been allocated offices within
the district headquarters and are expected in office every working day.
e) District political environment: internal squabbles within council as well as
between the technical and political wings subsided.

f) Improved time management: The confirmation of civil servants, who had
for long served in acting positions; display of circulars on all office
notice boards on official work hours. Time management was greatly
improved with the majority of staff in office during working hours).

g) Construction of the District Administration block: This had been long halted
but the district secured Shs198 million waiver from the Ministry of

@ Local Government under her leadership to complete the structure. @

Figure 24: Performance of district chairpersons with regard to contact
with the electorate
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6.3.4 Overall performance of district chairpersons

The performance of the district chairpersons in the 2012/13 assessment
showed clear evidence of improvement in most performance areas, and more
especially in political leadership and contact with the electorate. Generally,
the average score of chairpersons increased from 67 per cent in the 2011/12
assessment to 77 percent in the 2012/13 scorecard. Overall, the best
chairperson was Richard Rwabuhinga from Kabarole District with 89 out of
100 points.3® Chairperson Proscovia Salaam Musumba of Kamuli District and
Chairman Ojara Mapenduzi of Gulu District followed closely with 88 out of
100 points. Overall, 25 out of 26 district chairpersons scored more than 60
points as shown in Table 5

Equally important, there were chairpersons who registered significant
improvement in their scores compared with the results of the 2011/12
Scorecard assessment. These are Chairman Alex Oremo Alot of Lira District
whose performance changed by 90 percent followed by Chairman Charles K.
Byabakama from Rukungiri with a percentage change of 82 per cent.

The current scorecard methodology is not designed to determine whether
the political party affiliation of chairperson has a bearing on their overall
@ performance. Indeed, the best chairperson is an independent while the two @
runners up subscribe to the Forum for Democratic Change. Out of the 5 best
chairpersons, 4 subscribe to the opposition while one of them is a member of
NRM. The fact that the best district councils — Wakiso and Gulu — are headed by
speakers subscribing to the opposition may validate the argument that political
party affiliation may not be a major factor in determining the performance of
a local elected leader.

38 Chairman Richard Rwabuhinga exhibits unifying political leadership, has forged strategic
partnerships with a wide range of actors including NGOs, and has taken advantage of
multimedia platforms to inform, organise and sensitize communities about government
programmes.
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6.4 Performance of district speakers

The Local Government Act provides for a speaker and deputy speaker of a
district council.3® The speaker is first elected as a councillor before being eligible
to contest for the position. Once elected a speaker, the respective councillor
assumes additional responsibilities assigned to the office as stipulated under
the Local Governments Act. Consequently, councillors who are elected as
speakers are first and foremost assessed on their performance as councillors
with a mandate to represent specific constituencies. However, speakers are
also assessed on an additional parameter focussing on their leadership in
presiding over the business of the district council.

6.4.1 Presiding over and Preserving of order in Council

The performance of the speaker in presiding over and preserving order in
the district council is assessed on the basis of how a speak chairs council
meetings, ensuring that appropriate rules of procedure are followed and
effective convening of the business committee of the council. Most importantly,
the scorecard assessment looks for evidence that shows that issues brought
by the electorate to the Speaker’s attention as well as bills and motions are
appropriately recorded. Overall, the conduct of business of the district councils
@ has continued to improve tremendously. In particular, the record keeping of @
the Council proceedings has improved a great deal. This improvement is
largely due to the improved vigilance and leadership of the speakers and the
capacity training for key political leaders and clerks to council provided under
the Scorecard. The performance of all the speakers with regard to the conduct
of the district council business is shown in Figure 25.

Figure 25: Conduct of the district council business
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6.4.2 Contact with the electorate and participation in lower local
governments

The Local Governments Act prescribes contact with the electorate as one of the
duties of a councillor®®. Two types of indicators are used to measure whether a
councillor maintains contact with the electorate during the year of assessment.
These are: meetings with the electorate as evidenced by the programmes for
such meetings; the number of meetings held with the communities; evidence
of official communication on service delivery; and organising citizens to
demand better services. At the commencement of the Scorecard in 2009,
there were hardly any speakers who had coordinating or liaison offices in their
constituencies. Since then, there has been consistent improvement. In the
2012/13 Local Councils Scorecard, 25 out of the 26 council speakers had
established offices in their constituencies.*! It is important to recognize that
the existence of a coordination or liaison office increases chances that citizens
or voters who are not satisfied with the quality of public service delivery have
access to their elected representative.

Generally, as shown in Figure 26, district speakers have improved their record
on contact with the electorate and participation in lower local governments.
The only exception was the district speakers of Moyo and Buliisa who had not
® met the threshold of four meetings, which is the required minimum to score ®
points under this indicator.

Figure 26: Participation in Lower Local Governments
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40 Local Governments Act, ss 7, 28,38,39,171. See also, Local Government Councils
Regulations, Third Schedule, Regulation 8.
41 The only exception in this case was Speaker Jotham Loyor of Nakapiripirit district council.
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6.4.3 Overall performance of district speakers

Overall, there was clear improvement in the performance of speakers across
the 26 districts. This is also consistent with the better performance of all
the elected leaders assessed in the 2012/13 scorecard. The average score
for all the speakers increased from 55 points in 2011/12 to 68 points in the
2012/13 assessment. More than half of the district council speakers obtained
scores above 70 points. According to the assessment results, out of the four
parameters used to assess the performance of the speakers, they were more
likely to have scored better on presiding over council business than all the
other parameters.

At an individual level, Speaker Samuel Bamwole of Kamuli district council was
the best performing speaker during the 2012/13 assessment, obtaining 87
points out of a maximum of 100 points. Until the by-elections of December
2012 when a new district chairperson was elected, Samuel Bamwole also
acted as the district chairperson for six months. It may therefore be useful to
explore whether his performance record as the speaker is in anyway related to
or may be partly explained by holding an executive leadership position for that
duration. The other four speakers with exemplary performance records are:
Speaker Douglas Peter Okello (Gulu) with 84 points; Speaker James Kunobwa
® (Mukono) with 82 points; and Speaker Juliet Jemba (Mpigi) with 78 points, in ®
the second, third and fourth positions respectively. All the four best performing
speakers are members of the National Resistance Movement party.

Among the speakers’ category, there were also notable improvements. For
example, Speaker Martin Ocen Odyek of Lira improved his scores from 26
points in the 2011/12 Scorecard to 75 points in the 2012/13 assessment,
representing an improvement of 188 per cent. Similarly, the speakers of
Tororo, Buliisa and Hoima also registered considerable improvements in their
performance.
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BOX 2: Why Lira District Speaker performed better

Improved Monitoring: Aside from the emphasis put on the production of
monitoring reports, the speaker invested time to follow-up mainly in the sectors
of agriculture, education, health, water and sanitation and roads. Under the
monitoring function, the speaker was able to monitor most of the service
delivery units in Railway Division.

Improvement in documentation: The speaker registered great improvement in
generating and filing of monitoring reports, contrary to the previous year of
assessment.

Improved record keeping: All the bills and petitions that were presented to
council were recorded by the office of the speaker and filed. In addition, the
speaker had a correspondence file with all correspondences made with the
district technical and political officials and the central government.

Improved understanding of his roles: The speaker demonstrated improvement
in understanding of his roles. During the previous assessment, the speaker
only concentrated on executing his mandate as the speaker without paying due
attention to his other roles particularly as the councillor representing Railway
Division.
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6.5 Performance of District Councillors

In the current political landscape in Uganda, district councillors are one of the
most important politicians in the country if only they recognized that their power
and authority lie with the electorate they represent. As elected leaders, district
councillors are required to represent all the citizens who live in the area they are
elected to represent. Generally, this role of representation involves a number of
responsibilities. For example, district councillors have the primary responsibility
of ensuring good governance of their districts by holding the district political
and technical leadership accountable. District councillors also have the primary
responsibility to mobilize their electorate and citizens to participate in the
governance of their areas and hold their leaders accountable for the delivery of
public services.

The Local Councils Scorecard is therefore designed to assess whether the
district councillors discharge these responsibilities, what factors determine
their performance or non-performance, and then to determine the nature of
interventions that may be necessary to enhance their performance. The district
councillors are assessed on four parameters: legislation; contact with the
electorate; participation in lower local government councils; and monitoring
@® service delivery on National Priority Programme Areas (NPPAs). The detailed @®
scorecards of the individual councillors are presented in the respective district
scorecards.*? Figure 27 shows the overall performance of the district councillors
by sex and groupings.

From the overall performance of the district councillors as per the 2012/13
Local Councils Scorecard as shown in Figure 27, a number of observations can
be made. First, the evidence shows that more councillors were able to debate
in the district council sessions in the FY2012/13 compared to the 2011/12
assessment. In the 2011/12 assessment, at least 228 out of 611 councillors
were reported not to have debated at least four times. This number reduced to
2 councillors in the 2012/13 assessment. The implication of this trend is that
councillors were more likely to raise service delivery concerns coming from their
constituencies if they were participating in council debates than if they were
not. This is validated by the evidence showing that in the 2012/13 assessment,
there were more councillors (571 out of 630) who debated on issues of public
service delivery compared to those (448 out of 611 councillors) who debated on
the same issues in 2011/12.

42 The district scorecard reports are published in the ACODE Public Service Delivery and Accountability
Series Reports. The electronic version of these reports can be accessed at www.acode-u.org
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Figure 27: Performance of Councilors by Sex
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Secondly, the performance declines significantly when the scorecard questions
shift to specific actions regarding presentation of motions and more so with
regard to motions on service delivery. For example, at least 360 councillors did
not move a single motion on any issue throughout the financial year. The number
of councillors who did not move motions in council grows even higher to 448
(71.1%) when the motions are restricted to the NPPAs. A very limited number (O}
of councillors were also reported to have provided technical guidance*? to the
council (2 out of 630) or to committees (9 out of 630). The implication of this
finding is that councillors may not be bringing the specific issues of service
delivery affecting their constituencies, which may in turn affect the ability of the
district councils to address the current deficiencies in the public service delivery
system.

The 2012/13 assessment shows that councillors remained engaged in terms
of their contact with the electorate as well as participating in the deliberations
of the lower local government councils. This was identified as one of the major
problems affecting voice, accountability and service delivery. The assessment
found that at least 62 per cent of all the councillors had programmes for
meetings with communities. At least 73.5 per cent had convened and held up to
four meetings with communities and at least 62.5 per cent had communicated
officially to the communities on service delivery issues. The assessment also
found that at least 49.8 per cent had convened community meetings to assist
their electorate to demand better services. At least 94 per cent of all the

43 Technical guidance relates to documented technical notes on how to address emerging
challenges presented on floor of Council
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councillors had an office or liaison within the constituency and 471 councillors
provided evidence showing that the electorate had visited their offices.

6.5.1 Councillors’ performance in monitoring service delivery

One of the major responsibilities of councillors is to monitor the delivery of
public services. Councillors can then take appropriate actions by reporting
service delivery failures to the district council, the responsible technical staff
of the district or other responsible agency of government. Evidence from
the 2012/13 assessment shows that councillors increased their monitoring
activities considerably. For example, 95.6 percent of the councillors were found
to have undertaken monitoring visits to at least half of the health units in their
constituencies. At least 91 percent had visited half of the government-aided
primary schools in their constituencies. However, the challenge remains on
preparing and submitting written reports and taking follow-up actions on the
findings in these reports. For example, only 40.5 percent of the councillors
reported to have prepared at least 2 written reports from their monitoring of
health units. This is also true of the other sectors including education (42.4
per cent), agriculture (32.9 per cent), water sources (29.8 percent), road works
(32.9 per cent), Functional Adult Literacy (FAL) centres (18.1 percent), and
@ environment and natural resources sector (24.8 percent). @

.r-: e j_ ]
RS |
A feeder road in Agweng, Lira District.
Source: ACODE Digital Library
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6.5.2 Comparative performance of district councillors

Figure 32 shows overall improvements in the performance of both male and
female councillors in the 2012/13 Scorecard compared to the 2011/12
assessment. The improvement was mainly attributed to three important factors.
First, councillors reported that they had become more aware of their roles as
a result of the scorecard and the capacity building activities undertaken during
and after the assessment. Secondly, councillors had become more systematic
in documenting their activities and actions they undertake in representing their
electorates. The best practice in documentation of a councillor’s performance
is the report by Councillor Alfred Okwonga (Gulu District Local Government).
The third factor that explains the improvement in performance is the fact that
the scorecard has become widely accepted as an accountability tool for elected
local leaders. Elected leaders are increasingly more willing and interested in
participating in the scorecard than when it was first introduced in 2009.

Figure 28: Average performance of councillors 2011/12-2012/13
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At the time of launching the Local Councils Scorecard in 2009, the performance
of the special interest groups category of councillors, particularly the youth and
Persons with Disabilities (PWDs), had been problematic. These two categories
of the electorate are represented by two councillors (male and female) each
in the council. The poor performance was mainly attributed to the fact that
the geographical mandate of these councillors covers the entire district. In
the case of the special women councillors elected on the affirmative action
considerations*4, their mandate is also narrower than the special interest group
category. Evidence from the 2012/13 assessment shows some considerable
improvement in the performance of this group of councillors (Figure 29)

44 Local Governments Act 1997 (As amended) Section 10 (e).
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Figure 29: Average Performance for interest groups (2011/12-2012/13)
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6.5.3 Overall Performance of district councillors

Overall, the best performing councillor in the 2012/13 Scorecard was Moses
Muwangala (Independent) from Kamuli District Local Government who scored
89 points. In the 2011/12 assessment, Councillor Muwangala scored only 39
points. Councillors Add Ogwang Ayang (UPC, Lira), Abdul Kasule (NRM, Luwero)
and Norman S. Kabogoza (NRM, Wakiso) tied in the position of second best
performer with 88 points each. Significantly, Councillor Ogwang Ayang had ®
scored 31 points in the 2011/12 assessment and therefore registered an overall
improvement of 184 per cent. The best female councillor was Bernadette Plan
(NRM, Hoima) who scored 87 points compared to 66 points she scored in the
2011/12 assessment. Overall, the councillor who improved most in performance
was Medinah Akello Okeng (Lira) who improved from 10 points during the
2011/12 assessment to 71 points in the 2012/13 assessment, representing a
percentage change of 610 percent.*

45 The male councillor who improved most in the 2012/13 assessment (58 points) was
councillor Geoffrey Bigambwamukama (PWD, Kanungu) who had scored 10 points in the
2011/12 scorecard.
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7 MAKING LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS WORK
FOR CITIZENS: FACTORS
AFFECTING PERFORMANCE
OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
COUNCILS

The introduction of the decentralisation policy in 1993, and the
establishment of the local government system sought to bring government
closer to the citizen. In a democracy, the primary and fundamental
objective of bringing government closer to the citizen is to increase their
ownership of government and governmental functions. An empowered
® citizenry is the foundation for building sustainable democracies and @
achieving socio-economic transformation. An empowered citizenry is
also essential in mitigating the elite capture of power through patronage
politics and the associated clientelistic networks. However, the position of
local elected leaders in facilitating or sustaining such patronage networks
cannot be underestimated. Indeed, the failure of governance and absence
of accountability when the public service delivery system does not work as
expected is directly related with the behaviours of local elected leaders.

Consequently, any strategy and interventions to improve governance,
accountability and public service delivery need to be premised on their ability
to “liberate” local elected leaders from existing clientelistic networks and
building effective alliances between them and their constituencies. Achieving
this strategy requires a better understanding of three sets of issues. First is
to identify what factors inhibit local elected leaders from better serving their
electorates. The second set is the internal factors that affect the performance
of the elected political leaders in the respective district. The third set is those
factors that are external to the district council. While the local political leaders
may influence the resolution of these factors through lobbying and advocacy
pressure, the actual decision to address them lies outside the mandates of
these leaders.
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Since the commencement of the Local Council Scorecard assessment, the
district councils and elected local political leaders have improved tremendously
in their performance in discharging their constitutional and statutory mandates.
This improvement is also evident in the results of the 2012/13 Local Councils
Scorecard shown in Chapter 6 of this report. The improvement in performance
may be attributed to a number of actions based on the recommendations
from the previous assessments (Table 4). The implementation of these
recommendations has led to a number of outcomes. For example, elected
political leaders are more aware of their roles, responsibilities and mandates
than when the scorecard was first conducted. There is also evidence that the
civic awareness and consciousness of the citizens in the scorecard districts is
increasing. Elected leaders and councils have also improved in documenting
their actions, recording of council proceedings and taking follow up actions.

However, there are internal and external factors that affect the performance of
local government councils in delivering services to their constituencies and the
electorate.

7.1 Internal factors inhibiting local elected leaders from serving their
electorates better

There are at least 3 internal factors that severely inhibit political leaders from
performance of their roles and service delivery to their electorate. These factors
are considered internal to the councils because the district leadership can take
appropriate actions to resolve them, without having recourse to external actors
or authority.

7.1.1 Multiple leadership conflicts

There is a wide-range of leadership related conflicts, which draw a considerable
amount of energy from the political leadership obstructing them from
concentrating on the constituency work. The most common of these conflicts
are between: chairpersons and Resident District Commissioners (Agago);
chairpersons and Chief Administrative Officers (Agago and Mpigi); chairpersons
and speaker (Mbarara, Jinja and Moroto); chairperson and councillors (Agago
and Kabarole). In the majority of cases, a conflict between two top leaders
in the district divides the councillors into factions and divert the efforts of
both the leadership and the councils from focusing on the delivery of public
services to their constituencies. Agago district local government is currently
the most conflict prone in all the 26 districts.

12/10/2013 5:28:04 AM
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In some cases, these local leadership conflicts are an extension of the different
types of rivalries among national leaders or are simply a product of the
clientelistic and other patronage networks that characterise Uganda’s politics.
However, even in such cases, an able and selfless leadership is what is needed
to overcome these patronage networks.

7.1.2 Low levels of local revenue collection and lack of financial
autonomy

The central government controls all the major revenue sources in the country.
The local governments do not control any significant sources of revenue from
which they can collect funds to address local service delivery deficiencies,
investing in developing the local economic infrastructure, building local
entrepreneurial capacity and creating jobs. Over 909 of the budgets for all
the assessed districts (this is also true of all the districts across the country)
is secured through a complex system of conditional transfers from the central
government. This lack of fiscal autonomy not only inhibits the capacity of local
governments to discharge their mandates but also makes them vulnerable to
the patronage tendencies of the central government.

@& 7.1.3 The failed functioning of multi-party politics at the local @
government level

Although multi-party politics was introduced in Uganda in 2005, the system
of democracy built on strong political parties has not emerged, more
especially at the local government level. As shown in Chapter 6 of this report,
local government councils are dominated by the ruling National Resistance
Movement (NRM) party. This affects public service delivery and governance
in two fundamental ways. First, there is hardly any competition in terms of
alternative policies and policy platforms. Strong political parties are important
vehicles for increasing policy choices, stimulating alternative policy debates,
and constructing an effective mechanism for transparency and accountability
in the functioning of government at all levels. In all the districts participating
in the 2012/13 Local Councils Scorecard, there was no evidence to show
that district local governments, whether led by the opposition parties or the
ruling party, took any deliberate action that could lead to the strengthening of
political parties.

Secondly, where there are effectively same party district councils such as in
Mbarara and Kanungu, there was a strong tendency for the emergence of
opposition within the same party. It is also evident in these cases that intra-
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party opposition is more disruptive to service delivery and good governance
since it is often not driven by differences in policy.

7.2 External factors affecting the performance of local government
councils

External factors are those factors, which exist because of decisions or actions
of others, and they can only be resolved with the intervention of other actors.
These kinds of factors are essentially a product of the policy environment
or legislation. There are at least two major external factors that impact
on the ability of elected local leaders to ensure effective servicing of their
constituencies.

7.2.1 Distortions in the decentralisation policy

Since decentralisation was introduced as the official policy of government
more than two decades ago, its scope and content has become increasingly
obscure. In a decentralized system of governance, the different spheres of
government central and local) are supposed to be distinctive, interdependent
and interrelated. Most importantly, local governments are a sphere of
government in their own right and cease to be mere functions or administrative
® implementing arms of government. The two spheres of government operate @
autonomously but coordinate together in decision-making, coordinate
budgeting and budgets, policies and activities, and particularly those functions
that cut across the two spheres. This cooperation must be driven by the shared
goal of providing citizens with a comprehensive and effective package of public
services and improving the quality of governance.

Amach Health Centre 1V, Lira District.
Source: ACODE Digital Library
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However, at the moment, the local governments in Uganda operate more
like administrative extensions of the central government. In the absence of
discretionary budget resources, the councils concentrate on implementing the
programmes of central government by focusing on monitoring. Government
has over the years engaged a re-centralization gear assuming major
responsibilities that reside in the sphere of the local governments. For example,
the central government pays the emoluments of all local elected leaders* with
the potential effect of co-opting them in an elaborate patronage system but
more so, breaking the accountability relationship that should exist between
the elected leaders and the voters. In other cases such as with education and
health services, the central government pays teachers directly but still expect
the local governments to monitor and supervise the delivery of services in
these sectors. Indeed, during the 2012/13 assessment, it was found that the
roads that had essentially become unusable in most of the districts are those
that were recentralized and placed under the Uganda National Roads Authority
(UNRA), albeit recent improvements.

7.2.2 The centralised control of budget resources

The biggest factor inhibiting the efforts of local government councils to deliver

@ better services to their constituencies and ensure effective delivery of public @
services is their inability to access and control part of the public funds, including
those collected from their jurisdiction. At the moment, the bulk of the national
budget resources are controlled by the central government. Local governments
only receive funds in form of conditional transfers from the central government.
In most cases, these funds are already committed through sectoral allocations.
A local government council therefore has no adequate flexibility to set its own
priorities that are specific to local needs and address the peculiar concerns of
their electorates. But central government politicians also use the control over
the budget resources to build political patronage networks through clientelistic
relationships and prebends. These relationships cause major distortions in
public policy and undermine the service delivery. For example, the challenges
of the NAADS experiment is in itself a product of shortfalls of this budget
architecture. There is a general feeling that government has been decentralized
but not the resources.

46 See Background to the Budget 2005/06 and 2010/2011
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Amach Health Centre 1V, Lira District and Alivu Primary School (Below) in
[O) Arua District: Increased demand for accountability by citizens promises (O]

improved infrastructure and better services.
Source: ACODE Digital Library
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8 POLICY OPTIONS,
RECOMMENDATIONS AND
CONCLUSIONS

8.1 Policy options and recommendations

The Uganda Constitution of 1995 promises human dignity, unfettered
enjoyment of freedoms, and opportunity for every Ugandan citizen. These
promises are reiterated in a number of official government documents such
as the National Development Plan, the Uganda Vision 2040 and numerous
other policy documents. Equally important, most of Uganda’s political
parties including the ruling NRM and the dominant opposition party — the
Forum for Democratic Change (FDC) reiterate these promises in their party
platforms and campaign manifestos. Each of these instruments recognize
that the effective delivery of public services and strengthening accountability

® through the deepening of democratic culture and participation are the
essential building blocks for achieving socio-economic transformation and
expanding economic opportunity. However, it is tenable to assert that neither
the Government nor the political parties will achieve their policy and political
agenda’s and the promise of the 1995 constitution unless they support
the evolution of a strong local government system as stipulated under the
Constitution.

This report provides a detailed assessment of the performance of elected
local political leaders during the Financial Year 2012/13. It is observed that
local elected leaders have improved tremendously in their performance. There
is increased focus on the monitoring of delivery of services while improved
contact with the electorate is expanding opportunities for participation,
feedback and accountability. The report also provides specific factors that
constrain local government councils in ensuring effective service delivery and
monitoring in their areas.
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Since 2009, the local council scorecard reports provide a set of recommended
actions needed to increase citizens’ demand for accountability and to ensure
the ability of local governments to deliver services and improve governance
as per their mandates. These recommendations from the last 3 assessments
and the status of their implementation are shown in Table 4 Based on the
2012/13 scorecard and the recommendations already made in the previous
assessments, the following additional recommendations and policy options
will need to be pursued to improve the delivery of public services and increase
citizens’ demand for accountability and good governance.
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8.1.1 Establish a Local Governments Leadership Training Institute

In order to ensure effective leadership of local governments and mitigate the
current problem of conflicts, it is recommended that a leadership-training
institute for local governments be established. Unlike the existing training
institutes, such an Institute should be operated as an independent entity with
a curriculum that, among other things, combines theory and practical training
in leadership, conflict management, financial oversight, multi-party politics
and governance skills. Any local government leader whether elected or not who
assumes a senior leadership position should be required to attend the institute
as a precondition within a year of taking up such a position of leadership.

8.1.2 Review the relevant laws to establish an effective hierarchy of
local government leadership

The absence of a clear hierarchy of leadership at the local government levels
is not only a source of conflict but also blurs the lines of responsibility and
accountability. At the moment, there are district leaders that can all be
considered principals: the chairperson, Chief Administrative Officer (CAO),
Resident District Commissioner (RDC) and the district speaker. Each one
of these officials is an alternative power centre. There are no clear lines of
) responsibility and accountability amongst each other. For example, when there ®
is a failure in the delivery of public services, it's not clear to the voters who
should be held accountable. Is it the Chairperson who is the political head of
the district? Is it the CAO who controls the budget and the authority to spend?
Or is it the RDC who is a central government representative?. Provision of
clarity within the law would go a long way in creating a functional accountability
structure and system of governance.

8.1.3 Establish and operate quarterly sub-county accountability
forums

Unlike the Barazas, which are government supply-side accountability forums,
the establishment of an active quarterly forum, where citizens can meet and
independently discuss issues affecting their constituencies, can serve the
purpose of improving service delivery, promoting accountability and achieving
good governance. The accountability platforms ought to emanate from the
citizenry itself, which requires rise in civic competence. Such forums should
be established through partnerships with local civil society organizations and
should be operated independently as citizens’ accountability forums.
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8.1.4 Introduce the position of leader of opposition in the district
council

In order to elevate the profile of multi-party politics as a mechanism for
accountability, the position of leader of opposition should be introduced in the
district councils and provided official facilitation. In district councils where an
opposition party is in the majority, the ruling party should take up the position.
Besides providing an opportunity for civic awareness about the functioning
of multi-party politics, the introduction of such a position would ensure the
enfranchisement of the electorate that voted for the opposition. The local
council leader of opposition would also be given a special slot to present the
alternative development policy agenda for the district. This can be achieved
through an amendment to the Local Governments Act.

8.1.5 Establish and operationalise a Local Governments Parliament
Platform

The evidence from the scorecard shows that local governments are not fully
engaged in debating issues of national importance. For example, there is no
record of the district councils debating any major constitutional issues such
as the ongoing debate on electoral reforms, restoration of presidential term
@ limits, or denial of bail to suspects accused of capital offences like murder, @
defilement or treason. There are also major policy and legal issues where
local governments are often conspicuously silent. For example, besides not
engaging in any debates on corruption, there is no record of a council that
sought to debate or debated the botched procurement of bicycles for Local
Council 1 chairpersons. In addition, district councils have not engaged in any
debate on the failed process of Local Council 1 elections. A more structured
interaction between elected local political leaders and Members of Parliament
can increase the potential for such leaders to bring issues affecting their voters
to parliament.

8.2 Conclusion

This 2012/13 Local Councils Scorecard is the second for local political leaders
elected in 2011. They are therefore serving their second year of office. The
scorecard presents an opportunity for these leaders to assess their progress,
identify major gaps in performance, and take remedial actions in preparation
for any future electoral context in 2016. While the scorecard is not designed to
bolster the campaigns of incumbent political leaders, it nevertheless provides
such incumbents with an empirical basis for tracking performance and
taking remedial actions where necessary. In the process, the electorate in the
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respective constituency is expected to benefit from the vigilance of councillors
seeking to monitor the delivery of public services. By building the demand-
side of public service delivery and good governance, the scorecard remains
the most robust, independent and evidence-based instruments to support the
efforts of Government and local governments in their efforts to deliver services,
improve accountability and strengthen good governance.
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12 0

5
5

63 40 8 8 2 0 18 7

Itula

Lily Kareo Duku
Mubarak H.

37

7T 7 7 771

65 44 8 8 0 0 16 7

Gimara

Yunusaleh

77 7 771 2 38

12 2

5
5
5

64 60 4 8 0 0 12 7

61

40

NRM
NRM
NRM
N

MTC
Metu
Metu

Margaret Asienzo
Sam JB Asusi

25
23

1
1

12 6

2 0 18 7
2 0 18 7
0 0 12 7

-3 8 8

63

1
1
1

7 3 1

5|5 |6 |B |1

12 6

8
8

8

59 51
61

39
37
48

Lulua Kanta Leri
Mary Mazapkwe
Beatrice Eleo

77 1 371 27
® b B |B|B|1

12 10

5
5
2
2
5

65 4

RM

Dufile/Laropi

P

27

12 6
5

9
5

27 8 8 0 0 16 7
7 8 4 0 0 12 3

61

34

NRM
NRM
Ind

15

1

29
20

Youth

Zamurah Maneno
Apolonia Baako
Andrew Kajoingi

Average

0 0 12 7
0 0 16 O

30 50 8 4
1

30

Alibai Gimara

MTC

8
8

NRM

27

5 11 5 6 55 5 411

0 16 7

. mms
o

60 37 8
®
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Annex 3: Trends in PLE Performance (%)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Agago Div 1 4.3 3.8
Div 2 475 48.4

Div 3 23.1 234

Div 4 1.7 13.0

U 11.4 8.8

Amuria Div 1 0.2 0.6 15 3.3 2.4
Div 2 26.4 37.0 478 483 52.1

Div 3 446 34.2 28.6 27.7 90T

Div 4 16.0 16.8 14.0 12.7 14.6

U 12.8 1.5 5.6 5.6 6.0

Amuru Div 1 0.1 08 13 16 15
Div 2 13.2 33.4 33.7 37.6 39.7

Div 3 30.2 27 238 253 26.1

Div 4 21.0 21.1 20.5 175 16.2

U 35.0 17.7 15.9 14.4 135

Bududa Div 1 0.9 1.8 1.8 3.2 4.2
Div 2 12.4 27.0 315 27.8 34.5

Div 3 272 29.0 24.9 20.2 183

Div 4 16.2 17.0 14.8 18.1 16.2

U 433 252 214 257 20.9

Bulisa Div 1 16 1.8 2.0 2.1 3.0

@ Div 2 485 455 50.9 46.7 53.0 @

Div 3 315 28.0 232 242 226

Div 4 9.6 14.6 10.8 12.8 125

U 8.8 10.1 11.0 12.6 7.9

Gulu Div 1 0.6 2.7 1.0 1.8 8.0
Div 2 17.4 475 33.2 37.7 53.1

Div 3 34.2 323 245 24.0 19.1

Div 4 220 14 20.1 17.7 10.7

U 2538 36 17.9 153 7.3

Hoima Div 1 3.7 5.8 7.1 24 95
Div 2 35.1 447 40.7 34.6 420

Div 3 31.7 252 225 23.4 18.6

Div 4 12.3 11.8 11.8 15.6 12.3

U 17.1 12.5 14.4 19.2 13.7

Jinja Div 1 3.0 4.8 6.1 7.1 10.4
Div 2 35.8 37.3 40.3 37.8 428

Div 3 27.5 26.2 236 20.5 16.8

Div 4 11.3 14 11.3 14.1 115

U 18.8 17.7 14.5 16.7 14.7
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2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Kabarole Div 1 7.1 8.8 8.4 1.4 23.7
Div 2 54.1 56.6 57.2 56.7 57.4

Div 3 244 18.4 17.5 15.2 8.9

Div 4 7.9 9.7 8.5 9.0 4.1

U 6.6 6.5 4.2 4.3 1.9

Kamuli Div 1 1.0 24 3.9 4.4 5.7
Div 2 23.3 271 31.9 25.7 31.1

Div 3 32.1 29.4 25.8 20.0 21.0

Div 4 17.5 17.5 13.6 19.5 14.8

U 26 23.6 19.6 26.1 23.2

Kanungu Div 1 4.0 8.3 11.5 13.6 12.8
Div 2 48.4 54.7 57.2 51.7 54.5

Div 3 33.0 25.6 19.7 20.1 18.8

Div 4 9.4 8.0 54 7.4 7.3

U 5.2 3.4 3.2 3.8 3.9

Lira Div 1 3.0 1.4 20 4.5 14.2
Div 2 27.0 30.3 39.1 43.9 48.6

Div 3 25.9 24.9 22.8 211 15.8

Div 4 15.5 19.5 171 12.5 101

u 28.5 239 15.7 15.0 8.6

Luwero Div 1 3.1 7.4 8.5 8.6 10.0

@ Div 2 33.7 43.1 45.0 43.1 42.9 @

Div 3 29 22.8 20.8 17.9 17.9

Div 4 13.4 14.8 11.4 16.3 13.0

U 20.8 12.0 10.6 10.4 11.9

Mbale Div 1 4.3 3.2 3.5 4.0 11.2
Div 2 37.9 34.7 35.3 35.0 40.4

Div 3 25.9 26.9 232 19.8 16.7

Div 4 11.7 15.8 14.4 17.0 141

u 16.5 194 16.6 20.3 13.9

Mbarara Div 1 10.4 9.2 14.2 14.2 26.8
Div 2 56.1 58.7 60.2 58.0 54.8

Div 3 22.0 21.7 14.7 14.0 94

Div 4 6.2 5.6 4.4 6.7 3.9

u 5.4 4.7 3.3 4.5 2.8

Moroto Div 1 24 4.5 4.9 5.5 4.0
Div 2 59 58.9 60.2 53.3 61.5

Div 3 253 21.6 19.0 21.3 18.4

Div 4 7.8 8.4 7.9 13.3 9.8

u 54 6.6 3.0 3.9 3.1

Moyo Div 1 0.6 27 4.5 4.7 7.2
Div 2 17.4 47.5 59.2 61.2 67.5

Div 3 34.2 323 243 21.6 16.3

Div 4 22.0 14 8.9 7.2 6.0

U 25.8 3.6 1.3 3.9 1.7

Mpigi Div 1 1.2 3.3 5.5 7.9 10.3
Div 2 21.6 31.7 34.8 39.7 47.5

Div 3 254 23.7 22.9 17.3 17.4

Div 4 17.5 18.4 14.3 15.6 11.7

U 34.2 229 17.0 15.5 8.8

12/10/2013 5:28:43 AM ‘ ‘

Acode draft 2013.indd 113




| T | . T

UGANDA LOCAL GOVERNMENT COUNCILS SCORECARD 2012/13

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Mukono Div 1 6.6 10.3 15.3 9.1 18.2
Div 2 37.7 41.4 42.3 394 43.8

Div 3 27.9 22.9 17.8 18.1 14.3

Div 4 11.6 11.5 9.1 14.7 9.8

U 16.2 13.9 11.0 13.5 9.6

Nakapiripirit Div 1 0.0 2 3.0 4.8 4.5
Div 2 38.1 51.1 51.7 45.6 52.0

Div 3 33.3 28.7 21.2 20.6 21.6

Div 4 16.7 11 11.7 16.5 9.1

u 11.9 7.2 6.5 9.3 7.5

Nebbi Div 1 0.3 1.5 1.8 1.5 21
Div 2 20.9 30.2 40.4 37.6 43.6

Div 3 36.9 323 26.1 30.3 27.2

Div 4 19.5 19.5 17.2 16.0 14.7

U 224 16.4 9.5 9.7 7.8

Ntungamo Div 1 4.6 8.9 13.4 13.6 16.8
Div 2 38.1 50.0 50.6 49.9 52.9

Div 3 33.0 235 20.0 19.3 15.8

Div 4 12.8 10.9 7.6 9.1 7.1

u 11.4 6.8 5.7 5.2 4.4

Rukungiri Div 1 5.1 10.0 15.3 12.0 20.5
Div 2 38.4 44.7 56.7 51.5 56.1

Div 3 39.7 29.9 19.2 21.2 15.5

Div 4 11.1 10.5 4.4 9.8 4.6

[O) u 5.8 4.9 1.7 2.7 1.1 (O]

Soroti Div 1 1.2 1.0 1.4 3.0 7.0
Div 2 25.3 25.3 36.7 27.2 41.2

Div 3 33.3 33.1 28.8 29.1 234

Div 4 15.3 18.9 16.7 19.6 14.9

u 21.3 21.7 12.8 17.9 11.2

Tororo Div 1 1.3 2.0 2.1 26 4.7
Div 2 242 26.5 29.0 245 36.5

Div 3 34.6 30.9 29.5 26.7 23.2

Div 4 17.6 20.6 19.1 21.9 18.1

U 224 20.0 16.6 20.6 14.1

Wakiso Div 1 8.9 15.6 17.7 20.4 22.1
Div 2 50.1 51.1 51.4 49.3 51.6

Div 3 21.0 16.8 14.5 12.2 111

Div 4 8.5 7.8 6.9 8.3 7.2

U 11.5 8.7 6.6 7.0 52
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RESEARCHERS AND PARTICIPATING
ORGANIZATIONS

District

Amuru

Gulu
Lira
Agago
Nebbi
Moyo

Amuria

Soroti

Tororo

Moroto

Nakapiripiriti

Mbale

Bududa

Lead
Researcher

Arthur Owor
(Media
Association
of Northern
Uganda)

Jonas Mbabazi
(ACODE)

Kumakech
James
(CUWEDE)

Owor Edmond
Indepedent
Researcher

Ssemakula
Eugene
(ACODE)

Egunyu Moses

(Stanmore
Foundation,
Mbale)

Researcher

Akena Walter (Choice FM,
Gulu)

Odong Geoffrey (Gulu
District NGO Forum)

Patrick Akena (Min. of
Gender (Based in Lira)

Owiny John Bosco (CESVI)

Rupiny Robert Ronnie
(NGO Forum Nebbi)

Charles Mawadri (Moyo
NGO Forum)

Michael Epiangu (Amuria
Child and Family Integrated
Devp’t Organization
-ACFID)

Benson Ekwee (PAC
Uganda, Soroti)

Wasagali Esther (Tororo
Civil Society Network
-TOCINET)

Ngole Paul (Arelimok
Community Initiative
Moroto)

Longole Laura

War Against Poverty
llliteracy in Karamoja
(WAPITI)

Agrrey Mugalya (Bugisu
Civil Society Network
BUCINET)

Bogere Peter (Independent
Researcher)

Researcher

Oscord Mark Otile
(Education for Peace and
Prevention of Violence and
HIV/AIDS -EPPOVHA)

Onen Jacob Okot,

Benson Okello (Insight
Research)

Ponsiano Bimeny (Agago
District NGO Forum)

Okot Onegi George (Nebbi
NGO Forum)

Drangwili Santos (Moyo
NGO Forum)

Adolu Joseph (Amuria
NGO Forum)

Paul Okiring (Teso Anti
Corruption Coalition)

Judith Nagginda
(Independent Researcher)

Lobur Pascal Matheniko
Development Forum
(MADEFO)

Steven Masiga

Programme Officer

Good Governance Tracking
Center

Khainza Aisha (Bugisu Civil
Society Network-BUCINET)
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District Lead
Researcher

Kamuli Naomi Asimo
(ACODE)

Jinja

Mukono Lillian Tamale
(ACODE)

Mpigi

Wakiso Susan Namara
(Independent
Researcher)

Luweero

Rukungiri Natamba
Edward

@ (SOWIPA,

Ntungamo)

Kanungu

Ntungamo

Mbarara Dr. Arthur
Bainomugisha
(ACODE)

Kabarole Angella
Byangwa
(Rwenzori
Anti Corrution
Coalition -RAC)

Hoima Asiku Micah
(CODECA,

Buliisa Hoima)

Researcher

Peter Achilu

Project Extension Officer,
Volunteers Efforts for
Development Concerns
(VEDCo)

Ahimbisibwe Medius
Rossetti

Environmental
Conservation Effort (ECE)
Jinja

Kigoonya Deo (Mukono
NGO Forum)

David Ssempala (World
Vision)

Penny Kansiime (National
Social Workers’ Association
of Uganda)

John Segujja (Coordinator,
CODI, Luweero)

Abasabyona Milcah
Researcher,

(Rural, Gender and
Development Association)

Banobi Herbert (Kanungu
NGO forum)

Immaculate Asiimirwe
(SOWIPA, Ntungamo)

Gershom Matsiko (Mbarara
NGO Forum)

Victoria Businge Namugga
(Rwenzori Anti Corrution
Coalition -RAC)

Robert Rukahemura (Radio

Hoima)

Kajura Richard
(LACWADO, Buliisa)

Researcher

George Dhenga (Red cross
Kamuli branch)

John Baptist Lusala
(Environmental
Conservation Effort, Jinja)

Ssemakula Stephen
Mukono NGO Forum

Luba Daniel Samuel
(Kammengo ADP Mpigi
Cluster)

Martin Kikambuse
(Independent Researcher)

Musisi Christopher (World
Vision Luweero)

Silver Sunday Muhwezi
(Rukungiri Civil Society
Forum)

Kukundakwe Evelyn
(Kanungu NGO Forum)

Enock Nimpamya
Action Coalition on Climate
Change

Rodney Kyankaaga
(Independent Researcher)

Robert Byaruhanga
(AFIEGO, Hoima)
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MEMBERS OF THE EXPERT TASK GROUP

Name

Dr. Denis Muhangi

Emily Mutuzo
Damalie Namuyiga Mbega

Frank Nyakaana

Charles Kiberu Nsubuga
Arthur Larok

Hon. Nobert Mao

Robert Ssentamu

Prof. Mwambutya Ndebesa
Mpimbaza Hashaka

Emily Akullu

Swizen Kinga

Assumpta Tibamwenda

Hon. John Mary Luwakanya

Hon. Andrew Odongo

Hon. James Kunobwa
Hon. Annet Musika
Hon. Santa Okot
Nelson Kirenda

Hon. Raphael Magyezi

Godber Tumushabe

Designation

Lecturer, School of Social Sciences-Makerere University,
Kampala

Director, Legal -Uganda Local Governments Association

Director, Human Resource/Adminstration -Uganda Local
Governments Association

Senior Programme Office-Democratic Governance Facility
Chief Administrative Officer (CAO)- Iganga

Country Director-Action Aid Uganda

President General, DP/ Former LC V Chairman — Gulu
National Partner/National Investigator-Afrobarometer
Lecturer, Department of History -Makerere University
Resident City Commissioner-Kampala

Deputy Resident District Commissioner- Moroto

Assistant Commissioner, Local Councils, Ministry of Local
Government

Programme Management Unit-Ministry of Local
Government

District Chairperson-Mpigi

Speaker- Soroti District Local Government/ Chairperson
UDICOSA

Speaker- Mukono District Local Government
Councilor- Jinja District Local Government
Councilor-Gulu District Local Government
CAO-Ntungamo

Member of Parliament- Igara West/Former Secretary
General ULGA)

Executive Director-ACODE
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