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�	Executive Summary 

Unlocking potentials and amplifying voices is the theme of this sixth 
Local Government Councils Scorecard Initiative (LGCSCI) report for F9 
2014/15. In addition to presenting findings of the annual assessment of the 

performance of elected district leaders, the report offers a mashback of the past 
six years of implementing the LGCSCI by ACODE and ULGA.  After six years of 
conducting regular assessments about the performance of local governments, 
a number of noticeable changes have been registered at three levels 1), the 
performance of Local Governments 2), policy responses at the national level 
�) and citizen’s engagement at community level. Moreover, there are visible 
outcomes of the initiative in the 26 districts, including improved monitoring of 
service delivery by councillors, improved quality of council debates and council 
minutes, and progress in the timely release of funds to local governments by the 
Ministry of Finance Planning and Economic Development. 

The LGCSCI central premise is that by monitoring the performance of local 
government councils (LGCs) and providing information about their performance 
to the electorate on a regular basis, citizens will demand accountability from 
their elected leaders. This increased demand, which Civil Society Organizations 
(CSOs) and local governments channel upwards to the national level, would 
ultimately result in a more engaged citizenry, a more responsive government, 
better performing local government officials, and more effective public service 
delivery. Activating this accountability chain requires building the capacity of 
the key stakeholders to demand and supply better governance and service 
delivery and building durable linkages through which the demand and supply 
can mow.  LGCSCI project activities focus on both: enhancing the ability of 
communities, CSOs, and LGCs to demand improved service delivery, and 
creating the opportunities for productive engagement between these key actors 
through which these demands can be effectively made and addressed.  

LGCSCI is grounded in an action research methodology and incorporates 
systematic quantitative and qualitative datacollection techniques that follow 
conventional scientific research norms and good practices.  District councillors, 
chairpersons, speakers of council, and district councils are all assessed using 
the scorecard: a rigorous, evidencebased process that enables researchers to 
triangulate data from a variety of sources to arrive at the ultimate performance 
scores.  Each scorecard is divided into parameters corresponding to the 
roles and responsibilities of local government councils outlined in the Local 
Government Act, and each parameter has a series of indicators. Every indicator 
is assigned an absolute score that is awarded using a threshold approach to 
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create a cumulative total of 100 points. The ScoreCard is designed to fit into 
what is largely seen as the hmissing middlev of social accountability initiatives, 
turning uninformed citizens into informed citizens, unresponsive government 
into responsive government, and unaccountable government into accountable 
and effective government.

As a strategic social accountability initiative designed to build both the hvoicev 
and hteethv necessary for responsive governance, the Local Government 
Council Scorecard Initiative focuses on building the capacity of citizens to 
demand for effective service delivery and the capacity of local governments 
to meet that demand by providing services effectively and efficiently.  The bulk 
of LGCSCI’s success thus far has been on the hteethv side.  As the information 
presented in this report conveys, local government’s capacity to respond 
to citizen hvoicev has indeed been strengthened.  The performance of local 
government councils, as indicated by their scores, has steadily increased and 
councillors themselves express increasing confidence in their ability to do their 
work. 

On the demand side, in 2014/15, ACODE took its work with citizens to a 
new level, moving from mere civic education to civic engagement.  With the 
transformation of Focus Group Discussion into civic engagement meetings, 
leading to development of Civic Engagement Action Plans (CEAPs), citizens 
are now developing the awareness and CEAPs act as a social contract between 
elected local leaders and the electorate where both parties agree on the plan of 
action in terms of service delivery issues. Both parties agree to implement the 
CEAP to enhance service delivery. The evidence from the five districts where the 
CEAPs were pilottested shows significant improvement in monitoring of service 
delivery by councillors and increased vigilance of citizens in demanding for 
better services.

Cast against the history of LGCSCI, the current assessment presents a 
compelling case that decentralization is the most appropriate mechanism of 
building local democracy. Citizens are becoming better able to use their voices 
to demand for improved service delivery and local governments are better 
able to do their jobs.  There has been remarkable improvement not only in the 
overall performance of the elected political leaders since the scorecard was 
first introduced in 200�, but also in the legislative and monitoring performance 
areas. Impressive improvements are visible this year in the scorecards of hitherto 
poorly performing districts like Tororo and Agago which is largely attributed 
to successful resolution of the conmicts by LGCSCI interventions. The work of 
local governments, however, continues to be hindered by a variety of structural 
issues, the most of significant of which is inadequate human and financial 
capital to do what they have been mandated to do.  Addressing these structural 
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issues and continuing to build the capacity of citizens and local governments to 
engage with each other will create the supply and demand for quality services 
delivered to the people who need them.

The 2014/2015 LGCSCI report makes the following recommendations:

• Broaden and deepen citizen engagement with local government leadership�

• Increase opportunities for collaboration across districts�

• Resolve political and administrative conmicts�

• Provide additional supports to councillors representing women, youth and 
people with disabilities�

• Address the leakages in funds mowing to and through local governments�

• Enhance capacity for local revenue generation�

• Provide a higher percentage of funds as unconditional grants to local 
government�

• Increase financing for local government�

• Set education level for district councillors�

• Impose a moratorium on the creation of new districts.

This year’s assessment points to the power of citizen voice in demanding n 
and even creating n change.  The new components of the initiative focused 
on building citizen capacity to engage their councillors using the tools of 
civic engagement are already yielding positive changes in service delivery.  
The concerns that citizens raise with passion are getting addressed through 
sending SMS messages, writing letters and delivering petitions to the relevant 
authorities in local government.  Boreholes are being repaired and dug, school 
buildings are getting repaired, staffing issues at health centers are getting 
resolved, and road construction is being more closely monitored. The capital 
generated by the implementation of the LGCSCI in the last six years gives hope 
that if scaled up in more districts, the initiative could become a game changer 
in the push for the realization of Uganda’s vision 2040. Already, the potentials of 
decentralization are becoming unlocked, and the voices of citizens are louder, 
more effective, and being heard.
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Using the scorecard for local government accountability
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1  INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Uganda is a country of opportunities. From the status of a collapsing state 
in 1��5 to a vibrant democratizing society, Uganda has fully embraced 
decentralisation policy to improve its governance. A critical analysis 

of the progress of Decentralisation in Uganda after over two decades of its 
implementation reveals a combination of significant progress, stagnation, 
reversals and policy challenges (Bainomugisha et al., 2014). However, what is 
not in doubt is that Uganda has steadily been able to maintain sustained socio
economic and political development. Democratic decentralisation, coupled 
with sound macroeconomic stability, postconmict reconstruction of northern 
Uganda and consistent donor inmows and investments in response to pro
market reforms largely account for a sustained period of high economic growth. 
According to the World Bank, the country recorded real gross domestic product 
(GDP) growth averaging �� per year in the 1��0s and 2000s, making Uganda 
one of the fastest growing countries in Africa (World Bank, 2015). 

Introduced in the late 1��0s by the National Resistance Movement (NRM) 
Government, decentralisation sought to address governance failures of the past 
decades and improve the quality of service delivery to the citizens. The promise 
and the expectations of decentralisation are captured in a statement by Sam 
Njuba, the then Minister of Constitutional Affairs, while opening a workshop for 
local government executives:

The policy thrust of the local government reforms is to promote 
active citizen participation in the national development process, to 
integrate and invigorate the local planning process, and to optimize 
resources utilization at the local level. The ultimate goal of the 
reforms is the provision of an appropriate institutional framework, 
which ensures public participation in government process and 
facilitates a greater public service delivery system (6illadsen and 
Lubanga, 1��6).

Furthermore, during the same period, Uganda surpassed the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs) targets of halving poverty by 2015, and made 
progress in promoting gender equality empowering women and reducing 
the population that suffers from hunger. In education, Uganda has achieved 
universal primary enrolment with a rate of over �0� since 1���. In the health 
sector, several health centres have been built across the country, bringing 
health services close to the people. During this period, Uganda also discovered 
oil and gas, which attracted a lot of investments in infrastructure and other 
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development sectors. These developments are expected to spur economic 
growth once oil production commences in the near future.

The adoption of the decentralisation policy in 1��� and the enactment of 
the Local Government Act in 1��� (CAP 24�) have contributed to the socio
economic and political progress of Uganda. However, the country still grapples 
with serious development deficits, especially in the delivery of efficient public 
services. The urgent need to provide better services to citizens cannot be 
ignored if it is going to realise Uganda 6ision 2040. 

In order to address the critical challenges facing local governments that inhibit 
them from executing their mandate, and the build local democracy, ACODE in 
partnership with Uganda Local Governments Association (ULGA) has since 
200� been implementing the Local Government Councils’ Scorecard Initiative 
(LGCSCI). The six years of conducting regular assessments and capacity 
building for selected local governments have resulted in numerous positive 
outcomes that will be discussed throughout the report.

This sixth Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment presents the 
performance results of elected local political leaders in 26 districts around the 
country during the F9 2014/2015. The Local Government Councils’ Scorecard 
Initiative was designed as a 10year local governance initiative, which aims at 
strengthening citizens’ demand for effective public service delivery and political 
accountability from their elected leaders at the district level. While LGCSCI is 
being implemented in �0 districts around the country, this report covers 26 
districts where the assessment has taken place for more than four consecutive 
years. The report for the new LGCSCI districts of Arua, Nwoya, Masindi and 
Apac will be published as a standalone report since they are at a different 
level of capacity building.   The initiative is premised on the understanding that 
decentralisation is crucial to the socioeconomic and political transformation of 
societies, especially those that are conmictprone and transitioning from war to 
peace. 

The goal of the initiative is to strengthen the weak political accountability 
mechanisms between the citizens and their elected local leaders that prevent 
citizens from receiving efficient service delivery mainly by building a civic 
infrastructure and boosting councillor professionalism and performance.  The 
conceptualization of the initiative was based on the realization that the problem of 
poor quality services at local government level and lack of political accountability 
by elected leaders can be improved by complementing the current supplyside 
interventions from the government with demandside solutions. 
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The thinking behind the initiative is that in order for democracy to work where 
responsive actors deliver quality goods and services to the citizens, both its 
supply side (government machinery) and its demand side (citizen agency) 
must complement each other, resulting into an efficient and responsive 
government. After many years of working with government institutions at the 
centre (supply side), ACODE realized that without building the citizens’ civic 
awareness to demand for better services from their elected leaders while 
performing their duties and obligations (pay taxes, participate in elections and 
community services), the supply side of democratic accountability would lead 
to inefficient and unresponsive actors.  Consequently, LGCSCI is premised on 
the demandside model theory of change. The theory of change of LGCSCI 
is that by monitoring the performance of local councils on a regular basis 
and providing relevant information about their performance to the public, the 
citizens will demand for increased political accountability of their elected local 
political leaders, triggering a vertical demand for accountability from the local 
to the national levels. The leaders would ultimately improve the way they deliver 
services to the citizens.

During the design of the initiative, it was anticipated that in a country such as 
Uganda, where the majority of the leaders are not used to accounting for their 
actions and decisions, there was bound to be resistance to regular assessments. 
Indeed, during the first years, the initiative faced stiff resistance from some 
of the district chairpersons and councillors. However, as time went by, local 
leaders realized that the initiative was never intended to be a nameandshame 
one. Instead, the initiative sought to build the capacity of local governments by 
training councillors, speakers and chairpersons in their mandated performace 
areas. In order to build the capacities of local governments and strengthen 
the citizens’ ability to demand for effective service delivery and political 
accountability, LGCSCI has done the following:

a. Supported capacity building for local councillors to understand their 
mandate as provided for in the Local Government Act and the Ugandan 
Constitution�

b. Supported capacity building for the electorate to conscientise them about 
what they should expect from their elected local leaders, sensitise them 
about their duties and obligations as citizens and empower them with the 
tools of civic engagement.

The key district elected leaders and organs that are periodically assessed are 
the District Chairperson, the Speaker, the Council and individual Councillors.  
Their performance scores are widely disseminated to the electorate to help 
them understand how their leaders are performing. The interventions on 
capacity building for local leaders and the electorate was largely inmuenced by 
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the research findings which revealed that most councillors did not understand 
their roles and responsibilities as provided for in the Local Government Act and 
the Ugandan Constitution. 

Capacity building has largely been delivered through conducting regular 
inception training workshops for the district leadership emphasizing the roles 
and functions of each leadership category. More recently, peertopeer district 
learning has been transformed into the Multidistrict Leadership Forum, where 
issues that affect performance of local governments such as conmicts, low local 
revenue generation, and unclear Council Rules of Procedure are addressed. 
Capacity building for the technical staff has also been delivered to Clerks 
to Council and Chief Administrative Officers (CAOs) aimed at improving the 
quality of council minutes and harmony between the political and technical 
arms of government at the district level. Capacity building interventions and the 
reward system for best performing local governments and local leaders have 
greatly boosted acceptance of the programme and created a serious demand 
for expansion by districts that are not coveredby LGCSCI1 . 

The rationale for capacity building cannot be overemphasized. Strengthening 
the social contract in promoting efficient service delivery and political 
accountability in local governments is critical since it is in line with the thinking 
that because the state is created by the people, it embodies those interests. 
Its role therefore is to act as a neutral arbiter and mediate these interests when 
individuals or groups come into conmict with each other (UNDP, January 2014). 
Within LGCSCI, strengthening the social contract takes the form of establishing 
a civic infrastructure of accountability. In the first five years of the initiative, this 
primarily took the form of civic education.  

In 2014/15, ACODE shifted its focus from civic education to civic engagement.  
With the replacement of civic education meetings with civic engagement 
meetings (CEMs) and the replacement of focus group discussions with civic 
engagement action plans (CEAPs), citizens develop the awareness and the 

tools for meaningfully engaging with their elected officials to solve service 
delivery problems.  

The evidence from the five districts where the CEAPs were pilottested shows 
tremendous improvement in monitoring of service delivery by councillors and 
increased vigilance of citizens in demanding for better services. Based on the 
success of CEMs and CEAPs in the pilot districts, they will now be replicated in 
all 26 districts of concentration around the country.

1 See, Evaluation of the ACODE Scorecard for Local Government (2014) Kampala, Uganda, August.
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1.1 Summary of Key Findings
After six years of conducting regular assessments about the performance of 
local governments, it is clear that decentralisation is relevant to Uganda and 
is the most appropriate mechanism of building participatory democracy at 
the local level. More so, decentralisation has been found to be very relevant 
for conmictprone countries as a conmict management mechanism because it 
broadens participation of citizens in decisionmaking and benefits of national 
development. While the institutionalization of decentralisation and other practices 
of accountability in local governments create particular challenges for both the 
leadership and the citizens initially, in the end, it consolidates democracy and 
peace and citizens begin to reap the benefits such as improved service delivery 
and control of their destiny.  The research findings from this initiative drive the 
point home that there is an urgent need to deepen decentralisation as opposed 
to recentralization (EALGA, 201�).

Furthermore, it has been established that conditional financing of local 
governments prevents them from prioritizing their needs and undermines their 
ability to carry out localized planning as part of their mandate envisaged under 
the decentralisation policy. After over two decades of decentralisation, there 
exists some resistance to decentralisation at the centre by some technical 
people who feel threatened by loss of power and resources. These technocrats 
have worked hard to frustrate and undermine decentralisation and prove it 
cannot work and have been behind efforts to recentralise certain functions from 
the local governments (6illadsen and Lubanga, 1��6). Instead of recentralising, 
government should address identified capacity limitations of local governments. 
Other challenges include poor performance in UPE� low staffing levels in most 
Local governments� and, political and administrative conmicts which stime 
service delivery.

Despite the challenges, a number of noticeable changes have been registered 
at three levels: 1) the performance of local governments, 2) policy responses 
at the national level, and �) citizens’ engagement at community level. These 
impacts are discussed in detail in Chapter �. Some of the vivid impacts of the 
initiative include improvement in monitoring of service delivery by councillors� 
improved quality of Council debates and  minutes of council meetings� political 
oversight over the technical arm and citizen participation. 

The Civic Engagement Action Plans (CEAPs) and Civic Engagement Meetings 
(CEMs) have strengthened the social contract between the elected local 
leaders and the electorate by creating issuebased civic awareness around 
service delivery matters. Under CEAPs, elected local leaders agree with the 
electorate on a plan of action and commit themselves to deliver on key service 
delivery demands. 



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

7

Another visible impact is capacity building for local civil society partners. Over 
the period of six years, ACODE has invested in strengthening the research and 
advocacy capacity of local partner organizations. Most of these organizations 
are more actively engaging local governments to inmuence policy processes, 
especially the budget. Besides training key staff of partner organisations in policy 
research and policy advocacy, ACODE provides internship placements for their 
strategic staff leaders on how to run successful policyoriented organisations. 
Under this project, these local leaders have testified how they have become 
better leaders as a result of the scorecard.2

The synthesis report is organized in eight chapters. The introduction provides 
the background to the project and an overview of the decentralisation process 
over the last two decades in Uganda. Chapter 2 examines the theoretical and 
conceptual context of initiative within the framework of decentralisation. It 
traces the genesis of the decentralisation process in Uganda and analyzes its 
performance over time. The chapter also provides the conceptual framework of 
the Local Government Councils Scorecard Initiative as a social accountability 
initiative suitable for moving the wheels of the bureaucracy on the supply side 
to perform its mandate as well as empowering the citizens to demand for better 
service delivery and political accountability. The chapter also discusses the 
theory of change of LGCSCI.

Chapter � mainly deals with the research methodology, scope and indicators 
used in the research process. The chapter also discusses other aspects of the 
methodology since LGCSCI uses an actionoriented approach that seeks to 
build the capacity of both councillors and citizens. For example, the scorecard 
is used to assess the performance of elected local leaders and provides vital 
information about their roles, duties and obligations. Chapter 4 discusses the 
patterns and trends of local government financing. It analyses the financing 
mechanism and levels of financing over time and how financing impacts on the 
performance of local governments.  It also provides policy options for efficient 
and effective financing. Chapter 5 amplifies citizens’ voices by discussing 
citizens’ perspectives on  five key service delivery sectors: education, health, 
water, roads and agriculture. Chapter 6 provides an analysis of the scorecard 
performance of local leaders in 26 districts during the F9I 2014/15, while Chapter 
� examines the impact of LGCSCI on the performance of local governments over 
the period of five years since 200�. The final chapter contains the conclusions 
and policy recommendations arising from the findings. 

2   Testimony by the Chairperson Mbale District during the MultiDistrict Leadership in Mbale in July 2015.
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Citizen engagement is the key to ensuring political accountability
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2 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK: 
DEMOCRATIC DECENTRALISATION AND 
RATIONALE FOR LGCSCI

2.1 Conceptualising Democratic Decentralisation 

T
he implementation of the decentralisation policy in 
Uganda was intensive and largely successful at the 
beginning of the reforms (since 1��2) because of high 

level political commitment starting from the President, the 
Minister of Local Government and Parliament� committed and 
competent technocrats pivoting around the Decentralisation 
Secretariat� and the timing of introducing decentralisation 
that coincided with the Constitutional review process which 
facilitated the detailed integration of the decentralisation 
policy in the Constitution. John Wycliffe Karazarwe, the 
former President of Uganda Local Government Association 
(East African Local Governments Association, 2011).

Decentralisation can defined as @xthe transfer of authority, responsibility and 
accountability from central to local governments’, democratic decentralisation 
looks beyond local government administration and service delivery to 
institutions and structures that enable people to decide things and do things 
for themselves. It also emphasizes the presence of mechanisms for fair political 
competition, transparency, and accountability, government processes that are 
open to the public, responsible to the public, and governed by the rule of law. 
(Barnett, Minis, � 6anSant,1���). 

The definition above emphasize that decentralisation is the vehicle that takes 
government closer to the citizens where citizens are not mere spectators but 
key actors and shapers of their destiny. In the case of Uganda, after many 
years of mismanagement of the state affairs, coupled with poor or absent public 
services and suffering, citizens spoke through the Constitutional Commission in 
1��2. After five years of intensive consultations by the Constitutional Commission 
about the nature and form of government that should govern in Uganda, the 
Commission Report declared that, 

People want a form of government that is fully democratic and all
embracing in terms of participation and benefit. It should be one 
where the leaders put the interests of the people above their own. 
Such a form should make leaders at every level fully accountable 
to the people who elect them.  (Report of the Uganda Constitutional 
Commission, 1��2)
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Decentralisation is well anchored in the Ugandan Constitution. The Constitution 
promises to involve people in the formulation and implementation of development 
plans  and lists @participatory democracy’ as one of the principles of the 
process. Decentralisation is also provided for by the East African Community 
Treaty, which was signed on �0 November 1��� between Uganda, Kenya and 
Tanzania (initially), and then subsequently signed by Burundi and Rwanda. 

The EAC recognizes the role of local governments and civil society in the 
deepening and widening of the regional integration processes. The Council 
of Ministers has invited proposals on how to integrate the local governments 
and civil society in its governance, programmes and projects and in regional 
development. The East African Local Governments Association (EALGA) and 
the national local governments associations who make it up, represent the 
institutions of popular representation and political participation closest to the 
people. Within the framework of regional integration, local governments are 
largely seen as key actors of strengthening the regional integration process, 
carrying out civic education, and dissemination of EAC treaties, protocols and 
policies to the citizens as well as implementing growth activities.

Over a period of almost two decades, the implementation of decentralisation in 
Uganda has aroused people’s interest in democratic ideals of freedom, human 
rights, responsible and accountable governance. Given that Uganda was nearly 
a collapsed state in 1��6 when the NRM took power, decentralisation provided 
a lifeline for recovery as it quickly mobilized the citizens and encouraged 
them to participate in the national development processes. As Tusasirwe 
(200�) has observed, decentralisation promoted broad participation of the 
majority of citizens in national development and decisionmaking and became 
a conmict management mechanism in a country where power and authority 
had previously been concentrated in the hands of a handful of individuals at 
the centre. As the majority of the citizens participated in socioeconomic and 
political processes, the violent competition for fewer political positions at the 
centre lessened, breaking the conmict trap of a vicious cycle of violent conmicts 
that had characterized Uganda’s postindependence politics (Tusasirwe 200�).

While Uganda has registered significant developmental dividends under 
decentralisation, efficiency and effectiveness of service delivery is far from 
what it should be.  Researchers agree that the sticking points are a lack 
of transparency and insufficient resources at the local government level. 
Research by Manyak and Katono (2015), for example, points to progress with 
decentralisation, but highlights the need for local government officials to have 
the resources they need to oversee effective service delivery.  Their study 
comparing the Local Government Development Programme II with the more 
recent Local Government Management Service Delivery Programme found that 
while devolution of the capital budget in local governments has come a long way, 
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local governments continue to be constrained by inadequate staffing and local 
revenue generation. Similarly, Nangoli Ngoma, Kimbugwe and Kituyi (Nangoli 
et al., 2015), in their examination of the extent to which fiscal decentralisation 
improved service delivery, found that hfiscal decentralisation is still a feasible 
strategy for bringing about improved service delivery in local governments.v 
However, they note that it hmost times fails to bring about better quality services 
because most contractors hired to provide services on behalf of government 
are compromised through corruption and other tendencies such as nepotism, 
favoritism and abnormal bureaucraciesv (p.4).  Districtspecific research 
conducted by Cankwo, Obanda � Pule (2015) and Obicci (2015) also identifies 
issues related to transparency as hindering the effectiveness of service delivery. 
Cankwo et al., (2015) examined procurement processes in Nebbi District and 
found that hinsignificant, effective management of tactical procurement cycle 
time can improve service delivery in the Districtv (p.22).  On a similar note, 
Obicci’s examination of political transparency and public service delivery in 
Agago District found the two to be closely associated�  efforts to increase 
transparency, Obbici suggests, are associated with increased commitments by 
district officials to public service delivery (Obicci, 2015).  

Thus, while decentralisation has been around for more than two decades, one 
cannot safely say that it has consolidated local democracy beyond the point of 
reversal. An analysis of the progress of decentralisation reveals serious policy 
gaps that, if not addressed, could easily result into reversals. For example, in 
1��� decentralisation opened wider the gates of primary school enrolment which 
more than doubled the enrolment of primary school children from �.1 million to 
�.4 million in 201� (The Guardian, 2015). While the primary school enrolment 
soared and continues to produce impressive figures, primary school education 
has continued to experience the highest rates of school dropouts with less than 
54� of pupils completing primary seven on average. The situation is worse 
for the girl child where only �0� of them complete primary level education. 
Another matter of concern is that the quality of primary school education has 
not been improving but declining. Study after study reveals that some of the 
graduates of the Universal Primary Education cannot read or write and yet 
are encouraged to proceed to secondary education level. Unless government 
deliberately invests in improving the quality of UPE, the country will soon reap 
negative consequences of poorly skilled citizens.

Furthermore, government has invested significant resources in the construction 
of Primary Health Care (PHC) infrastructure upcountry to bring health care closer 
to the people. While PHC infrastructure has largely been expanded across the 
country, the quality of health care remains wanting in most parts of the country, 
especially in hardtoreach areas. 1uality health care suffers from the problems 
of staff absenteeism and understaffing, frequent drug stockouts, underpaid 
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staff and rude health workers, all of which dishearten patients and drives them 
to opt for traditional healers. 

Another challenge that inhibits local governments’ ability to deliver on their 
mandate is poor financing and dependence on the central government for their 
operations. It should be noted that over �2� of local government financing 
comes from the central government. The level of budget financing for local 
governments as a portion of the national budget has been declining over time. 
For example, while during the F9I 201�/14, 1�� of the National Budget was 
devoted to financing local governments, during the F9 2014/15 only 15� of 
the National Budget was earmarked for local governments. Poor financing, 
coupled with conditional grants which limit local planning in terms of priority 
areas for investment, limits local governments from delivering on their mandate 
to the citizens under their jurisdiction.

Moreover, local governments face the challenge of creation of new districts. 
Creation of new districts has made some districts unviable and incapable of 
delivering quality services due to revenue loss, rampant conmicts between the 
new and mother districts over resource sharing, demarcation of new borders 
and interethnic conmicts since the demand for districts is often aimed to serve 
tribal aspirations. While some of the districts that were divided were very big 
and required subdivision to increase efficiency and bring services closer to 
the people, some of the districts were created following ethnic sentiments 
and manoeuvres by local political elites to carve out areas for political capital. 
Also, while decentralisation transferred power, authority and resources from 
the centre, it also transferred corruption to local governments. Central to 
poor service delivery has been serious resource leakages and elite capture 
of resources meant for delivering services to the communities. It is common 
practice for local councillors to award themselves tenders though proxies to 
construct feeder roads and supply other materials to local governments.3 Poor 
feeder roads in most local governments are a result of this problem.

The roads sector in local governments has remained the most troubled. In spite 
of the increased financing by Government to the roads sector, most roads in 
local governments remain a nightmare to the citizens. 

Most of them are impassable to the extent that farmers fail to access markets to 
sell their produce. Local governments continue to get less funds for the same 
task compared with Uganda National Roads Authority (UNRA) which defeats 
the logic of planning. 

3 Interview with communities and some local leaders at the Multi District Leadership Forum in Arua, 
September 2015.
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While local governments have consistently raised the issue of underfunding, 
their appeals have not been responded to by the responsible ministries at the 
centre. The sector has also been plagued by corruption which makes it difficult 
to deliver quality roads to citizens. 

A notable instance of corruption involved the construction of Katosi road in 
Mukono District, where UNRA was tricked into paying UG8 24 billion in advance 
to a dubious firm leading to stalling of the project (Bainomugisha et al., 2014). 
As government prioritizes infrastructure development, serious steps must be 
put in place to deal with corruption in the roads sector if local governments are 
to make progress in service delivery.

ACODE’s recent work examining the governance of public expenditures in 
the health, education, agriculture and roads sectors adds another layer to our 
understanding of how decentralisation continues to unfold in Uganda.  The 
results of studies suggest that while the systems of decentralized governance 
have, for the most part, been put in place, the functionality of these structures 
is still work in progress. Lack of coordination between the various stakeholders 
and government bodies, for example, was found to be especially problematic 
in the delivery of agricultural services:

One of the main coordination challenges is the breadth of the 
sector itself with its many institutions and agencies, both public 
and private. Agriculture is a national concern at the same time as 
farming is a local, family activity. This breadth challenges the ability 
of MAAIF to implement a range of programmes serving the different 
needs of stakeholders across the sector. Unwieldy coordination 
impedes sector performance as well as the process of transforming 
the sector through new practices and technologies adopted at the 
level of the family farm. Relatedly, this complicated breadth fosters 
an inadequate capacity for the Ministry to supervise and monitor 
the activities undertaken by the various agencies within the sector, 
which can translate into underperformance and affect future funding 
(Rhoads et al 2015, p.44).  

Lack of effective coordination is also a key factor affecting the governance 
of public expenditure in the roads sector, as is inadequate supervision and 
monitoring.  As Bogere et al. (2015) point out, it is hthrough supervision and 
monitoring that the performance of duty bearers can be ascertained and 
sanctions or rewards imposed or conferredv (p.21). In Uganda’s decentralized 
service delivery system, this is the responsibility of local government officials. 
Their research found, however, that districts often lack the funds to carry out 
the levels of monitoring and supervision necessary to prevent shoddy work and 
leakage of funds. In addition to lack of funds, officials at the local government 
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often do not have the decisionmaking power they need in order to fulfil their 
mandated responsibilities.  In the health sector, for instance, district officials do 
not have the decisionmaking power they need to ensure adequate staffing of 
health centres.  

The health sector decentralized many responsibilities to the district 
level, particularly to the office of the District Health Officer (DHO). This 
has had implications for human resource planning and recruitment. 
The Ministry of Health has established staffing norms and services 
that should be in place at the district and lower levels so as to reach 
out to the communities and provide quality services. The three 
districts, still experience human resource gaps for implementation 
of priority health interventions, and are not allowed to recruit staff to 
fill those gaps due to the freeze on recruitment of staff by the central 
government (Kajungu, et al 2015).

In the education sector, decentralisation itself was found to be incomplete, 
hindering the ability of local government officials to fulfil their legislated roles:

In the management of finances, certain roles have not been fully 
decentralized or have been recentralized. For example, although 
recruitment of primary teachers was left to the local governments, 
the management of the payroll is still a centralized function. As 
such, there are concerns from district officials about how to hold 
teachers accountable since they have no authority over the payment 
systems. In fact, district officials interviewed complained about 
the nonexistent authority line between the district and secondary 
schools, which directly report to the centre (Makaaru et al, p.5�)

Overarching all four reports is the issue of a lack of transparency in how budgets 
are allocated and how allocated funds are spent.  

Decentralisation of service delivery was designed to bring government closer to 
the people. Indeed, much progress has been made to establish the structures 
and practices of peoplecentred service delivery.  In spite of this progress, there 
is widespread recognition that the delivery of public services is not yet where 
it should be. Getting from here to there will involve continuing to enhance the 
capacity of local government leaders to do the job they have been mandated to 
do and enhance the capacity of citizens to hold them accountable.
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2.2  LGCSCI: Strategic Social Accountability 
  for Democratic Decentralisation
Across the world, researchers, civil society, and communities continue to develop 
and try out innovative strategies for increasing government accountability.  In 
low and middleincome countries, the focus on these accountability initiatives 
is often connected to service delivery.  As a 2011 World Bank publication on 
social accountability (Holla et al., 2011) notes,

In many low and middleincome countries, dismal failures in the 
quality of public service delivery are demonstrated by high rates of 
absenteeism among teachers and doctors� leakages of public funds 
intended for schools, health clinics, or social assistance benefits� 
and shortages of stockouts of pharmaceuticals and textbooks.  
These failures have driven the agenda for better governance and 
accountability.  Governments, civil society, and donors have become 
increasingly interested in the idea that citizens can contribute to 
improved quality of service delivery by holding policy makers and 
providers of services accountable (p.2).

Accountability is fundamental to democratic decentralisation. Meaningful 
engagement of the electorate in democratic governance requires transparency in 
the relationship between government officials and citizens, a sense of obligation 
among government officials to be responsive to citizens, and an empowered 
citizenry capable of punishing their government representatives if they fail to do 
so (Lee, 2011).  Social accountability refers to building accountability through 
citizen engagement in which hordinary citizens and/or civil society organizations 
participate directly or indirectly in exacting accountability from public sector 
officials (Malena et al., 2004), often through the monitoring of public sector 
performance.  

LGCSCI is a strategic social accountability initiative that enables citizens to 
demand excellence of their local governments and enables local governments 
to respond effectively and efficiently to those demands.  The initiative’s theory 
of change is portrayed in Figure 1.  A key component of strategic social 
accountability initiatives is developing and augmenting citizen hvoicev. 6oice 
refers to the various ways in which citizens n either as individuals or in organized 
formations n can express their opinions and concerns, putting pressure on 
service providers, policy makers and elected leaders to demand better services 
or to advocate for them (Crawford, 200�). The first column on the theory of 
change diagram points to the components of LGCSCI that involve using the 
scorecard to enhance citizen voice.  Reviews of social accountability initiatives 
have shown, however, that results from initiatives that rely solely on citizen voice 
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tend to be weak (Fox, 2014, Lee and Odugbeme, 2011, Joshi, 201�, Gaventa 
and McGee, 201�).  Researchers have found that citizen voices can be 
strengthened with the involvement of socalled interlocutors or intermediators 
who facilitate twoway communication between governing bodies and citizens, 
and bridge cultural and power gaps (Fox, 2014). Within the LGCSCI, both 
ACODE and local CSOs play this role as they interface with citizens and act 
as a conduit for citizen voice during the process of scorecard data collection 
and the dissemination. The second column on the theory of change diagram 
illustrates this emphasis and the components of the initiative that comprise it.

Even with amplification of citizen voice by interlocutors, effective social 
accountability initiatives also need hteethv� that is government capacity to 
respond to voice. This includes the capacity to respond positively to citizen 
voice through, for example, following recommendations that emerge from 
citizen engagement processes. It also includes governmental capacity to 
change practices and structures that inhibit transparency through, investigating 
grievances and changing incentive structures to discourage wasteful, abusive 
or corrupt practices (Fox, 2014). The Local Government Council Scorecard 
Initiative has a variety of teeth. The third and fourth columns of the theory of 
change diagram illustrate the various components of the initiative designed to 
build the capacity of local governments and central government to respond to 
citizen voice.  Indeed, the publication and dissemination of this report is part of 
that effort, providing citizens with very concrete information about their elected 
officials. It also provides a healthy dose of competition between councils to 
achieve top performance rankings.  

Less visible on the theory of change diagram but equally critical to the 
design and effectiveness of the Scorecard Initiative is what Fox (2014) calls 
the hsandwichv approach. hCorruption and social exclusion,v he argues, hare 
produced by vertically integrated power structures.  Insofar as multiple links in 
the chain of governance facilitate the demection of civil society oversight and 
advocacy, effective responses require parallel processes that are also vertically 
integratedv (p.�1).  Sandwich approaches focus on actors up and down the 
accountability chain with the aim of creating a statesociety synergy for creating 
change.  LGCSCI methodology, focuses on building the capacity of citizens, 
CSOs, local governments and central government and opening channels 
between them through which synergistic change can occur.
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Figure 1: LGCSCI Theory of Change

The initiative’s central premise is that by monitoring the performance of local 
government councils (LGCs) and providing information about their performance 
to the electorate, citizens will demand accountability from their local elected 
officials. This increased demand, which CSOs and local governments will 
channel upwards to the national level, will ultimately result in a more engaged 
citizenry, a more responsive government, better performing local government 
officials, and more effective public service delivery. Activating this accountability 
chain requires building the capacity of the key stakeholders to demand and 
supply better governance and service delivery and building durable linkages 
through which the demand and supply can mow.  LGCSCI project activities 
focus on both: enhancing the ability of communities, CSOs, and LGCs to 
demand improved service delivery, and creating the opportunities for productive 
engagement between these key actors through which these demands can be 
effectively made and addressed.  

During the first six years of the scorecard initiative, the focus was primarily 
on building the capacity of district councils and councillors to perform their 
mandated roles well. Work with citizens during this phase largely focused on 
civic education.  The assumption was that the provision of data to citizens on 
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councillor performance coupled with civic education sessions attached to the 
focus group discussions would catalyse citizen demand. This next phase of 
LSCSCI moves from education to engagement. At the centre of this strategy are 
civic engagement action plans (CEAPs) that build a social contract between 
the electorate and their local elected leaders in order to hold them accountable 
on their mandates and promises.  Tied to the dissemination of scorecard 
results, the CEAPs engage communities in making sense of the results and 
using them to develop, in essence, a social accountability action plan.  Through 
this process, citizens not only deepen their understanding of the mandated 
roles and responsibilities of their local elected officials� they come to better 
understand their own rights and responsibilities as citizens. Both of these are 
essential to becoming active agents in the demand side of democracy.  Because 
of the involvement of local government officials in the process, CEAPs also 
build local government capacity, creating what Fox refers to as a virtuous cycle 
of mutual empowerment that occurs when hprochange actors in one domain 
empower the othersv (Fox 2014, p.�2).  The LGCSCI process and the action 
research methodology underpinning it triggers this mutual empowerment when  
citizens and their elected leaders use the scorecard to create both the supply 
and demand for quality services delivered to the people who need them. 
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Using the scorecard for citizen engagement
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3 IMPLEMENTATION, METHODOLOGY, 
 SCOPE AND INDICATORS

3.1 Context and Rationale of LGCSCI 

Since 200�, LGCSCI has continued to be implemented from a perspective 
of the demandside model of monitoring and accountability, hinged around 
three major actors. The first group is the citizens who actively get involved 

in monitoring and demanding better performance from mandated political and 
administrative institutions and leaders. By engaging in this process, citizens 
gain knowledge and skills required for civic engagement. The second group is 
made up of the local government institution which individually and collectively 
serves the role of a pressure point that is jolted into demanding accountability 
from the Central Government. The third category is a civil society which, along 
with the media, has continued to operate in the space between citizens on the 
one hand and political and administrative leaders on the other hand.

In addition to serving in a capacity building role for all three categories of 
actors, LGCSCI is also an action research undertaking. Unlike many social 
accountability initiatives which rely primarily on citizen opinion to produce 
report cards, LGCSCI is evidencebased. Using systematic quantitative and 
qualitative datacollection techniques and following conventional scientific 
norms of data analysis and adoption of good practices, the LGCSCI assessment 
details actions taken by political leaders and analyses the implications of those 
actions for service delivery outcomes.

3.2 Selection Criteria of Assessed Districts
Over the past six years, the number of districts covered by LGCSCI rose from 
94 in F9 200�/200� to the �0 in F9 201�/2014 and dropped to 26 in the current 
assessment of F9 2014/2015. Figure 2 shows districts that participated in the 
current LGCSCI assessment. Since inception of LGCSCI, selection of districts 
has always been based on five criteria. The first criterion is the need to include 
districts from all the regions of Uganda. The objective of this criterion is to 
encourage crossregional learning and a better understanding of whether there 
are any variations in performance due to the geopolitical location of the district. 

4  The 10 districts were Amuria, Amuru, Hoima, Kampala, Kamuli, Luwero, Mbale, Moroto, Nebbi and 
Ntungamo.
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The second criterion is the length of time individual districts have been in 
existence. From 1��6 onwards, the Government of Uganda has been creating 
new districts out of the already existing district units. Categorization of districts 
has therefore been in form of ‘the old’ if they were in existence prior to 1��65 

and ‘the new’ if they were created after 1��66. The main reason for creating 
districts has time and again been given as the need to “bring services closer to 
the people”. Ultimately, one of the aims of the scorecard has been to examine 
whether there are considerable variations in performance between elected 
local leaders from old districts and those from the newlycreated districts. 
Other districts have been selected for inclusion in the scorecard because of 
being ‘model districts’ according to the Annual Assessment. ACODE thought it 
imperative to explore whether such a rating could be linked to performance of 
the elected leadership or a combination of other factors.

The fourth criterion is the perceived marginalization of districts on account of 
their geopolitical location. This criterion provides a basis for examining the 
performance of elected leaders in hmarginalisedv vis a vis hnonmarginalisedv 
districts. Another element is to assess whether the quality of service delivery 
in nonmarginalised districts 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 “hard-to-reach” categorisation 
by the Ministry of Public Service or has suffered prolonged conmicts and 
instability7.

Finally, some of the districts were selected because of their perceived position of 
inmuence in a particular region. Given that the scorecard could not be conducted 
in all districts due to the costs involved, the inclusion of inmuential districts was 
intended to ensure that there are spillover effects of the assessment to other 
districts within respective regions. A district is considered inmuential if it has a 
large population and has a municipality within its jurisdiction8. It is important to 

emphasize that the five criteria have always been complementary rather than 
exclusive. Consequently, a district meeting multiple criteria has more chances 
of being selected for inclusion in the assessment.

Since the first assessment of F9 200�/200�, LGCSCI aims at consolidation of 
democracy and efficiency in public service delivery in Uganda (Tumushabe 
et al., 200�). This goal has been pursued from two broad but interrelated 
perspectives. 

5  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 
6 This category of districts includes: Ntungamo, Amuria, Bududa, Buliisa, Amuru,Nakapiripirit, Agago and 
Kanungu.
7 The following districts fall under this category: Moroto, Nakapiripirit, Amuru, Lira, Soroti and Luwero.
8 Mbarara, Lira, Wakiso, Tororo, Moroto, Gulu, Soroti and Hoima fall under this category and are districts 
considered inmuential because they have large populations and a municipality within their jurisdiction.
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The first perspective has been provision of empirical information on the 
performance of local government councils to citizens as well as building their 
capacity to demand for accountability and effectiveness in public service 
delivery. The second perspective has been identification of factors that inhibit the 
effective performance of local government councils and building partnerships 
that, if implemented, could target actions to remove those constraints. 

Figure 2: Map of participating districts 
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Since F9 200�/200�, feedback from all the LGCSCI assessments have led 
to revisions in delivery of capacity building, methodology and assessment 
indicators. (Tumushabe et al, 2010) As such, the assessment for the current 
report remected this cumulative revision process for (i) the Councillor� (ii) the 
Chairperson� (iii) the Speaker� and (iv) the District Council. The indicators 
were a product of an internal methodology review process. These indicators 
helped to evaluate the relationship between the scorecard performance of local 
government councils and the quality of public service delivery in each assessed 
district. The new scorecard parameters focussed on legislative duties, contact 
with constituent citizens, participation in lower levels of government, and efforts 
at improving public service delivery.  Overall, the assessment for F9 2014/2015 
remects a methodology that has been progressively improving since the one of 
F9 200�/200�.  

3.3 Core LGCSCI Activities Since 2009

3.3.1 Capacity Building

LGCSCI is not only a research undertaking but a capacity building intervention 
as well. The initiative not only enhances the capacity of political leaders but also 
engages the citizens and builds their capacity to be effective and responsible 
agents of political accountability. It also builds the capacity of civil society 
organizations (CSO) partners to act as mediators between citizens and local 
government councils to improve service delivery.

3.3.2 Printing and Dissemination of Councillors’ Diaries

ACODE and ULGA annually produce and distribute userfriendly and customized 
diaries. The content of each of the diaries spells out a simplification of the 
Local Government Act. The primary intention of the diaries is to uplift the level 
of record keeping among political leaders in districts. The diaries also carry 
relevant and basic information useful to political leaders. For instance, they 
contain districtspecific contact information for key service delivery personnel, 
a checklist of the minimum service delivery standards, and a summary of the 
Local Government Councils Scorecard.

3.3.3 Conflict Resolution Clinics

Over the course of LGCSCI implementation, it became clear that one of the 
most significant factors affecting effective public service delivery in districts 
was and remains endemic conmicts in district councils. While some conmicts 
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have been of a political nature, others have been and are still being caused by 
economic and social factors. When conmicts have arisen, ACODE and ULGA 
have found it prudent to resolve them before they get out of hand through round
table meetings and advocacy clinics.

3.3.4 Intensive dissemination

The intensive dissemination component was introduced in LGCSCI in 2012 to 
provide mechanisms through which the scorecard findings would be spread 
and assimilated by citizens at the lower local government levels, particularly 
at parish and village levels. The activities under the component included 
production of civic education materials (LGCSCI Citizens’ Calendar) and 
community meetings (civic engagement meetings). By implementing activities 
under the component, LGCSCI was able to build the civic competence of 
citizens concerning their constitutional rights and obligations to demand for 
quality service delivery. The community meetings taught citizens about the 
government’s minimum standards of service delivery and accountability for 
especially the five national priority areas, namely: primary education, health, 
water and sanitation, agriculture and roads transport. Downward accountability 
was created through the extensive dissemination of the scorecard. In a nutshell, 
intensive dissemination targeted bridging of the communication gap between 
the electorate and their elected political leaders.

3.3.5 Civic Engagement Action Plans (CEAPs)

The Civic Engagement Action Plans (CEAPs) were designed to deepen 
citizen engagement with the scorecard results and activate citizen demand 
for better services and introduced in the implementation and assessment of 
F9 2014/2015.  The centrepiece of this component of the methodology is the 
creation of action plans by citizens for using the tools of civic engagement 
to engage their councillors addressing persistent service delivery issues.  
The civic engagement tools include petitions, text messages, letters, radio 
callins, participation in meetings called by councillors, inviting councillors to 
community meetings, and participation in council meetings. These tools act 
as vehicles for citizen voice. CSOs/Researchers facilitate the CEAP process, 
thereby deepening their roles as important intermediaries between citizens and 
elected political leaders.  In this role, they both amplify citizen voice and monitor 
government response to the action plans.
CEAPs are connected to � LGCSCI objectives:
1. Enhancing the effectiveness of citizens and civil society to demand political 

accountability and effective service delivery.
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2. Enhancing the capacity of civil society organization (CSO) partners to act 
as mediators between citizens and Local Government councils to improve 
service delivery.

3. Enhance the capacity of Local Government councils to respond to citizens 
demands for better service delivery.

By design, CEAPs are meant to achieve the following:
1. Help citizens understand the scorecard results and how to use them to 

demand accountability from LGCs.
2. Increase citizens’ awareness of LGC roles and responsibilities.
3. Increase citizens’ capacity to use civic engagement tools to demand for 

improved service delivery. 
4. Build LGC capacity in the Legislative Role, Contact with Electorate and 

Monitoring performance areas.
5. Besides, CEAPS are a civic education and data collection tool.

Partner civil society organizations (CSOs) are engaged in monitoring the 
responsiveness of local councils to the action plans.  This has been found to 
open an accountability channel between civil society organizations and local 
government, through which demand for effective service delivery and good 
governance mows. 

3.3.6 ACODE SMS Platform

The SMS platform system is housed in ACODE and enables citizens to send 
SMS messages to their councillors about any service delivery issue� such as 
a broken borehole or drug stock outs from a health centre. The SMS platform 
is implemented as a strategy to create space within the civic infrastructure for 
citizens to engage with their elected leaders at a minimal cost. Through the 
platform, citizens are able to share information on public service deficiencies 
with their elected political leaders and provide the latter with the opportunity to 
respond or ensure that these issues are raised during council debates. Elected 
political leaders are informed about the SMS platform and trained in its use 
during community meetings. The platform is also publicized through radio 
adverts. Citizens are reminded about how to send messages and the benefits 
that accrue from such engagement.
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3.3.7 Multi-District Leadership Forums

The MultiDistrict Leadership Forums (MDLFs) build on the successful aspects 
of the district leaders capacity building trainings as well as the peertopeer 
learning sessions. The MDLFs are organized at a regional level, with five 
districts coming together at one time and place. In keeping with the LGCSCI 
action research methodology, the MDLFs combine knowledge dissemination, 
knowledge generation, and action. The focus is on identifying common 
challenges and promising practices to build the collective capacity of local 
government officials in a number of key areas such as conmict resolution skills 
and working effectively with DECs and PACs.  The district delegations include 
both political and technical leaders and include the five principal district leaders 
(district chairperson, resident district commissioner, chief accounting officer, 
speaker and clerk to council) and five district additional councillors, including 
the councillors representing special interest groups (women, youth, and people 
with disabilities). During the year covered by this report (2014/2015), MDLFs 
were piloted in two regions.  

3.4 The 2014/15 LGCSCI Assessment Design and 
 Methodology
The action research methodology underpinning LGCSCI combines capacity 
building with an assessment of elected political leaders’ ability to fulfil their 
mandate as defined in the Local Government Act9. LGCSCI is not a name
andshame undertaking but an intervention geared towards continuous training 
and equipping of political leaders to be effective in fulfilling their mandates. 
As such, the assessment tools and methods are designed in such a way that 
they lead researchers to carry out capacity building through the data collection 
process. Since inception, each of the annual LGCSCI assessments has always 
been conducted over a period of four months (June to September). 

3.4.1 Participants in the Assessment

While the primary focus of assessment within LGCSCI project is political leaders, 
data is also gathered from technical leaders such as clerks to council, chief 
administrative officers (CAOs), district heads of department, subcounty chiefs, 
administrators of service delivery units and a crosssection of citizens. Political 
leaders that participate as respondents include district chairpersons, speakers 
and district councillors. 

9 See, Local Government Act (CAP 24�), Third Schedule
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In addition, the district council as the highest decisionmaking body in the district 
is assessed as an entity through interviews with clerks to council. Citizens are 
engaged in the assessment process through civic engagement meetings.

3.4.2 Assessment Participant Selection

Since the focus of LGCSCI is on the entire political leadership at the district 
level, all elected political leaders are primary sources of information. 
Technical leaders10 provided corroborating evidence that was used to score 
elected leaders. However, for purposes of F9 2014/2015, data to corroborate 
performance of elected political leaders was collected during community 
engagement meetings (CEMs). A total of �00 CEMS were carried out in �50 
subcounties.

3.4.3 Assessment Tools and their Administration

The tool for conducting the annual assessment of local government councils is 
what we refer to as the scorecard. The scorecard contains a set of qualitative 
and quantitative measurements as well as the methodological steps for 
conducting the assessment, alternatively called scorecard administration. It 
was developed through an intensive intellectual and empirical process at the 
inception of LGCSCI in 200�. The administration of the scorecard is divided into 
4 phases, namely: (1) the preparation phase� (2) the fieldwork phase� (�) data 
collection, management and analysis phase� and (4) outreach and advocacy 
phase. During the preparation phase, a number of activities including securing 
buyin from key stakeholders, customizing the scorecard, selecting the local 
government councils to be assessed, identification of district research teams 
and organizing methodology workshops are undertaken. For purposes of 
quality control and standardization, a task group comprising representatives of 
local governments, academia, civil society and donors was constituted at the 
onset of LGCSCI to help provide feedback and guidance on implementation as 
well as assessment.

10  The assessment of technical leaders is not part of the current LGCSCI. The assessment of technical 
leaders in districts used to mainly focus on the planning function, financial management, revenue 
performance, and local government capacity and project specific conditions. It was biased towards the 
technical administrative performance of the districts and focused more on the existence of a wide range of 
district planning documents. Generally, that annual assessment did not put emphasize the quality of public 
service delivery in district. For details, see Republic of Uganda (2006). Assessment Manual of Minimum 
Conditions and Performance Measures for Local Governments. Ministry of Local Government. Kampala.
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3.5 The Scorecard and the Local Government 
 Structure
The Local Government Councils Scorecard is a set of parameters and associated 
indicators designed to monitor the extent to which local government council 
organs and councillors are performing their responsibilities. The parameters in 
the scorecard are based on the core responsibilities of the local government 
councils. 

The main building blocks in LGCSCI scorecard are the principles and core 
responsibilities of local governments as set out in the Constitution, 1��5 (As 
amended) Article 1�611, the Local Governments Act (CAP 24�) Laws of Uganda, 
Section 10 (c), (d) and (e)12. These are classified into five categories: (1) Financial 
management and oversight� (2) Political functions and representation� (�) 
Legislation and related functions� (4) Development planning and constituency 
servicing and (5) Monitoring service delivery.

The scorecard is designed to assess the work of elected political leaders 
and representative organs to deliver on their electoral promises, improve 
public service delivery, ensure accountability and promote good governance. 
It is important to bear in mind that the local government council comprises 
councillors elected to represent geographically defined areas. Each council 
also has members elected to represent the special interests of women, youth, 
and people with disabilities13. In LGCSCI, separate scorecards are produced 
for chairpersons, speakers, councillors, and the district council as a whole. 
Each of the scorecards for each of the assessed elected political offices is 
divided into parameters based on the five principles and core responsibilities 
mentioned above. These parameters are broken down into a set of quantitative 
and qualitative indicators remecting the statutory responsibilities and functions 
of the elected leader or institution being assessed. 

3.6 Data Collection Processes
A number of qualitative and quantitative tools have been used to collect the 
data. Over the time of these assessments, research teams from the participating 
districts interface with respondents, often in facetoface encounters. The 
research team asks all the relevant questions and records the responses. 
1uestions are asked and responses elicited in languages that suit the 
respondents in terms of comfort and confidence. The respondents are given 
liberty to refer to documents or refer the researcher to documents to corroborate 

11 Constitution, 1��5 (As amended), Article 1�6
12 Local Governments Act (CAP 24�), Laws of Uganda Section �0
13 Local Governments Act (CAP 24�) Laws of Uganda, Section 10 (c),(d) and (e)
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what they are saying. The research team is at liberty to look for any other 
evidence to gauge the authenticity of responses elicited. The administration 
of the LGCSCI scorecard is a process. This process is pursued rigorously to 
ensure the involvement of citizens and the removal of potential bias from the 
assessment. Data collection is approached using the following methods:

a) Structured Interviews: These are carried out as part of administering the 
scorecard parameters. Each of the accessible councillors is engaged in a face
toface interview structured around the scorecard. The process of interviewing 
is a vital aspect of collecting verbal evidence that is verified later through 
written evidence of councillors’ performance that is adduced through analysis 
of documents. Information elicited in the structured interviews is critical to 
the scoring of the scorecard. It also involves collection of the corresponding 
evidence (records, letters, photographs etc.) to justify the awarded scores. 

b) Civic Engagement Meetings: In line with the capacity building component of 
LGCSCI, Community Engagement Meetings (CEMS) with citizens are conducted 
in each subcounty. Prior to these meetings, enough mobilization is done to 
ensure satisfactory attendance. The CEMS are moderated by districtbased 
LGCSCI researchers using guiding statements and questions developed from 
core thematic areas spelt out in the Local Governments Act. Other than data 
collection, the meetings are platforms for civic education and empowerment 
about the role of the district council, councillors and the district chairperson, as 
well as the duties of a citizen.

c) Key Informant Interviews: Key informant interviews are conducted with 
technical officers in the district, including CAOs, heads of department, clerks 
to council, subcounty chiefs and service delivery unit heads. The major focus 
of these interviews is on collecting succinct information on the status of service 
delivery and verifying the actions undertaken by the political actors during the 
financial year.

d) Field Visits: The information collected in structured interviews is verified 
through field visits to specific service delivery units and unstructured interviews 
with service users at respective units. Observation of service delivery units is 
supplemented with photography to verify assertions of councillors.

e) Document Review: This process involves preliminary and ongoing 
comprehensive review of both published and grey literature as well as official 
government reports. Key literature reviewed for LGCSCI annual assessments 
includes: service delivery and infrastructure reports, budgets, planning 
documents, minutes of district councils and their committees and many others. 
Document review enables elicitation of qualitative and quantitative data on 
the status and trends of key service delivery indicators in the relevant local 
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governments. It also provides background information on districts, the status 
and trends in selected service delivery indicators, planning and development 
targets of the districts, and administrative information that contain evidence of 
the performance of district councils and the various councillors. Consequently, 
the review covers a wide range of national policy and planning documents, 
district council minutes, the district planning documents and reports, district 
development plans� capacity building plans� budget, budget framework paper, 
district revenue enhancement plan, district annual work plan� Public Accounts 
Committee reports� Audit reports� Subcounty council minutes� Standing 
Committee minutes and District Executive Committee minutes and/or any other 
unpublished district materials. The LGCSCI district researchers use documents 
to identify development plans made at the district level� the number of times 
a councillor debates and issue debated, motions debated by a councillor on 
service delivery issues and followup action on resolutions made.

f) Photography: Pictures are used to capture salient features associated 
with service delivery in the district. Similarly, photography makes it possible 
to triangulate information provided by the councillors during the scorecard 
administration. 

3.7 Specific Instruments for Data Collection
a) Structured Interviewer Schedules: Structured interview schedules for 
councillors, the chairperson, and the speaker of council comprise the first 
section for the scorecard. The questions on the interview schedule correspond 
to the indicators on the respective scorecard. They are developed to be in line 
with the legallydefined roles and responsibilities of these political leaders. The 
structured interview provides an opportunity for the individual under assessment 
to provide information about his or her performance for each indicator on the 
scorecard.

b) CEM Guide: Designed to engage citizens in a consultative meeting and 
dialogue process, the CEM guide is used at the subcounty level. The guide 
consists of a set of questions aligned to the National Priority Programme Areas 
(NPPAs)14. Its utility is to enable citizens to discuss the quality of service delivery 
in their subcounty and to verify information provided by councillors. The guide 
also contains questions that gauge their level of civic awareness, and in the 
process builds their capacity for effective civic engagement.

c) Key Informant Interview Guide: This is a tool for use with the technical 
leaders at the district and subcounty level. It is designed to gain an overall 
picture of service delivery. The emphasis of these interviews is on determining 

14 NPPAs include health, education, roads, water and sanitation, and agriculture.
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quality, targets and level of achievement. Information from these interviews is 
also used to verify information provided by councillors about their performance 
on relevant indicators.

d) Observation Checklist: The observation checklist is mainly used at service 
delivery units to verify and record evidence of assertions made by councillors 
in written reports, and by technical leaders. Observation checklists help 
to triangulate information provided by the elected political leaders during 
scorecard administration. Through direct observation, researchers are able to 
verify reports from councillors, especially with regard to community projects 
and other information on service delivery.

3.8 Data Management and Analysis
Determining the final scores for the scorecards involves careful analysis 
of both qualitative and quantitative data collected. The process begins with 
assembling the evidence from the document review, as the documents contain 
recorded evidence of council and councillor performance on most indicators. 
With this information in hand, the structured interviews are conducted with 
individual councillors, chairpersons and speakers of councils. Information from 
the structured interviews is then augmented and verified through key informant 
interviews, focus group discussions, and field visits.

Each indicator or score is given a weight so that the total scores adds up to 
100. The scores are generally based on the importance that the research team 
placed on the particular responsibility or function. The weighting is tested 
and validated through a series of focus group meetings organized during the 
scorecard development process. 

Each scorecard is subdivided into parameters. For each parameter, a series 
of indicators have been developed. Every indicator is assigned an absolute 
score that is awarded using a threshold approach to create a cumulative total of 
100 points. Data gathered from CEMs also enable citizens to verify information 
provided by their elected political leaders.

Data handling undergoes three major processes before it is used to produce 
the final scores and accompanying district and national level reports.

a) Data cleaning: Transcripts from the CEMs, notes from KIs and the preliminary 
marks on the indicators given by the researchers are reviewed by the technical 
team at ACODE to ensure accuracy and completeness.

b) Data entry: 1ualitative data (CEM notes, KI interview transcripts, summaries 
from documents and field notes) are entered into Atlas.ti, while the quantitative 
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data (scores from the scorecard) are entered using Epidata. Key statistics from 
ministries and budget information are entered and managed in Microsoft Excel 
worksheets.

c) Data analysis: All data from the CEMs and key informant interviews and 
documents are transcribed and entered into the computer for cleaning, 
consistency checks and coding. Thereafter, a framework analysis, which 
involves summarizing and classifying data within a thematic framework is done 
by following the preceding steps: (a) familiarization with the data, (b) thematic 
analysis, (c) indexing, (d) mapping, and (e) interpretation. Each transcript is 
read several times before beginning the analysis. The research team develops 
a basic thematic coding list using Atlas.ti. The rest of the transcripts are coded 
by LGCSCI researchers guided by an experienced Atlas.ti trainer. The Atlas.ti 
trainer relies on initially entered text to develop a coding list and adding new 
codes as new themes emerge. The LGCSCI researchers who decipher data from 
CEMs are muent in languages of political leaders and communities assessed to 
crosscheck that the quotes never lose their original meaning. Key quotations 
and summaries of views from the various CEMs and KIs remected in this report 
are a result of this process. 1uantitative data, on the other hand, is imported 
into SPSS where correlations and descriptive summaries are generated. Excel 
is used to generate graphs and tables used in this report.

Since the inception of the scorecard, a significant set of data on each of the 
districts participating in the assessment has been collected on governance 
and local service delivery. Given that data has been collected consistently 
since F9 200�/200�, it is now possible to identify trends in local government 
performance over time. This report augments analysis of the F9 201�/2014 
Scorecard data with a discussion of these trends.

3.9 Quality Control Measures in LGCSCI 
 Assessment
a) Periodic reviews: The scorecard undergoes periodic reviews by an expert 
task group comprised of academicians, officials from the Ministry of Local 
Government (MoLG), representatives from the parliamentary committee on 
local governments, district technical and political leaders and representatives 
of civil society.  The rationale for periodic review is to ensure the tool is robust 
and legitimate.

b) Constitution of district research teams: Each of the participating districts 
has a threeperson research team comprising a lead researcher and two 
research assistants. The research assistants are resident in the district and are 
responsible for collecting information and data needed for the analysis and 
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interpretation of the scores assigned for each indicator. They also participate 
in organizing CEMs, conducting interviews with councillors and validating the 
information provided by visiting service delivery units. The lead researcher 
directly supervises the fieldwork and produces the district report.

c) Training of district research teams: The lead researchers and research 
assistants undergo intensive threeday training in basic research methods, 
research ethics, budget monitoring, data collection, organizing and managing 
community meetings and focus group discussions, and conmict management.

d) Use of a Researchers’ Guide: The researchers’ guide is developed by 
the technical implementing team with input from the expert task group and 
district researchers. The guide explains the parameters and indicators in 
the questionnaires in detail, and provides explanatory notes to guide the 
researchers. The researchers’ guide also has a glossary that defines the key 
words in the questionnaires. This guarantees some degree of homogeneity and 
reliability in understanding and interpreting the scores. 

e) Report writing workshop: A threeday report writing workshop is organized 
centrally for all lead researchers. The session is also used to peerreview the 
scorecards before the marks are submitted to ACODE for final verification.

f) Multi-layered verification process: The processes of scorecard generation 
begin with the district research team responsible for collecting information and 
data that provides evidence for scores assigned to each indicator. The second 
layer involves a team of lead researchers who directly supervise fieldwork and 
produce district reports. The third layer comprises LGCSCI leadership team who 
are responsible for the final validation of data with the purpose of removing or 
mitigating potential bias in the scoring. This is done by reviewing all information 
and data on which each score is based

g) Technical backstopping: The project management team comprises ACODE 
researchers who work closely with lead researchers to provide support and 
guidance throughout the research process. The team is responsible for the final 
validation of the data and removing or mitigating potential bias in the scoring 
by reviewing and corroborating all information and data on which each score 
is based. LGCSCI leadership team provides a peer review of the research 
process and ultimately authors the national synthesis report.

h) External review of National Report: Before final publication, the National 
Local Councils Scorecard Assessment report is externally reviewed and edited 
to ensure consistency and quality of content.
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3.10 Ethical and Implementation Challenges and 
 their Mitigation
a) #onÛict of interest: On rare occasions, some LGCSCI district researchers 
in the course of implementing the assessment express interest in joining 
elective politics to replace politicians they are assessing. Since this creates 
a serious conmict of interest, such researchers are removed from the team. In 
other situations, LGCSCI researchers subscribe to political opinions different 
from the people they are tasked to assess, which has potential to compromise 
the assessments. During training and support supervision, researchers 
are counselled to be objective, fair, balanced and nonpartisan in ACODE 
and LGCSCI work or to stepdown if they find this ethical behaviour to be 
irreconcilable with their political aspirations.

b) Politicians who decline to be assessed: Although all politicians are oriented 
and prepared for an upcoming assessment, a few decline to participate in the 
onetoone interviews. When such a situation arises, such a political leader is 
given the opportunity to change his or her mind during the fourmonth period. 
Researchers are advised to approach the offices of the district chairperson and 
the speaker of council to ask them to convince the concerned political leader 
to accept to be assessed. Having exhausted all possible options, political 
leaders are then assessed using secondary data (council minutes, committee 
reports and subcounty records). This year, �2 political leaders declined to be 
interviewed and were therefore subjected to this form of assessment. LGCSCI 
stands by the position that assessment has to be applied to all elected officials 
because they have a social contract with the citizenry.

c) Potential for compromised research: While the LGCSCI team has not 
registered any case of bribery of researchers by politicians who desire favourable 
assessments, the research team at ACODE anticipates this possibility and has 
put in place mechanisms to avert it. LGCSCI supervisors deliberately make on
spot checks to verify scores awarded by district researchers, and an evidence 
verification exercise is undertaken centrally before a final point is awarded.

d) #onfidentiality: In conducting assessments of this type, confidential 
information about elected political leaders frequently comes to the attention 
of researchers. Researchers are trained, counselled and tasked to keep 
confidential any personal and private information they might come across 
concerning study participants during data collection.

e) Informed consent: All districts participating in LGCSCI were approached 
and gave institutional consent, which implicitly meant that they agreed to the 
scorecard assessment process. This consent was secured during the inception 
meetings with the district leadership. On another level, all elected political 
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leaders who accept to be assessed are requested to give oral consent. They 
are told about the purpose of the assessment, as well as risks and benefits 
associated with participating in the assessment.

f) Voluntary participation. All participants in the assessment do so willingly, 
without any coercion. In the case of political leaders who decline to be 
interviewed, they are informed that the assessment would be undertaken using 
secondary data and no one has objected to doing that.

3.11 Strengths and limitations associated with 
 LGCSCI
The assessment of political leaders and institutions is fair and engages 
participants as much as possible. The LGCSCI methodology is well developed. 
The researchers’ guide contains detailed instructions for conducting interviews 
and definitions of key indicators, which greatly increases the reliability of the 
data gathered. Moreover, all researchers involved in the assessments are 
trained in contemporary social research methods.

Although the data collection process is labour and timeconsuming, the variety 
of research tools used enables triangulation of data sources. This improved the 
validity and credibility of findings. The mixture of data collection methods ensures 
that complementary data is collected from individuals, official documents, and 
technical leaders to enable exploration of issues more indepth and validate 
claims by respondents. At the moment, the scorecard only focuses on the 
district council and its organs. It is pertinent to note that the assessment does 
not cover municipalities and subcounties because of the limited human and 
financial resources required to expand it to cover these institutions.

Although the District Executive Committee is one of the important organs of the 
council, it is not included in the assessment because it is constituted through 
political appointment by the chairperson. Hence, its performance is largely 
determined by the performance of the chairperson. Similarly, the scorecard is 
silent on the role of other political oversight offices in the district such as District 
Public Accounts Committees (DPAC). 

The assessment subjects all councillors to a uniform assessment, regardless of 
the size of the constituency served by the councillor. Councillors representing 
special interest groups (women, youth, and people with disabilities) have much 
larger constituencies, yet they are scored with the same instruments and criteria 
as those with fewer constituents. The LGCSCI leadership team acknowledges 
this shortcoming of the methodology.
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LGCSCI engages in advocacy activities including media campaigns, public 
speaking, commissioning and publishing research findings for purposes of 
informing and inmuencing public policy. Time and again, ACODE and ULGA 
through LGCSCI have done adequate advocacy to the extent that issues of local 
and national importance are raised with the responsible central government 
officials. This work is often done in strategic meetings with district chairpersons, 
councillors, members of parliament, and many others as the need has arisen. 

3.12 Report Dissemination
Report dissemination takes place at the national and district levels. At the national 
level, this report presents the major highlight of the 26 district report cards 
and provides a comparison of performance between the districts. This report 
is presented to national stakeholders, including MPs, officials from ministries, 
development partners, district leaders, civil society organizations, the media 
and the private sector. The dissemination of the districtlevel scorecard reports 
is open to the general public with special invitation to the district political and 
technical leadership, subcounty leaders, local CBOs, local media and CEM 
participants.
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Increased funding to local governments improves access to quality services 
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4 LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCING

Financing of local governments determines the level of service delivery, 
and supervision and oversight all of which have the potential to impact 
on the quality of services delivered.  This chapter focuses on financing 

of the 26  districts assessed under this initiative for F9 2011/12 to 2014/15. 
This period also coincides with the ending of the term of office for the local 
government councils and the National Development Plan (2010/112014/15). 
This chapter aims at providing context for perceptions of citizens on service 
delivery presented in Chapter 5 and performance of councillors and councils 
on the assessment presented in Chapter 6. It focuses on two elements of 
local government financing namely, central government transfers to local 
governments including their sector composition, and local revenue generation 
as well as performance of the districts on delivery of select services including 
Primary Education, Primary Health Care and Water and Sanitation.

4.1 General Trends
Over the period, the national budget has increased by 56� from UG8 �,6�0Bn 
for F9 2011/12 to UG8 15,042Bn for F9 2014/15. This increment has been 
accompanied by an increase of 40 � in financing to local governments from 
UG8 1,6�1Bn to UG8 2,�46Bn. The share of the budget allocated to local 
governments has remained below the 20� mark over this period as shown in 
Figure �.  This unfavourable allocation continues to be a point of contention 
between local and central governments.  The local governments argue that 
the funds allocated are insufficient for delivery of services devolved to them 
under decentralisation. Central government, on the other hand, insists that 
the growth in the budget has largely been due to national projects in relation 
to infrastructure and energy development which are not divisible across local 
governments. There has also been recentralization of some roles and funds as 
part of  Central Government measures to improve effectiveness and efficiency 
as well as accountability in the public financial system. The subsequent 
sections of this chapter exclusively focus on districts covered by the LGCSCI 
assessment.
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Figure 3: Trend of Annual Budget and share to Local Governments (FY 
2011/12 to 2014/15)

Source: Approved Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure F9 2011/12 to 2014/15

4.2 Local Government Financing
Local governments heavily depend on transfers from central government for 
their financing. On average central government transfers accounted for �2� 
local government budgets for F9 2011/12 to 2014/15. Donor and local revenue 
accounted for 5� and �� respectively. The more urbanised Wakiso District 
registered the largest contribution of lo�cal revenue to its budget at 12�. The 
level of financing realised by the districts  translates into financing per capita 
ranging between UG8 25,000 and UG8 116, 000 as shown in Figure 4.  
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&iGure �: #oMposition of financinG of ,ocal 'overnMents for &9 ������� 
to 2014/15

Source: Author’s compilation using preliminary census figures 2014 (UBOS) and Annual District 

Performance Reports 2011/12 to 2014/15.

Local governments and citizens alike have decried this level of financing for 
being inadequate for service delivery. Furthermore, the local governments 
have limited discretion over the funding which constitutes 4 n 5� of central 
government transfers after deducting the wage expenses component of 
unconditional grants (Jean et al, 2010). The situation is compounded by low 
levels of local revenue collections as depicted in Figure 4.  As chapters 5 and 
6 attest, lack of adequate resources and limited control over their allocation 
significantly impacts the performance of local governments and hinders 
effective and efficient delivery of services to the public.

4.3 Central Government Transfers and Allocations
Uganda’s intergovernmental transfer system imposes conditions on the allocation 
of funds across sectors for both central and local governments. Over the last 
four financial years, transfers to the districts covered by the assessment were 
dominated by funding to the education sector at 2��, followed by agriculture 
sector at 22�, public sector management at 21� and health at 15�, as shown 
in Figure 5.
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Figure 5: Average allocation of central government transfers 2011/12 to 
2014/15

Source: MFPED Releases to Local Governments (F9 2011/12 to 2012/1�)

 

4.4 Local Government Revenue Generation
Local revenue is important for local governments not only because it accords 
greater discretion to local governments but it also supplements central 
government transfers and donor contributions. The most important sources 
of local revenue for the districts covered in this assessment include property
related charges (�1�), user charges (11�), business licences (��) and Local 
Service Tax n LST (��). 
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Figure 6: Contribution of different sources to district local revenue FY 
2011/12 to 2014/15

Source: District Annual Performance Reports 2011/12 to 2014/15

The amount of taxes collected depends on the local economy in terms of the 
level of urbanization, level of business activity and endowment (in terms of 
ownership of incomegenerating assets or resources) of local governments.  
Local governments have continuously raised the issue of difficulty in collecting 
revenues from taxes allocated to local governments. These challenges are 
largely to do with administration of local taxes (Ssekika, 201�). The total Local 
revenue collected by districts in F9 2014/15 fell by 26� from F9201�/14 levels. 
Only five districts registered improvements in revenue collected. Nonetheless, 
findings in Chapter 6 point to progress in this area of developing strategies for 
improving local revenue generation.
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4.5 Local Revenue Performance 

Comparing projected local revenue with the outturns shows that districts 
continue to perform poorly on local revenue collection. Ten districts missed 
their revenue target by more than 20� over the 2011/12 to 2014/15 period, as 
shown in Figure �. Bududa (54�), Nebbi (45�) and Amuru (42�) districts 
performed worst on this measure. This pattern points to challenges with either 
projecting local revenue or collection or both. Chapter 6 contains a discussion 
from the perspective of local government officials of the challenges districts 
face in local revenue collection.

Figure 7: Average Local revenue performance of districts for 2013/14 to 
2014/15 

Source: District Performance Reports F9 201�/14 to 2014/15

4.6 Allocations to Local Government Political and 
 Executive Oversight
The budget line for local government political and executive oversight covers 
sitting allowances for the various committees as well as monitoring of projects. 
The level of funding for activities under these budget lines has the potential to 
impact the performance of the councils, especially in the area of monitoring 
government programmes. Over the period F9 201�/14 to 2014/15, the allocation 
for Standing Committees and Political Oversight (SC�PO) ranged, on average, 
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between UG8 5,500,000 (Nakapiripirit District) and UG8 145,501,000 (Wakiso 
District) per quarter.  Figure � conveys the scale of utilization of funds for SC�PO.  
These data take into account the number of subcounties in the district.  Tororo 
District has the lowest allocation for SC�PO per subcounty at UG8 4��,000. 
Mpigi and Moroto districts registered the highest allocation for SC�PO when 
the number of subcounties is taken into account, at UG8 10,��1,000 and UG8 
�,�25, 000, respectively.

Figure 8: Allocation for Standing Committees and Political Oversight

Source: District Performance Reports F9 201�/14 to 2014/15

4.7 Timeliness of Transfers from Local 
 Government
Delays in receipt of funds by local governments imply delays in implementation 
of activities. Data from budget monitoring exercises under ACODE’s Centre for 
Budget and Economic Governance show that local governments and service 
delivery units continue to be dogged by delays in receipt of funds. This is in 
spite of reforms aimed at improving predictability and timeliness of funds. The 
monitoring exercise was carried out between June and July 2015 and focused 
on funds for quarter 4 for F9 2014/15. The findings show that the average time 
taken for an institution to receive its quarterly release was five weeks. Funds 
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for district Conditional School Facilitation Grants (SFG), district production and 
marketing and district Primary Health Care (PHC) took the shprtest time to 
reach the respective institution (within three to four weeks from the start of the 
quarterApril 1, 2015). Funds to subcounties suffered the longest delays. Table 
1 shows the details of time it takes for funds to reach specific institutions. 

Table 1: Timeliness of Receipt of Funds by Service Delivery Units
Allocation Number 

of units
Minimum 
number of 
weeks

Maximum 
number 
of weeks

Average

District LGMSD 24 3 8 5

Subcounty LGMSD  58 1 13 7

District unconditional grant non
wage 

21 3 9 5

Subcounty unconditional grant non
wage 

45 2 12 8

District production and marketing 13 3 5 4

Subcounty production and 
marketing 

5 4 9 7

District primary education  8 3 5 4

School primary education 84 4 11 6

District SFG 11 3 4 3

School SFG (primary) 7 2 11 6

District primary salaries  7 3 11 7

School primary salaries 23 1 11 8

School secondary salaries 17 1 12 7

District Universal Secondary 
Education 

4 3 4 4

School Universal Secondary 
Education 

39 0 10 5

District PHC development 12 3 8 4

Health Centre PHC development by �6 0 12 7

District Road rehabilitation grant 14 3 4 4

Source: ACODE Budget Monitoring Exercise Data 14 F9 2014/15

4.8 Implications for performance of councils and 
 service delivery
The level and nature of financing for local governments depicted in this chapter 
has implications for the level of service delivery. The amount of funding which 
in some instances was as low as UG8 25,000 (less than USD 10) per capita 
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per financial year is inadequate for service delivery at Local Government level. 
The limited discretion over funds which are dominated by conditional central 
government transfers makes addressing local issues difficult. This may erode 
the confidence that citizens have in the local government and decentralisation. 
While local revenue is associated with greater discretion and mexibility, districts 
persistently perform poorly on its collection. There is need to review the entire 
fiscal decentralisation system, including the allocation of taxes between central 
government and local governments with the view of bolstering local revenue 
generation. Further, there is need to provide guidance on utilization of local 
revenues lest it is abused. The data shows great variation in allocation for 
Standing Committees and Political Oversight over the 26 districts assessed. 
The delays in transmission of funds are of major concern for implementing 
activities by local governments. 

4.9 Performance of LGCSCI Districts on sector 
 Assessments
The ultimate goal of the devolution of funds to the local government level and 
the generation of funds by districts is improvement in service delivery.  As 
Chapters 1 and 2 discussed, decentralisation was designed with this in mind.  
This section uses assessment data available in three service sectors (primary 
education, health and water) to examine the service delivery performance of 
the 26 LGCSCI districts.  

The three areas of service delivery covered here are considered important 
as development of Uganda. They are covered by three of the Sustainable 
Development Goals namely� Good Health and Wellbeing (�), 1uality Education 
(4) and Clean Water and Sanitation (6). They are also part of the International, 
Regional and National Development Obligations under the Second National 
Development Plan (NDPII) 2015/16 to 201�/1�. The information presented 
here is drawn from reports by the respective line ministries and compares 
performance of the districts for F9 201�/14 and F9 2014/15. 

4.9.1 Primary Education 

The assessment on primary education by the Ministry of Education and Sports 
takes into account three indicators including� Net Intake Rate which is the level 
of access to primary education by pupils aged six years per district, Completion 
Rate which measures the level of primary completion per district and Primary 
Leaving Examinations (PLE) performance index which measures performance 
per district. The performance for the LGCSCI districts is presented in figure �. 
The top performers for F9 2014/15 include Mbarara, Wakiso and Luweero in 
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that order. The worst performers are Amuria, Nakapiripirit and Moyo.  When 
this performance is compared performance for F9 201�/14, Amuru and Jinja 
districts registered the largest improvement at 1� and 10 respectively. Rukungiri, 
Ntungamo and Luweero registered the biggest drops in ranking at 25, 15 and 
10 respectively. 

Figure 9: Performance of LGCSCI districts on Primary Education 
Assessment FY 2014/15

Source: ESSAPR 2012/13to 2013/14

4.9.2 Primary Health Care 

The assessment by the Ministry of Health involves composite ranking of districts 
on 11 health sector indicators. The performance of districts on assessment by 
the MoH is presented in figure 10. Compared to F9 2012/1�, districts of Gulu, 
Kabarole and Rukungiri ranked highest while Moroto, Nakapiripirit and Wakiso 
were among the worst performers.  The most improved district was Amuru 
which jumped 4� places followed by Tororo and Soroti which also jumped �� 
and �� places respectively.
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Figure 10: Performance of LGCSCI districts on Primary Health Care 
Assessment FY 2012/13 to 2014/15

Source: HSAPR 2011/12 to 2013/14

4.9.3 Water and Sanitation

The Ministry of Water and Environment scores districts on eight indicators from 
which an aggregate score is derived.  The assessment is part of the Water and 
Environment Sector Annual Performance Report. The performance of LGCSCI 
districts is presented in figure 11. Districts of Mbarara and Moroto scored the 
highest in the assessment for F9 2014/15 while Mukono and Lira scored the 
least. Compared the performance of F9 2012/1�, Nakapiripirit and Moroto 
registered the greatest improvement at 65 and 6� places respectively while 
Lira and Moyo suffered the largest decline at �0 and 1� respectively. 
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Figure 11: Performance of LGCSCI districts on Water and Sanitation 
Assessment FY 2012/13 to 2014/15

Source: WESAPR 2012/13 and 2014/15

These data convey a picture of service delivery that is uneven unsteady.  Some 
districts are making great strides while others are moving more slowly or even 
standing still.  While these data help us understand how local governments rank 
vis a vis each other, they are not very useful for giving us a picture for what is 
happening on the ground.  How are citizens experiencing the state of service 
delivery�  What, from their perspective, is improving, declining or stagnating� 
Chapter 5 helps to answer those questions by analysing the voices of citizens 
from across the 26 districts in terms of what they say about the state of service 
delivery in Uganda.
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Amplifying citizens voices through Civic Engagement Action Plans (CEAPS)



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

51

5 CITIZENS’ PERSPECTIVES ON THE STATE 
 OF SERVICE DELIVERY 

T
he state of service delivery can be usefully assessed from the point of 
view of endusers, in the way citizens experience service delivery in 
their lives at the district and subcounty levels. Services are essential for 

the wellbeing of families and communities, including women, children, the 
elderly and disabled and their voices can be amplified by social accountability 
interventions. These serve the dual purpose of informing people and providing 
citizens with modes of action to impact the governance process (Holla, Koziol 
and Srinivasan, 2011).

The LGCSCI scorecard methodology incorporates active elements such as 
feedback sessions with local citizens and politicians that give people venues 
to use information and prospective action for inmuencing service delivery and 
its quality. The voices in this section of the report derive from civic engagement 
meetings conducted in each subcounty (see Chapter �: Methodology). The 
meetings were conducted as platforms for civic education and empowerment 
about the roles of the district council, councillors, speaker of council and the 
district chairperson, as well as the duties of a citizen. In addition, citizens’ 
capacity was enhanced to use civic engagement tools to demand for improved 
service delivery. Citizens’ voices, thus amplified, can help both politicians and 
technical staff identify gaps and structural weaknesses in the governance 
process at the local level. 

With respect to citizens’ perceptions of funding and the budget process, citizens 
in several districts reported that they lack access to information on the release of 
funds releases, and claim that it is often unclear to them who is responsible for 
financing and completing projects. Citizens were also concerned over central 
government control over funds and the implication that local governments do 
not have discretion over the local allocation of funds. In particular, the education 
sector reported serious underfunding, or delays in the release of school funds 
impacted planning and motivation. As one man commented: “Poor and irregular 
payments of teachers’ salaries demoralizes teachers and therefore affects the 
performance of pupils” (Tororo). Under roads, citizens reported that the budget 
was both insufficient and lacked transparency (Lira), with very little community 
participation in decisionmaking. Interestingly, the water sector had budget 
issues less tied to underfunding than to citizens unable to afford improved 
services such as piped and tapped water, especially in Mbarara, but in other 
districts as well. In Kamuli, citizens applauded efforts by area councillors both 
at the subcounty and the district for tirelessly lobbying for boreholes. A similar 
issue was reported in the health sector where budgets have not increased in 
line with increasing population. 
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In order to address these issues, cooperation between local government 
and citizens is improving, as both work together to facilitate ways to find 
alternate sources of funding (Buliisa and Mpigi). Additionally, citizens reported 
that although the government was unable to provide emergency funding 
for classrooms destroyed by wind in Rukungiri, parents raised the money 
and constructed classrooms themselves. It is hoped that such cooperation 
and initiatives are furthered by the following analysis of data from the civic 
engagement meetings with citizens, which provides an understanding of the 
ongoing challenges with service delivery as experienced on the ground from 
the viewpoint of citizens. The remainder of this section summarizes citizens’ 
perceptions of the state of service delivery across the five service sectors.

5.1 Perceptions of Education
In general, citizens identified ongoing issues with the quality of education. They 
raised significant concerns about how low rates of student success are linked 
to inadequate educational infrastructure and teacher absenteeism. In the area 
of infrastructure, citizens reported problems like insufficient classrooms, 
buildings of poor quality, insufficient latrines and water sources, and a lack of 
instructional materials, all of which negatively impact students’ ability to learn. 
In addition, issues with teachers arriving late or not showing up at all arose in 
almost all of the districts. 

With regard to educational facilities, citizens commented on the need for more 
schools, equipment, and staff accommodation. The following statements 
capture the gist of citizens’ concerns about these issues across the districts:    

“We have been requesting for a school in this parish but no response. 
We have no nearby school; they are all distant so the children have 
to walk long distances to reach school.” (Nakapiripirit)

hWithout furniture (desks) in the primary school, pupils sit down on 
the floor while in the class.” (Nakapiripirit)

“Teachers prefer to travel from their homes and trading centres to 
schools because of the poor state of staff houses in school.” (Lira),

“Teachers come from far and there are no staff quarters and this 
demotivates the teachers, especially during the rainy season.” 
(Tororo) 

“The school lacks a dormitory for pupils and teachers’ houses.” 
(Moroto)
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In order to address these issues, cooperation between local government 
and citizens is improving, as both work together to facilitate ways to find 
alternate sources of funding (Buliisa and Mpigi). Additionally, citizens reported 
that although the government was unable to provide emergency funding 
for classrooms destroyed by wind in Rukungiri, parents raised the money 
and constructed classrooms themselves. It is hoped that such cooperation 
and initiatives are furthered by the following analysis of data from the civic 
engagement meetings with citizens, which provides an understanding of the 
ongoing challenges with service delivery as experienced on the ground from 
the viewpoint of citizens. The remainder of this section summarizes citizens’ 
perceptions of the state of service delivery across the five service sectors.

5.1 Perceptions of Education
In general, citizens identified ongoing issues with the quality of education. They 
raised significant concerns about how low rates of student success are linked 
to inadequate educational infrastructure and teacher absenteeism. In the area 
of infrastructure, citizens reported problems like insufficient classrooms, 
buildings of poor quality, insufficient latrines and water sources, and a lack of 
instructional materials, all of which negatively impact students’ ability to learn. 
In addition, issues with teachers arriving late or not showing up at all arose in 
almost all of the districts. 

With regard to educational facilities, citizens commented on the need for more 
schools, equipment, and staff accommodation. The following statements 
capture the gist of citizens’ concerns about these issues across the districts:    

“We have been requesting for a school in this parish but no response. 
We have no nearby school; they are all distant so the children have 
to walk long distances to reach school.” (Nakapiripirit)

hWithout furniture (desks) in the primary school, pupils sit down on 
the floor while in the class.” (Nakapiripirit)

“Teachers prefer to travel from their homes and trading centres to 
schools because of the poor state of staff houses in school.” (Lira),

“Teachers come from far and there are no staff quarters and this 
demotivates the teachers, especially during the rainy season.” 
(Tororo) 

“The school lacks a dormitory for pupils and teachers’ houses.” 
(Moroto)

“The condition of schools in the Sub-county were okay but houses 
for teachers were in short supply and the majority were not 
accommodated by the schools, therefore affecting the effectiveness 
of their teaching.” (Bulisa)

Finally, citizens in two districts (Mbarara and Bulisa) were rightly concerned 
about the treatment and potential abuse of female students:

“Girls do not have a toilet of their own but share with boys. This 
affects their concentration and they are inconvenienced. Girl pupils 
could easily be abused due to lack of a private place.”

Citizen voices also expressed concern with monitoring service delivery, parent 
apathy, and the performance of schools, particularly compared to private 
schools.

hThe government is not following up on education. The government 
should follow up on whether teachers are doing their work or not.” 
(Rukungiri) 

“People were running away from government schools because 
teaching in these schools is not up to the standard. This has been 
as a result of poor supervision. Head teachers do not follow up 
teachers and schools inspectors do not follow up on schools.” 
(Mbarara)

“Parents play a leading role in mobilizing children to go back to 
school. However children drop out due to poverty; the parents from 
poor families send their children to town for casual labour work, and 
others  . . . to collect lrewooD.” (Moroto)

“Where parents have invested in a school program and participated, 
public schools are performing very well, but where parents 
participation is poor, schools are performing poorly.” (Moroto)

“I am unhappy with the level of UPE schools in the sub-county. 
Teachers are available at UPE schools and don’t teach as well 
compared to private schools. The government is not following up 
on public education.” (Rukungiri) 

“There is a high dropout rate. Parents want to take their children to 
private schools where performance is better compared to the UPE 
Schools.” (Mbarara)

While UPE and public schools are largely hfreev, there is evidence of a trend 
by which parents and students have to pay increasing fees to compensate for 
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government underfunding. Parents reported that poorer pupils faced exclusion 
as a result of not being able to pay fees due to the school board committee 
decisions to charge fees or through the decision of school management to 
charge fees in response to delayed release of funds. Examples were reported 
in several districts (Mbarara and Bulisa). 

“There was a high dropout rate in the area as manifested in the ever 
increasing number of street children. This is a clearly a failure to 
keep children of school going to school. Schools are charging fees 
yet many parents cannot afford the fees.” (Mbarara)

“UPE schools have been left to the children of the very poor and 
underprivileged, and the rich take their children in private schools.” 
(Mbarara)

“Most of our children do not have access to higher education like 
secondary since we can’t afford school fees. This is because when a 
scholarship comes to this district, only the rich take the opportunity, 
but children of the poor like us stay at home due to the segregation 
that is taking place.  My question now is, what are these councilors 
doing in terms of quality service delivery?” (Nakapiripirit) 

“The government started free education to help the under-privileged. 
Public schools have been privatized, yet most parents cannot afford 
fees charged by the schools. Many children of school going age 
have dropped out of schools and leaders are watching helplessly.  
Government schools are operating like private schools.” (Mbarara)

Finally, one needs to keep in mind regional variation in service delivery needs. 
For example, in the  northeastern districts of Moroto and Nakapiripirit, school 
security is a concern, with specific requests for schools to be fenced in to deter 
theft and damages to facilities, and to curtail the movements of students: 

“Our children freely move in and out of the school because there is 
no fence and this leads to poor performance.” (Nakapiripirit)

5.2 Perceptions of Health Care Services
 

Concerns about service delivery in this report echo findings from the previous 
scorecard report. The quality of facilities, staffing issues, and drug stock 
outs dominated citizens’ discussions of health service delivery. Staff issues 
mentioned include reporting to work late, health centres with too few staff to 
serve the population in need, health centre personnel who are rude, and the 
lack of staff accommodation. The poor conditions in health centres was also 
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identified as a big problem, with community members describing centres with 
poor hygiene and a lack of a clean water supply. The need for attention to 
women and childbirth services was also expressed, with emphasis on providing 
maternity wards and services targeted to the needs of women and children.

The most urgent need expressed by citizens focused on building more local 
clinics to meet basic needs. In Nebbi District, one person argued that a basic 
discussion of health needs must address the absence of a health centre in the 
parish: 

hYou know very well that this parish does not have any health center; 
we have been crying for this but see no action. What can we do?” 

Even in subcounties with centres, more attention needs to be paid to improving 
the facilities, such as providing adequate beds, basic medical equipment, other 
supplies (e.g., solar lights and batteries), and expanding space for patients 
and staff. Citizen concerns in relation to health facilities included:

“There is a need to enlarge patient area to accommodate the 
incoming patients, especially with the high population growth in our 
district. Even where facilities are newer, there is a lack infrastructure 
such as beds and equipment.” (Nebbi)

“Particularly during emergencies, the area does not have any single 
health unit apart from a local clinic and this has affected health 
service delivery . . . most community members prefer going to Lira 
regional referral hospital which is easily accessible and the services 
are more reliable compared to local health centers.v (Lira)

Drug stockouts continue to be a major issue that citizens in all districts are 
facing. Citizens talked about how the unavailability of drugs forced them to go 
without medicines unless they had the resources to buy them at private clinics 
where prices could be very high.

h-anY tiMes the DrUGs Get lnisheD BeFore the allotteD Month� 
hence soMe sicK PeoPle MUst traVel to lnD theM or PUrchase DrUGs 
elsewhere . . . . Or when somebody is admitted at the Nebbi hospital, 
you will be asked to buy drugs from the clinic and sometimes they 
ask for money for the drugs being given to you for treatment.” 
(Nebbi)

“With a high population for our health centre, there are frequent 
drug stock outs.” (Jinja)
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According to citizens, the availability of types of drugs needs to be coordinated 
with the ailments frequently found affecting populations in specific districts in 
regions with high incidences of malaria, respiratory problems, and worms: 

“Service is good but the staff are few in numbers and the medicines 
found for malaria and other tablets for problems like worms in 
General are DiFlcUlt to Get at the health centre.” (Wakiso)

Citizens’ perceptions of staffing needs are captured by the following comments: 

hHealth workers are sometimes present. However, health worker 
absenteeism is worse towards weekend especially on Thursday 
and Fridays. It disorganizes patients when they go for health care 
onlY to lnD that health worKers are oFF DUtY.” (Amuru) 

“When a health centre is located in a high demand area, budgets 
need to be increased for the numerous people who come from 
neighbouring areas seeking treatment.” (Jinja) 

h4here is inaDeQUate staFlnG at .eBBi hosPital� anD the Few there 
are overwhelmed. Quite often there are very long lines of people 
seeking for treatment at OPD.” (Nebbi)

We note that many problems vary regionally and are associated with budget 
performance, with citizen complaints linked to poor performing districts such 
as Moroto, Nakapiripirit and Wakiso.

5.3 Perceptions of Access to Safe Water and 
 Sanitation 

As in past reports, access to safe drinking water continues to be a contentious 
issue among citizens across the districts. The lack of adequate and safe water 
sources, poor distribution of safe water sources, nonfunctioning water sources, 
irregular water supply for piped water, and health impacts due to poor water 
quality were the most significant and widespread water challenges that citizens 
identified. 

According to citizens’ views, access and maintenance go hand in hand. An 
elderly man observed that: hWe have few safe water sources in our vicinities. 
Boreholes are not well maintained and water management committees are 
not fully functional.” Certainly, many regions are hard to reach even as they 
experience acute shortage of water. But often the problem is time and expense. 
Families will spend hours travelling to water sources and waiting in line. One 
female participant said that the whole parish is served by a twoinch pipe and 
its pressure was low.
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Thus, citizens were quick to applaud efforts by local councillors in Rukungiri, 
Moroto, Wakiso, Tororo and Moroto, who supported initiatives that brought access 
to water to communities. In Rukungiri, one elder stated that the government has 
provided water harvesting tanks to households with iron sheets, and at least �6 
tanks have been constructed in the community. In Apac District, the leadership 
has endeavoured to increase access to safe water. In F9 201�/14, the district 
drilled �� boreholes, dug 1� shallow wells, constructed 21 protected springs, 
and rehabilitated �0 boreholes in an attempt to increase access to safe water. 
In other cases, running pipe water projects can reduce pressure on nearby 
boreholes available and save time. However, some projects of this nature are 
expensive to citizens. In Jinja District, for example, families are challenged in 
paying water bills. One citizen explained that her area is served by NWSC but 
the water is very expensive and many people cannot afford it. One gentleman 
inquired why they pay for water when the government budgets funds for water 
infrastructure: “In our district, water is their source of our wealth just like other 
countries are endowed with petroleum.”

While citizens were aware that there are barriers to universal access to water 
and sanitation, such as budgeting, maintenance and paying for services, they 
were less understanding regarding gaps in leadership. Citizens expect that 
elected official will do their jobs in advocating on behalf of communities, visit 
parishes and monitor the services. Nonresponse is not an option: 

hWe have never seen these leaders appear in this village, sometimes 
we wonder why they were elected. See this village - do you see 
any borehole here? Now what is the need of these councillors�v 
(Nakapiripirit)

“We keep on voting for these leaders but whenever we need them, 
they are nowhere to be seen. We drink water with worms from these 
bore holes (points at bore hole) and soon we will die of disease.” 
(Nakapiripirit)

This brings to light the connection between the health and water/sanitation 
sectors. A nurse from Moroto said that many cases of typhoid had been recorded 
due to lack of clean and safe water: “When people come to the health centre, 
they are usually diagnosed with typhoid,” adding that shallow wells and rivers 
are contaminated, making consumers vulnerable to water related diseases.

On a positive note, citizens have taken action, raising issues with councillors. 
Often councillors respond, which reinforces the local governance process. But 
if they do not citizens will seek solutions outside of local governance. In one 
story from Moroto, a female participant complained that when a water issue 
was raised to local councillors n when their borehole broke n they acted as 
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a community to lodge a complaint, writing letters. After a period of inaction, 
they contacted an NGO (Caritas), which responded and helped them repair the 
borehole. 

5.4 Perceptions of Road Quality
Compared to previous reports, citizens’ perceptions suggest that the quality of 
roads has improved, though regular maintenance can be enhanced, reducing 
potholes, dust, and poor drainage during rainy seasons. Maintenance and road 
quality were impacted by delays, inadequate funding, shabby construction, 
and deterioration caused by frequent heavy trucks (e.g. sugar cane trucks in 
Kamuli). The problematic and even dangerous road issues raised included 
roads that were washed away by rains, roads that were too narrow, poorly 
constructed culverts and bridges, and potholes n all of which made roads 
prone to accidents. Citizens complained about the loss of life due to accidents. 
While local political leaders were often depicted as contributing to solving the 
problems of building and maintaining roads, citizens viewed the UNRA and 
central government as more at fault, delaying maintenance, payments, and 
completion of projects, as well as obstructing private sector initiatives to repair 
roads. 

Poor roads and weak transportation systems undermine the delivery of services 
in many ways. A functioning transportation network is key to accessing education 
and health. One of the youth from Moroto said that he appreciated efforts by 
area councillors: 

“Last month the road from town to Natumukasikou was graded 
and it is good. This has improved the road network to nearby sub-
counties and one can access Kidepo health unit very easily and an 
ambulance can pick patients who are referred to Moroto at any time 
withoUt DiFlcUltY in accessinG the health Unit.” (Moroto)

In terms of access to education, a man from Moroto observed that poor quality 
roads, hMaKes it DiFlcUlt to access school For Both PUPils anD teachers who 
are commuting daily, especially with the lack of teacher’s accommodation 
and a boarding room for upper primary pupils to help them stay in school and 
concentrate on their studies.” 

Indeed, quality roads have an economic benefit, bolstering commercial 
activities such as the marketing of agricultural products. For example, citizens 
from Wakiso stated:

“CAIP (Community Agriculture Infrastructure Improvement Program) 
roads are routinely maintained through support from Wakiso district. 
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This has enabled us to sustainably transporct our agricultural 
produce from our farms to the markets to earn ourselves a living.”

“We are facing a poor road network problem. During rainy seasons, 
most of the roads in Ssisa Sub-county are impassable rendering 
unnecessary transportation of goods and services to retail outlets.” 

“We appreciate our leaders’ initiative of keeping our roads routinely 
and periodically maintained. This is not enough, we need tarmacking 
of our roads to facilitate quick delivery of goods and services, thus 
reducing the cost of doing business.”

An issue frequently voiced by citizens is having access to information about 
the progress and monitoring of road projects, as well as when handovers take 
place by contractor to the district/community:

h)t is VerY DiFlcUlt For the citiZens to Monitor the constrUction oF roaDs 
for they are ignorant of the terms of service the constructors agreed 
upon with either the district or sub-county.” (Luwero)

In Jinja, for example, citizens reported challenges in communicating with 
councillors:

 “The only avenues for communication with our councillors are 
through burial ceremonies and village functions like the ‘Nigina.’ 
#oUncillors rarelY conVene MeetinGs anD Don�t haVe ForMal oFlces. 
Councillors fear meeting citizens because of the many demands we 
make” (Jinja).

Citizens were also concerned about the quality of road work and the use of 
contractors. 

“The road from Kalule to Bamunanika has been damaged by heavy 
lorries ferrying sand, yet the graded was poorly done.”  (Luwero)

“Most contractors don’t put murram on these roads. I think the 
problem is the people who recommend these contractors that end 
up doing shoddy work.” (Lira) 

“The problem is that most roads in our sub-county are usually 
worked on only during elections.” (Kanungu)

Finally, while the efforts of local government are generally viewed as favourable 
in many places, citizens can easily recognize situations when councillors are 
not fulfilling promises or following through on their mandate to deliver services: 
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“Councillors promised to improve on the roads, but what have they 
done now, nothing. Do you see our roads? Today it’s fair weather, 
but otherwise you would all be stuck here . . . We really don’t have 
leaders and that’s why our roads or bridges are so poor. So we can’t 
say we have leaders.” (Nakapiripirit) 

5.5 Perceptions of Agricultural Services
The agricultural sector employs over �0� of the population, directly or 
indirectly, in most project districts. Agriculture serves as the mainstay of food 
security as most products are consumed locally and agriculture is practiced 
on subsistence level. In the previous discussion, the connection between 
roads and agriculture was observed by citizens. Citizen voices also remect and 
urgency and willingness to work with extension services and local politicians to 
participate in government programmes, such as NAADS. Currently, the NAADS 
programme is in mux, and a discussion of its status is beyond the scope of 
this report (Rhoads et al, 2015). All the same, major concerns expressed by 
citizens are the timely availability of improved seeds, new implements and 
tools, advisory services and training, and opening postharvest markets n all of 
which can help mitigate the muctuations and vulnerability often associated with 
farming and animal husbandry in Uganda. 

One area of service delivery worth elaborating on is how the government 
communicates and coordinates with local communities. For example, many 
citizens have not seen an extension worker in their parish since the hold NAADSv 
was dissolved. Many knew little about Operation Wealth Creation (OWC) (e.g., 
Rukungiri). Others had the opinion that the OWC staff lacked adequate training. 
In Tororo, for example, the community agreed that their relationship with the 
soldiers was weak because agriculture is a science and they need extension 
assistance� but currently the implementer’s of OWC are little trained as technical 
experts (Tororo). 

In some places, the beneficiaries of the distribution of NAADS inputs were only 
those who were informed about the meetings (Luwero). Even when farmers do 
receive assistance, citizens lament the lack of followthrough. For example, in 
Jinja, three female participants reported that they were told to construct houses 
for cows and chickens, but the animals were never delivered. In another case, 
one farmer said that his family wasted money preparing land for growing crops 
but the seed delivery was delayed to the point that he could not use them.

Often citizens are left working through the uncertainty of the NAADS transition 
with anger and conmict, since they depend so directly on the success of 
agriculture. In one incident, emotions ran high as described in the following 
engagement that occurred in Luwero:
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Citizens grew excited and said that NAADS has moved from worse to 
worst. The discussion focused on cassava cuttings that were distributed 
yet they were picked from the very same community. Beans bought to 
the community were dyed deceiving farmers that they were treated. One 
man got annoyed and grabbed the microphone in defense of the people 
responsible for NAADS in the community. However, the people at the 
meeting began to shout him down, that he should stop. Later, a peasant 
farmer added that his entire village was mobilized by NAADS to come 
for maize and beans seeds but to his surprise they were given only a 
small amount to be distributed among the 500 people. Finally, a self-
employed citizen with a tough face and a loud voice commented that 
what annoys him most is the patronage in NAADS, where same people 
alwaYs Benelt.

Citizens expressed the opinion that local politicians need to play a bigger role 
as an interface between the OWC and the farmers. Oftentimes, the soldiers 
appear in the village unannounced and even the LC1 chairperson has no 
knowledge of the activities. If local agricultural services are to be efficient and 
successful, citizens claim, service delivery must be coordinated within the local 
governance structure.

Finally, in regions where livestock is an important economic resource, as in 
Nakapiripirit, citizens discussed issues of need such as access to cattle 
vaccines and the problem of livestock theft and raids. 

5.6 Social Accountability: Citizen Action and 
 Answerability 
In sum, citizens throughout the districts expressed a need for improved services 
in each of these five sectors. Issues with staffing and infrastructure recur in 
all areas. Many of the citizen voices remect the challenges of implementing 
and improving service delivery. However, citizen action can improve service 
delivery if they have access to information and the capacity to engage their 
leaders effectively. According to Holla, Koziol and Srinivasan:

Citizens and users of services can affect social services by inmuencing 
the decisions of policy makers�through voice�and by inmuencing 
the behavior of service providers�through client power. To exert this 
inmuence, they need access to information about services and the 
capacity and opportunities to use the information and transform it into 
action. Increasing transparency and providing access to information 
require efforts to improve the availability of information, as well as 
investments in the quality, relevance, and timeliness of information. 
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Expanding opportunities for using information also involves building 
the capacity of users to understand and leverage information for action 
and opening channels to use it. (Holla, Koziol and Srinivasan, 2011:6)

The emphasis here is on both citizen action and a role for political leaders 
to embrace social accountability mechanisms utilized by citizens. These 
mechanisms include information campaigns to tell citizens about their rights 
and the standards of service delivery they should expect and analysis of 
scorecards that engage communities and providers around information 
about the implementation of services. Councillors can create the incentives 
and processes to ensure that service providers adapt their behaviour and 
performance in response to citizens’ demands.

In sum, improving the role of local governance in effective service delivery is 
enhanced by engaging citizens and amplifying their voices. This begins with a 
foundation of budget funding to identify priorities and provide the fiscal means 
to meet mandates and service outcomes. When citizens are given a voice, new 
pathways emerge for local governance to partner with communities (Richardson 
et al, 2014). Citizens can offer valuable perspectives on service outcomes. 
Citizens help councillors by clarifying hdemandv through the tools of hvoicev 
n actions that can lead to effective service delivery and greater accountability. 
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Disseminating scorecard findings enhances political responsiveness
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6 SCORECARD PERFORMANCE AND ANALYSIS

T
his chapter presents findings from the assessment of all the district 
councils, district chairpersons, speakers of council and 616 councillors 
from the 26 districts that were evaluated during F9 2014/15. All 26 districts 

have undergone consistent assessment and capacity building for the last four 
years, beginning in 2011. The findings in this report have important implications 
for the choices that citizens will make during the 2016 elections. For the first 
time, performance data from four consecutive years will be presented, showing 
trends in performance since the elected leaders took over political office in July 
2011. 

The assessment focused on the following roles as stipulated in the Local 
Government Act: legislative function, contact with the electorate, participation 
at lower local government (LLG) level, monitoring of the national priority 
programme areas (NPPAs), political leadership and accountability to citizens.

6.1 Composition of District Councils
This section provides an overview of the composition of the district councils in 
the study, focusing on size of the councils, gender composition, political party 
affiliation, level of education, and number of terms served.  After presenting 
the results of the scorecards, we will examine the degree to which councillor 
performance varies by each of these characteristics. 

6.1.1 District Councillors and Council Size

The Local Government Act provides for four broad categories of councillors: 
directly elected councillors, women councillors (affirmative action ticket), youth 
councillors and PWDs. While the directly elected and women councillors are 
voted through adult suffrage, the councillors representing the special interest 
groups of youth and people with disabilities are elected by secret ballot under 
electoral colleges comprising leaders from grassroots groups. The size of 
the district councils did not change over the last four years. Councils vary 
considerably as the size is largely based on the administrative units. Among the 
26 districts assessed during the year under review, council size ranged from 
14 councillors for Nakapiripirit to �� councillors in Wakiso. The total number 
of councillors is different from the official count of what Nakaparipirit should 
have. During the year under review, three district councillors were inactive after 
one was appointed as a deputy RDC for Moroto, the second councillor was 
appointed as a subcounty chief, while the third simply absconded from duty. 
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This problem was not unique to Nakapiripirit. On average, all the 26 districts 
had up to two councillors who were either absent or inactive for similar reasons.  
Figure 12 shows the number of councillors for each district. 

Figure 12: Size of District Councils

6.1.2 Gender representation

Research demonstrates that ender plays a significant role in political leadership. 
Ferreira and Gyourko (2014) argue, for example, that prioritization of particular 
goods and services may in some cases be guided by a leader’s gender. Women’s 
presence in local governments is critical to ensuring that women’s interests are 
prioritized. Female leaders also serve as role models to other female potential 
politicians at local government level (Ferreira and Gyourko, 2014). 

In Uganda, district councillors and other local leaders are elected through a 
combination of universal adult suffrage and special constituency elections. 
Women’s participation in politics is guaranteed under the Constitution and the 
Local Government Act. Through affirmative action, at least �0� of the positions 
in council should be held by women. Consequently, gender representation 
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is guaranteed through the special constituency elections, which also include 
youths and people with disabilities (PWDs).  These three groups are popularly 
referred to as special interest groups. During the year under review, a total of 
661 councillors were assessed, 54� (n���1) were male and 46� (n�2�5) were 
female.

6.1.3 Political party affiliation

Political parties have the power to inmuence their members both positively 
and negatively.  In some cases, they can seem a debilitating inmuence. At the 
district and regional level, tribalism leads to a false polarization of views where 
personal antipathy is too often passed off as principled difference. In terms 
of linkages, councillors matter to the national parties both as a barometer of 
support and as foot soldiers for the general election campaign (6ize, 2012). A 
2010 study on the functionality of multiparty politics at local government level 
concluded that while multiparty politics returned in 2006, it was not yet deeply 
rooted at the that level (Green, 2010). Undeniably, during the year under review, 
councillor political party affiliation within the 26 districts mirrored the picture at 
the national level. The majority of councillors (�4�) subscribed to the ruling NRM 
party, followed by the Forum for Democratic Change (FDC) and Independent 
councillors. Uganda Peoples’ Congress (UPC) and the Democratic Party (DP) 
have the same measure while only two councillors subscribe to the Uganda 
Federal Alliance party. Figure 1� presents a summary of political party affiliation 
of councillors from all 26 districts.

&iGure ��: 0olitical 0arty !ffiliation of #ouncillors in tHe �� $istricts
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6.1.4 Councillors’ level of education

A commonly held view, which can be traced back to the Athenian philosophers 
like Plato and Aristotle, is that more educated citizens would be better leaders 
than the less educated. Some researchers also have found this to be the case.  
Dee (2004), for example, finds that educational attainment has a large and 
statistically strong significance on the quality of services. He also finds that 
additional schooling increases the quality of civic awareness as measured by 
the frequency of reading newspapers.  While scorecard data suggest that the 
relationship between education and performance is more complex, it is still an 
important factor. Figure 14 summarizes councillors’ levels of education from the 
26 districts.

Figure 14: Councillors’ Level of Education

During the year under review 24 out of the 661 councillors had only completed 
primary education. The majority of the councillors (1��) had completed Ordinary 
Level, some 4� councillors had certificates, while �5 councillors had completed 
advanced level of education. The majority of councillors (2��) had diplomas 
and bachelor’s degrees. Only eight councillors had graduated with master’s 
degrees.

6.1.5 Number of terms served by councillors

It is expected that the longer one stays in office, the more expedient one becomes 
at executing one’s role. For the case of political office at local government level, 
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longer terms enhance general councillor performance, with investments in 
general legislative knowledge gained through learning by doing. However, in 
some cases, too much power for too long has been responsible for relaxed 
accountability and a difficulty in seeing things from others’ perspective. During 
the assessment period, the majority (45�) of councillors were serving their first 
term as shown in Figure 15, there is a small number of councillors  serving their 
fourth and fifth terms.

Figure 15: Number of terms served by councillors

6.2 Performance of District Councils
A district council is the highest authority within a district with executive, legislative, 
planning and administrative powers.  In terms of political leadership, district 
councils comprise directly elected councillors and councillors representing 
special interest groups, including women, people with disabilities and the youth. 
The district council is a critical player in the social accountability chain because 
it is the platform where councillors can raise issues affecting their electorates 
and ensure that resources are allocated for the most pressing service delivery 
needs. 

The local government scorecard comprises four distinct scorecards, including 
the council scorecard. The council scorecard indicators are derived from 
the functions of the local government councils as stipulated under the Local 
Governments Act. The indicators seek to establish 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. During 



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

69

the assessment period, the 26 district councils were assessed on four broad 
parameters: legislative role, accountability to citizens, planning and budgeting, 
and monitoring service delivery on national priority programme areas (NPPAs). 
Table 2 presents a summary of the performance the districts councils.
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6.2.1 Overall Performance

The findings from the council assessment of F9 2014/15 reveal a decline in the 
average performance scores of the 26 district councils, from 65 to 62.  However, 
scores improved in 14 of the 26 councils.

Tororo District Council, for the very first time, emerged the best performer with a 
score of �� out of 100 possible points. The performance of Tororo District stands 
out for four main reasons. First, this performance represents an improvement 
margin of 26�, which is synonymous with the upward trend since F9 2011/12. 
Second, Tororo District Council was rated 12th position during the previous 
assessment and one of the worst performers during F9 2011/12. Third, the 
performance of the district council is consistent with the general improvement 
of the district chairperson as well as the councillors. Fourth, this is the highest 
score ever achieved by a district council.  

In second position is Gulu District Council with �5 out of 100 possible points. 
Gulu remains in the high performance league, having registered a performance 
improvement when compared to the previous assessment. Gulu District Council 
was also the best council previously for two consecutive years:  F9 2011/12 and 
F9 2012/1�. Kabarole District Council followed in third position, with �4 out of 
100 possible points with an improvement margin of 4�. The performance also 
represents an improvement from the 5th to the 3rd place during the year under 
review. Despite the general trend of declining performance, the top eight district 
councils all registered a positive improvement in their performance. Overall, 
Soroti District Council in 1�th position registered the highest improvement 
margin of ���. In contrast, Kamuli District Council registered the worst decline 
with  negative 5�� (from 6� to 2� points) during the year under review.

6.2.2 Legislative Role

The legislative function of council is assessed by examining the operationalization 
of the rules of procedure, functionality of committees of council, and passing 
lawful motions on various policies. The functionality of the business committee 
is equally important in understanding the legislative function, as this determines 
the agenda for discussion. The process of discussing bills and passing 
ordinances is also critically analyzed. 

The performance of the councils’ legislative role remained the same, with an 
average score of 15 out of 25 possible points. Five out of the 26 district councils 
had not approved and adopted the revised standard rules of procedure and 
were therefore still using the old ones. As members of ULGA, local government 
councils are expected to pay subscription fees to the association. However, 
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more than 50� (14 out of 26) of district councils had not paid the full subscription 
to the association. During the year under review, district councils registered 
impressive performance with regard to the functionality of the business 
committees, with only two councils (Luwero and Bulisa) organising council 
meetings without first engaging the business committee. Six out of 26 district 
councils did not pass any lawful motion on accountability, service delivery or 
financial autonomy. Similarly, 16 out of 26 district councils did not pass any 
ordinances on accountability, environment or service delivery. Worse still, 14 out 
of 16 district councils did not conduct any public hearings on bills presented 
in the council. 9et, it is a best practice to conduct public hearings and solicit 
citizens’ views and concerns before a bill is presented in council. 

On a more positive note, 1� out of the 26 district councils had made the effort of 
documenting citizen’s petitions and debated them in council. In addition, 22 out 
of 26 district councils not only conducted capacity building for their councils, 
but also went ahead to document lessons that impacted on their improved 
performance in council.

6.2.3 Accountability to Citizens

Local government councils are required by law to remain politically, 
administratively and fiscally accountable to citizens. In practice, council 
debates, decisions and resolutions should not be the preserve of the council 
members, but should be communicated to the citizens through various forms.  
Accountability also involves open and inclusive participation of citizens during 
council meetings. 

Although most of the indicators under the parameter of accountability to citizens 
are more procedural in nature, and therefore expected to be standard practice, a 
number of district councils still face challenges. For example, with the exception 
of Mbale District Council that got full marks under principles of accountability, 
25 district councils did not make reference to their charter on accountability and 
ethical code of conduct or display the client charter. Perhaps one of the biggest 
gaps cited during the assessment related to the standing committees, whose 
functionality was found wanting in many areas. In more than half of the districts, 
minutes from the standing committee meetings could not be produced. 9et, 
these committees should be the major drivers of council business. Similarly, 14 
out of 26 councils did not provide any evidence with regard to the timely action 
of the Public Accounts Committee (PAC) reports. 
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6.2.4 Planning and Budgeting

Planning and budgeting is one of the core functions of a district council. Under 
this parameter, the scorecard indicators focus on availability and approval of 
plans, vision and mission statements, and levels of local revenue collection. 
Local revenue is important for ensuring local government discretion with regard 
to setting local priorities. It is this same revenue the guarantees council’s sittings 
and meetings. The more local revenue a district collects the more capacity and 
mexibility it has to respond to service delivery issues raised by the voters. 

Fortunately, district councils have made big strides in as far as attempts to 
increase their local revenue collections are concerned. Of the 26 district councils, 
22 had made an attempt to enhance their local revenue. This performance is 
commendable, compared to the previous year where only 10 districts earned 
full marks under this indicator. This finding presents a ray of hope for the future of 
local governments. As part of the peertopeer learning, it is hoped that districts 
under LGCSCI can continue to learn from each other as they share possible 
ideas and strategies to improve their financial autonomy and discretion. 

6.2.5 Monitoring NPPAs

The Local Government Act obligates local governments to accord National 
Priority Programme Areas (NPPAs) preferential budget outlays. These 
programme areas are remected in the National Development Plan (NDP) under 
different categories. Findings from this scorecard report depict a slight decline 
in the performance of councils’ monitoring function, with an average score of 
1� points compared to 1� points from the previous assessment. Two district 
councils (Nakapiripirit and Kamuli) scored zero out of �0 possible points. Nebbi 
District Council is not too far from these two, with only one out of �0 possible 
points.  These marks mean that while the councils may have monitored a few 
service delivery units, they did not meet the threshold of having visited at least 
half of the service delivery units during the year under review. Evidence from 
the annual work plan of Nakapiririt District shows that throughout the whole 
year, the district only had UG8 4,000,000 for political and executive oversight. 
A key policy question to ask here is: How much can a district council do with 
only UG8 4,000,000�

Despite this general decline, three district councils (Tororo, Gulu and Kabarole) 
scored maximum points under this parameter (�0 out of �0).  Not surprisingly, 
these three councils are also the highest performing overall.  In the previous 
year’s assessment, no council earned higher than the 26 points. More than 
50� of the councils scored well under the indicators of monitoring health and 
education.  However, monitoring FAL remains a big challenge to many district 
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councils, with 11 out of 26 district councils scoring zero. This performance is 
consistent with the generally poor performance of FAL monitoring by the district 
chairpersons, speakers of council, and the individual councillors. The general 
response from the majority of the political leaders is that FAL classes are not 
functional. For that reason, many insisted that there was no need to monitor 
what is not functional. However, budget performance data reveals functional 
FAL classes for which funds are allocated and spent on a quarterly basis.

 

6.3 Performance of District Chairpersons
The district chairperson is the political head of a district with executive powers 
and authority to monitor the general administration of the district. Among their 
key functions, chairpersons preside over meetings of the executive committee, 
are responsible for ensuring the implementation of council decisions, and 
oversee performance of civil servants in the district. As a political head of a 
district, the chairperson is expected not only to attend council sittings but also 
designate one day during the year to make a report on the state of affairs of the 
district. The function of presiding over the executive committee implies that the 
chairperson oversees the committee functionality insofar as motions and bills 
are concerned. Monitoring service delivery of key NPPAs is another critical role 
of the district chairperson. Consequently, the chairperson’s scorecard focuses 
on five parameters: political leadership, legislative performance, the degree 
of contact with the electorate, participation in communal and development 
activities, and monitoring of service delivery on NPPAs. Table � contains 
chairpersons’ performance results.
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6.3.1 Overall Performance

Overall, the performance of district chairpersons from the 26 districts declined 
slightly from �4 points (F9 201�/14) to �� points during the year under review, 
with over a half of the chairpersons (14 of 26) seeing a decline in their score. 
A highlight of the results, however, is that, for the first time, there is a tie for the 
top position. Both Chairman Martin Mapenduzi from Gulu District and Chairman 
Richard Rwabuhinga from Kabarole scored �6 out of 100 possible points. This 
is the highest score ever attained by a district chairperson. It also represents 
an improvement margin of �� for Chairman Mapenduzi and 11� for Chairman 
Rwabuhinga.

Both chairpersons left nothing to chance under four major parameters, 
having scooped all possible points under their political leadership, contact 
with the electorate, initiation of projects in the district, and monitoring NPPAs. 
Interestingly, both chairpersons lost the four marks under the same area where 
their executive committees failed to present bills on accountability and local 
government financial autonomy. In both cases, the bills that were presented 
were on service delivery. In third place is Chairman John Mary Luwakanya from 
Mpigi District, who scored �2 out of 100 possible points. This score represents 
an improvement of 11�. Chairman Peter Odok W’ocieng from Agago District 
scored �� out of 100 possible points. This performance represents the highest 
improvement margin of �5�. 

With only two female district chairpersons, a correlation between gender and 
performance of district chairpersons may not be significant. Suffice it to say, 
both female district chairpersons’ performance declined during the year under 
review. The decline was registered both in percentage form as well as their 
ranking among the 26 chairpersons. 

6.3.2 Political Leadership

Political leadership by district chairpersons remains a strong parameter with an 
average score of 1� out of 20, which is the same as the previous year. On the 
scorecard indicator of presiding over meetings of the executive committee, 21 
out of 26 chairpersons scored full marks. With the exception of the chairpersons 
from Jinja, Moyo and Nakapiripirit, the rest of the chairpersons submitted a 
report of the state of affairs of the district to the council during the year under 
review. 
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6.3.3 Legislative Role

The District Executive Committee (DEC) is the body through which the 
chairperson executes his legislative role. The committee is responsible for 
initiating and formulating policy for approval of the council. Consistent with 
recent scorecard reports, presenting bills and motions remains a challenge for 
the majority of chairpersons.  Only eight out of 26 chairpersons earned full marks 
for motions presented by the executive. Still, no single chairperson, not even 
the top three, received all seven marks in the area of presenting bills. Indeed, 
10 district chairpersons scored zero under the indicator of bills presented by 
the executive on service delivery, accountability and financial autonomy.

6.3.4 Contact with Electorate

District chairpersons should remain in close contact with the people and are 
expected to be residents in their districts in order to serve their electorate more 
effectively.  Only when they are in regular contact with their constituents can 
service delivery deficiencies and other concerns be communicated directly to 
them by voters. There was no major change in the performance of the district 
chairpersons’ contact with the electorate when compared to the previous 
assessment. Generally, the performance remains good with more than a half of 
the district chairpersons (14 out of 26) scoring full marks under this parameter 
(10 out of 10). 

6.3.5 Initiating Projects in Electoral Area

Performance under this parameter remained the same when compared to 
the previous assessment results. Overall, 50� of the district chairpersons 
scored at least nine out of 10 points under this parameter. Many development 
partners are increasingly looking at local governments as viable partners in 
development. This can be confirmed by the high number of MOUs that were 
signed and implemented during the year under review. A total of 1� out of 26 
district chairpersons scored full marks (5 out 5) under this indicator. 

6.3.6 Monitoring NPPAs

Findings from this year’s assessment reveal a general improvement in the 
chairpersons’ performance of their monitoring role, with an average score of 
��, up from �0 points during the previous assessment. Four out of 26 district 
chairpersons scored the full 45 marks under this parameter. An additional four 
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out of the remaining 21 chairpersons scored above 40 points. However, 50� 
of the district chairpersons did not monitor FAL. This finding is not any different 
from the previous assessment findings which revealed that the majority of 
chairpersons scored an average of two out of six points.

6.4 Performance of Speakers of Council
The office of the speaker of the district council includes both the speaker and 
his/her deputy. They are both elected by the council from among members of 
the council, through a secret ballot. This means that a speaker of council has 
a dual role. As elected councillors, district speakers have the responsibility of 
representing their constituencies. In addition, they are vested with very specific 
responsibilities regarding the management of council business, including 
presiding over meetings of the council. While in council, the effectiveness of 
the district speaker has a direct bearing on the functioning and outputs of the 
council. Consequently, besides being assessed on the parameters that apply 
to councillors, the scorecard also assesses speakers on their responsibility of 
presiding over and preserving order in the council. Table 4 presents a summary 

of the speakers’ performance in the 26 districts.
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6.4.1 Overall Performance

The average score for speakers of council declined slightly, from 6� to 66.  While 
only 11 of the 26 speakers of council improved their scores from the previous 
year, eight improved their scores by over 10�. Hon. Douglas Peter Okello from 
Gulu District emerged the best with �� out of 100 possible points. The speaker’s 
performance not only reveals excellence but also demonstrates a steady and 
consistent commitment to outstanding performance since 2011. Hon. Mafabi 
Muhammed followed in second place with a score of ��. He also registered 
an improvement of 1��, with a resounding performance in his monitoring role 
where he scooped a total 45 points. Hon. Clovis Mugabo from Kabarole District 
came in third place with a total score of �� out of 100 possible points. This score 
represents an improvement of 22� when compared to the previous assessment.

With a score of 60 out of 100 possible points, Speaker Didan R. Amama from 
Hoima District registered the highest improvement margin of ���, followed by 
Speaker John Bostify Owek from Agago District, whose score increased by 
4��. Speaker Bostify’s performance is outstanding at �1 points, remecting a 
steady improvement since F9 2012/1� when he earned 2� points. With a total 
of only three female speakers of council, the data is disappointing� all three not 
only declined in performance, but scored below average.

6.4.2 Legislative Role

The legislative function of the speakers of council is executed through chairing 
of lawful meetings, enforcement of rules of procedure, convening of the 
business committee, and keeping a proper record of the motions and bills 
presented in council.  While the law does not specifically point out the need for 
district speakers to delegate to their deputies, the delegation function is implied 
through the very existence of the deputy speaker’s office, making delegation 
a best practice. In July 2014, the Ministry of Local Government shared new 
standard rules of procedure for all local government councils in Uganda, which 
then had to be studied, adopted and later enforced by the district councils. Out 
of 26 councils assessed, 2� district speakers presided over their councils and 
had the rules of procedure adopted appropriately. There were three speakers 
of council who continued to preside over council using the old rules. With the 
exception of Hon. Jotham Loyor from Nakapiripirit District, the remaining 25 
speakers of council had convened and presided over business committees in 
accordance with the rules of procedure and the Local Government Act. 

The data aligned to providing special skills and knowledge to council shows 
that there is still a problem in this area. Out of 26 speakers of council, 15 scored 
zero under this indicator. This is not so different from the 14 who scored zero 
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in the previous assessment report. However, four speakers of council scored 
the maximum points under this parameter (5 out of 5), a situation similar to the 
previous year. The speakers of council from Mukono, Jinja and Gulu districts 
have registered consistent good performance in this area in the last two 
consecutive years. 

6.4.3 Contact with the Electorate

While the trends show a general improvement of speakers’ contact with their 
electorate, the findings reveal that the speakers from Nebbi, Tororo and Soroti 
districts were detached from their electorate, having scored zero. On a positive 
note, 10 out of the 26 speakers of council scored maximum points (11 out of 
11) under this indicator. In the same spirit, all the 26 speakers of council had 
an office or coordinating centre in their respective subcounties. This is an 
impressive performance compared to the previous year where seven speakers 
of council did not have functional coordinating centres in their subcounties.

6.4.4 Participation in Lower Local Governments (LLGs)

Generally, speakers registered improvement in regard to their participation in 
lower local governments, with an average score of seven, up from six during 
the previous assessment. A total of 11 out of the 26 speakers scored maximum 
points (10 out of 10).  However, four out of the 26 speakers did not meet the 
threshold of attending at least four of the meetings at their respective sub
counties, and therefore scored zero. 

6.4.5 Monitoring NPPAs

All district councillors, including the speaker, are assessed on the extent to 
which they dedicate time to ensure effective delivery of public services to 
their electorates. The function of monitoring NPPAs by district speakers stems 
from their role as district councillors. Besides being elected leaders, district 
speakers earn a monthly salary which obligates them to ensure that taxpayers 
and citizens get value for their money. Overall, speakers to council registered 
an improvement under this parameter, with an average score of 2�, up from 25 
during the previous assessment. The speakers of council from Gulu, Mbale, 
Kamuli and Agago districts demonstrated excellent performance, having scored 
all the possible points under this parameter (45 out of 45). On the contrary, the 
speakers from Soroti, Tororo and Nebbi districts were found to be weak in the 
area of monitoring service delivery units in their respective subcounties.
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6.5 Performance of District Councillors
The councillor scorecard is designed to assess councillors’ enactment of their 
responsibilities in four parameters: legislative role, contact with the electorate, 
participation in lower local governments and monitoring NPPAs. All these 
functions are spelled out in the third schedule of the Local Government Act. 
In discharging their duties, district councillors are bound by law to have due 
regard of both the national and district interests, and the interests of the people 
in their electoral area. 

6.5.1 Overall Performance

Consistent with the performance of the council, district chairperson and the 
speaker of council from Kabarole District, the best male and female councillors 
came from the same district. Hon. Moses Ikagobya, an independent councillor 
from Bushesi Subcounty scored �� out of 100 possible points. This score 
represents an improvement margin of 16�. Hon. Stella Kyorampe, who 
represents Kabende Subcounty and Kijura Town Council, and subscribes to 
the ruling NRM party scored �2 out of 100 possible points. The score represents 
an improvement margin of ��. Hon. John Martin Odongo from Ilyowa Sub
county in Tororo District registered the highest improvement margin of 515�, 
having scored 4� points during the year under review. The graphs and text that 
follow provide a deeper analysis of overall councillor performance by examining 
variations by education, political party affiliation, gender and number of terms 
served.  

6.5.2 Political Party and Councillor Performance

Figure 15 shows the ways that councillor performance varies by political party.  
Notable is the fact that DP councillors, on average, outperform councillors in 
other parties in three of the four performance areas: legislative role, contact with 
the electorate, and participation in lower local government council meetings.   
The difference is particularly striking in the participation in the LLG area, where 
DP councillors’ scores are on average double those from other parties.  In the 
Monitoring Service Delivery area, the performance of UPC councillors stands 
out.  On average, they scored 2�, far above the NRM, DP and FDC councillors 
who averaged 1�, 16, and 15 respectively.  In these two performance areas 
(Participating in LLG and Monitoring Service Delivery), the difference between 
the political parties is statistically significant.
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Figure 15: Political Party and Councillor Performance

6.5.3 Level of Education and Councillor Performance

The data from this year’s assessment of the relationship between level of 
education and councillor performance (Figure 16) clearly show that those with 
higher levels of education scored higher, on average, in all four performance 
areas.  Not only did those with diplomas, bachelor’s and master’s degrees 
(postA Level) score the highest, the data show that average scores steadily 
increased with level of education.  These relationships are statistically significant 
in three of the four performance areas: Legislative Role, Participating in LLG, 
and Monitoring Service Delivery. The correlation between education and 
overall  performance is also statistically significant. This year’s data differ from 
the previous year, where those with lower levels of education actually scored 
higher in both the Contact with the Electorate and Monitoring Service Delivery 
performance areas. 

Figure 16: Level of Education and Councillor Performance
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6.5.4 Gender and Councillor Performance

Consistent with the previous year, male councillors performed slightly better 
on average than female councillors in three of the four performance areas:  
Legislative Role, Contact with the Electorate, and Monitoring Service Delivery.  
(See Figure 1�)  Only in overall performance and Legislative Role, however, is 
the performance difference between men and women statistically significant.  
Given that female councillors have a larger constituency to represent than their 
male counterparts, this near parity can be interpreted as a positive for women. 

Figure 17: Gender and Councillor Performance

 

6.5.5 Terms Served and Councillor Performance

Looking at Figure 1�, it appears that performance in three of the areas 
(Legislative Role, Contact with the Electorate, and Monitoring Service Delivery) 
increases over the first four terms.  However, there is no statistical difference in 
the relationship between number of terms served and councillor performance 
in any of the assessment areas.  While this might seem like an unexpected 
result, the fact that this year’s assessment comes at the end of the fiveyear 
term means that none of the councillors is actually new to local governance.  
All councillors have at least four years of experience, and have gone through 
severalrounds of assessment using the scorecard.  
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Figure 18: Terms Served and Councillor Peformance

6.6 Factors Affecting Performance of Local 
 Government Leaders 
The performance of district councils is affected by a number of factors, some of 
which are under their control and others of which are connected to constraints 
related to the environment of policies and practices within which they operate.  
After six years of implementing the initiative, it is very clear that district councils 
and the political leaders are aware of what they should be doing, how they 
should be doing it, where they should do it, why and with whom they should 
do it. However, there remain obstacles that make it difficult for them to achieve 
their goals. During the recent multi district leadership forums, which brought 
together political and technical leaders from ten districts, councillors shared 
their challenges and brainstormed strategies they think can help to steer them 
to excellence in service delivery. This section presents the challenges that 
district chairpersons, speakers of council, women councillors, youth councillors 
and as councillors representing PWDs face across the 10 districts.    

6.6.1 District Chairpersons 

As political heads at the district level, chairpersons are empowered by law to 
use their offices to work closely with the technical team to ensure that quality 
services are delivered to the citizens. However, the following challenges were 
cited as big stumbling blocks in the execution of their duties:

• Power imbalance between central government and local government�

• Inadequate local revenue to finance  monitoring of government activities

• Mismatch of central government financing  and devolved functions� 
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• Limited knowledge of the functioning of local governments, which creates 
role conmict between technical and elected leaders in districts� and 

• Continuous reforms which have curtailed the power of districts. 

These challenges identified by the chairpersons echo those described in the 
previous chapters. Inadequate revenue from central government and lack of 
control over how it is allocated significantly hinders their work.

6.6.2 Speakers of Council

The dual role of speakers of council places an extra burden on them and 
raises expectations from this office. As councillors, they are expected to remain 
in close contact with the electorate and undertake the duties of an ordinary 
councillor. In addition, they are expected to provide overall leadership while in 
council. In doing this, district speakers cited a number of challenges:

• Inadequate funding for council activities such as council meetings, DEC 
meetings, standing committees, and statutory bodies�

• Conmicts in councils, especially between elected leaders and civil servants, 
which polarise local councils�

• Conmicts of interest, especially during the awarding of contracts and 
distribution of development projects in the district� and

• Inadequate compensation and facilitation of councillors.

The data presented in the first part of this section clearly shows how conmicts 
can affect service delivery in council. However, good a speaker of council may 
be, conmicts within council undermine activities such as scheduled monitoring 
programmes as was the case in Mukono, Kamuli and Mbarara district councils, 
all of which registered a decline in performance. The challenge of balancing 
the role of the speaker with the general responsibilities of a councillor is also an 
ongoing issue for speakers of council.

6.6.3 District Councillors 

A deep review of the roles and responsibilities of district councillors reveals a 
harsh reality that is not known to many who vie for this office. Being a district 
councillor is not a full time job but a service for which generally low allowances 
are paid. In executing their mandate, district councillors cited the following 
challenges: 

• Low levels of education�
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• Unrealistic demands from the electorate�

• Limited participation of councillors in debates in council�

• Misinterpretation of rules and regulations of local government councils�

• Irregular adherence to the standard rules of procedure�

• Limited documentation and leadership skills�

• Limited mow of information between elected leaders and civil servants�

• Inadequate remuneration.

Indeed, low levels of education among councillors greatly affected some 
councillors, especially when it came to their legislative role. All the councillors 
who did not have secondary education did not score marks under the provision of 
special skills indicator. Similarly, these same councillors did not have monitoring 
reports even when they monitored. The problem of unrealistic demands from 
the electorate also had a negative impact on councillor performance.  Most 
of the councillors who did not score points for holding community meetings 
noted that they feared that citizens would ask them for funds and other forms 
of support which they did not have. According to the scorecard data, the 
most outstanding challenge faced by district councillors was monitoring of 
government programmes, which was attributed to the inadequate remuneration.

6.6.4 Women Councillors 

Although the scorecard data from previous scorecards reveals a general trend 
of improvement among the female councillors, a number of challenges were 
cited: 

• Larger electoral areas (women represent 2� subcounties in the district 
council while men only represent one)�

• Lack of transport to move around the electoral areas�

• Conmicting schedules of council meetings both at the subcounty and the 
district�

• Local government budgets that are blind to womenspecific needs�

• Cultural barriers that make it difficult for some women to become the leaders 
they aspire to be.

While monitoring remains a big challenge to all councillors, the situation 
is worse for women. Overall, women scored fewer marks compared to their 
male counterparts under this parameter. Scheduling conmicts of subcounty 
and district meetings precipitated this problem. In some cases, one woman 
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would be expected to attend three different meetings on the same day and at 
the same time. Clearly, the choice that has to be made means that a woman 
councillor will continue to miss out on the marks of attending some subcounty 
or district councils. Women also face other unique challenges. For example, 
nursing mothers and female councillors on maternity leave are neither given 
special consideration in council nor supported to undertake their monitoring 
at the subcounty level. 9et, at the end of one year, these same councillors are 
expected to perform their duties as well as their male counterparts.  

6.6.5 Councillors for PWDs

The district councillors representing persons with disabilities are elected 
by members of the district executive committee and subcounty executive 
committees of the National Union of Disabled People of Uganda as an 
electoral college. As affirmative action councillors, they represent the  special 
interests of persons with disabilities throughout their districts. As much as this 
remects progress in the inclusion of PWDs in the legislative framework of local 
governments, the realisation of the spirit of the law has been hindered by several 
challenges: 

• Lack of specialized transport for persons with physical disabilities� 

• Lack of accessibility provisions connected to public buildings and 
information� 

• Limited participation in council for the blind and deaf� 

• Limited communication due to lack of special assistive devices and 
interpreters� and

• Large electoral areas, magnified by very few resources and social stigma. 

All these challenges demonstrate that it is not enough to legislate for inclusion 
of PWDs in the governance structures of local governments without requisite 
resources to facilitate the process for their participation. PWD councillors are 
passionate about serving their constituents and can be strong advocates for 
needs of people with disabilities. The low performance is more remective of the 
constraints they face than their own competence to do their jobs well.
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6.6.6 Youth Councillors 

Each district council has two youth councillors n one male and one female. 
These are elected through all subcounty youth councils� and the district youth 
executive. However, the performance of this interest group has been constrained 
by the following challenges: 

• Large size of their constituencies� 

• Difficulty in accessing information in local governments� and

• Inadequate funding for their roles.

9outh councillors come to the council with limited skillsets and are not given 
designated offices at the district.  Moreover, like the PWD councillors, they are 
expected to represent youth in the entire district.  These challenges go a long 
way toward explaining the generally poor performance registered by the youth 
councillors in the 26 districts. 

In sum, local government councils are to be commended for their continuous 
improvement in performance. As this chapter demonstrates, the capacities of 
chairpersons, speakers of council, councillors and councils as a whole have, 
for the most part, steadily improved.  The best performers are achieving scores 
higher than we have seen to date.  That said, the work of local governments 
continues to be hindered by a variety of structural issues, the most of significant 
of which is inadequate resources to do what they have been mandated to do.  
Without these resources, the oversight of service delivery will not be what it 
should be.  Indeed, the potentials of decentralisation will not be fully unlocked.
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A well functioning local government stimulates local economic development
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7 IMPACT OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
 COUNCIL SCORECARD INITIATIVE  
LGCSCI was designed to achieve two main objectives. First, it was meant 
to build the capacity of elected local government leaders to deliver on their 
mandates. Second, it was to build the civic competence of the electorate in 
order for them to hold their leaders accountable and to demand for better 
service delivery. LGCSCI has been devoted to building the capacity of local 
leaders, civil society organisations (CSO) and citizens. As an initiative that seeks 
to strengthen and deepen local democracy from below, the implementation of 
LGCSCI has resulted in a number of achievements. This chapter integrates 
the voices of government officials and citizens in a discussion of the impact of 
LGCSCI on the performance of district councils, district chairpersons, district 
speakers, individual councillors, civic engagement, political accountability and 
service delivery.

7.1 Council Performance 
As a result of regular assessments, there has been a remarkable improvement 
in the performance of most district councils covered by the initiative. As this 

report makes clear, the focus on capacity building of councils was informed by 
the realization that most councils’ performance is often hampered by knowledge 
of their roles and responsibilities, a poor culture of political accountability 
and dysfunctional statutory bodies. LGCSCI has over the years focused on 
addressing these challenges by providing tailormade training of both political 
and technical leaders in areas where there have been glaring gaps. As a result 
of these interventions, local governments covered by the initiative have become 
much more professional in the way they do business of council. 

7.1.1 Legislative Performance

Before the intervention, most council debates were dominated by personal 
issues such as councillor allowances, as well as petty conmicts between the 
speakers and chairpersons which bogged down council business. Now, it 
has become a common practice in LGCSCI districts for district councillors to 
hold civil servants to account in the delivery of muchneeded public services. 
Additionally, whereas it used to be common practice to find council debate 
being dominated by a handful of councillors, these days the scorecard demands 
that all councillors debate and that their contribution is captured by the Clerk 
to Council in the minutes of council.  Thus, councils have become much more 
deliberative than previously.
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The results from the scorecard assessment reveal that councillors’ performance 
has been steadly improving. For instance, the number of councillors scoring �0 
and above increased from 6 to 2� to 40 to 52 in Financial 9ears (F9) 2011/12, 
2012/1�, 201�/14 and 2014/15 respectively. The highest total scores for 
councillors have also been increasing over this period from �5 to �� to �1 to �� 
points. 

Several district leaders have given personal testimonies about how the initiative 
has impacted on their work in the districts. The Speaker of Mbale District Local 
Government observed that:  

…LGCSCI is a very good program. It has helped my council to 
be more active. Lately, every councilor will try hard to debate in 
council, and not just about anything, about service delivery issues. 
The women are also more engaged and the men now know that 
they have to give them a chance.16

LGCSCI’s impact on the activity of council is also remected in the statement of 
the District Chairperson of Kamuli:  

…I like the scorecard….i like it. It keeps you hooked onto your tasks. 
It keeps us working for our people as leaders…. 

For instance, a group of female councillors from Tororo District remarked that 
hthe Scorecard assessment has re-awakened councillors to perform their 
roles effectively.” Other councillors from Kamuli District applauded the impact 
created by the scorecard assessment. These leaders noted that hprior to the 
intervention we performed our duties without keeping records. ACODE has 
taught us to always have documented evidence of what we do, always do 
things in writing and not to rely on verbal communication.”  One councillors in 
the group added, “Do you ever see me just seated at my home? I am always on 
the move meeting people and monitoring.” Some of these leaders had heaps of 
documents comprising minutes of previous council sessions they had attended� 
district planning documents, copies of correspondences with different local 
bureaucrats and monitoring reports, among others.

In Figure 1�, the Chairperson of Lira District Local Government describes a 
whole variety of ways that the project has impacted the district and its leadership.

_______________
16  The District Speaker of Mbale made these remarks at a MultiDistrict Leadership Forum for Eastern 
Uganda held in Mbale in August 2015.
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Figure 19: Impact of the scorecard: Lira District Chairperson

…Having embraced, supported and participated in the routine Local 
'oVernMent 3corecarD )nitiatiVe assessMents For the last FoUr lnancial 
years, Lira District has witnessed notable achievements amidst the known 
Local Government Challenges.

The service delivery performance in Lira District has greatly and sustainably 
improved. The capacity building and enhancement of Councilors in 
Legislation (given the checklist for monitoring service delivery in councilor’s 
dairy on all the seven national priority areas by government),  councilors 
engagement in monitoring government programs and reporting has greatly 
improved thus improved standard of  service delivery provision to the people 
of Lira District.

,ira $istrict ,ocal 'oVernMent FUrther BeneltteD FroM the !#/$% #aPacitY 
BUilDinG DriVes For the last FoUr Years which has MaDe siGnilcant striDes 
in strengthening the capacity of the political leadership (District Chairman, 
Speaker, District Executive and all District councilors) in offering effective 
political accountability and leadership to the people of Lira District. This is 
evident and demonstrated in the various National and International awards 
that Lira District Received during the four years notably, Best ever world 
Tourism Day, East African primary and secondary school  Football and 
Athletics Championship amongst others. I appreciate and recognize ACODE 
for undertaking this project which has laid a fundamental foundation of a 
strengthened capacity of the political leadership of Lira District which has 
demonstrated a steady progress from the worst performing in 2011/2012 to 
the current promising state of affairs.  

As leadership of Lira District, we commit ourselves to continued partnership 
and endeavors to providing quality and sustainable services coupled with 
strengthened political leadership and accountability to the people of Lira 
District….

When the initiative was introduced, the majority of the councillors were resistant 
and resentful of the assessment. However, after successive years of the 
assessment, the vast majority of the district councillors have embraced the 
results of the findings and have resolved to work hard to better their performance.  
This finding is also confirmed by the independent evaluation of the LGCSCI by 
6NG International in 2014. The report pointed out that, 

The vast majority of District Councillors have taken strong ownership 
of LGCSCI results and it is this area where the effectiveness of 
the LGCSCI is felt highest by Council and the communities they 
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represent. Many Councillors admitted that they didn’t know their 
roles and responsibilities when first elected. In addition, they had 
completely unrealistic expectations on the resources that would be 
availed to them to fulfil their roles.17

At the onset of LGCSCI, most councillors did not fully understand their roles 
and functions including the rules of procedure that guide the conduct of council 
business. Lack of proper understanding of their roles greatly undermined the 
performance of most local governments in the performance of their mandates. 
Consequently, it was decided to train councillors in their roles and functions. 
The impact of the training and regular assessment of councils and individual 
councillors about their performance has resulted in the improvement of the 
legislative roles of councils. Currently, most councillors comprehend their 
legislative role better and most of them testify to this fact. They have been able 
to pass quality bylaws and motions to respond to the specific challenges that 
affect their electorates and districts.The scorecard assessments conducted 
since 2011/12 confirm this progress. For instance, the average performance 
of these councils in F9 2014/15 is 15 out of 25 points, compared to 1� points 
scored in 2011/12. By making policies and ordinances as representative bodies 
for collective decisionmaking and deliberating on policies and implementation 
through public financial management and service delivery, they are  representing 
citizens by giving voice to individual citizens. Figure 20 shows examples of 
motions moved in the District Council of Nebbi District Local Government. 

Figure 20: Motions on Service Delivery in Nebbi District

a) Nebbi District: Motion for upgrading of Erusi and Pamaka Health Centre 
II and III respectively (MIN .05/COU/2014/8). The motion was moved by 
Hon. UbedgiwuIddo - a councillor Parombo Sub-county. The motion was 
discussed and a resolution made that these health units be upgraded. 

b) Nebbi District: Motion for submission and discussion of Public Accounts 
Committee Report. The reports were submitted in council, discussed and 
resolutions on addressing concerns of PAC made. 

c) Nebbi District: Motion for Submission to council and Discussion of 
NECOSOC project probe report by the chairperson of the probe 
committee.

 

_______________
17  Op Cit, 6NG International.
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7.1.2  Oversight over the Technical Arm

One of the core functions of councils is providing oversight of the technical staff 
of the district. Functional local council oversight relies on the assumption that 
local elected councillors are motivated to respond to the needs and preferences 
of local citizens and that they are more downwardly accountable than local 
bureaucrats (9ilmaz, Beris and SerranoBerthet, 200�). At the beginning of 
the initiative in 200�, most councils lacked requisite capacity to perform the 
oversight function due to limited knowledge of the council rules of procedure 
and councillor roles, limited education and  frequent conmicts between the 
technical staff and councillors. After years of capacity building through trainings 
and peertopeer exchange learning visits� the oversight function across most 
districts has greatly improved. For example, the number of district chairpersons 
who scored three or four points out of four on oversight were 16 in F92012/1� 
increased to 1� in 201�/14 and 20 in 2014/15. Local government councils are 
the core units of representative governments. 

7.1.3 Monitoring Service Delivery 

One of the major issues inspiring the design of LGCSCI was poor monitoring 
of service delivery by the elected leaders. Consequently, the scorecard was 
designed to draw the attention of councillors to this area. Indeed, a significant 
proportion of the points (45 points out of 100) in the scorecard are devoted 
to monitoring service delivery. Local leaders were provided with a monitoring 
checklist with minimum service delivery indicators for each sector. In spite of 
councillors’ recurrent complaints regarding the lack of adequate facilitation 
to carry out monitoring of NPPAs, there has been a marked improvement 
in monitoring with most submitting written reports of their field visits to the 
chairpersons and CAOs. These reports have been very instrumental in 
providing the basis for technical staff followup and addressing service delivery 
deficiencies in health, education, water and road sectors. 

To illustrate this further, Figure 21 shows a letter written by a Bududa District 
councillor to the secretary for social services. The letter explains the state of a 
broken bridge  and requests the committee for social services to take action 
and reconnect the two communities that have been disconnected by the 
broken bridge.
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Many community members 
testify that there has been 

increase in visits by their 
councillors as they monitor 
service delivery units or on
going government programmes 
in their localities, councillors 
also attend community meetings 
to address a number of service 
delivery concerns. Citizens from 
various districts have given 
positive feedback about the 
performance of their district 
leaders. For instance, citizens 
from TororoMalaba Town Council 
in a community engagement 
meeting (CEM) stated that: 

“The district chairperson 
actively monitors health 
and sanitation in the entire 
town council.  He visited 
St. Jude Primary School to 

monitor the three classroom blocks…. he monitored an abattoir which 
was constructed under CAIIP…. The Chairperson LCV has been 
seen monitoring Emoi and Nyalakot roads and Mellabridge. This 
time around there has been less tribalism in distribution of services 
and tribal war between the Itesot and the Japadhola because of the 
Chairperson’s efforts to bring the people of the district together.” 

7.2 Voter Decision-making
One of the most visible impacts of the scorecard is its effect on voters’ choices 
and decisionmaking. Over time, it has become common practice for politicians 
to use or rely on the scorecard performance to launch their bid to replace their 
political rivals. It has also become common practice for the incumbent district 
chairpersons, speakers and councillors to use the scorecard results to convince 
the electorate that they are among the best performers and should be given 
another opportunity to serve them. For example a candidate intending to be a 
magbearer for a political party in Luwero District, used his scorecard results in 
his campaign.

Figure 21: A Letter to the Secretary 
Technical Services of Bududa District 
about the state of Bubiita-Bikigai Bridge
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Figure 22 is a campaign poster of a 
candidate who intended to represent 
the National Resistance Movement 
Organization political party as a candidate 
for the position of Chairperson LCV in 

Luwero District. This candidate had 
participated in the scorecard assessment 
in 200�/10 and had been given an award 
from ACODE for outstanding performance 
as a district chairperson. However, in 2011 
he lost an election for the same position. 
Ronald Ndawula used the same awards 
for outstanding performance awarded to 
him then to convince the citizens in Luwero 
District to vote for him.

In Arua where the District council tried 
to convince ACODE to postpone the 
assessment until after the elections and 
attempted to move a motion to expel 
ACODE and ULGA from the district, later 

saw the benefit of the scorecard for their campaigns.

We know that the project is very good for our district and people. 
In fact we are now better leaders than you found us. However the 
timing of the assessment is very dangerous for our political careers. 
Our opponents are going to use our performance results to de-
campaign us. That is the only reason we wanted to send you away. 
But now we realize our mistake, it is about the people and not us 
leaders and we are ready to cooperate.19

7.3 Citizen Participation and Engagement  
The citizen voice 20  in service delivery is increasingly being heard because there 
are more spaces and opportunities for citizen engagement. The Community 
Engagement Action Plan (CEAP) methodology provides another opportunity for 

Figure 22: A Campaign Poster 
using scorecard results.

_______________
19   A testimony by the district councillor in Arua District Council who moved a motion to chase ACODE and 
ULGA from Arua.
20 6oice is the capacity to express views and priorities, and to demand their rights and entitlements. 6oice 
can be exercised through the participation of citizens and clients in decisionmaking process, service 
delivery or policy implementation processes. It can also be exercised through lobbying, protests or 
complaints.
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nonpartisan and constructive dialogue across the demandsupply lines where 
serviceusers can voice their challenges, preferences and priorities using the 
tools of civic engagement. The CEAP methodology was piloted in the districts 
of Gulu, Amuru, Nwoya, Lira and Agago in the subcounties of Awach, Pabbo, 
Anaka, Ogur and LiraPalwo respectively. Citizens were supported to develope 
strategies of mobilizing themselves to engage their district leaders and local 
government on issues of service delivery in their communities. Communities 
developed action plans for writing letters, petitions, sending SMS, holding 
community meetings, and attending council meetings. As demonstrated in the 
examples below, the outcomes of this process show the inherent power of an 
active citizenry. 

a) Sending SMS in Awach Sub-county of Gulu District: One of the 

community groups that developed an action plan  to send SMS messages 
to their leaders was able to send approximately 15 SMSs, mainly to their 
male councillor. The messages sent were about teacher absenteeism in 
primary schools� lack of an inpatient ward for males at Awach Health 
Centre (HC) (I6)� dirty and bushy health centres� misconduct of a Health 
Incharge at an HC (II)� inadequate NAADs interest forms in Bolipii village� 
lack of a placenta pit at Paibona and Gwengdiya HC (IIs)� broken culvert 
bridges along Gwengalya road� and a broken borehole in Puduny parish. 
The councillor acknowledged receipt of these messages and responded 
by reporting these issues at the district. Consequently, the culvert bridges 
and the borehole were rehabilitated. A male patients’ ward at Awach Health 
Centre I6 is also under construction. A borehole is being drilled in Pukony
Paayuta village and a placenta pit has been constructed. The councillor 
reported to the subcounty the issue of NAADs forms and more of such forms 
were availed and distributed in the entire subcounty. The male councillor 
also received three petitions from the community on roads, bridges and 
water points. 

b) Writing Letters in Anaka Sub-County of Nwoya District: As a result of the 

CEAP process, letters were written to the subcounty and the district about 
broken boreholes, community access roads, and schools. One of the letters 
was from the School Management Committee (SMC) of a primary school 
about a conmict between the head teacher and a group of six teachers 
to the District Chairperson and the District Education Officer (DEO). The 
DEO, Inspector of Schools and Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) visited 
the school, held a meeting with the Parent Teachers Association (PTA) and  
the SMC and later transferred the teachers to other schools in order to quell 
the conmict that had escalated. 
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c) Citizen Petitions in Lira District.  The citizens of Amach Subcounty 
through their area councillor petitioned the office of the District Speaker over 
inadequate and dysfunctional water sources. This petition was presented 
and discussed in council and referred to Works and Technical Committee 
for consideration. In addition, the citizens of Aromo Subcounty, through 
their area councillor and with the support of CSOs, petitioned the office of 
the Speaker about the issue of poor maternal and child health in the district. 
With the assistance of the area member of parliament, the same petition 
was submitted to the Speaker of Parliament in Kampala.  This issue was 
referred to the relevant Committee of Parliament who consequently visited 
the subcounty to further understand the situation. 

These outcomes are powerful illustrations of what can happen when citizens 
become empowered with the capacity to engage their councillors around 
issues of service delivery.  Citizens are not the only ones who benefit from this 
process, however.  Councillors benefit as well when their citizens engage with 
them using citizen engagement tools.  One of the councillors representing 
Anaka Subcounty in Nwoya District reported, for example, that because of 
the CEAPs, issues affecting the people of Anaka Subcounty take precedence 
at council because when they debate issues in council, the letter from citizens 
provide evidence of issues raised by the community, leading to their issues being  
treated with more importance than others. The other councillor representing 
this same subcounty agreed, stating that the CEAPs have made their work in 
the council much easier, as they have documented demands from citizens to 
debate. The CEAP methodology clearly has great promise, and will be rolled 
out in all LGCSCI districts in the next year.

LGCSCI is slowly but surely consolidating the gains of decentralisation in the 
districts of concentration. However, there is need for increased investment to 
deepen its impact to the point that the gains cannot be reversed. It is also 
necessary to scaleup the initiative to cover most districts in the country in 
order to amplify citizen voices and unlock the potential of local governance in 
Uganda. Concrete policy proposals for achieving this potential will be made in 
the next chapter. 
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Investing in local government is investing in the future
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8 CONCLUSION AND POLICY 
 RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1 Conclusion

A
s a strategic social accountability initiative designed to build both the 
hvoicev and hteethv of the responsive governance, the Local Government 
Council Scorecard Initiative focuses on building the capacity of citizens 

to demand for effective service delivery and the capacity of local governments 
to meet that demand by ensuring that  services are effectively and efficiently 
delivered.  The bulk of LGCSCI’s success thus far has been on the teeth side.  As 
the information presented in this report conveys, local governments’ capacity to 
respond to citizens’ voice has indeed been strengthened.  The performance of 
local government councils, as indicated by their scores, has steadily increased 
and councillors themselves express increasing confidence in their ability to do 
their work. In contexts such as Uganda, where decentralisation is a fairly recent 
phenomenon and local governments have only recently been established as 
the governing bodies responsible for ensuring effective and efficient delivery 
of services, focusing on the teeth side of social accountability cannot be 
underestimated.  Indeed, the LGCSCI experience suggests it may be an 
essential process to emulate by democratizing societies in Africa. 

This year’s assessment points to the power of citizens’ voice in demanding 
n and creating n change.  The new components of the initiative focused on 
building citizen capacity to engage their councillors using the tools of civic 
engagement are already yielding positive changes in service delivery.  The 
concerns that citizens raise with passion in Chapter 5 are getting addressed 
through sending SMS messages, writing letters and delivering petitions to the 
relevant authorities in local governments.  New boreholes are being sunk and 
old ones repaired, school buildings are getting repaired, staffing issues at 
health centres are getting resolved, and road construction is being more closely 
monitored.  The potentials of decentralisation are becoming unlocked, and the 
voices of citizens are louder and more effective.

8.2 Policy Recommendations
After six years of assessments, LGCSCI has continuously established that 
decentralisation is a viable mechanism for building local democracy and 
delivering services to the citizens. Unfortunately, evidence also shows that over 
time, there have been serious cases of recentralization with the centre blaming it 
on the deficiencies in decentralisation. We strongly recommend that any identified 
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deficiencies should be tackled by building the capacity of local governments 
rather than lessening their authority. Implementing the recommendations below, 
which emerge from the findings of this assessment, would go a long way toward 
enhancing that capacity and ensuring that decentralisation leads to the kinds 
of gains in service delivery that citizens deserve and for which it was designed.   

8.2.1 Broaden and deepen citizen engagement with local 
 government

Civic engagement is critical to democracy. Indeed, the theory of change 
underlying this initiative points to the fact that unless there is an empowered 
citizenry to demand better services and political accountability, the wheels 
of bureaucracy at the centre will not be responsive to citizens’ needs. During 
the F9 2014/15 ACODE pilot tested Civic Engagement Action Plans (CEAPs) 
in five districts in Northern Uganda where impressive results were realized 
in increasing the demand and supply side of service delivery. As Chapter � 
attests, the CEAP process led to real improvements in service delivery, and 
built the capacities of citizens and councillors to demand and supply effective 
governance. As ACODE and ULGA design the next phase of this initiative, 
CEAPs need to be rolled out and scaled up so that the impact of this process is 
magnified throughout the country. In addition, it is recommended that barazas 
be strengthened by incorporating lessons learned from the CEAPs.

8.2.2 Increase opportunities for collaboration across districts

Peer learning and sharing promising practices can greatly enhance the  
performance of local governments. Most local leaders have not had the 
opportunity to visit other districts. Building on the successes of peertopeer 
exchange visits, the MultiDistrict Leadership Forums enable local leaders 
to come together to network and learn from each other. These forums have 
not only enhanced leadership skills but also transferred knowledge through 
peertopeer learning, they have also promoted unity among local government 
leaders, enabling them to use their collective voice to demand for the resources 
needed to do their jobs well.  It is therefore recommended that these Multi
District Leadership Forums be intensified as a mechanism for building local 
leadership.

8.2.3 Resolve political and administrative conflicts

Conmict within local government has significant impact on councillor 
performance. As the data presented in Chapter 6 indicate, in districts where 
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there have been persistent conmicts, council performance has greatly declined 
most often between chairpersons and speakers and between the political 
leaders and the technical staff. On the other hand, districts that have resolved 
their conmicts have seen their performance greatly improve. Examples of 
districts that have been bogged down by conmicts are Mbarara, Ntungamo, 
Agago, Tororo and Mukono. With the resolution of the conmict in Tororo, that 
district emerged to become the bestperforming local government council in 
this year’s assessment. Improved performance was also noticeable in Agago, 
due to the resolution of a longstanding conmict between the chairperson and 
the speaker. ACODE and ULGA have been involved in organizing conmict 
resolution clinics and mediation sessions, with achievements like those in 
Tororo, Agago and Mbarara districts. Thus, it is recommended that the Ministry 
of Local Government strengthens its conmict resolution mechanism so that it 
can respond quickly and effectively when these conmicts arise.

8.2.4 Provide additional supports to councillors representing 
 women, youth and people with disabilities

As discussed in Chapter 6, councillors representing women, youth and 
PWDs have more responsibilities than other councillors.  They have larger 
constituencies, face particular accessibility challenges, and quite often their 
voices are drowned out in council.  However, these groups have yet to receive 
additional resources to meet these additional responsibilities. Some PWDs, for 
example, need special communication devices or transportation equipped to 
handle their disabilities.  All of these councillors need additional facilitation for 
reaching the wider geographic area they cover as representatives of special 
interest groups.  Thus, it is recommended that these councillors receive 
additional resources in order for them to meet the unique responsibilities they 
have been assigned in the Local Government Act.

8.2.5 Address the leakages in funds flowing to and through 
 local governments 

While decentralisation brought resources and authority closer to the people and 
broadened their political participation in national development, leakages and 
inefficiencies due to corruption remain. Evidence from the literature (Chapter 
1 and 2), the analysis of financing (Chapter 4), and citizens’ experiences of 
service delivery (Chapter 5) all point to ongoing practices of corruption.  While 
corruption has been widespread across most service delivery, the roads sector 
is known to have suffered most. Thus, structures of accountability should be 
strengthened and government officials need to be completely transparent in 
their work.
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8.2.6 Enhance capacity for local revenue generation

Data presented in Chapter 4 demonstrates that most local governments continue 
to be challenged in the area of local revenue generation, which limits their ability 
to invest in their priority areas. On average, local governments raise a paltry �� 
of their funding from local revenues. The Decentralisation Policy had envisaged 
local governments to become local planning units, but their inability to raise 
enough resources, coupled with the lack of unconditional funding, undermines 
their ability to deliver on their mandates. Consequently, it is recommended that 
government invests in capacity building initiatives for local governments to 
increase their income generation. Moreover, restrictions on the forms of local 
revenue generation that governments can undertake should be lessened.

8.2.7 Provide a higher percentage of funds as unconditional 
 grants to local government 

The data in Chapter 4 shows that local governments continue to get most of their 
funding (almost �2�) from the central government in the form of conditional 
grants. Councillors themselves also name the conditionality of funding 
received from central government to be a major constraint on their ability to 
govern (Chapter 6).  Citizens are also increasingly aware of the constraints on 
their councillors’ abilities to address their demands (Chapter 5). Conditional 
financing for local governments prevents local governments from prioritizing 
their local needs and undermines their ability to carry out localized planning as 
part of their mandate envisaged by the Decentralisation Policy. Consequently, 
central government should provide a larger percentage of funds in the form of 
unconditional grants to allow local governments to undertake localized planning 
that prioritize the real needs of the people they serve.

8.2.8 Increase financing for local government

The analyses of national data (Chapter 4), citizens’ perceptions (Chapter 
5), and councillors’ challenges (Chapter 6) all point to the lack of adequate 
financing as being a major factor hindering local government’s ability to do their 
mandated work.  As analyzed in Chapter 4, budgetary financing of the local 
governments has been declining in the context of the national budget. In the 
F9 2014/15, funding for local governments amounted to only 15� of the entire 
national budget. While the amount of funds has been going up, the percentage 
has been going down.  The lack of funding is also evident in the analysis of the 
CEM data in Chapter 5 where we see, for example, citizens using their own 
resources to repair schools and supplement teachers’ salaries.  Moreover, lack 
of funding rises to the top of lists of challenges for all groups of councillors.  
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Thus, it is recommended that this budget architecture be changed to put more 
money into the hands of local governments so that they can do the work they 
have been mandated to do and citizens can receive the level of services they 
deserve. 

8.2.9  Set education level for district councillors

Low levels of education hinder the performance of councillors and lessens 
their effectiveness of local governments. As the data in Chapter 6 suggests, 
higher levels of education do appear to be correlated with better councillor 
performance. The Local Government Act (Amended in 2005) is silent on the 
level of qualifications for councillors which has made it possible for people with 
as low as primary level education to be elected to serve as councillors.  In order 
to improve the quality of debate or legislative function and oversight role of 
councillors, there is need to set at least a minimum level of education for district 
councillors. 

8.2.10 Impose a moratorium on the creation of new 
  districts

While creation of new districts is largely seen as a move to bring services closer 
to people and occassionally to address historical injustices, many new districts 
have become problematic. In some cases, new districts have become an 
economic burden to the mother district and others are economically unviable 
and unsustainable in the longrun. In addition, as evidenced in Chapter 
4, existing districts are already receiving inadequate resources.  Creating 
new districts would dilute those funds further. Thus, it is recommended that 
government impose a moratorium on the creation of new districts and, instead, 
make strategic investments in building the capacity of weaker districts to deliver 
on their mandate.



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

106

�	REFERENCES
Bainomugisha, A., L. Muyomba-Tamale, W.W. Muhwezi, K. Cunningham, 

E.G. Ssemakula, G. Bogere, and R. Rhoads. 2014. Local Government 
Councils Scorecard Report 2013/14: A Combination of Gains, Reversals 
and Reforms. ACODE Policy Research Series No. 64. Kampala. 
Kampala: ACODE.

Bogere. G, Kayabwe. S, Kabasweka F. G, and Achola. I. 2014. Assessing 
Public Expenditure Governance in Uganda’s Roads Sector: Application 
of an Innovative Assessment Framework. In Policy Research Series. 
Kampala: ACODE.

Cankwo, P, Peter W Obanda, and Samuel Pule. 2015. “Tactical Procurement 
Management And Service Delivery In Local Governments Of Uganda: 
A Case Of Nebbi District Local Government.” European Journal of 
Logistics Puchasing and Supply Chain Management no. 3 (1):12-28.

Crawford, S. 2009. Voice and accountability in the health service of 
Bangladesh. How to Note. DFID.

EALGA. 2013. Decentralisation and Local Democracy: East African Region.
Ferreira, Fernando, and Joseph Gyourko. 2014. “Does gender matter for 

political leadership? The case of US mayors.” Journal of Public 
Economics no. 112:24-39.

Fox, J. 2014. Social accountability: What does the evidence really say? 
. In GPSA Working Paper No.1: Global Partnership for Social 
Accountability.

Gaventa, J., and R. McGee. 2013. “The impact of transparency and 
accountability initiatives.” Development Policy Review no. 31 
(S1):S3-S28.

Government of Uganda, Approved Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure 
FY 2011/12, Volume II: Local Government Votes, Ministry of Finance 
Planning and Economic Development (MFPED), Kampala.

____________________, Approved Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure 
FY 2012/13, Volume II: Local Government Votes, Ministry of Finance 
Planning and Economic Development (MFPED), Kampala.

____________________, Approved Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure 
FY 2013/14, Volume II: Local Government Votes, Ministry of Finance 
Planning and Economic Development (MFPED), Kampala



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

107

____________________, Approved Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure 
FY 2014/15, Volume II: Local Government Votes, Ministry of Finance 
Planning and Economic Development (MFPED), Kampala

____________________, Education and Sports Sector Annual Performance 
Report 2013, Ministry of Education and Sports (MoES), Kampala

____________________, Education and Sports Sector Annual Performance 
Report 2014, Ministry of Education and Sports (MoES), Kampala.

____________________, Education and Sports Sector Annual Performance 
Report 2015, Ministry of Education and Sports (MoES), Kampala.

____________________, Health Sector Annual Performance Report 2013, 
Ministry of Health (MoH), Kampala.

____________________, Health Sector Annual Performance Report 2015, 
Ministry of Health (MoH), Kampala.

____________________, Water and Environment Sector Annual Performance 
Report 2013, Ministry of Water and Environment (MoWE), Kampala.

____________________, Water and Environment Sector Annual Performance 
Report 2015, Ministry of Water and Environment (MoWE), Kampala.

Green, Elliott. 2010. “Patronage, District Creation, And Reform In Uganda.” 
Studies In Comparative International Development No. 45 (1):83-103.

Holla, Alaka, Margaret Koziol, and Santhosh Srinivasan. 2011. Citizens 
and Service Delivery: Assessing the Use of Social Accountability 
Approaches in Human Development Sectors: World Bank Publications.

Jean, Steven, Tiphany Lee, Katherine Malarkey, and Jewells McMahon. 2010. 
“Local Government Fiscal Discretion In Uganda.” NYU Advanced 
Project in Management & Policy.

Joshi, A. 2013. “Do They Work? Assessing The Impact Of Transparency And 
Accountability Initiatives In Service Delivery.” Development Policy 
Review No. 31 (S1):S29-S48.

Kajungu D, Luwkago D, Tumushabe G. 2015. Assessing Public Expenditure 
Governance in Uganda’s Health Sector: Application of and Innovative 
Framework. In ACODE Policy Research Series. Kampala: ACODE.

Lee, T. 2011. “The (im)possibility Of Mobilizing Public Opinion?” In 
Accountability Through Public Opinion: From Inertia To Public Action, 
Edited by S. Odugbemi and T. Lee. Washington, D. C: The World Bank.

Lee, T., and S. Odugbeme. 2011. “Taking Direct Accountability Seriously.” In 
Accountability through public opinion: From inertia to public action, 
edited by S. Odugbemi and T. Lee. Washington, D. C: The World Bank.



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

108

Makaaru, J., K. Cunningham, K. Kisaame, S. Nansozi, and G. Bogere. 
2015. Public Expenditure Governance in Uganda’s Education Sector: 
Application of an Innovative Assessment Framework. In ACODE Policy 
Research Papers. Kampala: ACODE.

Malena, C., R. Forster, and J. Singh. 2004. Social Accountability: An 
Introduction To The Concept And Emerging Practice, Social 
Development Paper 76. Washington D.C: The World Bank.

Manyak, Terrell George, and Isaac Wasswa Katono. 2015. “Local Government 
Performance Assessment in Uganda.” Journal of African & Asian Local 
Government Studies no. 3 (4).

Ministry of Finance Planning and Economic Development, Online Budget 
Library, Local Government Annual Performance Reports. www.budget.
go.ug (Viewed on November 10, 2015).

Nangoli, Sudi, Mohammed Ngoma, Hassan Kimbugwe, and Mayoka Kituyi. 
2015. “Towards Enhancing Service Delivery in Uganda? s Local 
Government Units: Is Fiscal Decentralization Still a Feasible Strategy?” 
International Journal of Economics & Management Sciences no. 2015.

Obicci, Peter Adoko. 2015. “Impact of Political Transparency on Public Service 
in Uganda.” International Journal of Advances in Management and 
Economics no. 4 (1):35-46.

Rhoads, R, T Muhumuza, W Nabiddo, H Kiragga, F Ssango, S Nampewo, and 
Z Muzira. 2015. Assessing Public Expenditure Governance in Uganda’s 
Agricultural Sector: Application of an Innovative Framework. Kampala. 
ACODE Policy Research Series.

Richardson, Liz, Kingsley Purdam, Sarah Cotterill, James Rees, Graham 
Squires, and Rebecca Askew. 2014. “Responsible citizens and 
accountable service providers? Renegotiating the contract between 
citizen and state.” Environment and Planning No. 46 (7):1716-1731.

Ssekika, Edward. . 2013. “Five years on, Local Service Tax remains a Pipe 
Dream.” The Observer, October 31 2013.

The Guardian. 2015. “Uganda’s Success in Universal Primary Education 
Falling Apart. http://www.theguardian.com/global-development/2015/
apr/23/uganda-success-universal-primary-education-falling-apart-upe.”

Tumushabe, G, Muyomba-Tamale L, Ssemakula E, and Lukwago D. 2009. 
Uganda Local Government Councils Score card Report 2008/09. 
Kampala, Uganda: ACODE.



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

109

Tumushabe, G, Muyomba-Tamale L, Ssemakula E, and Lukwago D. 2010. 
“Uganda Local Government Councils Score Card Report 2008/09: A 
Comparative Analysis Of Findings And Recommendations For Action.” 
ACODE Policy Research Series (32).

Tusasirwe, Benson. 2007. Enforcing Civil and Political Rights in a 
Decentralized System of Governance: Human Rights and Peace 
Centre.

UNDP. January 2014. Shaping the State Through the Social Contract in 
Situations of Conflict and Fragility: Expert and Practioner Meeting.

Villadsen, Søren, and Francis Lubanga. 1996. Democratic decentralisation in 
Uganda: A new approach to local governance: Fountain Publishers.

Vize, Richard. 2012. “The impact of the three main parties on local 
government.” theguardian.

World Bank. 2015. Uganda Overview. www.worldbank.org/en/country/uganda/
overview.

Yilmaz, S, Y Beris, and R Serrano-Berthet. 2008. Local Government Discretion 
and Accountability: A Diagnostic Framework for Local Governance–
World Bank–Local Governance & Accountability Series Paper No. 113. 
July.



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

110

�	ANNEXES

Members of the Expert Task Group

No Name Title
1 Gertrude Rose Gamwera Secretary General,

Uganda Local Governments Association 
(ULGA)

2 Frank Nyakaana Democratic Governance Facility 
3 Dr. Denis Muhangi Lecturer, Makerere University, Kampala 
4 Prof. Mwambutya Ndebesa Lecturer, Makerere University, Kampala
5 Mpimbaza Hashaka RDC, 

6 Swizen Kinga Ministry of Local Government
7 John Mary Luwakanya Chairperson, Mpigi District Local 

Government
8 Mr. Andrew Odongo Speaker, Soroti District Local 

Government
9 Santa Oketta Councilor, Gulu District Local 

Government
10 Hon. Raphael Magyezi Member of Parliament 
11 Tom Kyakwise Governance, Accountability, 

Participation and Performance (GAPP) 
Programme 

12. Luke Lokuda CAO, Hoima District Local Government



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

111

District Lead 
Researcher

Researcher Researcher 

Northern 
Uganda

Amuru Akena Walter
Independent 

Researcher
Choice FM, Gulu

Lamwaka 
Barbara Nighty
Community 

Based Facilitator
ACTED in 

Uganda, Amuru 
Project

Oryema 
Robinson
Institute Of Peace 
And Strategic 
Studies, Gulu 
University 

Gulu Odong Geoffrey
Executive 
Secretary
Human Rights 
Activist and 
Monitoring 

Organisation n
Uganda 

Onen Jacob Okot
Independent 

Researcher

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

Aryemo Betty
Research 
Coordinator,

Lango 

Development 
Research 
Organisation 

(LDRO) 

Apio Claudia

Ag. Executive 
Director,
Lira NGO Forum

West Nile 
Sub region 

Nebbi Rupiny Robert 

Ronnie

Nebbi NGO 
Forum 

Kumakech James
Programme 
Cordinator 

CUWEDE Nebbi

Okot Onegi 
George
Program 
Coordiator 

Nebbi NGO 
Forum� 

Moyo Kumakech 
James
Programme 
Cordinator 

CUWEDE Nebbi

Charles Mawadri
Coordinator

Moyo NGO Forum 

Agago Akena Walter
Independent 

Researcher
Choice FM, Gulu

Richard Odongto 
Lotyang

Programme 
Coordinator

WagwokeWunu

Oringa John 
Francis
M�E officer
Kalongo Hospital

Teso Sub 
Region

Amuria Paul Okiring
Programme 
Coordinator,

Teso Anti 

Corruption 

Coalition

Michael Epiangu
Coordinator

Amuria Child 

and Family 
Integrated Devp’t 
Organization  

(ACFID)

Adolu Joseph
Coordinator

Amuria NGO 
Forum

Soroti Dinah Atai

Gender Officer
Teso Anti 

Corruption 

Coalition (TAC)

Angiro Betty

Independent 

Researcher 
(Former 
coordinator 
Katakwi NGO 
Forum)



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

112

District Lead 
Researcher

Researcher Researcher 

Tororo Wasagali  Esther 
(Coordinator)
Tororo Civil 
Society Network 
(TOCINET) 

Judith M. 
Nagginda

Independent 

researcher

Karamoja 
Sub Region

Moroto Atyang Stella
Administrator 

Karamoja 
Indigenous and 

Modern Health 
Collaboration 

Project 
(KIMHECOP)

Abura Stephen
Program Manager
Karamoja 
Agro Pastoral 
Development 
Programme

Natyang Evaline
Independent 

Researcher

Nakapiripirit Longole Laura

Community 

Trainer

Uganda Debt 
Network, 
Nakapiripirit

Kiru Simon Alasco
Independent 

Researcher / 
6SLA Training 
Officer

Bugisu Sub
Region

Mbale Bogere Peter
Program Officer
Bugisu NGO 
Forum

Steven Masiga
Programme 
Officer
Good 
Governance 
Tracking Center

Aggrey Mugalya

Executive Director
BUCINET

Bududa Khainza Aisha
Research 
Assistant

Bugisu NGO 
Forum

Kutosi Joseph 
Amos

Field Programme 
Coordinator

Pathways 
Development 
Initiative

Busoga 
Region

Kamuli Oscord Mark 
Otile,

Project Officer,
Education for 
Peace and 
Prevention 
of 6iolence 
and HI6/AIDS 
(EPPO6HA),

Peter Achilu
Volunteers Efforts 

for Development 
Concerns 
(6EDCo)

Geoffrey 
Namukooye
Uganda 
Development 
Services (UDS), 
Kamuli

Jinja John Baptist 
Lusala 

Environmental 
Conservation 
Effort Jinja

Patrick Justice 
Goloire 
Environmental 
Conservation 
Effort Jinja



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

113

District Lead 
Researcher

Researcher Researcher 

Central 
Region

Mukono Emmanuel 

Engoru

Independent 

Researcher
Legal Counsel

Kigoonya Deoson
Coordinator

Mukono NGO 
Forum

Ssemakula 
Stephen
Advocacy Officer 
Mukono NGO 
Forum.

Mpigi David Ssempala
World 6ision

Luba Daniel 

Samuel 
CDF, Kammengo 
ADP 

Mpigi Cluster

Wakiso Susan Namara
Independent 

Researcher

Ronah 

Ainembabazi,  

Project 
Coordinator  

Nurture Africa, 
Wakiso District  

Martin Kikambuse
Independent  

Researcher

Luweero John Segujja, 
Coordinator, 

CODI, Luweero

Musisi Christopher

World 6ision , 
Luweero

Western

Rukungiri Natamba 

Edward
Exec Director
SOWIPA
Ntungamo

Abasabyona 

Milcah 
Rural, Gender 
and Development 
Association
(RUGADA) 

Sunday Silver 
Muhwezi
Coordinator

Rukungiri Civil 
Society Forum

Kanungu Ampumuza 

Rogers

Child 

Development 
Officer
MBHU,  Kanungu

Arihaihi Obadiah 

Kamara
Coordinator, 

Kanungu District 
NGO Forum

Ntungamo
Immaculate 
Asiimirwe
SOWIPA
Ntungamo

Agaba Abel 

Karemire
Coordinator, 

Ntungamo District 
9outh Network

Mbarara Tahinduka Francis Rukyamuzi 
Geoffrey 
Institute of 

Interdisciplinary 
Training and 

ResearchMbarara 
University of 
Science and 
Technology



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

114

District Lead 
Researcher

Researcher Researcher 

Mid Western

Kabarole David Mugarra
Kabarole 
Research And 
Resource Center 
(KRC)
Research and 
Advocacy Unit

Kazooba Samuel 
Kagaba
Pincer Training 
and Research 
Institute

Hoima Robert 

Rukahemura
Radio Hoima

Robert 

Byaruhanga

Independent 

Researcher

Kevin Nakiranda,
Field Officer
World 
6ision,Hoima 

Buliisa Asiku Micah
Program 
Coordinator 

CODECA, 

Hoima

Kajura Richard
Program Officer
LACWADO, 
Buliisa

Robert Tinkasimire
Agency for 
Integrated Rural 

Development, 
Buliisa district



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

115

Ag
ag

o 
 

Id
en

tif
ie

rs
 

Tr
en

ds
 in

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
Le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
Ro

le
 

Co
nt

ac
t w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
  

 1
00

 
 1

00
 

10
0 

  
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Sa
m

ue
l O

jo
k 

NR
M

 
Li

la
pa

lw
o 

M
 

1 
55

 
68

 
91

 
34

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

3 
7 

7 
7 

2 
40

 
2 

Al
do

 A
kw

er
a 

In
d 

Pa
to

ng
ok

 
M

 
1 

38
 

62
 

78
 

26
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

3 
7 

7 
3 

3 
2 

32
 

3 
Fl

or
en

ce
 L

am
un

 K
om

ak
ec

h 
NR

M
 

Li
ra

 P
al

wo
/ L

am
i 

F 
1 

40
 

46
 

67
 

46
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
5 

14
 

10
 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
1 

1 
27

 
4 

Ni
gh

ty
 A

la
ro

 O
lw

oc
h 

NR
M

 
Pa

to
ng

o/
Ka

to
m

or
 

F 
  

25
 

25
 

63
 

15
2 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
5 

14
 

10
 

5 
1 

5 
5 

5 
1 

1 
23

 
5 

Su
za

n 
An

ya
ng

o 
O

wi
li 

NR
M

 
La

po
no

/A
di

la
ng

 
F 

1 
38

 
41

 
63

 
54

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

5 
5 

1 
1 

1 
3 

1 
17

 
6 

M
at

he
w 

O
bo

l 
FD

C
 

La
po

no
 

M
 

1 
34

 
22

 
61

 
17

7 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
7 

5 
12

 
10

 
5 

5 
1 

5 
5 

1 
1 

23
 

7 
Em

m
an

ue
l O

ko
t 

NR
M

 
Ar

um
 

M
 

1 
37

 
23

 
60

 
16

1 
8 

8 
2 

1 
19

 
7 

9 
16

 
10

 
5 

5 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

15
 

8 
Ire

ne
 A

ra
ch

 A
ca

n 
FD

C
 

Ka
lo

ng
o 

T/
C

 
F 

1 
30

 
49

 
58

 
18

 
8 

8 
0 

1 
17

 
9 

5 
14

 
0 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
1 

1 
27

 
9 

Su
sa

n 
La

la
m

 
In

d 
Pa

to
ng

 T
/C

 
F 

1 
  

  
58

 
  

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

3 
3 

3 
1 

1 
1 

2 
14

 
10

 
Ja

m
es

 O
ca

n 
O

ya
ro

 
NR

M
 

Ag
ag

o 
T/

C
 

M
 

1 
  

  
57

 
  

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

1 
1 

3 
3 

3 
1 

1 
13

 
11

 
Bi

sm
ar

k 
Ch

oi
ce

 L
ak

ta
r 

IN
D

 
Pa

to
ng

o 
M

 
1 

32
 

49
 

49
 

0 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
5 

4 
9 

0 
5 

5 
1 

1 
5 

1 
1 

19
 

12
 

Ak
wi

lin
o 

 L
uk

oc
h 

O
ke

llo
  

NR
M

 
Ag

ag
o 

M
 

1 
38

 
52

 
47

 
-1

0 
8 

8 
5 

1 
22

 
7 

5 
12

 
6 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

13
 

De
ni

s 
Ta

bu
 O

jo
m

a 
In

d 
Ad

ila
ng

 
M

 
1 

41
 

43
 

47
 

9 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

5 
14

 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
14

 
In

no
ce

nt
 A

pi
o 

Ad
in

ga
 

NR
M

 
Lo

ko
e/

 A
ga

go
 T

/C
 

F 
  

25
 

37
 

45
 

22
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

7 
5 

12
 

10
 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

15
 

Da
vid

 Y
oo

ca
na

 
NR

M
 

Li
la

pa
lw

o 
M

 
1 

33
 

47
 

39
 

-1
7 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

7 
5 

12
 

4 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
16

 
Sc

ov
ia

 A
ko

t V
en

to
 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
F 

1 
26

 
21

 
39

 
86

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
7 

5 
12

 
4 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

17
 

He
le

n 
Aj

ok
  

NR
M

 
O

m
ot

/A
ro

n 
F 

1 
  

  
38

 
  

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

4 
9 

13
 

0 
3 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

9 
18

 
De

ni
s 

Bu
a 

UP
C 

Ko
to

m
or

 
M

 
1 

  
  

37
 

  
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

5 
14

 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

19
 

Jo
el

 O
ke

ch
 

In
d 

La
m

iyo
 

M
 

1 
34

 
36

 
35

 
-3

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
7 

5 
12

 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

20
 

Ch
ar

le
s 

Ko
m

ak
ec

h 
To

od
er

a 
FD

C
 

Lo
ko

le
 

M
 

1 
42

 
27

 
32

 
19

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

5 
5 

4 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
21

 
Pa

tri
ck

 K
om

ak
ec

h 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
M

 
1 

41
 

23
 

29
 

26
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
2 

2 
4 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

22
 

Be
at

ric
e 

At
im

 
FD

C
 

O
m

iya
 P

ac
wa

,P
ai

m
ol

 
M

 
1 

30
 

24
 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
23

 
G

la
dy

s 
Ap

ol
o 

  
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
 

1 
30

 
22

 
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

24
 

Jo
hn

 K
en

ne
dy

 A
ny

wa
r  

 
FD

C
 

Ka
lo

ng
o 

T/
C 

 
M

 
  

1 
29

 
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

25
 

Ke
nn

et
h 

G
ed

fre
y 

O
po

ka
  

FD
C

 
Pa

im
ol

 
M

 
  

1 
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
26

 
Pr

isc
a 

Ira
ko

 
NR

M
 

Pa
ra

bo
ng

o 
F 

1 
31

 
7 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
 

 
32

 
36

 
52

 
47

 
8 

8 
1 

0 
17

 
7 

6 
13

 
6 

3 
3 

2 
2 

2 
1 

1 
15

 
 *C

ou
nc

ill
or

 a
ss

es
se

d 
us

in
g 

se
co

nd
ar

y 
da

ta
 

 
 



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

116

Am
ur

ia
 

 
Id

en
tif

ie
rs

 
Tr

en
ds

 in
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

Le
gi

sl
at

iv
e 

Ro
le

 
Co

nt
ac

t w
ith

 
El

ec
to

ra
te

 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
  

10
0 

 1
00

 
 1

00
 

10
0 

  
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Ke
tty

 A
ko

l 
UP

C 
O

ba
la

ng
a 

F 
1 

54
 

85
 

84
 

82
 

-2
 

8 
0 

5 
1 

14
 

11
 

9 
20

 
6 

7 
7 

7 
6 

7 
3 

1 
38

 
2 

Ro
be

rt 
Er

isa
t O

ki
to

i  
 

UP
C 

Ka
pe

le
by

on
gi

/ O
ku

ng
ur

i 
M

 
1 

58
 

81
 

72
 

77
 

7 
8 

0 
2 

0 
10

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

3 
6 

7 
5 

0 
35

 
3 

St
ep

he
n 

Ep
en

u 
Eb

aj
u 

 
UP

C 
O

ba
la

ng
a 

M
 

1 
46

 
71

 
62

 
76

 
23

 
8 

0 
0 

1 
9 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

7 
7 

3 
6 

7 
5 

1 
36

 
4 

Em
m

an
ue

l O
bo

i 
NR

M
 

M
or

un
ga

tu
ny

/ O
go

la
i 

M
 

1 
60

 
54

 
50

 
74

 
48

 
1 

0 
5 

0 
6 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
3 

2 
7 

7 
1 

34
 

5 
Si

lve
r O

m
er

 
UP

C 
As

am
uk

 
M

 
1 

47
 

76
 

63
 

73
 

16
 

8 
0 

5 
0 

13
 

11
 

9 
20

 
8 

7 
7 

1 
4 

7 
1 

1 
28

 
6 

Da
vid

 E
wa

yu
 

IN
D

 
Ku

ju
/ w

illa
 

M
 

1 
62

 
65

 
58

 
72

 
24

 
8 

0 
0 

1 
9 

11
 

9 
20

 
6 

7 
7 

3 
6 

7 
3 

1 
34

 
7 

He
lle

n 
B 

Ac
am

 
UP

C 
Am

ur
ia

 T
/C

 
F 

2 
34

 
71

 
52

 
71

 
37

 
1 

0 
5 

0 
6 

6 
9 

15
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
4 

7 
5 

0 
37

 
8 

Pa
ul

 E
bi

ru
 

UP
C 

O
ru

ng
o 

M
 

1 
68

 
75

 
63

 
70

 
11

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
5 

9 
14

 
6 

3 
7 

7 
7 

7 
3 

1 
35

 
9 

Jo
hn

 R
ob

er
t T

eb
en

ya
ng

 
NR

M
 

Ac
ow

a 
M

 
2 

61
 

67
 

65
 

69
 

6 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
4 

9 
13

 
4 

7 
7 

7 
5 

1 
3 

0 
30

 
10

 
Jo

se
ph

in
e 

At
un

o 
NR

M
 

M
or

un
ga

tu
ny

/ O
go

la
i 

F 
1 

33
 

78
 

55
 

65
 

18
 

1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
7 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
1 

33
 

11
 

M
ax

i A
m

on
i 

NR
M

 
W

er
a 

M
 

1 
57

 
41

 
16

 
61

 
28

1 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
4 

9 
13

 
0 

7 
7 

7 
3 

7 
1 

1 
33

 
12

 
An

dr
ew

 M
os

es
 O

ko
te

l 
NR

M
 

Ab
ar

ie
la

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
M

 
1 

50
 

62
 

69
 

58
 

-1
6 

5 
5 

0 
0 

10
 

5 
9 

14
 

0 
7 

7 
7 

3 
7 

1 
4 

36
 

13
 

Ja
ne

 A
sim

o 
UP

C 
O

ru
ng

o 
F 

2 
64

 
60

 
42

 
57

 
36

 
1 

0 
2 

0 
3 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

3 
1 

4 
5 

0 
0 

20
 

14
 

Ju
di

th
 A

m
ed

o 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
M

 
1 

28
 

60
 

62
 

55
 

-1
1 

8 
0 

0 
1 

9 
5 

9 
14

 
0 

6 
6 

1 
4 

6 
5 

1 
29

 
15

 
Fl

or
en

ce
 Is

am
uk

er
e 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
F 

2 
35

 
52

 
52

 
44

 
-1

5 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
7 

9 
16

 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

4 
10

 
16

 
M

ar
gr

et
 A

lu
po

 
NR

M
 

Ab
ar

ile
la

/W
er

a 
F 

1 
22

 
40

 
50

 
41

 
-1

8 
1 

5 
0 

0 
6 

4 
9 

13
 

0 
7 

5 
1 

3 
1 

3 
0 

20
 

17
 

De
m

ita
 A

lia
no

 
NR

M
 

As
am

uk
 

F 
1 

23
 

36
 

52
 

40
 

-2
3 

5 
1 

5 
0 

11
 

2 
9 

11
 

4 
3 

1 
3 

1 
3 

3 
1 

15
 

18
 

M
ar

y 
An

yil
at

 
NR

M
 

Ac
ow

a/
 A

ko
ro

m
it 

F 
1 

13
 

55
 

60
 

38
 

-3
7 

5 
5 

0 
0 

10
 

4 
9 

13
 

0 
1 

1 
7 

1 
1 

3 
1 

15
 

19
 

G
ab

rie
l E

kw
en

e 
NR

M
 

Am
ur

ia
 T

/C
 

M
 

1 
29

 
45

 
58

 
34

 
-4

1 
5 

5 
0 

0 
10

 
2 

9 
11

 
2 

1 
1 

0 
1 

1 
5 

1 
10

 
20

 
Si

lve
st

er
 O

gw
ad

e 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
 

1 
38

 
59

 
33

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Av
er

ag
e 

 
1 

50
 

55
 

57
 

57
 

3 
8 

8 
0 

0 
17

 
6 

8 
14

 
4 

4 
3 

3 
4 

4 
3 

2 
23

 
*C

ou
nc

ill
or

 a
ss

es
se

d 
us

in
g 

se
co

nd
ar

y 
da

ta
 

  
 



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

117

Am
ur

u 
 

Id
en

tif
ie

rs
 

Tr
en

ds
 in

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
Le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
Ro

le
 

Co
nt

ac
t w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
  

10
0 

 1
00

 
 1

00
 

10
0 

  
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

M
ar

tin
 A

ke
ra

 
NR

M
 

Am
ur

u 
T/

C
 

M
 

1 
24

 
58

 
72

 
65

 
-1

0 
8 

4 
0 

0 
12

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
3 

3 
7 

5 
5 

1 
1 

25
 

2 
Ti

to
 O

ke
llo

 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
M

 
1 

33
 

63
 

64
 

62
 

-3
 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

7 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
13

 
3 

St
an

sl
au

s 
O

wa
ch

i 
NR

M
 

At
ia

k 
M

 
1 

42
 

47
 

68
 

62
 

-9
 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

9 
9 

18
 

4 
3 

7 
3 

1 
1 

3 
1 

19
 

4 
Jo

se
ph

in
e 

At
im

 
NR

M
 

At
ia

k 
F 

1 
  

23
 

47
 

57
 

21
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

4 
5 

5 
1 

1 
5 

1 
1 

19
 

5 
M

ar
ga

re
t A

ko
t 

FD
C

 
La

m
og

i 
F 

1 
38

 
46

 
23

 
51

 
12

2 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

5 
14

 
4 

1 
1 

1 
5 

1 
3 

5 
17

 
6 

De
ni

s 
R

om
 

FD
C

 
La

m
og

i 
M

 
 

36
 

24
 

21
 

50
 

13
8 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

3 
0 

3 
4 

1 
1 

1 
7 

7 
5 

5 
27

 
7 

Ca
th

er
in

e 
Ap

io
 O

ny
wa

 
FD

C
 

Pa
bb

o 
F 

3 
33

 
40

 
59

 
49

 
-1

7 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
9 

5 
14

 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
8 

Co
nc

y 
Al

ye
l 

NR
M

 
Am

ur
u 

F 
1 

  
33

 
36

 
48

 
33

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
2 

5 
7 

10
 

5 
5 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
15

 
9 

Ja
ne

 N
ak

ku
 

NR
M

 
Yo

ut
h 

F 
1 

23
 

23
 

23
 

42
 

83
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
2 

2 
0 

1 
1 

1 
7 

7 
5 

2 
24

 
10

 
Ce

as
er

 O
ke

ta
yo

t 
NR

M
 

Am
ur

u 
M

 
1 

31
 

36
 

29
 

39
 

34
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

7 
0 

7 
4 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
5 

2 
12

 
11

 
Be

at
ric

e 
O

ki
ya

 L
an

ye
ro

   
   

   
   

   
   

 
NR

M
 

Am
ur

u 
T/

C
 

F 
1 

17
 

23
 

28
 

31
 

11
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
5 

5 
4 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
6 

12
 

Al
ex

 B
on

go
m

in
 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
M

 
1 

  
25

 
25

 
26

 
4 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

2 
8 

13
 

Ni
gh

ty
 A

po
ar

o 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

F 
1 

18
 

27
 

16
 

25
 

56
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
2 

2 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

Av
er

ag
e 

 
1 

30
 

36
 

39
 

47
 

36
 

8 
8 

1 
0 

17
 

5 
5 

10
 

5 
2 

2 
2 

3 
3 

2 
2 

15
 

  
 



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

118

Bu
du

da
 

Id
en

tif
ie

rs
 

Tr
en

ds
 in

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
Le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
Ro

le
 

Co
nt

ac
t 

w
ith

 
El

ec
to

ra
te

 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting 
electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county 
meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 
ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 s
co

re
s 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

 
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Fr
an

cis
 N

am
wo

ko
yi 

NR
M

 
Bu

wa
li 

M
 

1 
45

 
72

 
77

 
77

 
0 

8 
8 

2 
1 

19
 

11
 

9 
20

 
4 

5 
7 

5 
7 

5 
1 

4 
34

 
2 

El
ia

 W
es

ira
 

FD
C

 
Bu

sh
ik

a 
M

 
1 

37
 

57
 

72
 

76
 

6 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

5 
7 

1 
5 

5 
3 

4 
30

 
3 

G
eo

fre
y 

Na
tu

bu
 

NR
M

 
Bu

lu
ch

ek
e 

M
 

3 
56

 
66

 
71

 
75

 
6 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
0 

4 
29

 
4 

Pa
tri

ck
 M

er
u 

NR
M

 
Bu

bi
ita

 
M

 
4 

57
 

59
 

61
 

69
 

13
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
4 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
0 

4 
29

 
5 

Ri
ch

ar
d 

N
ek

oy
e 

NR
M

 
Yu

ot
h 

M
 

1 
55

 
72

 
63

 
68

 
8 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

9 
9 

18
 

4 
5 

5 
5 

1 
5 

0 
4 

25
 

6 
Ed

wa
rd

 B
uk

om
a 

NR
M

 
Na

m
we

ya
 

M
 

1 
35

 
76

 
69

 
67

 
-3

 
1 

8 
0 

0 
9 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
1 

4 
30

 
7 

Si
m

on
 P

et
er

 W
al

im
bw

a 
NR

M
 

Na
ka

ts
i 

M
 

1 
25

 
73

 
76

 
67

 
-1

2 
8 

0 
0 

0 
8 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

5 
3 

1 
7 

5 
1 

29
 

8 
M

er
et

h 
W

ak
in

ya
 N

am
we

ny
a 

NR
M

 
Bu

sh
ik

a/
Na

ka
ts

i 
F 

1 
19

 
44

 
55

 
62

 
13

 
1 

8 
0 

0 
9 

11
 

9 
20

 
6 

1 
1 

7 
1 

7 
5 

5 
27

 
9 

An
ne

t N
am

on
o 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
F 

2 
24

 
50

 
54

 
61

 
13

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
0 

1 
1 

1 
5 

7 
7 

5 
27

 
10

 
Ke

zia
 B

ut
em

e 
NR

M
 

Bu
la

ga
i/N

ab
we

ya
 

F 
4 

47
 

57
 

55
 

60
 

9 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

0 
5 

5 
1 

5 
1 

3 
4 

24
 

11
 

Ph
oe

be
 M

. L
ub

an
go

 
NR

M
 

Bu
lu

ch
ek

e/
Bu

sh
iyi

 
F 

1 
43

 
54

 
68

 
59

 
-1

3 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
6 

5 
5 

1 
1 

5 
1 

1 
19

 
12

 
G

eo
rg

e 
W

an
et

os
i 

NR
M

 
Bu

du
da

 T
ow

n 
C

ou
nc

il 
M

 
1 

23
 

42
 

29
 

57
 

97
 

1 
5 

0 
0 

6 
9 

9 
18

 
6 

5 
5 

3 
7 

2 
3 

2 
27

 
13

 
Zu

ur
a 

Ku
la

ba
 

In
d 

Bu
m

ay
ok

a 
F 

2 
36

 
45

 
39

 
57

 
46

 
1 

8 
0 

0 
9 

11
 

9 
20

 
6 

5 
5 

5 
1 

1 
5 

0 
22

 
14

 
M

os
es

 J
 L

on
di

 
NR

M
 

Na
lw

an
za

 
M

 
1 

29
 

45
 

62
 

56
 

-1
0 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
11

 
9 

20
 

6 
1 

5 
5 

1 
5 

0 
4 

21
 

15
 

El
iza

be
th

 Z
al

e 
NR

M
 

Na
lw

an
za

/B
ub

iit
a/

Bu
wa

li 
F 

1 
33

 
66

 
46

 
56

 
22

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
9 

9 
18

 
4 

1 
5 

1 
5 

0 
0 

1 
13

 
16

 
Vi

ce
nt

 K
ul

ob
a 

In
d 

Bu
sh

iri
bo

 
M

 
1 

35
 

53
 

48
 

55
 

15
 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

6 
8 

14
 

10
 

1 
5 

1 
1 

5 
1 

4 
18

 
17

 
Ja

m
es

 M
as

ik
a 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
F 

2 
46

 
51

 
63

 
55

 
-1

3 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

2 
1 

5 
0 

5 
5 

0 
1 

17
 

18
 

Da
vid

 M
us

en
a 

M
ay

ek
o 

NR
M

 
Bu

m
ay

ok
a 

M
 

1 
36

 
57

 
69

 
54

 
-2

2 
1 

0 
0 

0 
1 

9 
9 

18
 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 

0 
5 

30
 

19
 

Be
na

h 
Na

m
on

o 
In

d 
Bu

sh
iri

bo
 

F 
1 

24
 

45
 

31
 

52
 

68
 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

11
 

9 
20

 
2 

5 
1 

5 
5 

1 
0 

0 
17

 
20

 
M

ich
ae

l M
ut

in
ye

 
In

d 
Bu

du
da

 
M

 
1 

40
 

54
 

62
 

51
 

-1
8 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

9 
9 

18
 

4 
0 

5 
1 

5 
1 

0 
4 

16
 

21
 

Ca
th

er
in

e 
Ka

ka
i w

an
at

ab
u 

NR
M

 
Bu

ka
la

ri 
F 

2 
19

 
49

 
49

 
51

 
4 

3 
8 

0 
0 

11
 

9 
9 

18
 

2 
5 

7 
1 

1 
1 

1 
4 

20
 

22
 

Ro
be

rt 
W

an
gu

si
 

NR
M

 
Bu

sh
iyi

 
M

 
1 

37
 

55
 

50
 

50
 

0 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

0 
1 

1 
5 

1 
5 

1 
0 

14
 

23
 

St
ep

he
n 

M
us

ot
o 

NR
M

 
Bu

ka
la

ri 
M

 
1 

42
 

63
 

35
 

43
 

23
 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
9 

9 
18

 
2 

1 
1 

1 
1 

5 
0 

5 
14

 
24

 
Sa

m
al

i N
ak

ay
en

ze
 

NR
M

 
Bu

du
da

 
F 

1 
40

 
54

 
62

 
41

 
-3

4 
1 

5 
0 

0 
6 

11
 

9 
20

 
0 

1 
5 

1 
5 

1 
1 

1 
15

 
25

 
Ro

se
 N

am
on

o 
W

am
bi

 
NR

M
 

Bu
du

da
 T

ow
n 

C
ou

nc
i 

F 
1 

13
 

35
 

30
 

37
 

23
 

1 
5 

0 
0 

6 
11

 
9 

20
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

3 
3 

11
 

26
 

Al
fre

d 
M

us
am

al
i* 

NR
M

 
Bu

ki
bo

ko
lo

 
M

 
2 

 
 

39
 

31
 

-2
1 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
0 

9 
9 

0 
1 

1 
1 

5 
1 

0 
4 

13
 

27
 

Ai
da

h 
Ka

tis
i 

NR
M

 
Yo

ut
h 

F 
1 

11
 

29
 

34
 

29
 

-1
5 

1 
1 

0 
0 

2 
11

 
9 

20
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
28

 
Na

du
nt

u 
Sa

ra
h*

 
NR

M
 

Bu
ki

bo
ki

lo
/ B

um
ak

ep
i 

F 
1 

2 
 

26
 

19
 

-2
7 

1 
1 

0 
0 

2 
0 

9 
9 

4 
1 

1 
0 

1 
1 

0 
0 

4 
Av

er
ag

e 
1 

35
 

55
 

54
 

56
 

8 
5 

7 
1 

0 
12

 
10

 
9 

19
 

4 
3 

4 
3 

3 
4 

2 
3 

21
 

  
 



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

119

Bu
lii

sa
 

 
Id

en
tif

ie
rs

 
Tr

en
ds

 in
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

Le
gi

sl
at

iv
e 

Ro
le

 
Co

nt
ac

t w
ith

 
El

ec
to

ra
te

 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
  

10
0 

 1
00

 
 1

00
 

10
0 

  
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Si
m

on
 A

ga
ba

 K
in

en
e 

NR
M

 
Bu

liis
a 

T/
C

 
M

 
2 

69
 

71
 

72
 

66
 

-8
 

8 
0 

0 
3 

11
 

4 
9 

13
 

10
 

5 
5 

7 
5 

5 
3 

2 
32

 
2 

Al
ice

 A
tim

an
go

 
NR

M
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  

Yo
ut

h 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

  F
 

1 
18

 
52

 
56

 
55

 
-2

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
4 

9 
13

 
10

 
3 

3 
3 

1 
1 

3 
2 

16
 

3 
Jo

yc
e 

Ka
do

go
li 

IN
D

 
Bu

liis
a 

T/
C

 
F 

2 
69

 
56

 
46

 
53

 
15

 
4 

0 
0 

0 
4 

4 
9 

13
 

4 
5 

7 
3 

7 
3 

5 
2 

32
 

4 
G

eo
ffr

ey
 O

pe
nj

ith
o 

NR
M

 
Bu

tia
ba

 
M

 
1 

41
 

27
 

33
 

52
 

58
 

8 
0 

0 
0 

8 
11

 
9 

20
 

0 
7 

1 
1 

5 
5 

5 
0 

24
 

5 
M

uh
er

ez
a 

Ka
tu

sii
m

e 
Kw

ol
ek

ya
 

NR
M

 
Ki

gw
er

a 
F 

1 
27

 
29

 
34

 
48

 
41

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
2 

9 
11

 
2 

7 
3 

3 
3 

3 
0 

0 
19

 
6 

So
lo

m
on

 B
am

ut
ur

ak
i 

NR
M

 
Bi

iso
 

M
 

1 
28

 
21

 
43

 
48

 
12

 
8 

0 
0 

0 
8 

2 
9 

11
 

2 
7 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
5 

27
 

7 
Jo

yc
e 

Ka
fu

a 
NR

M
 

Ki
hu

ng
ya

/B
iis

o 
F 

1 
65

 
58

 
54

 
47

 
-1

3 
4 

8 
0 

0 
12

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
8 

Be
tty

 K
at

us
ab

e 
NR

M
 

Bu
tia

ba
 

F 
1 

62
 

45
 

51
 

45
 

-1
2 

8 
0 

0 
0 

8 
11

 
0 

11
 

0 
7 

7 
0 

3 
1 

3 
5 

26
 

9 
Ly

di
a 

Am
an

ya
 

NR
M

 
Bu

liis
a 

F 
1 

37
 

61
 

47
 

43
 

-9
 

1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
11

 
9 

20
 

2 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
2 

20
 

10
 

Fa
ith

 M
ug

um
e 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
F 

2 
16

 
39

 
39

 
42

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
0 

8 
4 

9 
13

 
10

 
1 

3 
3 

1 
1 

1 
1 

11
 

11
 

Te
dd

y 
Vu

sia
 

NR
M

 
Ng

we
do

 
F 

1 
62

 
47

 
54

 
38

 
-3

0 
8 

0 
0 

0 
8 

4 
9 

13
 

4 
1 

3 
3 

3 
1 

1 
1 

13
 

12
 

Ju
liu

s 
M

an
yir

ek
i 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
M

 
2 

46
 

40
 

49
 

36
 

-2
7 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

6 
9 

15
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

3 
1 

0 
1 

8 
13

 
*M

os
es

 B
 B

us
in

ge
*  

NR
M

 
Ki

gw
er

a 
M

 
2 

66
 

30
 

18
 

32
 

78
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
9 

9 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

14
 

*G
ilb

er
t T

ib
as

im
a*

 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
M

 
1 

34
 

44
 

42
 

30
 

-2
9 

4 
8 

5 
0 

17
 

4 
2 

6 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

15
 

So
lo

m
on

 K
ah

um
a 

NR
M

 
Ki

hu
ng

ya
 

M
 

1 
27

 
34

 
11

 
2 

-8
2 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

2 
Av

er
ag

e 
 

1 
44

 
44

 
43

 
42

 
0 

6 
3 

0 
0 

10
 

5 
7 

12
 

4 
3 

3 
2 

3 
2 

2 
2 

17
 

*C
ou

nc
ill

or
 a

ss
es

se
d 

us
in

g 
se

co
nd

ar
y 

da
ta

 
  

 



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

120

G
ul

u 
 

Id
en

tif
ie

rs
 

Tr
en

ds
 in

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
Le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
Ro

le
 

Co
nt

ac
t w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
  

10
0 

 1
00

 
 1

00
 

10
0 

  
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Al
fre

d 
O

kw
an

ga
 

NR
M

 
Pe

ce
 

M
 

1 
82

 
74

 
79

 
91

 
16

 
8 

8 
5 

1 
22

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

1 
7 

7 
5 

5 
39

 
2 

Ch
ris

to
ph

er
 O

pi
o 

At
ek

er
 

NR
M

 
Aw

ac
h 

M
 

1 
85

 
81

 
82

 
89

 
9 

8 
8 

5 
1 

22
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
3 

7 
3 

7 
7 

5 
5 

37
 

3 
Ba

llin
gt

on
e 

O
. P

on
gw

ec
h 

FD
C

 
Bu

ng
at

ira
 

M
 

1 
83

 
84

 
72

 
80

 
10

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
11

 
9 

20
 

4 
5 

5 
7 

5 
5 

3 
5 

35
 

4 
Ke

nn
et

h 
N

ye
ko

 
NR

M
 

O
ng

ak
o 

M
 

2 
36

 
28

 
50

 
68

 
64

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
6 

17
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
1 

1 
1 

1 
25

 
5 

Sa
nt

a 
O

ke
ta

 
NR

M
 

Ba
rd

eg
e 

F 
2 

35
 

67
 

25
 

66
 

61
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

4 
1 

1 
1 

7 
3 

3 
2 

28
 

6 
Jo

hn
 O

kw
on

ga
 

FD
C

 
Un

ya
m

a 
M

 
1 

46
 

38
 

19
 

66
 

12
4 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

6 
17

 
10

 
1 

1 
7 

7 
5 

1 
1 

23
 

7 
Fr

an
cis

co
 W

at
do

k 
Aw

or
i 

FD
C

 
kO

RO
 

M
 

1 
34

 
29

 
23

 
63

 
13

8 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

4 
5 

5 
5 

5 
1 

1 
1 

23
 

8 
Jo

yc
e 

Al
im

a 
Re

en
i 

NR
M

 
Yo

ut
h 

F 
2 

26
 

30
 

17
 

57
 

13
3 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

4 
9 

13
 

0 
1 

1 
7 

3 
7 

3 
2 

28
 

9 
M

ar
gr

et
 L

an
go

l 
NR

M
 

O
de

k/
 L

al
og

i 
F 

1 
34

 
41

 
58

 
53

 
-1

2 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

5 
5 

7 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

10
 

G
ra

ce
 A

ke
llo

 O
um

a 
NR

M
 

Ko
ro

 
F 

1 
57

 
38

 
53

 
51

 
-5

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
5 

1 
7 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
11

 
Ca

ro
lin

e 
Ro

se
 A

do
ng

 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

F 
1 

53
 

43
 

11
 

51
 

93
 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

9 
6 

15
 

8 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
12

 
Ro

se
 A

m
on

o 
Ab

ili 
FD

C
 

Bu
ng

at
ira

 
F 

1 
55

 
69

 
74

 
49

 
-3

6 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
7 

7 
3 

1 
1 

0 
0 

5 
13

 
W

ils
on

 O
ya

t C
ha

gg
a 

FD
C

 
La

yib
i 

F 
1 

78
 

34
 

43
 

47
 

12
 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

9 
6 

15
 

4 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
14

 
Is

aa
c 

Ne
wt

on
 O

jo
k 

NR
M

 
Bo

bi
 

M
 

1 
54

 
30

 
21

 
44

 
77

 
8 

8 
0 

1 
17

 
11

 
9 

20
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
15

 
Ke

tty
 L

am
un

u 
G

iri
gi

ri 
NR

M
 

Bo
bi

/ L
ak

wa
na

 
F 

1 
30

 
30

 
35

 
39

 
13

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
7 

9 
16

 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

16
 

Ro
se

 N
ya

po
lo

 
NR

M
 

O
ga

ko
 

F 
2 

54
 

45
 

11
 

39
 

62
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

7 
9 

16
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
17

 
Fr

ed
ric

k 
Al

ik
el

 
FD

C
 

Pa
ich

o 
M

 
2 

38
 

30
 

18
 

39
 

70
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

7 
5 

12
 

0 
5 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

11
 

18
 

To
nn

y 
Ak

en
a 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
M

 
1 

52
 

34
 

9 
38

 
85

 
1 

8 
0 

0 
9 

9 
9 

18
 

2 
3 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

9 
19

 
Li

llia
n 

St
el

la
 L

al
am

 
FD

C
 

Aw
ac

/ P
at

ik
o 

F 
1 

26
 

50
 

71
 

33
 

-7
6 

4 
4 

0 
0 

8 
9 

9 
18

 
0 

7 
7 

7 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

20
 

Jo
hn

 C
hr

is 
M

ug
ish

a 
An

yw
ar

 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
M

 
1 

61
 

51
 

54
 

33
 

-4
1 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
2 

11
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
0 

1 
1 

6 
21

 
Da

m
as

co
 O

do
ng

o 
NR

M
 

La
kw

an
a 

M
 

1 
67

 
52

 
16

 
32

 
31

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
7 

2 
9 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
22

 
Ju

st
in

 O
kw

ir 
Pa

ke
llo

 
FD

C
 

La
ro

o 
M

 
1 

43
 

30
 

13
 

32
 

63
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

2 
5 

7 
2 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

23
 

Be
tty

 A
tim

 
NR

M
 

Pa
ich

o/
 U

ny
am

a 
F 

2 
27

 
47

 
29

 
31

 
4 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
2 

2 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
13

 
24

 
Be

tty
 A

tim
 

FD
C

 
La

ro
o 

F 
1 

48
 

24
 

19
 

30
 

46
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

2 
5 

7 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

25
 

Ch
ris

 O
we

n 
O

ko
ya

 
FD

C
 

Pa
la

ro
 

M
 

2 
51

 
28

 
23

 
30

 
25

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
7 

0 
7 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
26

 
Ch

ris
tin

e 
Ar

ac
h 

FD
C

 
Pe

ce
 

F 
1 

45
 

38
 

11
 

30
 

50
 

8 
0 

0 
0 

8 
7 

2 
9 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

13
 

27
 

Bi
lly

 G
ra

ha
m

 O
la

ny
a 

NR
M

 
O

de
k 

M
 

1 
28

 
52

 
20

 
29

 
17

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
3 

3 
6 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
28

 
Pa

tri
ck

 K
om

ak
ec

h 
NR

M
 

Pa
tik

o 
M

 
2 

77
 

58
 

26
 

25
 

-2
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
2 

2 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

29
 

An
ne

 S
ab

iti
 

NR
M

 
Ba

rd
eg

e 
M

 
1 

28
 

38
 

33
 

22
 

-2
9 

1 
5 

0 
0 

6 
7 

2 
9 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
Av

er
ag

e 
 

1 
49

 
45

 
35

 
47

 
35

 
7 

7 
1 

0 
16

 
8 

6 
14

 
3 

3 
2 

3 
2 

2 
1 

1 
14

 
  

 



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

121

Ho
im

a 
 

Id
en

tif
ie

rs
 

Tr
en

ds
 in

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
Le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
Ro

le
 

Co
nt

ac
t w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
  

10
0 

 1
00

 
 1

00
 

10
0 

  
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Pe
te

r Z
uw

a 
Ay

es
ig

a 
NR

M
 

Bu
ha

ni
ka

 
M

 
1 

54
 

61
 

76
 

89
 

17
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

8 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

47
 

2 
Be

rn
ad

at
e 

Pl
an

 
NR

M
 

Ka
ho

or
a 

F 
2 

66
 

87
 

82
 

88
 

7 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

4 
5 

44
 

3 
Vi

nc
en

t M
uh

um
uz

a 
NR

M
 

Ka
ho

or
a 

M
 

1 
70

 
70

 
70

 
86

 
23

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
0 

5 
40

 
4 

Da
rli

so
n 

Ku
sii

m
a 

NR
M

 
Bu

ga
m

be
 

F 
3 

66
 

69
 

86
 

85
 

-1
 

8 
8 

0 
3 

19
 

9 
5 

14
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
3 

4 
42

 
5 

Fr
ed

 B
ya

ru
ba

ng
a 

Ka
ko

ra
ki

 
NR

M
 

Ki
to

ba
 

M
 

2 
76

 
80

 
76

 
81

 
7 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

7 
9 

16
 

6 
7 

5 
5 

7 
5 

5 
4 

38
 

6 
De

o 
Ki

iz
a 

NR
M

 
Bu

ga
m

be
 

M
 

1 
67

 
71

 
80

 
79

 
-1

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
0 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
7 

As
ha

 K
ab

ar
am

ag
i 

NR
M

 
M

pa
ro

 D
ivi

sio
n 

F 
1 

44
 

58
 

  
75

 
  

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

4 
5 

6 
3 

7 
7 

7 
2 

37
 

8 
Jo

ab
 A

ki
ik

i K
un

ih
ira

 
NR

M
 

M
pa

ro
 D

ivi
sio

n 
M

 
1 

65
 

73
 

75
 

74
 

-1
 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

5 
9 

14
 

6 
3 

7 
3 

7 
7 

5 
4 

36
 

9 
Do

re
en

 K
um

uk
ye

ya
 M

uh
ai

rw
e 

NR
M

 
Ky

ab
ig

am
bi

re
 / 

Bu
ha

ni
ka

 
F 

  
62

 
66

 
75

 
72

 
-4

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
5 

9 
14

 
6 

7 
5 

3 
7 

7 
5 

2 
36

 

10
 

La
wr

en
ce

 K
as

an
ga

  B
  

NR
M

 
Bu

hi
m

ba
 

M
 

3 
48

 
71

 
66

 
68

 
3 

8 
8 

0 
1 

17
 

8 
9 

17
 

10
 

3 
3 

3 
3 

7 
3 

2 
24

 
11

 
Na

um
e 

 K
oo

jo
 

NR
M

 
Ki

to
ba

/B
us

er
uk

a 
F 

1 
59

 
60

 
62

 
67

 
8 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

5 
16

 
6 

3 
2 

6 
4 

4 
5 

5 
29

 
12

 
Fr

an
cis

 K
az

in
i 

NR
A 

Yo
ut

h 
 M

al
e 

 
M

 
1 

36
 

30
 

73
 

66
 

-1
0 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

5 
9 

14
 

10
 

7 
6 

3 
3 

2 
3 

2 
26

 
13

 
Sa

ra
h 

At
ag

wi
rw

eh
o 

NR
M

 
Bu

hi
m

ba
 

F 
1 

59
 

46
 

62
 

64
 

3 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
7 

7 
7 

7 
3 

3 
5 

39
 

14
 

Ja
ne

 M
ug

en
yi 

 T
uh

ai
se

 
NR

M
 

Bu
ju

m
bu

ra
 D

iv
/B

us
isi

 
F 

1 
44

 
38

 
41

 
64

 
56

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

0 
3 

3 
7 

3 
7 

3 
2 

28
 

15
 

Vi
nc

en
t O

pi
o 

 A
lp

he
r 

NR
M

 
Ka

bw
oy

a 
M

 
1 

52
 

63
 

62
 

57
 

-8
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

2 
9 

11
 

0 
5 

5 
5 

5 
3 

3 
4 

30
 

16
 

Da
ph

in
e 

 K
ob

us
in

ge
 

M
uh

um
uz

a 
NR

M
 

Ky
an

gw
al

i/K
ab

wo
ya

 
F 

1 
42

 
47

 
54

 
52

 
-4

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

0 
3 

2 
3 

2 
3 

3 
0 

16
 

17
 

Da
ni

el
 M

. M
uh

ei
rw

e 
NR

M
 

Ki
zir

an
fu

m
bi

 
M

 
1 

58
 

62
 

68
 

50
 

-2
6 

8 
8 

2 
1 

19
 

2 
9 

11
 

0 
7 

0 
0 

5 
3 

3 
2 

20
 

18
 

Ja
m

es
 M

ug
en

yi 
M

ul
in

da
m

bu
ra

* 
NR

M
 

Ki
go

ro
by

a 
M

 
3 

44
 

39
 

22
 

49
 

12
3 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

7 
9 

16
 

10
 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

19
 

Fl
os

sy
  A

ye
sig

a 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

 F
em

al
e 

F 
3 

43
 

27
 

25
 

49
 

96
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

3 
20

 
Ed

wa
rd

  K
us

iim
a 

* 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

  M
al

e 
 

M
 

1 
46

 
58

 
53

 
42

 
-2

1 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
1 

6 
21

 
Re

st
y 

 K
iiz

a 
By

ar
uh

an
ga

 
NR

M
 

Ki
zir

an
fu

m
bi

 
F 

1 
38

 
58

 
51

 
41

 
-2

0 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

22
 

Ri
ch

ar
d 

Ka
tu

sii
m

e 
* 

NR
M

 
Ki

go
ro

by
a 

T/
C

 
M

 
1 

  
41

 
31

 
35

 
13

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
4 

9 
13

 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
0 

1 
6 

23
 

Ph
ile

m
on

 B
ag

ad
a 

Ru
ga

ju
* 

NR
M

 
Ky

ab
ig

am
bi

re
 

M
 

1 
42

 
48

 
32

 
25

 
-2

2 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

2 
2 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
24

 
G

eo
rg

e 
Ba

sh
ai

ja
* 

NR
M

 
Ky

an
gw

al
i 

M
 

1 
26

 
52

 
58

 
25

 
-5

7 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
25

 
G

eo
fre

y 
Ku

m
ak

ec
h*

 
IN

D
 

Bu
se

ru
ka

 
M

 
1 

49
 

44
 

59
 

21
 

-6
4 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
5 

5 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

26
 

Ed
wa

rd
 Is

in
go

m
a*

 
NR

M
 

Bu
ju

m
bu

ra
 D

iv
isi

on
  

M
 

1 
15

 
27

 
16

 
16

 
0 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

27
 

Do
ra

h 
Bi

ta
ga

se
* 

NR
M

 
Ki

go
ro

by
a/

 K
ig

or
ob

ya
 T

C
 

F 
1 

28
 

27
 

31
 

16
 

-4
8 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Av
er

ag
e 

 
1 

50
 

55
 

57
 

57
 

3 
8 

8 
0 

0 
17

 
6 

8 
14

 
4 

4 
3 

3 
4 

4 
3 

2 
23

 
 *C

ou
nc

ill
or

 a
ss

es
se

d 
us

in
g 

se
co

nd
ar

y 
da

ta
 

NB
. 

Ju
di

th
 N

am
ak

ul
a 

(IN
D)

 th
e 

fe
m

al
e 

yo
ut

h 
co

un
cil

lo
r w

en
t a

br
oa

d 
tw

o 
ye

ar
s 

ag
o.

 
 



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

122

Ji
nj

a 
 

Id
en

tif
ie

rs
 

Tr
en

ds
 in

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
Le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
Ro

le
 

Co
nt

ac
t w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LL
G

 
M

on
ito

rin
g 

NP
PA

s 
Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting 
electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county 
Meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

  
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Ya
ku

t T
en

yw
a 

In
d 

M
uf

um
bi

ra
 "A

" 
M

 
2 

28
 

50
 

57
 

76
 

33
 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

9 
5 

14
 

8 
7 

7 
1 

7 
7 

7 
5 

41
 

2 
Ay

ub
 W

ab
ik

a 
FD

C
 

Bu
do

nd
o 

M
 

1 
69

 
74

 
78

 
71

 
-9

 
8 

8 
2 

2 
20

 
9 

5 
14

 
10

 
7 

7 
1 

1 
1 

5 
5 

27
 

3 
Ro

se
 M

uk
am

a 
NR

M
 

M
af

ub
ira

  A
&B

 
F 

1 
50

 
57

 
58

 
61

 
5 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

4 
5 

9 
10

 
5 

5 
5 

1 
5 

1 
4 

26
 

4 
Sa

ra
h 

Ba
lid

aw
a 

NR
M

 
Bu

ye
ng

o,
Bu

we
ng

e,
 

Bu
we

ng
e 

TC
 

F 
1 

63
 

53
 

69
 

60
 

-4
1 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

1 
19

 
5 

Fa
zir

a 
Ka

wu
m

a 
IN

D
 

PW
D 

Fe
m

al
e 

 
F 

1 
53

 
47

 
37

 
55

 
49

 
5 

8 
0 

0 
13

 
11

 
5 

16
 

6 
1 

1 
1 

5 
5 

3 
4 

20
 

6 
M

oh
am

m
ed

 K
at

un
tu

bi
ru

 
FD

C
 

Yo
ut

h 
 

M
 

2 
66

 
54

 
58

 
51

 
-1

2 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
11

 
5 

16
 

10
 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

7 
Pe

te
r K

am
wa

m
i 

FD
C

 
Bu

we
ng

e 
TC

 
M

 
1 

25
 

59
 

72
 

50
 

-3
1 

4 
4 

0 
0 

8 
9 

5 
14

 
10

 
5 

5 
1 

1 
1 

4 
1 

18
 

8 
Pa

ul
 B

al
id

aw
a 

* 
NR

M
 

Ki
ra

 T
ow

n 
Co

un
cil

 
M

 
1 

63
 

66
 

64
 

44
 

-3
1 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

2 
2 

4 
0 

1 
5 

1 
5 

5 
1 

4 
22

 
9 

Sl
yv

ia
 M

pa
bu

lu
ng

i 
NR

M
 

Bu
se

dd
e 

F 
1 

45
 

49
 

54
 

44
 

-1
9 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

9 
5 

14
 

0 
7 

3 
1 

1 
1 

3 
1 

17
 

10
 

Fl
or

en
ce

 A
si

o 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
Fe

m
al

e 
 

F 
2 

74
 

49
 

70
 

41
 

-4
1 

4 
8 

0 
0 

12
 

0 
5 

5 
6 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

0 
18

 
11

 
G

ra
ce

 L
uy

a 
NR

M
 

Bu
ta

ga
ya

 
M

 
1 

21
 

56
 

56
 

40
 

-2
9 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
9 

5 
14

 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
12

 
An

ne
t M

us
ik

a 
* 

NR
M

 
Bu

do
nd

o 
F 

2 
72

 
76

 
78

 
38

 
-5

1 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
0 

2 
2 

10
 

2 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
8 

13
 

As
um

an
 K

io
m

i A
ki

ki 
NR

M
 

Bu
we

ng
e 

 
M

 
1 

49
 

49
 

48
 

38
 

-2
1 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
7 

5 
12

 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
14

 
Ju

lie
t M

ut
es

i 
NR

M
 

Bu
ge

m
be

 T
C

 
F 

1 
24

 
45

 
47

 
33

 
-3

0 
1 

5 
0 

0 
6 

3 
5 

8 
4 

5 
5 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
15

 
15

 
Pe

te
r M

uw
an

ik
a 

FD
C

 
W

al
uk

ub
a 

/M
as

es
e 

M
 

1 
34

 
57

 
63

 
33

 
-4

8 
1 

8 
0 

0 
9 

2 
5 

7 
2 

5 
5 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
15

 
16

 
M

oh
am

m
ed

 M
be

nt
yo

 
FD

C
 

Jin
ja

 M
un

ici
pa

lit
y 

M
 

1 
66

 
63

 
47

 
29

 
-3

8 
5 

8 
2 

0 
15

 
2 

5 
7 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
17

 
Lo

y 
Ka

ba
nd

a 
Ky

al
o 

NR
M

 
M

pu
m

ud
de

/K
im

ak
a 

Di
v 

F 
1 

58
 

43
 

38
 

27
 

-2
9 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
1 

1 
0 

1 
1 

1 
6 

18
 

Im
m

ac
ul

at
e 

Au
m

a 
Pa

jo
bo

* 
NR

M
 

Ki
ra

 T
C

 
F 

1 
33

 
40

 
11

 
26

 
13

6 
8 

5 
2 

0 
15

 
2 

2 
4 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
19

 
Ka

ss
im

 N
ta

m
bi

 
NR

M
 

Bu
ge

m
be

 
M

 
1 

43
 

45
 

49
 

26
 

-4
7 

4 
8 

0 
0 

12
 

0 
5 

5 
2 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

20
 

Pa
tri

ck
 M

ut
aa

sa
 * 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
M

al
e 

 
M

 
  

79
 

45
 

41
 

25
 

-3
9 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
2 

2 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

21
 

Ch
ris

tin
e 

M
on

ica
 A

bu
ze

* 
FD

C
 

Jin
ja

 M
un

ici
pa

lit
y 

Ea
st

 
F 

1 
35

 
42

 
23

 
22

 
-4

 
5 

8 
0 

0 
13

 
0 

2 
2 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
22

 
Sa

m
ue

l K
au

ta
 * 

NR
M

 
Bu

se
dd

e 
M

 
1 

38
 

43
 

20
 

21
 

5 
5 

5 
2 

0 
12

 
0 

2 
2 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
23

 
Vi

ct
or

 S
em

be
ra

 
NR

M
 

Bu
ta

ga
ya

 
M

 
1 

49
 

51
 

45
 

20
 

-5
6 

1 
1 

0 
0 

2 
0 

5 
5 

6 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
24

 
Al

oz
io

us
 M

ug
um

ira
 * 

FD
C

 
Bu

ye
ng

o 
M

 
2 

32
 

56
 

18
 

15
 

-1
7 

1 
5 

0 
0 

6 
0 

2 
2 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
25

 
Ja

ne
 L

ily
 O

bw
oy

o 
* 

NR
M

 
Jin

ja
 M

un
ici

pa
lit

y 
W

es
t 

F 
1 

49
 

49
 

45
 

15
 

-6
7 

1 
5 

0 
0 

6 
0 

2 
2 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
Av

er
ag

e 
49

 
53

 
50

 
38

 
-1

7 
5 

7 
1 

0 
13

 
4 

4 
8 

5 
3 

3 
1 

2 
2 

2 
2 

13
 

*C
ou

nc
ill

or
 a

ss
es

se
d 

us
in

g 
se

co
nd

ar
y 

da
ta

 
  

 



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

123

Ka
ba

ro
le

 
 

Id
en

tif
ie

rs
 

Tr
en

ds
 in

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
Le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
Ro

le
 

Co
nt

ac
t w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
  

10
0 

 1
00

 
 1

00
 

10
0 

  
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

M
os

es
 Ik

ag
ob

ya
 

In
d 

Bu
he

es
i 

M
 

1 
68

 
83

 
85

 
99

 
16

 
8 

8 
5 

3 
24

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
2 

Ri
ch

ar
d 

Ta
tiin

a 
NR

M
 

Ki
ju

ra
 to

wn
 c

ou
nc

il 
M

 
1 

54
 

83
 

73
 

96
 

32
 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

5 
5 

45
 

3 
Pa

ul
 K

at
iis

a 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

M
 

1 
67

 
76

 
69

 
93

 
35

 
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

5 
7 

7 
7 

7 
0 

5 
38

 
4 

St
el

la
 K

yo
ra

m
pe

 
NR

M
 

Ka
be

nd
e/

 K
iju

ra
 T

/C
 

F 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

1 
55

 
84

 
86

 
92

 
7 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

7 
3 

5 
5 

41
 

5 
Pr

os
pe

r B
us

in
gy

e 
NR

M
 

W
es

te
rn

 D
ivi

sio
n 

M
 

1 
70

 
79

 
74

 
90

 
22

 
8 

8 
5 

3 
24

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

5 
7 

5 
0 

5 
36

 
6 

Fl
or

en
ce

 K
ad

ok
a 

NR
M

 
Bu

ku
ku

 
F 

3 
63

 
79

 
61

 
89

 
46

 
8 

8 
0 

2 
18

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
5 

7 
7 

5 
5 

5 
41

 
7 

Ch
ar

le
s 

Ka
liij

a 
R

ut
ak

irw
a 

NR
M

 
Ki

ch
wa

m
ba

 
M

 
1 

56
 

61
 

53
 

89
 

68
 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
5 

7 
4 

7 
7 

3 
5 

38
 

8 
Em

m
an

ue
l T

ug
um

e 
IN

D
 

Ka
se

nd
a 

F 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

1 
53

 
43

 
66

 
88

 
33

 
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
7 

7 
5 

7 
7 

0 
2 

35
 

9 
Jo

hn
 M

an
um

e 
NR

M
 

Ka
te

eb
wa

 
M

 
1 

64
 

79
 

83
 

87
 

5 
8 

8 
2 

4 
22

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
5 

5 
7 

5 
5 

1 
35

 
10

 
Sy

lvi
a 

R
wa

bw
og

o 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
 

NR
M

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

  
Ea

st
 D

ivi
si

on
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

 
F 

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
2 

39
 

49
 

80
 

86
 

8 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
0 

0 
35

 
11

 
Jo

hn
 K

ya
lig

on
za

 
NR

M
 

Ka
bo

ne
ro

 
M

 
1 

40
 

38
 

76
 

86
 

13
 

8 
8 

5 
4 

25
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
5 

5 
7 

5 
5 

3 
1 

31
 

12
 

Am
on

 R
ut

en
ta

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  

NR
M

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

  
Ki

bi
ito

  T
C 

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   M
 

4 
62

 
61

 
67

 
86

 
28

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
0 

5 
40

 
13

 
M

on
da

y 
Ro

be
rts

on
 J

os
hu

a 
NR

M
 

Ha
kib

al
e 

M
 

1 
81

 
48

 
74

 
86

 
16

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

0 
2 

37
 

14
 

St
ep

he
n 

Ag
ab

a 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
M

 
1 

50
 

40
 

65
 

84
 

29
 

8 
8 

5 
3 

24
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 

1 
4 

30
 

15
 

Pa
sc

al
 B

yo
om

a 
Ka

to
 

NR
M

 
Bu

ku
ku

 
M

 
2 

50
 

56
 

61
 

84
 

38
 

8 
8 

0 
1 

17
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
5 

5 
5 

3 
5 

37
 

16
 

Jo
sh

ua
 K

ag
ab

a 
NR

M
 

Ru
te

te
 

M
 

2 
78

 
70

 
73

 
83

 
14

 
8 

8 
5 

3 
24

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
0 

4 
29

 
17

 
An

na
h 

By
ab

as
ai

ja
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
 

NR
M

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

  
Rw

im
i T

ow
n 

Co
un

cil
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

  
F 

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
3 

72
 

55
 

70
 

81
 

16
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

0 
0 

35
 

18
 

Ro
se

m
ar

y 
Ka

bo
na

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

  
NR

M
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  

PW
D 

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

 F 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

3 
52

 
28

 
34

 
81

 
13

8 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
0 

0 
35

 
19

 
Pa

tri
ck

 K
ar

at
un

ga
 

NR
M

 
Ki

bi
ito

 
M

 
1 

  
69

 
72

 
81

 
13

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
0 

0 
35

 
20

 
Am

in
a 

K 
Ka

ija
 

NR
M

 
Ka

bo
ne

ro
 

F 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

4 
66

 
65

 
72

 
80

 
11

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
5 

5 
5 

7 
5 

0 
34

 
21

 
Es

th
er

 M
. M

at
si

pa
 

NR
M

 
Ka

te
bw

a 
F 

1 
77

 
53

 
69

 
77

 
12

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

4 
7 

7 
7 

5 
5 

3 
3 

37
 

22
 

An
ne

t R
ub

ag
um

ya
 

Ku
se

m
er

er
wa

 
NR

M
 

Bu
he

es
i 

F 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

1 
60

 
55

 
70

 
77

 
10

 
1 

1 
0 

0 
2 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

5 
5 

45
 

23
 

Fa
ith

 N
ya

ka
iro

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
NR

M
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  

So
ut

h 
Di

vis
io

n 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  

F 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

5 
50

 
64

 
53

 
75

 
42

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
0 

9 
9 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
0 

0 
35

 
24

 
De

ni
s 

Nk
wa

si
bw

e 
NR

M
 

Rw
im

i T
ow

n 
Co

un
cil

 
M

 
1 

61
 

62
 

65
 

75
 

15
 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

11
 

9 
20

 
8 

7 
7 

3 
1 

7 
0 

4 
29

 
25

 
Ro

se
 K

aj
ub

u 
NR

M
 

Ka
ra

m
bi

/M
ug

us
u 

F 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

1 
30

 
31

 
39

 
74

 
90

 
5 

8 
2 

0 
15

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
0 

4 
29

 
26

 
G

er
tru

de
 B

ah
in

da
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
 

In
d 

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

 
Ru

te
et

e 
Ka

se
nd

a 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
 

F 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

1 
26

 
51

 
51

 
73

 
43

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

0 
7 

7 
7 

1 
0 

0 
22

 
27

 
Pa

tri
ck

 M
ug

en
yi 

NR
M

 
Ki

so
m

or
o 

M
 

1 
59

 
32

 
72

 
70

 
-3

 
8 

0 
0 

0 
8 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

4 
7 

7 
7 

0 
0 

32
 

28
 

Am
br

os
e 

Ka
ta

ba
az

i 
NR

M
 

Rw
im

i 
M

 
1 

57
 

46
 

73
 

69
 

-5
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
9 

9 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

5 
5 

0 
3 

34
 

29
 

St
ep

he
n 

M
un

ih
ira

 
NR

M
 

Ka
ra

ng
ur

a 
M

 
1 

63
 

64
 

66
 

67
 

2 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

6 
4 

5 
5 

5 
5 

0 
1 

25
 

30
 

St
el

la
 K

em
ig

ab
o 

IN
D

 
Yo

ut
h 

F 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

1 
34

 
40

 
37

 
64

 
73

 
1 

8 
0 

0 
9 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 

0 
0 

25
 

31
 

Jo
se

ph
 M

as
hu

hu
ko

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

 
NR

M
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  

Ka
ra

m
bi

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
 M
 

1 
67

 
53

 
81

 
60

 
-2

6 
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
9 

5 
14

 
10

 
1 

5 
0 

5 
0 

0 
0 

11
 

32
 

Ri
ch

ar
d 

N
ya

ka
na

 
NR

M
 

Bu
so

ro
 

M
 

3 
81

 
48

 
65

 
51

 
-2

2 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
11

 
0 

11
 

0 
7 

3 
3 

1 
0 

0 
5 

19
 

33
 

Jo
ra

m
 B

in
ta

m
an

ya
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
 

FD
C 

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

 
So

ut
h 

Di
vis

io
n 

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

  
M

 
1 

70
 

61
 

50
 

48
 

-4
 

8 
8 

5 
4 

25
 

6 
5 

11
 

10
 

1 
1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
2 

34
 

Ju
di

th
 N

ya
ka

isi
ki

 
IN

D
 

W
es

te
rn

 D
ivi

sio
n 

F 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

1 
16

 
33

 
8 

7 
-1

3 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

Av
er

ag
e 

 
1 

50
 

55
 

57
 

57
 

3 
8 

8 
0 

0 
17

 
6 

8 
14

 
4 

4 
3 

3 
4 

4 
3 

2 
23

 
  

 



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

124

Ka
m

ul
i 

  
Id

en
tif

ie
rs

 
Tr

en
ds

 in
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

Le
gi

sl
at

iv
e 

Ro
le

 
Co

nt
ac

t w
ith

 
El

ec
to

ra
te

 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency 

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
s 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

  
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

M
os

es
 M

uw
an

ga
la

 
IN

D
 

Bu
lo

pa
 

M
 

1 
39

 
89

 
89

 
68

 
-2

4 
5 

8 
0 

0 
13

 
9 

5 
14

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

7 
1 

1 
1 

31
 

2 
Ch

ar
le

s 
M

pa
la

bu
le

 
NR

M
 

Ki
so

zi 
M

 
2 

83
 

87
 

89
 

65
 

-2
7 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

7 
5 

12
 

2 
7 

7 
7 

5 
5 

0 
4 

35
 

3 
Be

tty
 K

al
em

a 
NR

M
 

Na
m

as
ag

al
i 

F 
2 

41
 

78
 

76
 

62
 

-1
8 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

3 
9 

12
 

4 
5 

5 
0 

5 
5 

1 
4 

25
 

4 
Sa

ra
h 

 K
izi

to
 

NR
M

 
Ki

so
zi/

 M
bu

la
m

ut
i 

F 
2 

59
 

49
 

78
 

56
 

-2
8 

4 
5 

0 
0 

9 
11

 
9 

20
 

6 
5 

1 
1 

5 
1 

3 
5 

21
 

5 
M

ar
tin

 P
. K

yu
ka

 
NR

M
 

Na
bw

ig
ul

u 
M

 
2 

20
 

61
 

74
 

52
 

-3
0 

8 
7 

0 
0 

15
 

9 
5 

14
 

10
 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
5 

3 
13

 
6 

Ju
liu

s 
W

ak
ib

i T
ig

aw
al

an
a 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
M

al
e 

 
M

 
2 

34
 

50
 

37
 

50
 

35
 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

9 
5 

14
 

8 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
7 

Da
ni

el
 W

am
bu

zi 
IN

D
 

Na
m

as
ag

al
i 

M
 

1 
67

 
72

 
84

 
47

 
-4

4 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

5 
14

 
8 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
3 

1 
9 

8 
Ru

th
 M

ak
oo

ba
 B

ab
iry

e 
NR

M
 

Bu
gu

lu
m

by
a 

F 
2 

32
 

37
 

69
 

46
 

-3
3 

1 
4 

0 
0 

5 
5 

5 
10

 
6 

3 
3 

3 
7 

7 
1 

1 
25

 
9 

An
dr

ew
 M

os
es

 M
ut

as
a 

IN
D

 
M

bu
la

m
ut

i 
M

 
1 

32
 

69
 

66
 

46
 

-3
0 

8 
4 

0 
0 

12
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

1 
1 

1 
0 

1 
1 

1 
6 

10
 

M
on

ic
a 

D
on

go
 

IN
D

 
Ba

la
wo

li 
F 

1 
71

 
65

 
77

 
41

 
-4

7 
1 

5 
0 

0 
6 

9 
5 

14
 

10
 

1 
5 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
11

 
11

 
Fa

rid
ah

 K
at

al
o 

NR
M

 
Ki

ta
yu

nj
wa

 
F 

2 
30

 
65

 
76

 
39

 
-4

9 
1 

4 
0 

0 
5 

11
 

9 
20

 
8 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
6 

12
 

Al
fre

d 
Ki

nt
u 

Lw
am

us
ay

i 
NR

M
 

Ki
ta

yu
nj

wa
 

M
 

1 
  

60
 

84
 

32
 

-6
2 

5 
5 

0 
0 

10
 

0 
9 

9 
0 

1 
1 

1 
5 

1 
3 

1 
13

 
13

 
Jo

hn
 B

as
al

irw
a 

NR
M

 
W

an
ko

le
 

M
 

1 
38

 
61

 
66

 
30

 
-5

5 
5 

8 
2 

0 
15

 
3 

5 
8 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
14

 
Sa

no
n 

Ki
nt

u 
NR

M
 

Bu
gu

lu
m

by
a 

M
 

1 
46

 
62

 
68

 
26

 
-6

2 
5 

1 
0 

0 
6 

2 
5 

7 
2 

1 
1 

1 
5 

1 
1 

1 
11

 
15

 
Jo

yc
e 

N
ya

go
 N

am
ug

er
e 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
Fe

m
al

e 
 

F 
1 

29
 

74
 

85
 

26
 

-6
9 

1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
7 

9 
16

 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
3 

1 
9 

16
 

Er
in

a 
Nd

ib
og

ez
a 

IN
D

 
Na

m
we

nd
wa

/B
ul

op
a 

F 
1 

13
 

55
 

66
 

22
 

-6
7 

1 
1 

0 
0 

2 
4 

5 
9 

0 
1 

1 
1 

5 
1 

1 
1 

11
 

17
 

An
dr

ew
 C

oh
en

 B
ya

ki
ka

 
NR

M
 

Ka
m

ul
i T

/C
 

M
 

1 
60

 
70

 
43

 
22

 
-4

9 
1 

1 
0 

0 
2 

0 
5 

5 
2 

1 
1 

1 
5 

1 
3 

1 
13

 
18

 
M

on
ic

a 
M

uk
as

a 
* 

NR
M

 
Bu

ta
ns

i 
F 

2 
45

 
56

 
77

 
20

 
-7

4 
5 

4 
0 

0 
9 

0 
2 

2 
2 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

19
 

To
ny

 T
ul

ira
ba

 T
an

an
si

 * 
IN

D
 

Na
m

we
nd

wa
 

M
 

1 
  

23
 

16
 

20
 

25
 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

20
 

M
ax

we
ll C

. M
ug

ud
e 

* 
NR

M
 

Bu
ta

ns
i 

M
 

1 
25

 
30

 
31

 
19

 
-3

9 
8 

4 
0 

0 
12

 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
21

 
Ra

ch
ea

l B
ak

ak
i 

NR
M

 
Na

bw
ig

ul
u/

Ka
m

ul
i T

/C
 

F 
1 

58
 

70
 

62
 

19
 

-6
9 

1 
4 

0 
0 

5 
0 

5 
5 

2 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
22

 
Sa

ra
h 

Au
m

a 
M

wa
nd

o 
* 

NR
M

 
W

an
ko

le
/ N

aw
an

ya
go

 
F 

1 
21

 
74

 
71

 
18

 
-7

5 
1 

5 
0 

0 
6 

0 
5 

5 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

23
 

Pa
ul

 K
itim

bo
 * 

NR
M

 
Yo

ut
h 

M
al

e 
M

 
1 

14
 

21
 

11
 

18
 

64
 

5 
4 

0 
0 

9 
0 

2 
2 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
24

 
M

ah
am

 N
al

ug
ya

 * 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
Fe

m
al

e 
 

F 
1 

30
 

66
 

64
 

8 
-8

8 
1 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

25
 

Pa
ul

 F
re

dr
ick

 W
ag

os
e 

IN
D

 
Ba

la
wo

li 
M

 
1 

76
 

78
 

17
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Av

er
ag

e 
1 

42
 

61
 

63
 

36
 

-3
8 

4 
5 

1 
0 

10
 

4 
5 

10
 

4 
2 

2 
2 

3 
2 

2 
1 

13
 

*C
ou

nc
ill

or
 a

ss
es

se
d 

us
in

g 
se

co
nd

ar
y 

da
ta

 
  

 



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

125

Ka
nu

ng
u 

Id
en

tif
ie

rs
 

Tr
en

ds
 in

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
Le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
Ro

le
 

Co
nt

ac
t w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting 
electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county 
meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 
ENR 

Sub Total 

Id
en

tif
ie

rs
 

 1
00

 
 1

00
 

 1
00

 
10

0 
 

8 
8 

5 
4 

25
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

5 
5 

45
 

1 
Ja

m
es

 N
iri

ng
yim

an
a 

Ru
ug

i 
Ka

be
ru

ka
   

NR
M

 
Ki

hi
hi

 T
/C

 
M

 
 

77
 

83
 

80
 

87
 

9 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
11

 
9 

20
 

6 
7 

7 
7 

7 
3 

7 
2 

40
 

2 
M

ar
ia

m
 A

sii
m

we
 

NR
M

 
Ka

ny
an

to
ro

go
 

F 
3 

49
 

80
 

71
 

76
 

7 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

3 
3 

1 
4 

32
 

3 
Ad

da
h 

Na
sii

m
a 

NR
M

 
Ki

hi
hi

 T
/C

 
F 

3 
66

 
61

 
63

 
76

 
21

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

1 
0 

5 
5 

32
 

4 
Jo

hn
 M

uh
im

a 
NR

M
 

Ka
yo

nz
a 

m
 

3 
65

 
71

 
65

 
58

 
-1

1 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
7 

9 
16

 
0 

7 
5 

1 
4 

7 
0 

0 
24

 
5 

Fe
le

st
a 

N
yir

ag
uh

irw
a 

NR
M

 
Ki

hi
hi

 
F 

2 
  

  
56

 
57

 
2 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

4 
9 

13
 

0 
7 

7 
1 

5 
7 

0 
1 

28
 

6 
Ju

st
in

e 
Ka

ku
ru

 
NR

M
 

Ki
rim

a 
& 

Ka
nu

ng
u 

  
F 

3 
57

 
65

 
75

 
56

 
-2

5 
8 

8 
0 

2 
18

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
3 

7 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

10
 

7 
La

wr
en

ce
 B

ya
ru

ha
ng

a 
NR

M
 

ki
nk

in
zi 

M
 

1 
65

 
66

 
82

 
55

 
-3

3 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
7 

5 
7 

5 
1 

0 
5 

30
 

8 
Em

m
y 

M
ag

ez
i B

ya
ru

ha
ng

a 
NR

M
 

Ki
ki

nz
i 

M
 

3 
64

 
65

 
78

 
52

 
-3

3 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
9 

9 
18

 
2 

3 
5 

0 
4 

1 
1 

0 
14

 
9 

M
ab

le
 N

ah
ur

ira
 

NR
M

 
Ru

te
ng

a 
F 

1 
27

 
68

 
73

 
51

 
-3

0 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
6 

9 
15

 
2 

3 
2 

3 
1 

7 
0 

2 
18

 
10

 
Ho

pe
 T

ug
um

isi
riz

e 
NR

M
 

Ka
yo

nz
a 

& 
M

pu
ng

u 
   

F 
1 

44
 

68
 

60
 

46
 

-2
3 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

5 
6 

11
 

2 
5 

7 
5 

0 
0 

0 
0 

17
 

11
 

Ch
ris

to
ph

er
 K

am
ar

a 
NR

M
 

Ka
ny

an
to

ro
go

 
M

 
1 

64
 

74
 

70
 

43
 

-3
9 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

2 
9 

11
 

0 
1 

3 
3 

3 
3 

0 
1 

14
 

12
 

Ja
cli

ne
 M

ug
is

ha
 

NR
M

 
N

ya
m

ira
m

a 
F 

 
50

 
59

 
52

 
39

 
-2

5 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
7 

9 
16

 
0 

3 
3 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
7 

13
 

Im
m

ac
ul

at
e 

N
ya

bu
ha

ra
 

NR
M

 
Yo

ut
h 

 
F 

1 
13

 
25

 
13

 
37

 
18

5 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
1 

1 
1 

7 
0 

1 
1 

12
 

14
 

Ja
cin

ta
 K

. K
at

ab
a 

NR
M

 
Ka

m
bu

ng
a 

   
   

   
   

   
  

F 
3 

59
 

76
 

63
 

34
 

-4
6 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

2 
2 

4 
0 

5 
3 

0 
0 

5 
0 

1 
14

 
15

 
Fl

ug
en

si 
M

uh
um

uz
a 

NR
M

 
Ru

gy
ey

o 
M

 
1 

27
 

70
 

62
 

34
 

-4
5 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
9 

9 
0 

3 
1 

0 
0 

3 
0 

2 
9 

16
 

Fr
an

k 
By

ar
uh

an
ga

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

 N
R

M
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  

M
pu

ng
u 

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   M
 

3 
72

 
73

 
55

 
0 

-1
00

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

17
 

G
eo

ffr
ey

 B
ig

am
bw

am
uk

am
a 

   
   

   
   

   
  

NR
M

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

  
PD

W
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  

M
 

1 
10

 
58

 
18

 
0 

-1
00

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

18
 

Jo
se

lyn
 K

ig
un

du
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  

NR
M

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

  
PW

Ds
 

F 
1 

  
  

11
 

0 
-1

00
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Av

er
ag

e 
2 

51
 

66
 

58
 

45
 

-2
2 

8 
8 

1 
0 

17
 

5 
8 

14
 

3 
5 

5 
3 

3 
3 

1 
2 

20
 

   
 



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

126

Li
ra

 
Id

en
tif

ie
rs

 
Tr

en
ds

 in
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

Le
gi

sl
at

iv
e 

Ro
le

 
Co

nt
ac

t 
w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting 
electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county 
meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 
ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 s
co

re
s 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

 
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Th
om

as
 J

ef
fe

rs
on

. O
ba

lim
 

UP
C 

Ce
nt

ra
l 

M
 

1 
25

 
84

 
88

 
93

 
6 

8 
8 

5 
1 

22
 

7 
9 

16
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
2 

An
dr

ew
 O

ya
ng

 O
gw

an
g 

UP
C 

O
gu

r 
M

 
2 

31
 

88
 

86
 

90
 

5 
7 

8 
5 

4 
20

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
0 

5 
40

 
3 

G
eo

rg
e 

Ra
sh

id
 O

pi
o 

UP
C 

O
jw

in
a 

M
 

1 
25

 
69

 
44

 
89

 
10

2 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

8 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

5 
5 

45
 

4 
Co

nc
y 

O
gw

al
 

UP
C 

Ad
ye

l 
M

 
1 

13
 

42
 

60
 

75
 

25
 

8 
7 

5 
1 

21
 

9 
9 

18
 

0 
7 

7 
3 

4 
5 

5 
5 

36
 

5 
G

eo
rg

e 
O

ke
llo

 A
yo

 
In

d 
Ng

et
ta

 
F 

3 
27

 
62

 
77

 
75

 
-3

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

6 
7 

7 
7 

7 
0 

5 
0 

33
 

6 
To

nn
y 

To
do

 
UP

C 
Ar

om
o 

F 
2 

36
 

46
 

59
 

70
 

19
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

0 
3 

7 
7 

7 
7 

3 
2 

36
 

7 
An

ge
lla

 S
an

ta
 

UP
C 

Ng
et

ta
/A

de
ko

kw
ok

 
F 

 
32

 
69

 
67

 
68

 
1 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

0 
7 

7 
3 

3 
7 

5 
2 

34
 

8 
M

ar
ga

re
t E

gw
an

g 
UP

C 
Li

ra
 

F 
1 

11
 

46
 

31
 

68
 

11
9 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

7 
9 

16
 

0 
5 

5 
5 

5 
7 

5 
2 

34
 

9 
Li

lly
 O

kw
ir 

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  

NR
M

 
Am

ac
h 

F 
2 

18
 

33
 

49
 

67
 

37
 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

0 
9 

9 
0 

7 
7 

7 
5 

7 
5 

2 
40

 
10

 
Je

nn
ife

r O
le

ko
 

UP
C 

O
jw

in
a 

F 
3 

18
 

38
 

48
 

64
 

33
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

7 
9 

16
 

0 
7 

7 
3 

7 
3 

3 
2 

32
 

11
 

M
ed

in
a 

 A
ke

llo
 O

ke
ng

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
UP

C 
Ba

rr 
M

 
1 

10
 

71
 

72
 

62
 

-1
4 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

2 
7 

0 
0 

7 
7 

3 
2 

26
 

12
 

Ro
le

x 
An

go
li 

NR
M

 
Ag

al
i 

F 
1 

9 
38

 
73

 
61

 
-1

6 
5 

7 
0 

0 
12

 
7 

9 
16

 
0 

6 
7 

1 
5 

7 
5 

2 
33

 
13

 
M

at
th

ew
 O

m
ar

a.
 O

 
UP

C 
PW

D 
M

 
1 

22
 

51
 

64
 

59
 

-8
 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

5 
9 

14
 

10
 

1 
7 

3 
3 

3 
3 

2 
22

 
14

 
Pr

os
co

via
 A

yo
 O

ty
ek

 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
M

 
2 

49
 

73
 

85
 

58
 

-3
2 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

5 
9 

14
 

2 
7 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
2 

24
 

15
 

G
ra

ce
 G

eo
ffr

ey
 O

gw
en

g 
In

d 
Li

ra
 

M
 

1 
62

 
81

 
74

 
55

 
-2

6 
1 

8 
0 

0 
9 

5 
9 

14
 

2 
7 

3 
3 

7 
3 

5 
2 

30
 

16
 

Ne
lso

n 
O

yit
ak

ol
 

In
d 

Am
ac

h 
M

 
1 

22
 

28
 

32
 

55
 

72
 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
9 

5 
14

 
0 

7 
7 

0 
3 

7 
3 

5 
32

 
17

 
G

od
fre

y 
O

le
t 

NR
M

 
Ba

rr 
M

 
2 

12
 

36
 

60
 

54
 

-1
0 

7 
8 

5 
1 

21
 

7 
9 

16
 

2 
1 

3 
3 

0 
3 

3 
2 

15
 

18
 

M
os

es
 O

gw
an

ga
 A

do
ny

o 
NR

M
 

Ad
ek

ok
wo

k 
M

 
2 

38
 

70
 

82
 

45
 

-4
5 

7 
8 

5 
0 

20
 

11
 

9 
16

 
2 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

19
 

M
illy

 A
tim

 O
pi

o 
UP

C 
O

gu
r/A

gw
en

g 
F 

1 
20

 
40

 
52

 
44

 
-1

5 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

7 
7 

2 
7 

3 
3 

3 
3 

0 
0 

19
 

20
 

Fl
or

en
ce

 A
. E

wo
o 

UP
C 

PW
D 

M
 

1 
19

 
51

 
27

 
41

 
52

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
3 

9 
12

 
0 

1 
3 

0 
0 

7 
0 

2 
13

 
21

 
An

th
on

y 
O

ju
ka

 
UP

C 
Yo

ut
h 

 
M

 
1 

23
 

55
 

36
 

36
 

0 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
3 

9 
12

 
0 

1 
1 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
6 

22
 

Pa
tri

c 
O

ng
om

 
NR

M
 

Ag
we

ng
 

M
 

 
45

 
86

 
78

 
30

 
-6

2 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
3 

2 
5 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
23

 
Be

tty
 A

ku
llo

 
UP

C 
Ar

om
o 

F 
1 

10
 

33
 

1 
7 

 
1 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
1 

1 
6 

24
 

Ja
ne

t R
ita

 A
po

lo
 

UP
C 

Ce
nt

ra
l/R

ai
lw

ay
s 

F 
 

17
 

32
 

30
 

1 
-9

7 
1 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

25
 

He
nr

y 
Ek

wa
ng

 
UP

C 
Ad

ye
l 

M
 

 
18

 
24

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Av

er
ag

e 
2 

24
 

54
 

57
 

57
 

6 
6 

7 
1 

0 
15

 
6 

8 
14

 
2 

5 
5 

3 
4 

4 
3 

2 
26

 
  

 



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

127

Lu
w

er
o 

 
Id

en
tif

ie
rs

 
Tr

en
ds

 in
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

Le
gi

sl
at

iv
e 

Ro
le

 
Co

nt
ac

t w
ith

 
El

ec
to

ra
te

 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
  

10
0 

 1
00

 
 1

00
 

10
0 

  
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Ab
du

l K
as

ul
e 

 
NR

M
 

Bo
m

bo
 T

C
 

M
 

2 
64

 
88

 
82

 
84

 
2 

8 
4 

5 
0 

17
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

1 
7 

7 
7 

3 
5 

37
 

2 
Ab

du
l K

al
em

er
a 

 
NR

M
 

N
yim

bw
a 

M
 

1 
51

 
74

 
72

 
72

 
0 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
5 

1 
1 

4 
5 

1 
4 

21
 

3 
Pa

tri
ck

 S
so

nk
o 

Ki
se

kw
a 

 
NR

M
 

M
ak

ul
ub

ita
 

M
 

1 
65

 
74

 
65

 
71

 
9 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

11
 

9 
20

 
8 

5 
5 

1 
4 

5 
1 

1 
22

 
4 

Sa
ra

h 
Na

m
uy

an
ja

  
NR

M
 

Bu
tu

nt
um

ul
a 

F 
1 

53
 

72
 

61
 

69
 

13
 

8 
4 

5 
0 

17
 

11
 

9 
20

 
8 

7 
7 

1 
1 

7 
0 

1 
24

 
5 

Re
se

tte
 K

at
en

de
 

NR
M

 
Lu

we
ro

 S
/C

 /T
/C

  
F 

1 
65

 
69

 
57

 
65

 
14

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

8 
7 

7 
0 

1 
0 

1 
5 

21
 

6 
De

bo
ra

h 
N

al
ub

eg
a 

 
NR

M
 

Ka
tik

am
u 

F 
2 

54
 

72
 

62
 

62
 

0 
8 

7 
2 

0 
17

 
8 

9 
17

 
0 

3 
6 

5 
2 

7 
0 

5 
28

 
7 

Ja
co

b 
Ki

ta
ka

  
NR

M
 

Ka
tik

am
u 

M
 

1 
30

 
56

 
69

 
60

 
-1

3 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
9 

9 
18

 
0 

5 
5 

1 
0 

5 
1 

4 
21

 
8 

Vi
ct

or
 N

ow
er

in
a 

N
ub

uk
en

ya
  

In
d 

Yo
ut

h 
F 

1 
48

 
72

 
75

 
59

 
-2

1 
8 

4 
5 

0 
17

 
11

 
9 

20
 

8 
2 

6 
0 

1 
0 

0 
5 

14
 

9 
Ro

se
 M

ay
eg

a 
NR

M
 

Ka
la

ga
la

 
F 

1 
56

 
45

 
63

 
56

 
-1

1 
8 

0 
2 

0 
10

 
11

 
6 

17
 

10
 

3 
7 

3 
3 

3 
0 

0 
19

 
10

 
Di

sa
n 

M
ay

an
ja

 K
ik

ab
i 

NR
M

 
Ki

ky
us

a 
M

 
1 

50
 

76
 

76
 

56
 

-2
6 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

5 
9 

14
 

10
 

1 
1 

1 
3 

1 
3 

1 
11

 
11

 
M

ul
an

i T
eb

as
in

gw
a 

M
uk

iib
i* 

NR
M

 
Bu

tu
nt

um
ul

a 
M

 
3 

65
 

64
 

71
 

55
 

-2
3 

8 
7 

5 
0 

20
 

7 
9 

16
 

8 
1 

5 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

11
 

12
 

Sc
ol

ar
 N

ab
uk

al
u 

 
In

d 
Ba

m
un

an
ik

a 
F 

1 
52

 
68

 
65

 
40

 
-3

8 
8 

4 
0 

0 
12

 
4 

5 
9 

10
 

3 
3 

1 
1 

1 
0 

0 
9 

13
 

He
lle

n 
Ns

er
ek

o*
 

NR
M

 
Zi

ro
bw

e 
F 

1 
18

 
37

 
39

 
40

 
3 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
5 

5 
10

 
3 

6 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

9 
14

 
Na

su
l Z

en
ah

 M
* 

NR
M

 
Bo

m
bo

/ N
yim

bw
a 

F 
1 

24
 

45
 

56
 

38
 

-3
2 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
2 

2 
4 

1 
7 

1 
1 

1 
1 

4 
16

 
15

 
Er

as
to

 K
ib

ira
ng

o 
* 

DP
 

Ba
m

un
an

ik
a 

M
 

1 
46

 
50

 
52

 
36

 
-3

1 
4 

8 
5 

0 
17

 
0 

0 
0 

10
 

1 
1 

1 
1 

5 
0 

0 
9 

16
 

Ha
di

ja
h 

N
ak

ka
zi 

Lu
liik

a*
 

NR
M

 
M

ak
ul

ub
ita

 
F 

2 
22

 
33

 
46

 
36

 
-2

2 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
2 

2 
4 

0 
3 

6 
0 

0 
7 

0 
0 

16
 

17
 

He
rb

er
t S

se
ka

bi
ra

 * 
NR

M
 

Lu
we

ro
 

M
 

1 
  

  
  

33
 

  
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

2 
2 

4 
1 

1 
5 

1 
1 

1 
1 

11
 

18
 

Ch
ris

tin
e 

Na
ka

bu
go

  
NR

M
 

Ki
ky

us
a/

Ka
m

ira
 

F 
1 

54
 

60
 

59
 

30
 

-4
9 

8 
0 

0 
0 

8 
9 

6 
15

 
2 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
0 

0 
5 

19
 

Ab
da

lla
h 

M
uh

am
m

ed
 K

ad
al

a*
 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
M

 
4 

45
 

43
 

48
 

30
 

-3
8 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

2 
0 

2 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

20
 

Da
vid

 M
ul

in
dw

a 
* 

NR
M

 
Lu

we
ro

 T
/C

 
M

 
1 

34
 

65
 

54
 

22
 

-5
9 

8 
0 

0 
0 

8 
0 

2 
2 

4 
4 

0 
4 

0 
0 

0 
0 

8 
21

 
G

eo
rg

e 
Ba

lw
an

a 
Na

ki
bi

ng
e*

 
NR

M
 

Ka
m

ira
 

M
 

3 
64

 
65

 
62

 
13

 
-7

9 
8 

0 
5 

0 
13

 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
22

 
Jo

hn
 K

aw
es

a*
 

NR
M

 
Zi

ro
bw

e 
M

 
2 

32
 

57
 

27
 

12
 

-5
6 

1 
4 

0 
0 

5 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
23

 
Sa

m
ue

l M
ul

wa
na

   
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
M

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
 

1 
57

 
43

 
38

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Av
er

ag
e 

 
1 

50
 

55
 

57
 

57
 

3 
8 

8 
0 

0 
17

 
6 

8 
14

 
4 

4 
3 

3 
4 

4 
3 

2 
23

 
*C

ou
nc

ill
or

 a
ss

es
se

d 
us

in
g 

se
co

nd
ar

y 
da

ta
 

  
 



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

128

M
ba

le
 

Id
en

tif
ie

rs
 

Tr
en

ds
 in

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
Le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
Ro

le
 

Co
nt

ac
t w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting 
electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county 
meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

  
10

0 
10

0 
10

0 
10

0 
 

8 
8 

5 
4 

25
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

5 
5 

45
 

1 
Al

ex
 N

ap
ok

ol
i 

In
d 

Bu
m

as
ik

ye
 

M
 

1 
61

 
60

 
77

 
93

 
21

 
8 

8 
2 

2 
20

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
3 

5 
43

 
2 

Ka
rim

 M
ul

iro
W

an
ga

 
NR

M
 

Bu
sa

no
 

M
 

3 
64

 
54

 
67

 
86

 
28

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

3 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

2 
40

 
3 

Ai
da

t K
. W

ol
ay

o 
NR

M
 

Bu
ko

nd
e/

Lw
as

so
 

F 
1 

38
 

65
 

37
 

82
 

12
2 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
8 

3 
7 

7 
7 

5 
5 

4 
38

 
4 

Ah
am

ad
 B

is
ig

wa
 

In
d 

Lw
as

so
 

M
 

1 
58

 
60

 
58

 
80

 
38

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
8 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
1 

2 
38

 
5 

Aa
ro

n 
Si

u 
In

d 
Bu

so
ba

 
M

 
1 

53
 

67
 

61
 

75
 

23
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

0 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

1 
5 

41
 

6 
Ro

be
rt 

W
an

dw
as

i 
NR

M
 

Lu
kh

on
je

 
M

 
2 

0 
64

 
50

 
72

 
44

 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
11

 
9 

20
 

2 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 

3 
4 

32
 

7 
Be

tty
 N

ab
uk

ya
bo

 
NR

M
 

Bu
ki

en
de

/L
uk

ho
nj

e 
F 

1 
41

 
54

 
66

 
69

 
5 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
0 

7 
7 

3 
7 

3 
5 

1 
33

 
8 

Sy
lvi

a 
Ba

lu
ku

 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
F 

1 
22

 
40

 
34

 
67

 
97

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

2 
3 

7 
7 

3 
3 

5 
1 

29
 

9 
Ba

rb
ar

a 
Ko

ob
a 

Lu
m

on
ya

 
In

d 
Bu

so
ba

/N
yo

nd
o 

F 
1 

42
 

62
 

57
 

64
 

12
 

4 
0 

0 
0 

4 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

3 
7 

1 
7 

7 
3 

2 
30

 
10

 
M

ar
tin

 W
al

el
a 

NR
M

 
Yo

ut
h 

M
 

1 
51

 
74

 
66

 
63

 
-5

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

6 
7 

7 
3 

1 
1 

1 
1 

21
 

11
 

Ka
lu

su
m

u 
Kh

is
a 

NR
M

 
W

an
al

e 
/B

ud
wa

le
 

F 
2 

37
 

51
 

66
 

55
 

-1
7 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

4 
9 

13
 

2 
3 

7 
1 

3 
3 

3 
2 

22
 

12
 

Ai
sh

a 
M

wa
na

ka
ro

 
FD

C
 

Na
ka

lo
ke

/N
am

an
yo

ny
i 

F 
 

44
 

53
 

63
 

55
 

-1
3 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
9 

9 
18

 
2 

7 
7 

3 
3 

1 
3 

2 
26

 
13

 
Pr

os
civ

ia
 N

ad
un

ga
 

NR
M

 
No

rth
er

n 
Di

vi
sio

n 
F 

1 
20

 
47

 
35

 
53

 
51

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
0 

1 
3 

1 
1 

7 
5 

1 
19

 
14

 
Te

dd
y 

Kh
ai

ts
a 

NR
M

 
Bu

ng
ho

kh
o/

Bu
m

bo
bi

 
F 

1 
55

 
62

 
50

 
52

 
4 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

4 
9 

13
 

0 
3 

7 
3 

3 
3 

3 
1 

23
 

15
 

Ba
tu

ru
 K

ai
nz

a 
NR

M
 

Bu
by

an
gu

/B
uf

um
bo

 
F 

1 
27

 
46

 
57

 
47

 
-1

8 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
2 

9 
11

 
0 

3 
3 

3 
1 

5 
3 

2 
20

 
16

 
Em

m
an

ue
l N

at
se

li 
FD

C
 

Bu
ng

ok
ho

-M
ut

ot
o 

M
 

1 
48

 
54

 
55

 
46

 
-1

6 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

9 
9 

2 
1 

5 
1 

5 
5 

1 
1 

19
 

17
 

Ho
nn

y 
W

eg
os

as
a 

In
d 

W
an

al
e 

Di
vis

io
n 

F 
1 

53
 

57
 

40
 

44
 

10
 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
7 

9 
16

 
2 

7 
3 

3 
1 

1 
1 

1 
17

 
18

 
M

ik
e 

M
au

m
be

 
In

d 
Bu

ki
en

de
 

M
 

1 
71

 
71

 
68

 
43

 
-3

7 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
19

 
Jo

se
ph

in
e 

Lu
ny

ol
o 

NR
M

 
Bu

sa
no

 
F 

1 
0 

28
 

33
 

43
 

30
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

0 
3 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

9 
20

 
M

ich
ae

l K
is

ol
o 

NR
M

 
Na

ka
lo

ke
 

M
 

2 
57

 
66

 
58

 
42

 
-2

8 
4 

8 
0 

0 
12

 
2 

9 
11

 
0 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

1 
19

 
21

 
Su

la
im

an
 M

um
ey

a 
NR

M
 

Bu
ko

nd
e 

M
 

1 
51

 
59

 
37

 
41

 
11

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

22
 

Ab
du

l Z
ac

k 
M

ub
aj

je
 

NR
M

 
W

an
al

e 
Di

vis
io

n 
M

 
2 

59
 

60
 

47
 

36
 

-2
3 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

2 
9 

11
 

2 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
23

 
To

m
 S

hi
sia

ba
le

 
In

d 
W

an
al

e 
 

M
 

1 
53

 
57

 
68

 
35

 
-4

9 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
4 

9 
13

 
0 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
6 

24
 

Ab
so

lo
m

 N
ab

en
de

 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

M
 

3 
26

 
25

 
48

 
34

 
-2

9 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
3 

9 
12

 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
6 

25
 

Al
fre

d 
Na

m
as

a*
 

FD
C

 
Bu

siu
  

M
 

1 
64

 
66

 
46

 
33

 
-2

8 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
6 

5 
11

 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
1 

1 
6 

26
 

He
nr

y 
M

an
an

a 
NR

M
 

No
rth

er
n 

Di
vi

sio
n 

M
 

1 
70

 
71

 
49

 
33

 
-3

3 
4 

5 
0 

0 
9 

4 
9 

13
 

0 
1 

5 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

11
 

27
 

M
ich

ae
l M

af
ab

i 
NR

M
 

Bu
fu

m
bo

 
M

 
3 

57
 

66
 

56
 

32
 

-4
3 

4 
8 

0 
0 

12
 

0 
9 

9 
0 

1 
1 

1 
5 

1 
1 

1 
11

 
28

 
Ab

da
la

h 
Bo

ol
a 

NR
M

 
Bu

ka
sa

ky
a 

M
 

1 
56

 
67

 
54

 
32

 
-4

1 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
29

 
Sa

m
 M

ut
en

yo
 

NR
M

 
Bu

m
bo

bi
 

M
 

1 
72

 
69

 
42

 
32

 
-2

4 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
30

 
Ro

be
rt 

M
ab

on
ga

 
In

d 
Bu

ng
ok

ho
 

M
 

1 
63

 
71

 
48

 
32

 
-3

3 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
31

 
Sa

m
 W

oj
eg

a 
FD

C
 

In
du

st
ria

l D
ivi

si
on

 
M

 
1 

72
 

71
 

53
 

32
 

-4
0 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
9 

9 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

32
 

W
as

ike
 J

os
ep

h 
NR

M
 

N
yo

nd
o 

M
 

2 
43

 
45

 
33

 
32

 
-3

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
33

 
Sa

ra
h 

Na
m

bu
ya

 
NR

M
 

Bu
siu

/B
um

as
ik

ye
 

F 
1 

53
 

56
 

32
 

31
 

-3
 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
2 

9 
11

 
2 

1 
1 

1 
3 

1 
1 

1 
9 

34
 

Fa
zil

a 
Na

m
bo

zo
 * 

FD
C

 
In

du
st

ria
l D

ivi
si

on
 

F 
1 

72
 

44
 

28
 

30
 

7 
4 

8 
0 

0 
12

 
2 

9 
11

 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

35
 

Jo
na

th
an

 N
ag

we
re

 
NR

M
 

Bu
dw

al
e 

M
 

3 
49

 
68

 
58

 
29

 
-5

0 
1 

8 
0 

0 
9 

0 
9 

9 
0 

5 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
11

 
36

 
Na

su
r M

ab
an

ja
 * 

FD
C

 
Na

m
an

yo
ny

i 
M

 
2 

67
 

66
 

21
 

28
 

33
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
5 

5 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

37
 

Pe
ni

nn
a 

N
am

as
a(

R
IP

) 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

F 
1 

41
 

43
 

44
 

 
-1

00
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Av

er
ag

e 
 

2 
48

 
60

 
59

 
47

 
-2

2 
8 

6 
3 

0 
16

 
6 

5 
11

 
6 

3 
4 

2 
2 

3 
1 

2 
15

 
*C

ou
nc

ill
or

 a
ss

es
se

d 
us

in
g 

se
co

nd
ar

y 
da

ta
 

  
 



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

129

M
ba

ra
ra

 
Id

en
tif

ie
rs

 
Tr

en
ds

 in
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

Le
gi

sl
at

iv
e 

Ro
le

 
Co

nt
ac

t 
w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting 
electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county 
meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
  

  
  

10
0 

 1
00

 
 1

00
 

10
0 

 
 

8 
8 

5 
4 

25
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

5 
5 

45
 

1 
Ve

na
nc

e 
M

un
an

uk
ye

 
NR

M
 

Ka
ko

ng
i 

M
 

1 
49

 
54

 
62

 
75

 
21

 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
9 

9 
18

 
0 

7 
7 

7 
7 

3 
3 

5 
39

 
2 

Ju
st

in
e 

M
we

si
gy

e 
Ka

ky
ar

a 
NR

M
 

Bu
ga

m
ba

 
F 

2 
 

 
62

 
74

 
19

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
0 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
0 

5 
40

 
3 

Je
nn

ife
r T

um
uh

ai
rw

e 
NR

M
 

Rw
an

ya
m

ah
em

be
/B

ub
aa

r
e 

F 
1 

36
 

60
 

84
 

74
 

-1
2 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

3 
7 

3 
3 

7 
5 

2 
30

 

4 
Ro

be
rt 

Ar
in

an
ye

 
NR

M
 

Bu
ga

m
ba

 
M

 
1 

42
 

46
 

53
 

73
 

38
 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

5 
9 

14
 

6 
7 

7 
7 

3 
3 

3 
2 

32
 

5 
Be

rn
ar

d 
M

uk
ur

u 
M

ug
um

e 
NR

M
 

Ka
sh

ar
e 

M
 

1 
42

 
48

 
74

 
73

 
-1

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
11

 
9 

20
 

0 
7 

7 
3 

3 
7 

0 
5 

32
 

6 
St

ev
en

 B
ar

eb
ire

 N
at

uk
un

da
 

NR
M

 
Ru

ba
ya

 
M

 
2 

32
 

53
 

68
 

72
 

6 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
9 

9 
18

 
0 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
1 

0 
36

 
7 

G
od

fre
y 

Ba
ry

om
un

si
 

NR
M

 
Ka

ki
ik

a 
M

 
1 

  
  

79
 

71
 

-1
0 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
6 

7 
7 

7 
3 

3 
0 

2 
29

 
8 

Pr
isc

a 
M

ug
an

zi 
M

ul
on

go
 

Rw
ak

ish
ai

ja
 

NR
M

 
N

ya
ka

yo
jo

 
F 

1 
37

 
45

 
60

 
70

 
17

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
5 

9 
14

 
0 

3 
7 

3 
7 

7 
3 

5 
35

 

9 
Fe

lly
 B

eb
uu

ze
 T

um
we

si
gy

e 
NR

M
 

M
wi

zi 
F 

3 
  

  
72

 
67

 
-7

 
8 

8 
0 

1 
17

 
9 

9 
18

 
0 

7 
7 

0 
6 

7 
3 

2 
32

 
10

 
Bo

nn
y 

Ka
ru

sy
a 

Ta
sh

ob
ya

 
IN

D
 

Yo
ut

h 
M

al
e 

M
 

1 
  

  
57

 
67

 
18

 
8 

8 
0 

1 
17

 
11

 
9 

20
 

6 
7 

3 
1 

3 
3 

5 
2 

24
 

11
 

Ha
jji 

Ju
m

ba
 E

rim
iya

 
NR

M
 

N
ya

m
ita

ng
a 

M
 

3 
34

 
47

 
67

 
66

 
-1

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
0 

7 
3 

7 
7 

3 
3 

2 
32

 
12

 
Di

da
s 

Ta
ba

ro
 T

um
we

sig
ye

 
NR

M
 

Ru
hi

nd
i 

M
 

2 
58

 
57

 
76

 
65

 
-1

4 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
11

 
5 

16
 

0 
7 

7 
3 

3 
3 

0 
5 

28
 

13
 

As
ap

h 
M

uh
an

gi
 

NR
M

 
Nd

ei
ja

 
M

 
3 

37
 

54
 

74
 

64
 

-1
4 

8 
8 

2 
1 

19
 

9 
9 

18
 

0 
7 

7 
3 

0 
5 

0 
5 

27
 

14
 

Jo
hn

 P
at

ric
k 

By
ar

uh
an

ga
 

NR
M

 
Bu

ba
ar

e 
M

 
1 

39
 

50
 

72
 

63
 

-1
3 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

5 
9 

14
 

0 
5 

0 
7 

4 
7 

0 
5 

28
 

15
 

Lo
y 

M
pu

m
wi

re
 

NR
M

 
Ka

go
ng

i/ 
Ka

sh
ar

e 
F 

2 
31

 
38

 
59

 
62

 
5 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

6 
9 

15
 

0 
3 

7 
7 

3 
3 

3 
5 

31
 

16
 

Je
an

 T
um

us
iim

e 
Ki

rim
an

i 
NR

M
 

Ru
ga

nd
o 

F 
1 

54
 

59
 

50
 

62
 

24
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
2 

3 
3 

3 
7 

3 
3 

2 
24

 
17

 
Ed

wi
n 

AK
or

ag
ye

 
NR

M
 

Bi
ha

rw
e 

M
 

1 
 

 
70

 
61

 
-1

3 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
7 

9 
16

 
6 

7 
3 

7 
3 

0 
1 

2 
23

 
18

 
No

ra
h 

Ka
m

ug
is

ha
 

NR
M

 
Ka

ko
ba

 
F 

2 
40

 
44

 
68

 
61

 
-1

0 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
5 

9 
14

 
2 

7 
7 

7 
0 

1 
0 

2 
24

 
19

 
Jo

lly
 K

ab
wi

zi 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

 F
em

al
e 

 
F 

3 
38

 
45

 
61

 
61

 
0 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

11
 

9 
20

 
2 

6 
1 

1 
1 

7 
3 

2 
21

 
20

 
An

na
h 

Tu
rw

ak
un

da
 

NR
M

 
Ka

m
uk

uz
i/ 

N
ya

m
ita

ng
a 

F 
2 

32
 

47
 

74
 

60
 

-1
9 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
4 

3 
2 

3 
3 

7 
0 

2 
20

 
21

 
Ju

lie
t A

tu
ha

ire
  K

am
us

ha
na

 
NR

M
 

Ka
m

uk
uz

i 
F 

2 
41

 
59

 
59

 
60

 
2 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
5 

14
 

6 
3 

3 
3 

3 
7 

3 
2 

24
 

22
 

Da
vid

 M
uh

ai
rw

e 
NR

M
 

N
ya

ka
yo

jo
 

M
 

1 
  

53
 

67
 

59
 

-1
2 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

9 
9 

18
 

6 
1 

5 
1 

5 
1 

0 
4 

17
 

23
 

Da
vid

 B
ai

ne
 R

wa
ka

nu
m

a*
 

NR
M

 
Rw

an
ya

m
ah

em
be

 
M

 
1 

  
  

71
 

59
 

-1
7 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

9 
6 

15
 

0 
7 

1 
5 

5 
5 

0 
0 

23
 

24
 

Je
ni

na
h 

Bi
sa

ng
wa

 K
ob

us
in

gy
e 

NR
M

 
Yo

ut
h 

Fe
m

al
e 

 
F 

2 
25

 
47

 
45

 
58

 
29

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

0 
5 

4 
5 

0 
2 

5 
1 

22
 

25
 

G
ra

ce
 K

ab
an

an
uk

ye
 

NR
M

 
Nd

ei
ja

 
F 

2 
  

  
57

 
55

 
-4

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
5 

9 
14

 
0 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

2 
20

 
26

 
Ev

ar
ist

o 
M

uc
un

gu
zi 

Ka
m

at
un

gu
 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
 M

al
e 

M
 

1 
29

 
49

 
67

 
54

 
-1

9 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
9 

7 
16

 
0 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

2 
20

 
27

 
An

ne
t A

rin
ai

tw
e 

Bw
on

gy
er

er
wa

  
NR

M
 

Ru
bi

nd
i 

F 
2 

40
 

55
 

56
 

52
 

-7
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

5 
9 

14
 

2 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
2 

20
 

28
 

To
m

 K
ar

uh
an

ga
 

NR
M

 
Bu

ki
ro

 
M

 
3 

62
 

64
 

70
 

49
 

-3
0 

4 
8 

0 
0 

12
 

5 
9 

14
 

0 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
5 

23
 

29
 

Jo
se

lin
e 

Ke
m

ire
m

be
 

NR
M

 
Ka

ki
ik

a/
 B

ih
ar

we
/R

ub
ay

a 
F 

1 
21

 
47

 
32

 
49

 
53

 
8 

8 
2 

3 
21

 
11

 
0 

11
 

0 
7 

1 
1 

7 
1 

0 
0 

17
 

30
 

M
uh

am
ed

 N
yo

m
bi

* 
NR

M
 

Ka
ko

ba
  

M
 

2 
24

 
42

 
36

 
47

 
31

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
9 

9 
18

 
2 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
0 

1 
6 

31
 

Ap
po

lo
 R

wa
ka

rim
an

ga
* 

NR
M

 
M

wi
zi 

F 
2 

50
 

45
 

47
 

44
 

-6
 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

9 
0 

9 
0 

5 
0 

3 
1 

5 
0 

0 
14

 
Av

er
ag

e 
2 

39
 

50
 

63
 

62
 

2 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
9 

8 
17

 
2 

5 
4 

4 
4 

4 
2 

3 
26

 

*C
ou

nc
ill

or
 a

ss
es

se
d 

us
in

g 
se

co
nd

ar
y 

da
ta

 
 

 



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

130

M
or

ot
o 

  
Id

en
tif

ie
rs

 
Tr

en
ds

 in
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

Le
gi

sl
at

iv
e 

Ro
le

 
Co

nt
ac

t w
ith

 
El

ec
to

ra
te

 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

  
Na

m
e 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county Meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 
ENR 

Sub Total 

 M
ax

im
um

 P
oi

nt
s 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

  
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Te
ko

 Z
ud

ed
a 

NR
M

 
M

un
ic

ip
al

ity
 

F 
1 

59
 

68
 

65
 

86
 

32
 

8 
8 

3 
3 

22
 

11
 

9 
20

 
8 

4 
7 

3 
6 

5 
3 

8 
36

 
2 

Ro
se

 A
de

ro
 

NR
M

 
Na

du
ng

et
 

F 
3 

54
 

43
 

29
 

64
 

12
1 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
0 

6 
2 

7 
6 

7 
0 

0 
28

 
3 

Jo
hn

 B
ap

tis
to

 L
ot

ee
 

NR
M

 
Ka

tik
ek

ile
 

M
 

1 
20

 
40

 
63

 
63

 
0 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
0 

5 
5 

5 
5 

1 
1 

5 
27

 
4 

Co
sm

os
 A

ye
pa

 
NR

M
 

No
rth

er
n 

Di
vi

sio
n 

M
 

1 
67

 
59

 
67

 
54

 
-1

9 
8 

8 
2 

1 
19

 
11

 
2 

13
 

0 
1 

5 
1 

5 
5 

1 
4 

22
 

5 
Iri

am
a 

Ka
lis

to
 

NR
M

 
So

ut
h 

Di
vis

io
n 

M
 

3 
54

 
64

 
63

 
51

 
-1

9 
8 

0 
5 

0 
13

 
9 

9 
18

 
0 

5 
4 

1 
1 

7 
1 

1 
20

 
6 

Jo
se

ph
 O

tit
a 

NR
M

 
Ru

pa
 

M
 

1 
70

 
66

 
59

 
50

 
-1

5 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
7 

2 
9 

6 
5 

1 
5 

5 
1 

1 
1 

19
 

7 
G

ra
ce

 A
do

m
e 

NR
M

 
Yo

ut
h 

 
F 

1 
16

 
70

 
36

 
50

 
39

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
7 

9 
16

 
0 

7 
3 

1 
3 

3 
0 

1 
18

 
8 

Re
gi

na
 K

ur
i 

FD
C

 
Ta

pa
c 

F 
1 

30
 

58
 

54
 

43
 

-2
0 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

9 
2 

11
 

0 
5 

1 
1 

4 
1 

3 
4 

19
 

9 
Be

tty
 A

ku
u 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
 

F 
1 

23
 

45
 

44
 

41
 

-7
 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
8 

9 
17

 
4 

5 
5 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
11

 
10

 
Ab

da
la

 M
az

oa
 L

om
on

gi
n 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
 

M
 

1 
33

 
50

 
55

 
38

 
-3

1 
5 

8 
5 

0 
18

 
11

 
6 

17
 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

3 
0 

3 
11

 
Cl

em
en

tin
a 

Lo
ch

or
o 

NR
M

 
Ru

pa
 

F 
1 

37
 

68
 

51
 

35
 

-3
1 

0 
8 

0 
0 

8 
11

 
6 

17
 

4 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
1 

6 
12

 
M

ar
ga

re
t L

ot
ee

 K
or

ob
e 

NR
M

 
Ka

tik
ek

ile
 

F 
1 

  
  

60
 

30
 

-5
0 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
9 

5 
14

 
0 

1 
1 

0 
4 

1 
0 

0 
7 

13
 

An
dr

ew
 P

ul
ko

l* 
NR

M
 

Na
du

ng
et

 
M

 
3 

18
 

45
 

56
 

21
 

-6
3 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

14
 

La
ng

at
 M

ic
ha

el
 

IN
D

 
Ta

pa
c 

M
 

1 
53

 
65

 
61

 
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

Av
er

ag
e 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

131

M
pi

gi
 

Id
en

tif
ie

rs
 

Tr
en

ds
 in

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
Le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
Ro

le
 

Co
nt

ac
t 

w
ith

 
El

ec
to

ra
te

 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
s 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

 
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

No
el

in
a 

N
ag

ad
ya

  
NR

M
 

Bu
wa

m
a 

F 
3 

47
 

65
 

58
 

80
 

38
 

8 
0 

5 
0 

13
 

11
 

9 
20

 
6 

7 
7 

3 
7 

7 
5 

5 
41

 
2 

Ed
ith

 N
am

ub
iru

 S
em

pa
la

 
NR

M
 

M
pi

gi
 T

.C
 

F 
1 

37
 

56
 

74
 

78
 

5 
5 

5 
2 

2 
14

 
2 

9 
11

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

3 
5 

43
 

3 
Ph

io
na

 N
ab

ad
da

  
NR

M
 

Nk
oz

i 
F 

1 
50

 
73

 
52

 
75

 
44

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
3 

3 
0 

2 
29

 
4 

Be
no

n 
Ns

am
ba

 
DP

 
Bu

wa
m

a 
M

 
1 

48
 

56
 

66
 

72
 

9 
8 

8 
5 

2 
23

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
3 

3 
0 

3 
7 

5 
0 

21
 

5 
M

an
so

or
 K

iye
m

ba
  

NR
M

 
PW

D 
M

 
1 

48
 

55
 

67
 

72
 

7 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

0 
0 

1 
5 

1 
21

 
6 

Ab
ub

ak
r K

ak
um

bi
  

NR
M

 
M

ud
uu

m
a 

M
 

1 
77

 
76

 
67

 
64

 
-4

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

1 
4 

0 
4 

5 
0 

4 
18

 
7 

Ab
du

l S
se

ru
bi

dd
e 

 
In

d 
Nk

oz
i 

M
 

1 
53

 
60

 
44

 
64

 
45

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

0 
5 

5 
1 

5 
1 

1 
18

 
8 

Be
tty

 K
in

en
e 

N
al

ub
ow

a 
 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
F 

5 
43

 
65

 
59

 
55

 
-7

 
8 

8 
0 

2 
18

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
1 

3 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

9 
9 

An
ita

h 
Bi

ra
bw

a 
Na

lw
og

a 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
F 

1 
32

 
57

 
52

 
53

 
2 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

6 
1 

1 
1 

1 
5 

0 
4 

13
 

10
 

Ca
th

er
in

e 
D

em
be

  
FD

C
 

Ki
tu

nt
u 

F 
1 

47
 

63
 

38
 

42
 

11
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
9 

9 
4 

5 
5 

0 
1 

1 
0 

1 
13

 
11

 
G

od
fre

y 
Na

lim
a 

In
d 

Ki
tu

nt
u 

M
 

1 
52

 
65

 
38

 
40

 
5 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
1 

6 
12

 
Jo

se
ph

 M
ut

ab
az

i 
NR

M
 

Ka
m

m
en

go
 

M
 

1 
48

 
69

 
67

 
37

 
-4

5 
5 

5 
2 

0 
12

 
0 

9 
9 

10
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
6 

13
 

Ba
dr

u 
Ka

te
re

gg
a 

NR
M

 
M

pi
gi

 T
. C

 
M

 
1 

50
 

66
 

63
 

33
 

-4
8 

5 
5 

0 
1 

11
 

2 
9 

11
 

4 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
14

 
Re

st
y 

Ba
sir

ik
a 

N
an

to
ng

o 
NR

M
 

Ka
m

m
en

go
 

F 
4 

27
 

54
 

59
 

33
 

-4
4 

5 
5 

0 
0 

10
 

2 
9 

11
 

6 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

6 
15

 
M

ac
 B

an
ni

s 
Ba

in
ga

na
 

In
d 

Yo
ut

h 
M

 
1 

20
 

76
 

71
 

28
 

-6
1 

5 
5 

0 
0 

10
 

2 
9 

11
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
Av

er
ag

e 
 

2 
45

 
64

 
58

 
55

 
-3

 
7 

6 
1 

0 
15

 
7 

9 
16

 
7 

3 
4 

2 
2 

3 
2 

2 
17

 
  

 



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

132

M
uk

on
o 

Id
en

tif
ie

rs
 

Tr
en

ds
 in

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
Le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
Ro

le
 

Co
nt

ac
t w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

Name 

Party 

 

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting 
electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county 
meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
s 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

 
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Ja
ne

 S
so

zi 
M

uk
as

a 
NR

M
 

M
pa

tta
/N

te
nj

er
u 

F 
2 

36
 

64
 

77
 

68
 

-1
4 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

7 
9 

16
 

2 
5 

7 
3 

5 
5 

0 
4 

29
 

2 
Ha

rd
so

n 
Ro

bi
so

n 
Ki

ya
ga

 
NR

M
 

Nt
en

je
ru

 
M

 
1 

39
 

56
 

50
 

61
 

20
 

8 
8 

0 
1 

17
 

11
 

9 
20

 
6 

5 
5 

1 
1 

1 
1 

4 
18

 
3 

Ro
y 

G
ra

ce
 N

am
ay

an
ja

 
NR

M
 

Na
kis

un
ga

 
F 

2 
43

 
62

 
56

 
58

 
3 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

5 
9 

14
 

8 
1 

7 
3 

7 
1 

0 
1 

20
 

4 
As

um
an

 M
uw

um
uz

a 
NR

M
 

Ko
om

e 
M

 
4 

54
 

53
 

66
 

50
 

-3
0 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

8 
9 

17
 

8 
1 

1 
0 

1 
1 

0 
0 

4 
5 

An
ne

t N
ak

an
wa

gi
 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
 

F 
1 

45
 

55
 

56
 

49
 

-1
3 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
6 

1 
1 

1 
0 

0 
0 

4 
7 

6 
Em

m
an

ue
l M

bo
ny

e 
NR

M
 

M
pa

tta
 

M
 

1 
18

 
53

 
57

 
48

 
-1

7 
8 

8 
0 

1 
17

 
4 

9 
13

 
2 

1 
1 

1 
4 

5 
0 

4 
16

 
7 

Jo
hn

 B
os

co
 Is

ab
iry

e 
NR

M
 

Na
m

a 
M

 
1 

43
 

55
 

69
 

46
 

-4
2 

8 
4 

2 
0 

14
 

11
 

9 
20

 
6 

1 
1 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
6 

8 
No

el
in

e 
N

ab
uy

an
ge

 
NR

M
 

Na
m

a/
Ky

am
pi

si 
F 

1 
14

 
40

 
41

 
46

 
13

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
2 

1 
1 

5 
0 

3 
0 

0 
10

 
9 

M
ub

ar
ak

 S
se

ki
ku

bo
 

NR
M

 
Na

kis
un

ga
 

M
 

1 
49

 
64

 
61

 
44

 
-2

7 
8 

8 
0 

1 
17

 
11

 
5 

16
 

4 
1 

5 
0 

0 
1 

0 
0 

7 
10

 
Al

ice
 N

am
an

de
 S

so
nk

o 
NR

M
 

Ki
m

en
ye

dd
e 

F 
1 

37
 

44
 

54
 

43
 

-2
5 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

3 
9 

12
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

5 
5 

0 
2 

15
 

11
 

Sa
m

ue
l O

ko
th

 
NR

M
 

M
pu

ng
e 

M
 

1 
24

 
55

 
59

 
43

 
-2

9 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

5 
14

 
4 

1 
3 

1 
4 

0 
0 

0 
9 

12
 

Ev
ar

ist
o 

Ka
lu

um
a 

IN
D

 
Se

et
a 

Na
m

ug
an

ga
 

M
 

2 
60

 
59

 
57

 
43

 
-2

4 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
4 

9 
13

 
4 

1 
1 

1 
5 

1 
1 

0 
10

 
13

 
Fl

or
en

ce
 K

aa
te

 
NR

M
 

Se
et

a 
Na

m
ug

an
ga

 
F 

1 
60

 
45

 
54

 
43

 
-2

4 
8 

4 
0 

0 
12

 
5 

9 
14

 
4 

1 
1 

5 
1 

1 
3 

1 
13

 
14

 
Ka

we
es

a 
Ka

we
es

a 
IN

D
 

Nt
un

da
 

M
 

1 
53

 
41

 
43

 
42

 
-2

 
8 

4 
0 

0 
12

 
11

 
9 

20
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
5 

0 
1 

10
 

15
 

Ha
jji 

Lu
ke

m
an

 S
se

ga
yi 

DP
 

G
go

m
a 

M
 

1 
 

63
 

49
 

41
 

-1
3 

8 
4 

0 
1 

13
 

9 
5 

14
 

6 
1 

1 
1 

0 
1 

0 
4 

8 
16

 
Te

op
ist

a 
G

al
ab

uz
i 

DP
 

G
om

a 
F 

 
27

 
41

 
49

 
40

 
-2

2 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
7 

9 
16

 
0 

1 
3 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
8 

17
 

Jo
ac

hi
m

 M
uk

as
a 

NR
M

 
Yo

ut
h 

 
M

 
1 

33
 

40
 

47
 

39
 

-2
0 

8 
8 

0 
1 

17
 

7 
9 

16
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
1 

6 
18

 
G

od
fre

y 
Ki

ku
lw

e 
M

us
an

je
 

NR
M

 
Ka

sa
wo

 
M

 
  

25
 

65
 

52
 

37
 

-2
3 

1 
4 

0 
1 

6 
9 

9 
18

 
2 

1 
1 

1 
0 

7 
1 

0 
11

 
19

 
Ha

ja
ra

 N
ak

ig
ul

i 
NR

M
 

Ka
sa

wo
 

F 
1 

48
 

61
 

50
 

36
 

-2
3 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

5 
9 

14
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
1 

6 
20

 
Ly

to
n 

Na
bu

ke
ny

a 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
 

F 
1 

30
 

66
 

57
 

35
 

-3
3 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

2 
5 

7 
0 

1 
0 

1 
5 

1 
0 

4 
12

 
21

 
M

us
a 

Ki
gg

un
du

 
NR

M
 

Ky
am

pi
si

 
M

 
2 

81
 

64
 

72
 

34
 

-5
9 

1 
0 

2 
0 

3 
9 

9 
18

 
0 

5 
1 

1 
1 

5 
0 

0 
13

 
22

 
Ba

bi
ry

e 
R

os
e 

DP
 

M
uk

on
o 

Ce
nt

ra
l  

F 
1 

31
 

45
 

48
 

33
 

-3
3 

8 
5 

0 
0 

13
 

5 
9 

14
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
1 

6 
23

 
An

un
ci

at
a 

Na
m

bi
 

NR
M

 
M

pu
ng

e/
Ko

om
e 

F 
1 

21
 

58
 

31
 

32
 

2 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

5 
5 

2 
1 

1 
1 

5 
1 

0 
0 

9 
24

 
Ju

liu
s 

D
da

m
ul

ira
 S

se
m

ak
ul

a 
DP

 
M

uk
on

o 
Ce

nt
ra

l 
M

 
1 

51
 

64
 

53
 

32
 

-3
3 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

4 
9 

13
 

0 
1 

0 
1 

0 
1 

0 
0 

3 
25

 
G

od
fre

y 
Ns

ub
ug

a 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

 
M

 
1 

 
41

 
52

 
31

 
-5

1 
8 

8 
0 

1 
17

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
0 

5 
26

 
An

na
 L

ub
ul

wa
 

NR
M

 
Na

go
jje

/N
tu

nd
a 

F 
1 

67
 

51
 

49
 

30
 

-3
7 

8 
4 

0 
0 

12
 

2 
9 

11
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
27

 
Ja

m
il K

aw
oo

ya
 

IN
D

 
Na

bb
aa

le
 

M
 

2 
33

 
27

 
36

 
28

 
-3

0 
1 

4 
0 

0 
5 

7 
9 

16
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
28

 
Hu

ss
ei

n 
M

ub
iru

 
IN

D
 

Ki
m

en
ye

dd
e 

M
 

1 
19

 
49

 
50

 
21

 
-5

9 
8 

4 
0 

0 
12

 
0 

2 
2 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
Av

er
ag

e 
1 

40
 

53
 

53
 

41
 

-2
3 

7 
6 

1 
0 

14
 

6 
8 

14
 

2 
1 

2 
1 

2 
2 

0 
1 

10
 

  
 



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

133

M
oy

o 
 

Id
en

tif
ie

rs
 

Tr
en

ds
 in

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
Le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
Ro

le
 

Co
nt

ac
t w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
  

10
0 

 1
00

 
 1

00
 

10
0 

  
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Te
rry

 S
ilt

on
 A

ny
an

zo
 

NR
M

 
Du

file
 

M
 

4 
68

 
72

 
85

 
92

 
8 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
1 

7 
7 

7 
1 

37
 

2 
Zu

ba
iri

 A
sik

u 
FD

C
 

Al
ib

a 
M

 
1 

56
 

71
 

45
 

84
 

87
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

3 
0 

38
 

3 
Pa

ul
 D

ra
m

i 
NR

M
 

Itu
la

 
M

 
1 

52
 

69
 

41
 

84
 

10
5 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

3 
5 

7 
4 

40
 

4 
M

ar
tin

 Iz
ar

uk
 

In
d 

Le
fo

ri 
M

 
1 

50
 

70
 

71
 

81
 

14
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

5 
5 

3 
0 

34
 

5 
Pa

tri
ck

 T
io

di
ba

ku
 

In
d 

La
ro

pi
 

M
 

1 
57

 
67

 
71

 
79

 
11

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

1 
5 

5 
3 

4 
32

 
6 

Ja
m

es
 D

ra
ch

iri
 

NR
M

 
Yo

ut
h 

M
 

1 
34

 
67

 
39

 
74

 
90

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

5 
7 

7 
5 

1 
3 

1 
29

 
7 

M
ar

y 
m

az
ak

pw
e 

NR
M

 
Du

file
/L

ar
op

i 
F 

1 
37

 
61

 
56

 
70

 
25

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
4 

7 
7 

5 
5 

3 
1 

2 
30

 
8 

M
ub

ar
ak

 Y
un

sa
la

h 
UF

A 
G

im
ar

a 
M

 
1 

45
 

65
 

56
 

63
 

13
 

8 
8 

2 
4 

22
 

11
 

0 
11

 
10

 
7 

3 
0 

3 
7 

0 
4 

24
 

9 
Pa

ul
 M

ai
ku

 D
id

i 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

M
 

1 
61

 
71

 
 

57
 

 
8 

8 
5 

2 
23

 
11

 
9 

20
 

0 
3 

3 
3 

1 
1 

1 
4 

16
 

10
 

Be
at

ric
e 

El
eo

 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

F 
1 

48
 

61
 

 
56

 
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

3 
3 

3 
0 

1 
1 

5 
16

 
11

 
M

ar
ga

re
t A

sie
nz

o 
NR

M
 

M
oy

o 
T/

C
 

F 
1 

40
 

64
 

48
 

53
 

10
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

1 
5 

1 
1 

1 
0 

1 
10

 
12

 
Zu

ru
m

a 
M

an
cw

eo
 

NR
M

 
M

oy
o 

F 
1 

29
 

34
 

21
 

51
 

14
3 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
0 

3 
3 

3 
1 

3 
1 

4 
18

 
13

 
Nu

su
ra

 O
de

a 
NR

M
 

Le
fo

ri 
F 

1 
43

 
69

 
 

49
 

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
7 

9 
16

 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
4 

10
 

14
 

Sa
m

 A
su

si 
JB

 
NR

M
 

M
et

u 
M

 
4 

63
 

61
 

73
 

47
 

-3
6 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

0 
9 

9 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
15

 
M

ar
tin

a 
Az

ire
o 

NR
M

 
Yo

ut
h 

F 
1 

50
 

67
 

59
 

46
 

-2
2 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
0 

9 
10

 
3 

3 
1 

1 
1 

1 
0 

10
 

16
 

Ka
nt

a 
Le

ri 
Lu

lu
a 

NR
M

 
M

et
u 

F 
1 

39
 

59
 

63
 

45
 

-2
9 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

0 
0 

0 
10

 
7 

1 
1 

1 
1 

5 
1 

17
 

17
 

An
dr

ew
 K

aj
oy

in
gi

 
NR

M
 

M
oy

o 
T/

C
 

M
 

2 
 

30
 

10
 

35
 

25
0 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
2 

2 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
18

 
Ap

ol
on

ia
 B

aa
ko

 
In

d 
Al

ib
a/

G
im

ar
a 

F 
1 

20
 

30
 

23
 

33
 

43
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
0 

0 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
19

 
Li

lly
 K

ar
eo

 D
uk

u 
NR

M
 

Itu
la

 
F 

1 
45

 
63

 
42

 
33

 
-2

1 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

0 
0 

10
 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

Av
er

ag
e 

 
1 

47
 

61
 

50
 

60
 

43
 

8 
8 

1 
0 

17
 

7 
6 

14
 

9 
4 

4 
3 

3 
3 

2 
2 

20
 

 
 



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

134

Na
ka

pi
rip

iri
t 

Id
en

tif
ie

rs
 

Tr
en

ds
 in

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
Le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
Ro

le
 

Co
nt

ac
t w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LL
G 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms Served 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2015/15 

% change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 
ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
s 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

 
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Pa
ul

 L
or

uk
al

e 
 

NR
M

 
Lo

re
ng

ed
wa

t 
M

 
2 

75
 

69
 

70
 

75
 

7 
8 

4 
5 

0 
17

 
11

 
9 

20
 

8 
5 

7 
5 

3 
5 

0 
5 

30
 

2 
Ab

ra
ha

m
 N

an
yim

a 
 

NR
M

 
Lo

la
ch

at
 

M
 

2 
50

 
54

 
61

 
62

 
2 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

7 
7 

3 
3 

1 
0 

0 
21

 
3 

Jo
hn

 L
oo

ny
e 

 
NR

M
 

M
or

ui
ta

 
M

 
3 

33
 

80
 

55
 

60
 

9 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
9 

9 
18

 
0 

5 
1 

5 
1 

5 
0 

4 
21

 
4 

Ri
ch

ar
d 

Sa
fa

ri 
Lo

ch
ot

o 
 

FD
C

 
Na

m
al

u 
M

 
1 

54
 

78
 

60
 

54
 

-1
0 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

3 
3 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
10

 
5 

M
ar

ia
 L

on
go

le
  

NR
M

 
Lo

re
ng

ed
wa

t 
F 

1 
53

 
56

 
23

 
53

 
13

0 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

4 
1 

1 
5 

1 
5 

0 
0 

13
 

6 
Jo

hn
 M

ar
co

 L
on

ge
le

ch
  

IN
D

 
Na

bi
la

tu
k 

M
 

1 
66

 
65

 
65

 
52

 
-2

0 
5 

8 
5 

0 
18

 
9 

5 
14

 
8 

3 
0 

3 
3 

3 
0 

0 
12

 
7 

Er
in

a 
Lo

ng
ol

e 
NR

M
 

Lo
re

ga
e 

F 
1 

47
 

57
 

44
 

48
 

9 
4 

0 
0 

0 
4 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

1 
1 

5 
5 

4 
0 

0 
16

 
8 

Lu
cy

 A
lu

ka
 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
Fe

m
al

e 
 

F 
1 

53
 

55
 

30
 

44
 

47
 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

4 
9 

13
 

0 
4 

0 
5 

4 
5 

0 
0 

18
 

9 
Ag

ne
s 

Al
ep

er
  

NR
M

 
Na

bi
la

tu
k 

F 
1 

45
 

75
 

53
 

43
 

-1
9 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
9 

9 
18

 
8 

1 
1 

0 
1 

5 
0 

0 
8 

10
 

Sc
ho

la
r C

he
ro

  
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
Fe

m
al

e 
 

F 
1 

24
 

56
 

20
 

39
 

95
 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

7 
9 

16
 

0 
1 

5 
1 

0 
1 

1 
1 

10
 

11
 

W
illi

am
 S

ag
al

  
NR

M
 

PW
D 

M
al

e 
 

M
 

2 
53

 
57

 
13

 
37

 
18

5 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
6 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

12
 

12
 

Ag
ne

s 
Lo

ku
re

  
NR

M
 

M
or

ui
ta

 
F 

2 
  

  
41

 
36

 
-1

2 
5 

8 
0 

0 
13

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
1 

0 
1 

1 
5 

1 
5 

14
 

13
 

So
fia

 J
an

e 
Ko

de
t  

NR
M

 
Ka

ko
m

on
go

le
 

F 
2 

38
 

67
 

38
 

29
 

-2
4 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
0 

9 
9 

2 
1 

1 
1 

1 
5 

0 
0 

9 
14

 
Lu

cy
 L

op
uw

a 
 

NR
M

 
Na

m
al

u 
F 

5 
21

 
44

 
55

 
25

 
-5

5 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

0 
0 

4 
0 

5 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

5 
Av

er
ag

e 
2 

47
 

63
 

45
 

47
 

25
 

6 
7 

1 
0 

14
 

6 
8 

14
 

5 
3 

2 
3 

2 
3 

0 
1 

14
 

  
 



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

135

Ne
bb

i 
Id

en
tif

ie
rs

 
Tr

en
ds

 in
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

Le
gi

sl
at

iv
e 

Ro
le

 
Co

nt
ac

t w
ith

 
El

ec
to

ra
te

 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency 

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting 
Electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county 
Meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

 
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Ch
ris

tin
e 

O
. M

an
da

 
NR

M
 

Pa
ny

im
ur

 
F 

1 
54

 
43

 
32

 
64

 
10

0 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

1 
3 

3 
1 

3 
1 

1 
13

 
2 

G
ra

ce
 N

. O
wo

nd
a 

FD
C

 
Er

us
si

 
F 

1 
46

 
58

 
40

 
64

 
60

 
5 

8 
0 

0 
13

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
5 

23
 

3 
Te

re
nc

e 
Ak

er
a 

NR
M

 
Pa

kw
ac

h 
M

 
1 

70
 

81
 

55
 

64
 

16
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

3 
9 

12
 

10
 

7 
7 

3 
1 

3 
3 

2 
26

 
4 

Ra
ph

ae
l A

ny
ol

ith
o 

NR
M

 
Er

us
si

 
M

 
1 

47
 

62
 

50
 

63
 

26
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

7 
9 

16
 

4 
7 

7 
0 

4 
4 

5 
0 

27
 

5 
Ja

ck
lin

e 
O

pa
r 

NR
M

 
Ne

bb
i 

F 
3 

48
 

58
 

36
 

62
 

72
 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

1 
1 

7 
1 

1 
1 

1 
13

 
6 

Ro
be

rt 
 O

m
ito

 S
te

en
 

NR
M

 
Al

wi
 

M
 

1 
56

 
78

 
50

 
59

 
18

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

2 
8 

7 
Li

llia
n 

Ac
ha

n 
NR

M
 

Pa
kw

ac
h 

F 
1 

43
 

44
 

37
 

57
 

54
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

3 
3 

1 
1 

1 
3 

1 
13

 
8 

M
ar

th
a 

Re
m

el
da

 B
ito

i 
NR

M
 

Pa
ro

m
bo

 
F 

1 
42

 
52

 
36

 
53

 
47

 
5 

7 
0 

0 
12

 
7 

9 
16

 
10

 
7 

3 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

15
 

9 
Ju

st
us

 O
tu

r 
NR

M
 

Pa
kw

ac
h 

M
 

1 
23

 
41

 
32

 
51

 
59

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
10

 
Ki

zit
o 

O
ng

an
* 

NR
M

 
N

ya
ra

vu
r 

M
 

1 
57

 
61

 
44

 
51

 
16

 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
1 

0 
0 

1 
1 

0 
2 

5 
11

 
Jo

hn
 O

ne
n 

Ku
m

ak
ec

h 
IN

D
 

Ak
wo

ro
 

M
 

1 
55

 
64

 
28

 
50

 
79

 
8 

7 
0 

0 
15

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
12

 
Ri

ch
ar

d 
O

rie
da

* 
NR

M
 

Pa
ny

im
ur

 
M

 
1 

 
44

 
47

 
50

 
6 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

1 
1 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
6 

13
 

Ch
ar

le
s 

Ri
ng

th
o 

NR
M

 
Ne

bb
i 

M
 

1 
31

 
32

 
30

 
49

 
63

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

9 
9 

10
 

3 
3 

3 
1 

1 
3 

0 
14

 
14

 
So

lve
r O

m
ak

i 
NR

M
 

Ne
bb

i T
.C

 
M

 
1 

28
 

32
 

17
 

48
 

18
2 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

7 
9 

16
 

10
 

1 
3 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
9 

15
 

Al
ice

 F
ua

ch
an

 
NR

M
 

Ku
cw

in
y 

F 
1 

32
 

42
 

19
 

46
 

14
2 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
5 

9 
14

 
10

 
1 

7 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

13
 

16
 

La
wr

en
ce

 K
iss

a 
O

jo
k 

NR
M

 
Ku

cw
in

y 
M

 
1 

42
 

48
 

32
 

45
 

41
 

8 
7 

0 
0 

15
 

0 
9 

9 
10

 
1 

5 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

11
 

17
 

Jo
hn

 P
an

ga
ra

si
o 

O
ye

ki
 

NR
M

 
Nd

he
w

 
M

 
1 

23
 

41
 

32
 

44
 

38
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
9 

9 
10

 
1 

3 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

9 
18

 
Pr

os
ca

 V
. B

in
eg

a 
 

FD
C

 
Pa

ny
an

go
 

F 
3 

44
 

50
 

40
 

44
 

10
 

1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

1 
2 

0 
2 

3 
3 

2 
13

 
19

 
Pa

tri
ck

 O
ye

t 
IN

D
 

W
ad

el
ai

 
M

 
1 

57
 

54
 

34
 

42
 

24
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
9 

9 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
20

 
Sa

nt
in

a 
Ak

el
lo

 
FD

C
 

W
ad

el
ai

 
F 

1 
40

 
46

 
28

 
42

 
50

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

9 
9 

10
 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

21
 

*D
or

in
e 

O
ng

ul
a 

NR
M

 
Yo

ut
h 

F 
1 

21
 

28
 

13
 

41
 

21
5 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

0 
9 

9 
6 

3 
3 

3 
1 

1 
1 

1 
13

 
22

 
Ro

na
ld

 O
ca

m
gi

u 
NR

M
 

At
eg

o 
M

 
1 

26
 

43
 

33
 

31
 

-6
 

1 
4 

0 
0 

5 
0 

9 
9 

10
 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

23
 

Do
re

en
 C

la
re

 N
im

un
gu

 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

F 
2 

19
 

34
 

24
 

29
 

21
 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
5 

9 
14

 
0 

3 
3 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
6 

24
 

La
wr

en
ce

 W
at

hu
m

 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

M
 

2 
37

 
64

 
23

 
25

 
9 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
0 

9 
9 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
25

 
*U

be
dg

iu
 Id

do
 

NR
M

 
Pa

ro
m

bo
 

M
 

1 
52

 
69

 
39

 
22

 
-4

4 
8 

0 
5 

0 
13

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
26

 
Eu

ni
ce

 A
tim

an
go

 
NR

M
 

Nd
he

w
 

F 
1 

39
 

49
 

23
 

19
 

-1
7 

1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

9 
9 

0 
0 

3 
0 

2 
1 

3 
0 

9 
27

 
*R

on
ni

e 
O

tim
be

r 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
M

 
1 

 
63

 
14

 
18

 
29

 
4 

4 
0 

0 
8 

0 
9 

9 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

Av
er

ag
e 

sc
or

e 
1 

41
 

51
 

33
 

46
 

49
 

6 
7 

1 
0 

13
 

5 
9 

14
 

8 
2 

2 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

11
 

*C
ou

nc
ill

or
 a

ss
es

se
d 

us
in

g 
se

co
nd

ar
y 

da
ta

 
 

 



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

136

Nt
un

ga
m

o 
Id

en
tif

ie
rs

 
Tr

en
ds

 in
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

Le
gi

sl
at

iv
e 

Ro
le

 
Co

nt
ac

t 
w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting 
electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county 
meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 
ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
 

  
 1

00
 

 1
00

 
 1

00
 

10
0 

 
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Al
ex

 T
um

we
bu

uz
e 

NR
M

 
Ru

ba
al

e 
M

 
4 

78
 

74
 

29
 

80
 

17
6 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

5 
7 

5 
5 

1 
4 

34
 

2 
Di

na
h 

Na
ba

sa
 

NR
M

 
Ki

ba
ts

i 
F 

1 
81

 
72

 
82

 
76

 
-7

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
1 

7 
1 

7 
7 

5 
4 

32
 

3 
Su

la
gi

 T
ug

um
e 

Ba
gu

m
a 

NR
M

 
Rw

ek
in

iro
 

M
 

1 
68

 
58

 
60

 
73

 
22

 
8 

8 
2 

1 
19

 
11

 
9 

20
 

4 
7 

7 
5 

5 
1 

1 
4 

30
 

4 
Pa

tri
ck

 R
wa

ka
ba

re
 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
M

 
1 

46
 

56
 

55
 

70
 

27
 

8 
8 

0 
1 

17
 

11
 

9 
20

 
4 

7 
5 

5 
1 

7 
3 

1 
29

 
5 

Da
rli

so
n 

Ba
ru

ga
ha

re
 

NR
M

 
M

un
ic

ip
al

ity
 

F 
1 

60
 

66
 

67
 

68
 

1 
8 

8 
0 

1 
17

 
11

 
9 

20
 

4 
7 

7 
5 

5 
1 

1 
1 

27
 

6 
El

ija
h 

At
uh

ai
re

 
NR

M
 

Ru
ga

ra
m

a 
M

 
4 

75
 

77
 

84
 

65
 

-2
3 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

0 
5 

7 
0 

5 
7 

3 
4 

31
 

7 
Ai

da
h 

Nt
ur

an
ab

o 
NR

M
 

Ito
jo

 
F 

1 
55

 
69

 
52

 
61

 
17

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
5 

9 
14

 
6 

5 
7 

1 
1 

0 
1 

5 
20

 
8 

Co
sm

os
 K

ak
ur

u 
NR

M
 

Ru
ha

am
a 

M
 

3 
79

 
85

 
83

 
61

 
-2

7 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
5 

9 
14

 
6 

1 
1 

7 
5 

5 
0 

4 
23

 
9 

Sa
m

 K
. M

ug
ab

i 
NR

M
 

Nt
un

ga
m

o 
M

 
3 

79
 

83
 

76
 

59
 

-2
2 

8 
8 

0 
1 

17
 

11
 

9 
20

 
4 

5 
5 

1 
5 

1 
0 

1 
18

 
10

 
Au

gu
st

in
e 

Ka
sh

ai
ja

 
NR

M
 

N
ya

ky
er

a 
M

 
3 

65
 

64
 

77
 

58
 

-2
5 

8 
8 

0 
1 

17
 

9 
9 

18
 

0 
5 

5 
1 

1 
7 

3 
1 

23
 

11
 

Pa
dd

y 
M

ug
ye

m
a 

NR
M

 
Ih

un
ga

 
M

 
1 

63
 

57
 

58
 

52
 

-1
0 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

2 
1 

7 
1 

5 
1 

0 
1 

16
 

12
 

Pe
ac

e 
Ka

co
nc

o 
Na

tu
ku

nd
a 

NR
M

 
Ru

ba
al

e 
F 

1 
59

 
71

 
65

 
52

 
-2

0 
5 

8 
0 

0 
13

 
9 

9 
18

 
6 

5 
1 

1 
5 

1 
1 

1 
15

 
13

 
Je

ni
fe

r K
ab

ei
je

 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
F 

1 
55

 
45

 
52

 
50

 
-4

 
8 

8 
0 

1 
17

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
7 

7 
0 

5 
5 

0 
0 

24
 

14
 

Pe
ac

e 
Tu

m
us

iim
e 

NR
M

 
N

ya
ky

er
a 

F 
1 

41
 

44
 

40
 

50
 

25
 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
9 

9 
18

 
4 

3 
5 

0 
5 

4 
1 

1 
19

 
15

 
Ri

ch
ar

d 
Kw

eh
ay

o 
By

ar
ug

ab
a 

NR
M

 
Ru

ko
ni

 E
as

t 
M

 
1 

29
 

69
 

73
 

49
 

-3
3 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

7 
9 

16
 

6 
1 

1 
1 

7 
0 

0 
1 

11
 

16
 

Da
n 

Bu
te

er
a 

NR
M

 
Ng

om
a 

M
 

4 
47

 
62

 
58

 
46

 
-2

1 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
5 

5 
1 

5 
1 

1 
1 

19
 

17
 

Sh
ak

ira
 M

ba
ba

zi
 

NR
M

 
Ru

ha
m

a/
 R

wi
ki

ni
ro

 
F 

2 
76

 
81

 
69

 
46

 
-3

3 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

9 
9 

2 
1 

3 
3 

7 
1 

3 
1 

19
 

18
 

Em
m

an
ue

l B
an

ye
re

re
 

NR
M

 
W

ea
te

rn
 D

ivi
sio

n 
M

 
1 

17
 

60
 

63
 

45
 

-2
9 

8 
8 

0 
1 

17
 

6 
9 

15
 

4 
0 

1 
1 

5 
1 

0 
1 

9 
19

 
De

bo
ra

h 
Ko

bu
si

ng
ye

 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

F 
1 

49
 

51
 

64
 

44
 

-3
1 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
0 

3 
1 

1 
1 

1 
0 

1 
8 

20
 

Pe
re

z 
Ba

sh
ai

ja
 B

ag
um

a 
NR

M
 

Ka
ba

ts
i 

M
 

2 
18

 
  

81
 

44
 

-4
6 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

0 
9 

9 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
21

 
De

nn
is

 M
uh

er
ez

a 
Sa

vim
bi

 
NR

M
 

Ito
jo

 
M

 
1 

60
 

72
 

81
 

43
 

-4
7 

8 
8 

2 
1 

19
 

9 
5 

14
 

2 
5 

1 
0 

0 
1 

0 
1 

8 
22

 
Fe

di
so

n 
Tu

ry
at

em
ba

 
NR

A 
Ea

st
er

 D
ivi

si
on

 
M

 
1 

37
 

52
 

46
 

42
 

-9
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

3 
9 

12
 

0 
1 

5 
1 

1 
5 

0 
1 

14
 

23
 

 M
ar

ia
 G

or
re

t M
ag

ur
u 

NR
M

 
Bw

on
ge

ra
 

F 
3 

33
 

54
 

56
 

40
 

-2
9 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

3 
9 

12
 

0 
1 

0 
3 

1 
0 

0 
2 

7 
24

 
Pl

ax
ed

a 
H

am
an

ya
 

NR
M

 
Nt

un
ga

m
o 

F 
1 

35
 

60
 

49
 

37
 

-2
4 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

3 
9 

12
 

4 
0 

0 
1 

1 
1 

0 
2 

5 
25

 
Bo

sc
o 

Tu
m

we
sig

ye
 

UF
A 

Ce
nt

ra
l D

iv
isi

on
 

M
 

1 
35

 
54

 
45

 
35

 
-2

2 
8 

8 
2 

1 
19

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
26

 
Fe

dd
y 

Ka
ish

o 
NR

M
 

Ka
yo

nz
a 

F 
3 

33
 

51
 

37
 

34
 

-8
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

3 
6 

9 
0 

1 
5 

0 
1 

1 
0 

1 
9 

27
 

G
ra

ce
 T

wi
no

m
ug

is
ha

 
NR

M
 

Ki
tw

e 
T/

C 
R

uk
on

i E
as

t 
an

d 
W

es
t 

F 
4 

63
 

63
 

49
 

34
 

-3
1 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
2 

11
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
28

 
Be

no
n 

M
us

in
gu

zi
 

NR
M

 
Bw

on
ge

ra
 

M
 

1 
44

 
41

 
22

 
32

 
45

 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
2 

5 
7 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
29

 
Be

no
n 

Ru
to

go
go

 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
M

 
1 

37
 

50
 

36
 

31
 

-1
4 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
9 

9 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
1 

1 
6 

30
 

M
iri

am
 M

uh
an

gu
zi

 
NR

M
 

N
ya

bi
ho

ko
 

F 
1 

29
 

58
 

65
 

30
 

-5
4 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

2 
2 

4 
0 

1 
3 

1 
3 

1 
0 

1 
10

 
Av

er
ag

e 
 

2 
52

 
62

 
59

 
50

 
-8

 
8 

8 
1 

0 
17

 
6 

8 
14

 
3 

3 
4 

2 
3 

2 
1 

2 
16

 
  

 



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

137

Ru
ku

ng
iri

 
 Id

en
tif

ie
rs

 
Tr

en
ds

 in
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

Le
gi

sl
at

iv
e 

Ro
le

 
Co

nt
ac

t w
ith

 
El

ec
to

ra
te

 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 
ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

  
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Ch
ris

 K
ag

ay
an

o 
NR

M
 

Bw
am

ba
ra

 
M

 
1 

61
 

68
 

82
 

78
 

-5
 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
5 

5 
5 

3 
3 

5 
1 

27
 

2 
Ca

no
n 

D
av

id
 M

at
sik

o 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

M
al

e 
  

M
 

3 
70

 
66

 
83

 
77

 
-7

 
8 

8 
3 

4 
23

 
11

 
9 

20
 

6 
3 

3 
3 

7 
7 

3 
2 

28
 

3 
Be

ns
on

 K
ar

ya
m

ar
wa

ki
 

NR
M

 
Ru

hi
nd

a 
M

 
1 

57
 

77
 

63
 

76
 

21
 

5 
5 

5 
0 

15
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
3 

7 
3 

3 
7 

3 
5 

31
 

4 
Pe

te
r T

uh
ei

rw
e 

FD
C

 
W

es
te

rn
 D

ivi
sio

n 
M

 
1 

69
 

75
 

71
 

74
 

4 
8 

4 
0 

2 
14

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

3 
3 

7 
3 

7 
5 

2 
30

 
5 

M
ac

kl
ea

n 
Sa

bi
ti 

NR
M

 
Ke

bi
so

ni
/ B

un
ya

nj
a 

F 
1 

71
 

81
 

74
 

70
 

-5
 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

7 
5 

12
 

10
 

5 
7 

1 
1 

7 
1 

5 
27

 
6 

He
lle

n 
Ka

ba
ju

ng
u 

NR
M

 
Ru

hi
nd

a/
 B

uh
un

ga
 

F 
2 

75
 

77
 

84
 

70
 

-1
7 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

0 
7 

5 
7 

5 
1 

6 
5 

36
 

7 
Fr

an
k 

Ka
ro

li B
we

si
gw

a 
FD

C
 

So
ut

he
rn

 D
ivi

si
on

 
M

 
1 

21
 

56
 

37
 

61
 

65
 

4 
4 

2 
0 

10
 

8 
9 

17
 

10
 

5 
5 

5 
5 

2 
1 

1 
24

 
8 

Ju
lie

t K
ab

ay
o 

NR
M

 
N

ya
ki

sh
en

yi 
F 

1 
49

 
50

 
79

 
57

 
-2

8 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

3 
3 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
6 

9 
Ch

ris
to

ph
er

 G
om

we
 

NR
M

 
Ea

st
er

n 
Di

vis
io

n 
M

 
1 

32
 

43
 

47
 

55
 

17
 

8 
8 

2 
3 

21
 

0 
9 

9 
4 

3 
3 

3 
3 

7 
0 

2 
21

 
10

 
G

ra
ce

 K
ai

no
 

NR
M

 
N

ya
ka

gy
em

e 
F 

1 
32

 
53

 
17

 
48

 
18

2 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
4 

9 
13

 
0 

7 
5 

1 
1 

1 
3 

1 
19

 
11

 
Fr

ed
 K

ig
an

go
 

NR
M

 
Bu

ga
ng

ar
i 

M
 

2 
  

  
47

 
43

 
-9

 
1 

8 
0 

0 
9 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
0 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
0 

4 
12

 
Fi

de
l B

eg
um

isa
 

NR
M

 
N

ya
ru

sh
an

je
 

M
 

1 
46

 
65

 
72

 
38

 
-4

7 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
0 

5 
5 

0 
1 

1 
1 

3 
5 

0 
4 

15
 

13
 

In
no

ce
nt

 N
in

sii
m

a 
Ka

ry
am

a 
NR

M
 

N
ya

ki
sh

en
yi 

M
 

1 
15

 
33

 
29

 
34

 
17

 
8 

5 
5 

0 
18

 
0 

9 
9 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
14

 
Te

dd
y 

Tu
m

us
ha

be
 

NR
M

 
Bu

ga
ng

ar
i 

F 
1 

34
 

44
 

41
 

33
 

-2
0 

1 
8 

5 
0 

14
 

0 
2 

2 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
15

 
Em

ily
 B

ee
bw

a 
Ki

iza
 

NR
M

 
N

ya
ru

sh
an

je
 

F 
1 

42
 

69
 

22
 

33
 

50
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

2 
2 

4 
6 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

16
 

Am
on

 K
 K

an
yw

an
isa

 
FD

C
 

Yo
ut

h 
M

al
e 

 
M

 
1 

22
 

60
 

47
 

33
 

-3
0 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
9 

9 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

2 
8 

17
 

Al
ex

 T
um

ur
am

ye
 

NR
M

 
N

ya
ka

gy
em

e 
M

 
1 

53
 

57
 

61
 

29
 

-5
2 

1 
8 

2 
0 

11
 

2 
9 

11
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
18

 
Ph

eo
na

h 
 N

at
uk

un
da

 
FD

C
 

Ea
st

er
n/

So
ut

he
rn

 D
iv

 
F 

1 
55

 
61

 
58

 
25

 
-5

7 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
19

 
Ph

yll
is

 A
rih

o 
FD

C
 

Yo
ut

h 
Fe

m
al

e 
 

F 
1 

28
 

47
 

36
 

25
 

-3
1 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
2 

2 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

20
 

Fr
an

k 
Ne

lso
n 

M
uz

oo
ra

 
NR

M
 

Ke
bi

so
ni

 
M

 
2 

  
  

28
 

23
 

-1
8 

1 
8 

0 
2 

11
 

0 
5 

5 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

21
 

Ag
ne

s 
Ke

ny
an

gi
 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
Fe

m
al

e 
 

F 
3 

40
 

46
 

23
 

23
 

0 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
22

 
Di

ck
en

s 
M

on
da

y 
Bi

ry
om

ur
iw

e 
NR

M
 

Bu
ya

nj
a 

M
 

1 
  

  
17

 
19

 
12

 
1 

1 
0 

0 
2 

0 
0 

0 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
23

 
Je

nn
ife

r K
ico

nc
o 

FD
C

 
W

es
te

rn
 D

ivi
sio

n 
F 

1 
28

 
47

 
54

 
18

 
-6

7 
1 

1 
0 

0 
2 

2 
5 

7 
2 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

Av
er

ag
e 

 
1 

45
 

59
 

51
 

45
 

-1
 

6 
7 

2 
0 

15
 

4 
6 

11
 

5 
2 

3 
2 

2 
3 

2 
2 

15
 

  
 



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

138

So
ro

ti 
Id

en
tif

ie
rs

 
Tr

en
ds

 in
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

Le
gi

sl
at

iv
e 

Ro
le

 
Co

nt
ac

t 
w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting 
electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county 
meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 
ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 s
co

re
s 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

 
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

M
ic

ha
el

 E
uc

u 
N

RM
 

So
ro

ti 
M

 
1 

50
 

79
 

86
 

78
 

-9
 

8 
8 

2 
1 

19
 

11
 

9 
20

 
0 

7 
7 

7 
3 

7 
7 

1 
39

 
2 

A
gn

es
 A

lu
bo

 
FD

C
 

A
ra

pa
i 

F 
2 

55
 

57
 

57
 

66
 

16
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

4 
9 

13
 

4 
7 

3 
7 

7 
5 

3 
1 

33
 

3 
K

ev
in

ah
 A

ke
llo

 
In

d.
 

K
am

ud
a 

F 
1 

52
 

82
 

79
 

59
 

-2
5 

8 
8 

0 
1 

17
 

11
 

9 
20

 
2 

1 
3 

1 
3 

7 
3 

2 
20

 
4 

Si
m

on
 O

pa
do

O
tij

a 
FD

C
 

K
at

in
e 

M
 

1 
 

 
 

55
 

 
8 

8 
5 

1 
22

 
2 

5 
7 

0 
1 

7 
0 

6 
7 

0 
5 

26
 

5 
Le

on
ar

dO
pu

ch
o 

N
RM

 
A

ra
pa

i 
M

 
2 

37
 

50
 

65
 

54
 

-1
7 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

2 
13

 
0 

3 
1 

3 
5 

5 
3 

5 
25

 
6 

H
el

len
 A

ki
ya

 
FD

C
 

G
w

er
i 

F 
2 

55
 

65
 

51
 

52
 

2 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
6 

5 
11

 
4 

1 
7 

7 
5 

1 
0 

2 
23

 
7 

M
uh

am
m

ad
 N

as
or

 
FD

C
 

E
as

te
rn

 D
iv

isi
on

 
M

 
2 

33
 

57
 

68
 

51
 

-2
5 

8 
8 

0 
1 

17
 

11
 

9 
20

 
4 

5 
1 

1 
1 

1 
0 

1 
10

 
8 

Be
tty

 A
ny

ok
oi

t 
FD

C
 

N
or

th
er

n 
D

iv
isi

on
 

F 
2 

33
 

46
 

14
 

43
 

20
7 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

4 
4 

8 
0 

5 
0 

5 
7 

1 
1 

0 
19

 
9 

D
av

id
 E

jo
ku

 A
de

m
u 

FD
C

 
A

su
re

t 
M

 
2 

29
 

64
 

69
 

43
 

-3
8 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

4 
9 

13
 

0 
1 

3 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

9 
10

 
M

ar
ga

re
t A

m
on

gi
n 

N
RM

 
E

as
te

rn
/W

es
te

rn
 

F 
2 

25
 

42
 

46
 

43
 

-7
 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

2 
9 

11
 

0 
5 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

11
 

11
 

Ri
ch

ar
d 

O
ng

od
ia 

N
RM

 
G

w
er

i 
M

 
2 

68
 

55
 

48
 

32
 

-3
3 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

5 
2 

7 
0 

1 
1 

1 
3 

1 
1 

1 
9 

12
 

Ro
se

 A
ke

llo
 

N
RM

 
Tu

bu
r/

K
at

in
e 

F 
1 

52
 

36
 

13
 

32
 

14
6 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

2 
5 

7 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

5 
11

 
13

 
D

av
id

 E
rw

au
 

FD
C

 
N

or
th

er
n 

D
iv

isi
on

 
M

 
2 

 
54

 
42

 
31

 
-2

6 
8 

8 
5 

1 
22

 
2 

0 
2 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
14

 
Jo

re
m

 F
el

ix
 O

bi
ol

 
FD

C
 

Tu
bu

r 
M

 
3 

 
 

42
 

29
 

-3
1 

8 
8 

5 
1 

22
 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

15
 

Pe
te

r O
rin

go
 

U
PC

 
K

am
ud

a 
M

 
2 

63
 

50
 

48
 

29
 

-4
0 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

2 
2 

4 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

16
 

Ru
th

 K
ul

um
e 

FD
C

 
A

su
re

t/
So

ro
ti 

F 
1 

32
 

66
 

63
 

25
 

-6
0 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
2 

2 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

0 
6 

17
 

Bi
bi

an
E

sa
et

e 
In

d.
 

PW
D

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

  F
 

1 
 

 
 

16
 

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
18

 
Ro

da
hA

pe
du

no
 

N
RM

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

  
Y

ou
th

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
F 

1 
46

 
42

 
34

 
16

 
-5

3 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
19

 
E

m
m

an
ue

l E
lau

 
N

RM
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  

Y
ou

th
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

 
M

 
1 

 
 

17
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
20

 
St

ep
he

n 
O

le
be

 
U

PC
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  

PW
D

   
  

M
 

1 
 

 
39

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Av
er

ag
e 

2 
45

 
56

 
49

 
42

 
0 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

4 
5 

9 
1 

2 
2 

2 
3 

2 
1 

2 
15

 
  



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

139

To
ro

ro
 

 
Id

en
tif

ie
rs

 
Tr

en
ds

 in
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

Le
gi

sl
at

iv
e 

Ro
le

 
Co

nt
ac

t w
ith

 
El

ec
to

ra
te

 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

Name 

Political Party 

Constituency  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 

Motion 

Special skill 

Sub total 

Meeting 
electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub county 
meetings 

Health 

Education 

Agriculture 

Water 

Roads 

FAL 

ENR 

Sub Total 

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
  

10
0 

 1
00

 
 1

00
 

10
0 

  
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
1 

Si
m

on
 P

et
er

 O
pi

o 
NR

M
 

Ru
bo

ng
i 

M
 

4 
55

 
82

 
84

 
92

 
10

 
8 

8 
5 

1 
22

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

6 
7 

7 
6 

7 
5 

2 
40

 
2 

Jo
se

ph
 O

kw
ar

e 
NR

M
 

W
es

te
rn

 D
ivi

sio
n 

M
 

3 
16

 
76

 
83

 
90

 
8 

8 
0 

5 
4 

17
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

5 
5 

7 
5 

43
 

3 
Be

tty
 A

ki
co

th
 A

ko
l 

NR
M

 
M

uk
uj

u/
 K

wa
pa

 
F 

2 
54

 
65

 
71

 
88

 
24

 
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

0 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

4 
5 

44
 

4 
Jo

hn
 O

ke
a 

NR
M

 
PW

D 
M

al
e 

 
M

 
2 

33
 

47
 

32
 

85
 

16
6 

8 
8 

5 
4 

25
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

7 
7 

5 
4 

5 
0 

4 
32

 
5 

Jo
x 

O
wo

r J
ab

wa
na

 
NR

M
 

Ki
so

ko
 

M
 

3 
28

 
54

 
81

 
83

 
2 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

4 
44

 
6 

Jo
hn

 O
do

i 
NR

M
 

M
ul

an
da

 
M

 
1 

34
 

45
 

75
 

83
 

11
 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

0 
5 

40
 

7 
Jim

m
y 

Al
ia

 A
Pu

m
er

i 
NR

M
 

Kw
ap

a 
M

 
1 

21
 

65
 

24
 

78
 

22
5 

8 
8 

5 
4 

25
 

11
 

6 
17

 
10

 
1 

7 
7 

5 
5 

1 
0 

26
 

8 
Ly

di
a 

N
ya

ke
tc

ho
 

NR
M

 
Ki

so
ko

/ P
et

ta
 

F 
2 

26
 

56
 

47
 

77
 

64
 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
3 

7 
0 

5 
2 

31
 

9 
Ja

ck
lin

e 
Ay

aa
 

NR
M

 
Na

bu
yo

ga
 

F 
2 

28
 

60
 

58
 

76
 

31
 

8 
8 

0 
1 

17
 

11
 

9 
20

 
2 

7 
7 

3 
5 

7 
3 

2 
34

 
10

 
Ro

se
 C

ris
tin

e 
Ad

ik
in

i 
NR

M
 

PW
D 

Fe
m

al
e 

 
F 

3 
9 

39
 

49
 

75
 

53
 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
5 

5 
5 

4 
5 

0 
1 

25
 

11
 

M
ich

ea
l M

ija
si

 
NR

M
 

Na
bu

yo
ga

 
M

 
2 

37
 

67
 

36
 

72
 

10
0 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
11

 
9 

20
 

4 
7 

7 
7 

7 
3 

3 
5 

39
 

12
 

Sa
m

ue
l K

ap
ul

e 
O

m
as

et
 

UP
C 

M
el

la
 

F 
1 

19
 

55
 

18
 

70
 

28
9 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

6 
9 

15
 

4 
5 

7 
7 

5 
5 

0 
4 

33
 

13
 

Ja
m

es
 O

ny
an

go
 

NR
M

 
Na

go
ng

er
a 

M
 

2 
40

 
57

 
23

 
60

 
16

1 
4 

8 
2 

0 
14

 
11

 
2 

13
 

0 
5 

5 
7 

7 
5 

0 
4 

33
 

14
 

Be
nn

a 
Am

oj
on

g 
NR

M
 

M
al

ab
a/

 M
el

la
 

F 
1 

21
 

51
 

45
 

58
 

29
 

8 
8 

5 
4 

25
 

4 
5 

9 
0 

5 
5 

0 
5 

5 
0 

4 
24

 
15

 
Ire

ne
 R

ut
ai

sir
e 

IN
D

 
W

es
te

rn
 D

ivi
sio

n 
F 

1 
20

 
56

 
22

 
57

 
15

9 
1 

8 
0 

1 
10

 
11

 
4 

15
 

8 
7 

7 
0 

3 
7 

0 
5 

29
 

16
 

Ja
co

b 
O

pi
o*

 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
M

al
e 

 
M

 
1 

23
 

46
 

25
 

54
 

11
6 

8 
8 

2 
3 

21
 

9 
5 

14
 

6 
3 

3 
3 

1 
1 

1 
1 

13
 

17
 

Sa
m

ue
l O

do
ng

o 
NR

M
 

M
ag

ol
a 

M
 

1 
0 

49
 

25
 

49
 

96
 

8 
8 

2 
0 

18
 

0 
2 

2 
0 

5 
5 

5 
1 

5 
4 

4 
29

 
18

 
Jo

hn
 M

ar
tin

e 
O

do
ng

o 
NR

M
 

Iy
ol

wa
 

M
 

1 
  

  
7 

43
 

51
4 

8 
8 

0 
3 

19
 

2 
6 

8 
0 

3 
3 

7 
1 

1 
0 

1 
16

 
19

 
Je

nn
ife

r O
ko

th
 O

ny
an

g*
 

IN
D

 
M

ul
an

da
/ R

ub
on

gi
 

F 
1 

30
 

49
 

9 
37

 
31

1 
5 

5 
0 

0 
10

 
9 

9 
18

 
2 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

20
 

Ju
lie

t N
ya

we
re

* 
NR

M
 

M
ol

o/
 M

er
ik

it 
F 

2 
0 

39
 

20
 

34
 

70
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

0 
11

 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

4 
10

 
21

 
G

ab
rie

l O
ny

an
go

 
FD

C
 

M
er

ik
it 

M
 

1 
33

 
45

 
29

 
33

 
14

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

6 
6 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
5 

11
 

22
 

Jo
an

 O
lo

wo
* 

NR
M

 
Na

go
ng

er
a 

T/
C

 
F 

2 
19

 
32

 
16

 
29

 
81

 
1 

8 
0 

0 
9 

9 
2 

11
 

2 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
5 

11
 

23
 

St
ep

he
n 

O
dw

ar
* 

NR
M

 
Na

go
ng

er
a 

F 
2 

24
 

42
 

41
 

28
 

-3
2 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

5 
11

 
24

 
Do

na
to

s 
O

ku
m

u 
Ru

nd
a 

NR
M

 
Ki

re
wa

 
F 

1 
0 

31
 

18
 

27
 

50
 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

2 
5 

7 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

5 
11

 
25

 
Al

ex
 O

ko
th

 O
wo

r*
 

NR
M

 
Pe

tta
 

M
 

2 
39

 
77

 
59

 
25

 
-5

8 
8 

8 
2 

0 
18

 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
26

 
Fl

or
en

ce
 A

wo
r*

 
NR

M
 

Iy
ol

wa
/ M

ag
ol

a 
F 

1 
30

 
29

 
7 

23
 

22
9 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
7 

0 
7 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
27

 
Ze

be
da

yo
 O

m
oi

t* 
IN

D
 

M
uk

uj
u 

M
 

1 
42

 
39

 
22

 
23

 
5 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

28
 

G
ra

ce
 A

m
oi

t* 
IN

D
 

O
su

ku
ru

 
F 

3 
  

  
8 

23
 

18
8 

1 
8 

0 
0 

9 
7 

0 
7 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
0 

6 
29

 
M

ich
ea

l O
bu

ru
* 

NR
M

 
Pa

ya
 

M
 

1 
34

 
27

 
19

 
23

 
21

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
30

 
Ye

ru
sa

 O
ch

wo
* 

NR
M

 
Pa

ya
/ S

op
so

p 
F 

2 
19

 
32

 
23

 
23

 
0 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

2 
8 

31
 

M
os

es
 O

fw
on

o 
O

ja
so

* 
NR

M
 

So
ps

op
 

M
 

1 
37

 
67

 
18

 
23

 
28

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
32

 
St

el
la

 A
ko

th
* 

NR
M

 
Yo

ut
h 

Fe
m

al
e 

 
F 

1 
  

  
  

23
 

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
2 

8 
33

 
Lo

y 
W

an
dw

as
i* 

IN
D

 
Ea

st
er

n 
di

vis
io

n 
F 

1 
35

 
30

 
16

 
16

 
0 

8 
1 

0 
0 

9 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
2 

8 
34

 
M

ar
gr

et
 N

ya
bu

ru
* 

NR
M

 
Ki

re
wa

 
F 

1 
15

 
27

 
  

9 
 

1 
1 

0 
0 

2 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
0 

6 
Av

er
ag

e 
 

1 
50

 
55

 
57

 
57

 
3 

8 
8 

0 
0 

17
 

6 
8 

14
 

4 
4 

3 
3 

4 
4 

3 
2 

23
 

*C
ou

nc
ill

or
 a

ss
es

se
d 

us
in

g 
se

co
nd

ar
y 

da
ta

 
 

 



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

140

W
ak

is
o 

Id
en

tif
ie

rs
 

Tr
en

ds
 in

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
Le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
Ro

le
 

Co
nt

ac
t w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te
 

LLG 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
NP

PA
s 

Name 

Political 
Party 

Constituen
cy  

Gender 

Terms 

2011/12 

2012/13 

2013/14 

2014/15 

%change 

Plenary 

Committee 
Motion 
Special 
skill 

Sub total 

Meeting 
electorate 

Office 

Subtotal 

Sub 
county 
meetings 
Health 

Education 
Agricultur
e 
Water 

Roads 

FAL 
ENR 

Sub Total 

 
 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

10
0 

 
8 

8 
5 

4 
25

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
5 

5 
45

 
] 

Ha
m

id
u 

Ki
zit

o 
Ns

ub
ug

a 
NR

M
 

Na
ns

an
a 

TC
 

M
 

1 
66

 
85

 
87

 
88

 
1 

8 
8 

5 
1 

22
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

7 
7 

7 
6 

5 
1 

5 
38

 
1 

No
rm

an
 K

ab
og

go
za

 S
se

m
wa

ng
a 

NR
M

 
Ki

ra
 T

/C
 

M
 

1 
69

 
88

 
91

 
88

 
-3

 
8 

8 
0 

3 
19

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
7 

7 
6 

6 
7 

3 
5 

41
 

3 
Sa

ra
h 

Na
m

ug
ga

 
NR

M
 

M
as

uu
lit

a/
Na

m
ay

um
ba

 
F 

1 
57

 
76

 
85

 
87

 
2 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
7 

7 
7 

6 
7 

1 
1 

36
 

4 
Al

ba
sh

ir 
Ka

yo
nd

o 
Nd

aw
ul

a 
DP

 
Ss

isa
 

M
 

1 
58

 
83

 
88

 
86

 
-2

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

8 
7 

7 
7 

6 
7 

3 
5 

42
 

5 
Im

m
ac

ul
at

e 
Na

ki
m

bu
gw

e 
NR

M
 

Ka
ki

ri 
S/

C 
& 

T/
C

 
F 

1 
58

 
76

 
85

 
81

 
-5

 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

6 
6 

7 
6 

0 
5 

5 
35

 
6 

He
rb

er
t W

as
aj

ja
 

NR
M

 
Ka

ki
ri 

TC
 

M
 

1 
69

 
74

 
73

 
79

 
8 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

1 
7 

7 
4 

5 
1 

5 
30

 
7 

M
ich

ae
l B

ul
um

ba
 

NR
M

 
M

as
uu

lit
a 

S/
C 

an
d 

TC
 

M
 

1 
50

 
68

 
73

 
78

 
7 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
1 

4 
7 

4 
5 

1 
5 

27
 

8 
Ro

se
m

ar
y 

N
am

ub
iru

 
DP

 
W

ak
iso

/T
.C

 &
 M

en
de

 
F 

1 
64

 
56

 
65

 
77

 
18

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
1 

7 
5 

5 
5 

0 
5 

28
 

9 
An

na
h 

Ns
ub

ug
a 

M
ug

er
wa

 
DP

 
Ns

an
gi

 
F 

1 
58

 
67

 
69

 
76

 
10

 
8 

8 
5 

1 
22

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
1 

4 
7 

4 
0 

5 
5 

26
 

10
 

Al
le

n 
Ss

en
to

ng
o 

DP
 

Na
ns

an
a 

TC
 

F 
1 

62
 

76
 

80
 

75
 

-6
 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

7 
5 

7 
0 

5 
5 

5 
34

 
11

 
Im

m
ac

ul
at

e 
By

ak
uw

ab
a 

NR
M

 
G

om
be

 
F 

1 
39

 
54

 
57

 
75

 
32

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
7 

4 
1 

6 
7 

1 
0 

26
 

12
 

Pa
ul

in
e 

M
ar

ga
re

t N
am

ag
em

be
 

DP
 

Na
bw

er
u 

F 
1 

63
 

71
 

66
 

75
 

14
 

8 
8 

5 
3 

24
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

5 
5 

1 
4 

4 
3 

1 
23

 
13

 
Ra

sh
id

 K
ha

m
is 

Se
ky

ew
a 

NR
M

 
Na

bw
er

u 
M

 
1 

67
 

77
 

75
 

73
 

-3
 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

9 
9 

18
 

8 
7 

5 
1 

7 
3 

0 
3 

26
 

14
 

Le
on

ar
d 

Ka
su

m
ba

 S
se

tti
m

ba
 

NR
M

 
Na

m
ay

um
ba

 S
/C

 &
 T

C
 

M
 

1 
59

 
64

 
67

 
70

 
4 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

5 
4 

7 
4 

1 
0 

0 
21

 
15

 
Ch

ris
to

ph
er

 D
da

m
ul

ira
 S

er
un

jo
gi

 
NR

M
 

Ka
sa

nj
e 

M
 

1 
59

 
60

 
58

 
68

 
17

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
7 

9 
16

 
10

 
7 

1 
1 

5 
5 

1 
1 

21
 

16
 

Es
tra

da
h 

Ve
nn

ie
 N

al
uy

ig
a 

FD
C

 
Na

ng
ab

o 
F 

1 
56

 
53

 
69

 
68

 
-1

 
5 

8 
5 

0 
18

 
11

 
9 

20
 

10
 

1 
1 

7 
0 

5 
1 

5 
20

 
17

 
Si

m
on

 N
su

bu
ga

 
DP

 
W

ak
iso

 T
C 

M
 

1 
57

 
30

 
66

 
67

 
2 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

7 
7 

1 
0 

0 
0 

3 
18

 
18

 
Ro

se
 K

ya
ku

wa
 

NR
M

 
Bu

ss
i/S

iss
a/

Ka
sa

nj
e 

F 
1 

50
 

54
 

66
 

64
 

-3
 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

7 
6 

1 
0 

1 
1 

4 
20

 
19

 
De

bo
ra

h 
M

az
zi 

DP
 

PW
D 

 
F 

1 
46

 
60

 
60

 
63

 
5 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

11
 

9 
20

 
10

 
4 

4 
4 

0 
4 

0 
1 

17
 

20
 

Nu
ru

h 
N

am
ul

i 
NR

M
 

M
en

de
 

F 
1 

45
 

69
 

74
 

63
 

-1
5 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

1 
4 

3 
6 

7 
0 

1 
22

 
21

 
Sa

ra
h 

Na
jje

m
ba

 
NR

M
 

Ki
ra

 T
C

 
F 

1 
59

 
70

 
67

 
62

 
-7

 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
1 

0 
3 

4 
1 

3 
1 

13
 

22
 

Su
le

im
an

 S
sa

li 
FD

C
 

Na
ng

ab
o 

M
 

1 
49

 
53

 
55

 
62

 
13

 
8 

8 
5 

1 
22

 
7 

9 
16

 
8 

5 
5 

1 
4 

1 
0 

0 
16

 
23

 
Pa

ul
 S

sa
li 

M
uk

isa
 

DP
 

M
ak

in
dy

e 
“B

” 
M

 
1 

47
 

43
 

65
 

61
 

-6
 

5 
8 

0 
0 

13
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

5 
5 

1 
0 

5 
0 

4 
20

 
24

 
M

ar
ia

m
 K

al
ig

a 
DP

 
M

ak
in

dy
e 

“A
” &

 “B
” 

F 
1 

57
 

55
 

58
 

60
 

3 
5 

8 
0 

0 
13

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
0 

0 
1 

6 
7 

1 
4 

19
 

25
 

C
yr

us
 K

as
aa

to
 S

sa
m

bw
a 

DP
 

W
ak

iso
 

M
 

1 
62

 
66

 
72

 
58

 
-1

9 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
1 

5 
1 

1 
1 

1 
4 

14
 

26
 

Sa
di

q 
M

uk
as

a 
DP

 
E

nt
eb

be
 D

iv
is

io
n 

“B
” 

M
 

1 
46

 
57

 
65

 
58

 
-1

1 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
9 

9 
18

 
4 

1 
1 

7 
0 

1 
0 

5 
15

 
27

 
Ha

ss
an

 S
se

m
ba

lir
wa

 
NR

M
 

Yo
ut

h 
M

 
1 

52
 

52
 

54
 

56
 

4 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
0 

0 
7 

0 
0 

5 
0 

12
 

28
 

Jo
yc

e 
No

nd
o 

Na
nf

uk
a 

NR
M

 
Bu

su
ku

m
a 

& 
G

om
be

 
F 

1 
43

 
56

 
58

 
55

 
-5

 
5 

8 
0 

0 
13

 
9 

9 
18

 
10

 
7 

6 
1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

14
 

29
 

Ab
du

l G
am

al
 

NR
M

 
Bu

su
ku

m
a*

 
M

 
1 

68
 

67
 

65
 

54
 

-1
7 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

7 
5 

12
 

10
 

7 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

4 
11

 
30

 
He

rb
er

t K
ab

af
un

za
ki

 
NR

M
 

M
ak

in
dy

e 
“A

”* 
M

 
1 

56
 

56
 

52
 

53
 

2 
8 

8 
5 

0 
21

 
7 

5 
12

 
4 

1 
1 

7 
1 

1 
5 

0 
16

 
31

 
Ro

se
tte

 K
ag

gw
a 

DP
 

Ka
ta

bi
 

F 
1 

54
 

53
 

64
 

50
 

-2
2 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

10
 

0 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
6 

32
 

Vi
ol

a 
N

am
pi

jja
 S

se
sa

ng
a 

DP
 

E
nt

eb
be

 “A
” &

 “B
” 

F 
1 

39
 

56
 

57
 

50
 

-1
2 

8 
8 

0 
0 

16
 

9 
9 

18
 

8 
1 

1 
3 

1 
1 

0 
1 

8 
33

 
Jo

hn
 P

au
l M

uy
an

da
 

DP
 

Ka
ta

bi
* 

M
 

1 
65

 
54

 
76

 
45

 
-4

1 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
7 

5 
12

 
10

 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

7 
34

 
Fa

rid
ah

 N
am

al
e 

NR
M

 
Yo

ut
h*

 
F 

1 
30

 
52

 
46

 
44

 
-4

 
5 

8 
0 

0 
13

 
7 

2 
9 

10
 

0 
0 

7 
0 

0 
5 

0 
12

 
35

 
Pe

te
r B

al
ik

ud
de

m
be

 J
um

ba
 

DP
 

Ns
an

gi
* 

M
 

1 
67

 
64

 
64

 
44

 
-3

1 
8 

0 
0 

0 
8 

7 
5 

12
 

10
 

1 
4 

1 
1 

1 
1 

5 
14

 
36

 
Ab

u-
Ba

ke
r K

as
ul

e 
Se

nf
uk

a 
DP

 
PW

D*
 

M
 

1 
60

 
62

 
46

 
39

 
-1

5 
8 

8 
0 

0 
16

 
7 

5 
12

 
4 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

37
 

Ho
od

 G
ol

oo
ba

 K
aw

ee
sa

  
NR

M
 

Bu
ss

i* 
M

 
3 

48
 

48
 

62
 

37
 

-4
0 

8 
8 

5 
0 

21
 

7 
2 

9 
0 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
7 

Av
er

ag
e 

 
1 

56
 

62
 

67
 

65
 

-3
 

7 
8 

3 
0 

18
 

9 
8 

17
 

9 
3 

4 
4 

3 
3 

2 
3 

21
 

*C
ou

nc
ill

or
 a

ss
es

se
d 

us
in

g 
se

co
nd

ar
y 

da
ta

 



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

141

PUBLICATIONS IN THIS SERIES

Kajungu, D., Lukwago, D., and Tumushabe, G., Assessing Public Expenditure 
Governance in Uganda’s Health Sector: The case of Gulu, Kamuli, and 
Luweero Districts: Application of an Innovative Framework. ACODE Policy 
Research Series, No. 6�, 2015.

Rhoads, R., Muhumuza, T., Nabiddo, W., Kiragga, H., Ssango, F., Nampewo, 
S., and Muzira, :. (2015). Assessing Public Expenditure Governance in 
Uganda’s Agricultural Sector: Application of an Innovative Framework. 
Kampala. ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 6�, 2015.

Makaaru, J., Cunningham, K., Kisaame, K., Nansozi, S., and Bogere, G., 
Public Expenditure Governance in Uganda’s Education Sector: Application 
of an Innovative Assessment Framework, Kampala. ACODE Policy Research 
Series, No. 6�, 2015.

Bogere, G., Kayabwe, S., Kabasweka, F., G., and Achola, I., Assessing 
Public Expenditure Governance in Uganda’s Road Sector: Application of an 
Innovative Framework and Findings from the Sector, Kampala, ACODE Policy 
Research Series, No. 66, 2014.

Tumushabe, G, W., Ngabirano, D., and Kutegeka, S., (2014). Making Public 
Procurement Work for Sustainable Forest Use: Excluding Illegal Timber from 
Uganda’s Market. ACODE Policy Paper Series No. 65, 2014.

Bainomugisha, A., MuyombaTamale, L., Muhwezi, W.W., Cunningham, K., 
Ssemakula, E. G., Bogere, G., Rhoads, R., Local Government Councils Score
Card Assessment Report 201�/14: A Combination of Gains, Reversals and 
Reforms, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Paper Series No. 64, 2014. 

Naluwairo, R., and Barungi, J., Ensuring the Sustainable Availability of 
Affordable 1uality Seeds and Planting Materials in Uganda: A Review of 
Uganda’s Draft National Seed Policy, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research 
Series, No.6�, 2014.

Ngabirano, D., and Karungi, S., A Comparative Analysis of Laws � Institutional 
Regimes on Public Expenditure Accountability in East Africa, Kampala, 
ACODE Policy Research Series, No.62, 2014.

Barungi, J., AgriFood System Governance and Service Delivery in Uganda: 
A Case Study of Tororo District, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, 
No.61, 201�.



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

142

Tumushabe, G., MuyombaTamale, L., Ssemakula, E. G., and Muhumuza, 
T., Uganda Local Government Councils Scorecard 2012/1�: The big Service 
Delivery Divide, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 60, 201�.

Bogere, G., Tumushabe, G. W., and Ssemakula, E. G., Governance Aspects 
in the Water and Roads Sectors: Lessons from Five Districts in Uganda, 
Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Paper Series, No.5�, 201�. 

Opiyo, N., Bainomugisha, A., and NtambirwekiKarugonjo, B., Breaking the 
Conmict Trap in Uganda: Proposals for Constitutional and Legal Reforms, 
Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 5�, 201�. 

NtambirwekiKarugonjo, B., and Barungi, J., AgriFood System Governance 
and Service Delivery in Uganda: A Case Study of Mukono District, Kampala,  
ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 5�, 2012. 

Natamba, E. F., MuyombaTamale, L., Asiimire, I., Nimpamya, E., and 
Mbabazi, J., Local Government Councils’ Performance and Public Service 
Delivery in Uganda: Ntungamo District Council ScoreCard Report 200�/10, 
Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 56, 2011.

Ssemakula, E., Ekwe, B., Agute, B., Jones, W. B., Local Government Councils’ 
Performance and Public Service Delivery in Uganda: Soroti District Local 
Government Council ScoreCard Report 200�/10, Kampala, ACODE Policy 
Research Series, No. 55, 2011. 

Mbabazi, J., Massa, D., Rupiny, R. R., Ogamdhogwa, M., Local Government 
Councils’ Performance and Public Service Delivery in Uganda: Nebbi District 
Local Government Council Score Card Report 200�/10, Kampala, ACODE 
Policy Research Series, No. 54, 2011.

Adoch, C., Emoit, R., Adiaka, R., Ngole. P., Local Government Councils’ 
Performance and public Service Delivery in Uganda: Moroto  District Council 
ScoreCard Report 200�/10, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 
53, 2011.

Bainomugisha, A., Asiku, M., and Kajura, R., Local Government Councils’ 
Performance and Public Service Delivery in Uganda: Buliisa District Council 
ScoreCard Report 200�/10, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 
52, 2011.

Tumushabe, G. W., and Mugabe, J.O., Governance of Science, Technology 
and Innovation in the East African Community: Inaugural Biannual Report, 
Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series No. 51, 2012.

MuyombaTamale, L., Ssemakula, E. G., Musisi, G., Segujja, J., and Asimo, 
N., Local Government Councils’ Performance and Public Service Delivery 
in Uganda: Luwero District Council ScoreCard Report 200�/10, Kampala, 
ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 50, 2011.



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

143

Naluwairo, R., In 1uest for an Efficient AgriFood System: Remections on 
Uganda’s Major AgriFood System Policies and Policy Frameworks, Kampala, 
ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 4�, 2011. 

MuyombaTamale, L., Ssemakula, E. G., Ssempala, D., and Jones, E., Local 
Government Councils’ Performance and public Service Delivery in Uganda: 
Mpigi District Council ScoreCard Report 200�/10, Kampala, ACODE Policy 
Research Series, No. 4�, 2011. 

Adoch, C., Ssemakula, E. G., Killing the Goose that Lays the Golden Egg: An 
Analysis of Budget Allocations and Revenue from Environment and Natural 
Resources Sector in Karamoja Region, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research 
Series No. 4�, 2011.

Adoch, C., Emoit, R., and IllukolPol, M., Local Government Councils’ 
Performance and public Service Delivery in Uganda: Nakapiripirit District 
Council ScoreCard Report 200�/10, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research 
Series, No. 46, 2011.

MuyombaTamale, L., Tumushabe, G. W., Amanigaruhanga, I., Bwanika
Semyalo, 6., and  Jones, E., Local Government Councils’ Performance and 
public Service Delivery in Uganda: Mukono District Council ScoreCard 
Report 200�/10, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 45, 2011.

Mugabe, J. O., Science, Technology and Innovation in Africa’s Regional 
Integration: From Rhetoric to Practice, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research 
Series, No. 44, 2011.

Naluwairo, R., Investing in Orphan Crops to Improve Food and Livelihood 
Security of Uganda’s Rural Poor: Policy Gaps, Opportunities and 
Recommendations, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 4�, 2011.

Tumushabe, G. W., MuyombaTamale, L., and Ssemakula, E. G., Uganda 
Local Government Councils Score Card 200�/10: Political Accountability, 
Representation and the State of Service Delivery, Kampala, ACODE Policy 
Research Series, No. 42, 2011.

Naluwairo, R., Promoting Agriculture Sector Growth and Development: A 
Comparative Analysis of Uganda’s Political Party Manifestos (2011 2016), 
Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 41, 2011.

Lukwago, D., Increasing Agricultural Sector Financing: Why It Matters for 
Uganda’s SocioEconomic Transformation, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research 
Series No. 40, 2010.

Natamba, E. F., MuyombaTamale, L., Ssemakula, E. G., Nimpamya, E., and 
Asiimire, I., Local Government Councils Performance and the 1uality of 
Service Delivery in Uganda: Ntungamo District Council Score Card 200�/0�, 
Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. ��, 2010.



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

144

MuyombaTamale, L., Ssemakula, E. G., Ssempala, D., and Segujja, J,.  Local 
Government Councils Performance and the 1uality of Service Delivery in 
Uganda: Luwero District Council Score Card 200�/0�, Kampala, ACODE 
Policy Research Series, No. ��, 2010. 

MuyombaTamale, L., and Akena, W., Local Government Councils 
Performance and the 1uality of Service Delivery in Uganda: Amuru District 
Council Score Card 200�/0�, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 
37, 2010.

MuyombaTamale, L., Owor, A., Kumakech, J., and Rupiny, R. R., Local 
Government Councils Performance and the 1uality of Service Delivery in 
Uganda: Nebbi District Council Score Card 200�/0�, Kampala, ACODE Policy 
Research Series, No. �6, 2010.

Ssemakula, E. G., MuyombaTamale, L., EkweOcen, B., Ajolu, J., and Ariko, 
C., Local Government Councils Performance and the 1uality of Service 
Delivery in Uganda: Amuria District Council Score Card 200�/0�, Kampala, 
ACODE Policy Research Series, No. �5, 2010. 

Tucungwirwe, F., Ssemakula, E. G., MuyombaTamale, L., Merewoma, L. W., 
and Kahinda, C., Local Government Councils Performance and the 1uality 
of Service Delivery in Uganda: Mbale District Council Score Card 200�/0�, 
Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. �4, 2010. 

Tucungwirwe, F., Ssemakula, E. G., MuyombaTamale, L., Merewoma, L. W., 
and Kahinda, C., Local Government Councils Performance and the 1uality 
of Service Delivery in Uganda: Kamuli District Council Score Card 200�/0�, 
Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. ��, 2010.

Tumushabe, G., MuyombaTamale, L., Ssemakula, E. G., and Lukwago, 
D., Uganda Local Government Councils Score Card Report 200�/0�: A 
Comparative Analysis of Findings and Recommendations for Action, Kampala, 
ACODE Policy Research Series, No. �2, 2010. 

Tumushabe, G., Mushemeza, E. D., MuyombaTamale, L., Lukwago, D., 
and Ssemakula, E. G., Monitoring and Assessing the Performance of Local 
Government Councils in Uganda: Background, Methodology and Score Card, 
Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. �1, 2010.

Muhwezi, W., W., Bainomugisha, A., Ratemo, F., and Wainnier, G., Crafting 
an OilRevenue Sharing Mechanism for Uganda: A Comparative Analysis, 
Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series No. �0, 200�.

Tumushabe, G., Bainomugisha, A., and Mugyenyi, O., Land Tenure, 
Biodiversity and Post Conmict Transformation in Acholi SubRegion: Resolving 
the Property Rights Dilemma, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series No. 
29, 2009.



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

145

Tumushabe, G. W., and Gariyo, :., Ugandan Taxpayers’ Burden: The Financial 
and Governance Costs of a Bloated Legislature, Kampala, ACODE Policy 
Research Series, No. 2�, 200�. 

Tumushabe, G. W., The Anatomy of Public Administration Expenditure in 
Uganda: The Cost of the Executive and its Implications for Poverty Eradication 
and Governance, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 2�, 200�. 

Muhumuza, F., Kutegeka, S., and Wolimbwa, A., Wealth Distribution, Poverty 
and Timber Governance in Uganda: A Case Study of Budongo Forest 
Reserve, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 26, 200�.

Kivengere, H., and Kandole, A., Land, Ethnicity and Politics in Kibaale District, 
Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No.25, 200�. 

Nkabahona, A., Kandole, A., and Banura, C., Land Scarcity, Ethnic 
Marginalisation and Conmict in Uganda: The Case of Kasese District, 
Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 24, 200�.

Bainomugisha, A., Okello, J., and Ngoya, J. B., The Tragedy of Natural 
Resources Dependent Pastoral Communities: A Case of TesoKaramoja 
Border Land Conmict between Katakwi and Moroto Districts, Kampala, ACODE 
Policy Research Series, No.2�, 200�.

Keizire, B. B., and Muhwezi, W. W., The Paradox of Poverty amidst Plenty 
in the Fish Product Chain in Uganda: The Case of Lake George, Kampala, 
ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 22, 2006. 

Keizire, B. B., and Mugyenyi, O., Mainstreaming Environment and Natural 
Resources Issues in selected Government Sectors: Status, Considerations 
and Recommendations, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 21, 
2006.

Bainomugisha, A., Kivengyere, H., and Tusasirwe, B., Escaping the Oil Curse 
and Making Poverty History: A Review of the Oil and Gas Policy and Legal 
Framework for Uganda, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 20, 
2006.

Bainomugisha, A., and Mushemeza, E. D., Monitoring Legislative 
Representation: Environmental Issues in the �th Parliament of Uganda, 
Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 1�, 2006.

Naluwairo, R., and Tabaro, E., Promoting Food Security and Sustainable 
Agriculture through Facilitated Access to Plant Genetic Resources for Food 
and Agriculture: Understanding the Multilateral System of Access and Benefit 
Sharing, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No.1�, 2006.



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

146

Tumushabe, G. W., and Musiime, E., Living on the Margins of Life: The Plight 
of the Batwa Communities of South Western Uganda, Kampala, ACODE Policy 
Research Series, No.1�, 2006.

Banomugisha, A., Political Parties, Political Change and Environmental 
Governance in Uganda: A Review of Political Parties Manifestos, Kampala, 
ACODE Policy Research Series, No.16, 2006.

Naluwairo, R., From Concept to Action: The Protection and Promotion of 
Farmers’ Rights in East Africa, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, 
No.15, 2006.

Mugyenyi, O., and :eija, F., The East African Customs Union Protocol: An 
Audit of the Stakeholders’ Participation in the Negotiation Process, Kampala, 
ACODE Policy Research Series, No.14, 2006.

Bainomugisha, A., and Mushemeza, E. D., Deepening Democracy and 
Enhancing Sustainable Livelihoods in Uganda: An Independent Review of 
the Performance of Special Interest Groups in Parliament, Kampala, ACODE 
Policy Research Series, No. 1�, 2006.

Tumushabe, G.W., The Theoretical and Legal Foundations of Community 
Based Property Rights in East Africa, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research 
Series, No.12, 2005.

Musiime, E., Keizire, B., and Muwanga, M., Organic Agriculture in Uganda: 
The Need for a Coherent Policy Framework, Kampala, ACODE Policy 
Research Series, No. 11, 2005. 

Tumushabe, G. W., and Bainomugisha, A., Constitutional Reforms and 
Environmental Legislative Representation in Uganda: A Case Study of 
Butamira Forest Reserves in Uganda, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research 
Series, No. 10, 2004.

Kabudi, P. J., Liability and Redress for Damage Caused by the Trans 
boundary Movement of Living Modified Organisms (LMOs) under the 
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety: A Review of Tanzania Legal System, 
Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. �, 2004. 

KameriMbote, P., Towards a Liability and Redress System under the 
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety: A Review of the Kenya National Legal 
System, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. �, 2004. 

Mugyenyi, O., and Nuwamanya, D., Democratizing EPA Negotiations: 
Challenges for Enhancing the Role of Non State Actors, Kampala, ACODE 
Policy Research Series, No.�, 200�. 



Unlocking Potentials and Amplifying Voices

147

Mugyenyi, O., and Naluwairo, R., Uganda’s Access to the European Union 
Agricultural Market: Challenges and Opportunities, Kampala, ACODE Policy 
Research Series, No. 6, 200�.

Tumushabe, G. W., Bainomugisha, A., Makumbi, I., Mwebaza, R., 
Manyindo, J., and Mwenda, A., Sustainable Development Beyond Rio � 
10 Consolidating Environmental Democracy in Uganda Through Access to 
Justice, Information and Participation, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research 
Series, No. 5, 200�. 

Tumushabe, G. W., Mwebaza, R. and Naluwairo, R., Sustainably Utilizing 
our National Heritage: Legal Implications of the Proposed Degazettement of 
Butamira Forest Reserve, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No.4, 
2001. 

Tumushabe, G. W., The Precautionary Principle, Biotechnology and 
Environmental Litigation: Complexities in Litigating New and Emerging 
Environmental Problems, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No.�, 
2001.

KameriMbote, P., The Operation Environment and Constraints for NGOs in 
Kenya: Strategies for Good Policy and Practice, Kampala, ACODE Policy 
Research Series, No. 2, 2000.

Tumushabe, G.W., Bainomugisha, A. and Muhwezi, W. W., Towards Strategic 
Engagement: Government NGO Relations and the 1uest for NGO Law Reform 
in Uganda, Kampala, ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 1, 2000.



Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2014/15

148



ADVOCATES COALITION FOR DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COUNCILS
SCORECARD ASSESSMENT 2014/2015

Arthur Bainomugisha | L. Muyomba-Tamale | Wilson W. Muhwezi
Kiran Cunningham | Eugene G. Ssemakula | George Bogere | Russell Rhoads | Jonas Mbabazi

ACODE Policy Research Series, No. 70, 2015

Advocates Coalition for Development & Environment (ACODE)
Plot 96 Kanjokya Street, Kamwokya
P.O.Box 29368, Kampala, Uganda.

Email: acode@acode-u.org
Website: http://www.acode-u.org

ABOUT THE AUTHORS

LO
C

A
L 

G
O

V
ER

N
M

EN
T 

C
O

U
N

C
IL

S
    

S
C

O
R

EC
A

R
D

 A
S

S
ES

S
M

EN
T 

2
0

14
/2

0
15

Dr. Arthur Bainomugisha is the Executive Director of ACODE, a lecturer of Peace and 
Conflict studies at Makerere University and a visiting Lecturer at Mbarara University 
of Science and Technology (MUST). He formerly worked as a Civil Society Fellow at the 
International Peace Institute in New York. He has authored various research publications. 
He holds a PhD and an MA in Peace Studies, a Post Graduate Diploma in Research 
Methods from the University of Bradford (UK) and a BA in Mass Communication from 
Makerere University.

Lillian Muyomba-Tamale is a Research Fellow at ACODE and the project manager of the 
Local Government Councils Scorecard Initiative (LGCSCI). Lillian holds a Master’s Degree 
in Human Rights and a Bachelor’s Degree in Social Work and Social Administration from 
Makerere University, Kampala. She is the co-author of the second Local Government 
Scorecard Report that won ACODE the position of second best policy research think 
tank in Uganda, under the Global Go – To Think Tanks ranking of 2012.

Dr. Wilson Winstons Muhwezi, PhD, is a Research Director at ACODE and an Associate 
Professor at Makerere University College of Health Sciences. He attained a jointly-
awarded PhD in Medical Science (Public Health) from Karolinska Medical University and 
Makerere University in 2007. Winstons is an accomplished researcher and has published 
over 20 papers in international peer reviewed journals about governance issues related 
to public health, mental health, reproductive health and rural development. He is an 
experienced university lecturer and a communicator.

Kiran Cunningham, PhD, is Professor of Anthropology at Kalamazoo College (USA) 
and a Research Associate at ACODE.  Her areas of expertise include action research 
methodologies, local governance, deliberative democracy, gender analysis, conflict 
analysis and resolution, and transformative learning.  She has worked for over two 
decades with communities and institutions desiring change.  Consistent with her action 
research approach, her research has led to both systems change and scholarly outputs.  
Her publications include two books and numerous journal articles.

Eugene Gerald Ssemakula is a researcher with wide experience in action research and 
evaluation. His research interests mainly focus on Governance, Social Accountability, 
Organizational dynamics and Conflict Management. He has worked as a consultant 
for several NGOs, multilateral agencies and government ministries on evaluation and 
capacity building assignments.  Eugene’s training background is Social Work, and Social 
Sector Management from Makerere University.

George Bogere is a Research Fellow under the Centre for Budget and Economic 
Governance (CBEG) at the Advocates Coalition for Development and Environment. He 
holds an MA Economics Degree from Makerere University. Before joining ACODE in 2011, 
George was a Researcher at Makerere Institute of Social Research (MISR)-Makerere 
University for over five years. His areas of interest include Economic Growth and 
Development, Governance and Service Delivery and, Natural Resources Management 
particularly land. 

Prof. Russell Rhoads, PhD, is Associate Professor of Anthropology, Grand Valley 
State University (USA) and a Research Associate at ACODE.  He is trained in applied 
anthropology with a specialty in agricultural anthropology, globalization and 
development, and ethnographic / qualitative. His research addresses the intersection 
between local food and global systems. Rhoads is a former Fulbright Scholar (2014-
2015).

Jonas Mbabazi, is a Research Officer at ACODE.  He holds a Bachelor in Social Work and 
Social Administration of Makerere University. He has amassed skills in performance 
measurement of public institutions and analysis of policy initiatives. He has also 
published several public policy research papers on Governance and Service Delivery in 
Local Governments under  ACODE Policy Research  Series. 

9 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 2 0 09 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 2 1 79 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 2 2 49 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 2 3 19 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 2 4 89 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 2 5 59 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 2 6 29 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 2 7 99 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 2 8 69 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 2 9 39 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 3 0 99 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 3 1 69 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 3 2 39 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 3 3 09 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 3 4 79 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 3 5 49 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 3 6 19 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 3 7 89 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 3 8 59 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 3 9 29 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 4 0 89 7 8 9 9 7 0 3 4 0 4 1 5

UNLOCKING POTENTIALS AND AMPLIFYING VOICES


