




T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

i

THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT COUNCILS 
SCORECARD FY 2018/19

The Next Big Steps
Consolidating Gains of Decentralisation 
and Repositioning the Local Government 

Sector in Uganda.

Policy Research Paper Series No. 96, 2020

Arthur Bainomugisha | Jonas Mbabazi | Wilson Winstons Muhwezi | George Bogere
Phoebe Atukunda | Eugene Gerald Ssemakula | Oscord Mark Otile

Fred Kasalirwe | Rebecca N. Mukwaya | Walter Akena | Richard Ayesigwa



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

ii

Published by ACODE
P.O Box 29836, Kampala
Email: acode@acode-u.org
Website: http://www.acode-u.org

Citation: 
Bainomugisha, A., Mbabazi, J., Muhwezi, W., W., Bogere, G., Atukunda, P.,  Ssemakula, E.G., 
Otile, O., M., Kasalirwe, F., Mukwaya, N., R., Akena, W., Ayesigwa, R., The Local Government 
Councils Scorecard FY 2018/19: The Next Big Steps; Consolidating Gains of Decentralisation 
and Repositioning the Local Government Sector in Uganda. ACODE Policy Research Paper 
Series No. 96, 2020.

Cover Photo: Pupils of Atopi Primary School in Apac District

© ACODE 2020

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system 
or transmitted in any form or by any means electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording or 
otherwise without prior written permission of the publisher. ACODE policy work is supported by 
generous donations and grants from bilateral donors and charitable foundations. Reproduction 
or use of this publication for academic or charitable purposes or for informing public policy is 
excluded from this general restriction.

ISBN: 9789970567157



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

iii

Acknowledgements

ACODE brings to you an insightful 8th national scorecard synthesis report for 
financial year 2018/19.  This work would not have been possible without 
the financial support of development partners, Democratic Governance 

Facility (DGF) and the Hewlett Foundation. To this end, ACODE is grateful to DGF 
contributing partners: Austria, Denmark, Ireland, The Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, 
United Kingdom (UK), and the European Union (EU). We are also grateful to the Think 
Tank Initiative (TTI), which provided core funding to ACODE that made it possible 
to expand our network of district research teams who undertake fieldwork for the 
assessment. 

ACODE would also like to extend sincere gratitude to Hewlett Foundation, whose 
support of ACODE’s Centre for Budget and Economic Governance (CBEG) supported 
the scorecard assessment in 20 districts. We also acknowledge the previous support 
from USAID and UKAID to this project under the Governance, Accountability, 
Participation and Performance (GAPP) program.  ACODE is indebted to the Ministry 
of Local Government, the offices of the District Chairpersons, the Speakers of 
Council, the Chief Administrative Officers and the District Clerks to Council in all the 
35 districts, for their continued support to the assessment. In the same spirit, we 
acknowledge the cooperation of the District Councillors who are the primary unit of 
study and analysis for the scorecard. We are equally grateful to sub-counties, in-
charges of service delivery units that shared valuable information with our research 
teams. We are also grateful to the hundreds of community members who attended 
the Civic Engagement Meetings (CEMs). 

ACODE also acknowledges the support of Uganda Local Government Association 
(ULGA), which works in partnership with ACODE to implement the scorecard 
assessment in the Local Governments. We appreciate the support of the Executive 
Committee, the Secretary General of the ULGA Secretariat and the entire staff for 
the support provided during the assessment. We are also indebted to the LGCSCI 
Expert Task Group that continuously provides intellectual guidance with regard to the 
development of a robust methodology and the entire process of assessment.

We also wish to acknowledge ACODE’s network of district researchers who are 
responsible for conducting fieldwork in the 35 districts that culminated into this report.  
Lastly, we would like to acknowledge the efforts of Professor Kiran Cunningham and 
Dr Cornelius Wambi Gulere who respectively reviewed and edited this report. 



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

iv

Table of Contents 

Acknowledgements iii
Table of contents iv
List of tables viii
List of figures viii
Abbreviations and Acronyms x
Executive Summary xii

CHAPTER ONE: 
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction to the Scorecard Assessment 2018/2019 1
1.2 Background and Rationale for Decentralisation 2

CHAPTER TWO: 
CONTEXTUAL AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

2.1 Conceptualizing Decentralisation 7
2.2 LGCSCI and Sustainable Development Goals (SDGS) 2030 10
2.3 LGCSCI and African Union Agenda 2063 11
2.4 LGCSCI and Uganda National Development Plan III 11

CHAPTER THREE:
IMPLEMENTATION, METHODOLOGY, SCOPE AND 

INDICATORS
3.1 Context and Rationale of LGCSCI 15
3.2 Selection Criteria of Assessed Districts 15
3.3 Core LGCSCI Activities 18
3.3.1 Capacity Building 18
3.3.2 Printing and Dissemination of Councillors’ Diaries 19
3.3.3 Civic Engagement 19
3.3.4 Local and National Advocacy 19
3.3.5 Partnerships and Networking 20
3.4 The 2018/19 LGCSCI Assessment Design and Methodology 20



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

v

3.4.1 Participants in the Assessment 20
3.4.2 Assessment and Participant Selection 21
3.4.3 Scorecard Tools and their Administration 21
3.4.5 The Scorecard and the Local Government Structure 21
3.5 Data Collection Processes 22
3.6 Specific Instruments for Data Collection 24
3.7 Data Management and Analysis 25
3.8 Quality Control Measures in the LGCSCI Assessment 27
3.9 Ethical and Implementation Challenges and their Mitigation 28
3.10 Strengths and Limitations Associated with LGCSCI 29
3.11 Report Dissemination 30

CHAPTER FOUR: 
SCORECARD PERFORMANCE AND ANALYSIS

4.1 Characteristics of the District Chairpersons, Speakers of 
Council, and Councillors

32

4.2 Performance of Councils 34
4.2.1 Legislative Role of Council 37
4.2.2 Accountability to Citizens 38
4.2.3 Planning and Budgeting 39
4.2.4 Monitoring of Priority Development Areas 40
4.3 District Chairpersons Performance 41
4.3.1 Performance of District Chairpersons 41
4.3.2 Best Performing District Chairpersons 43
4.3.3 Political Leadership of District Chairpersons 45
4.3.4 Legislative Function of the District Chairpersons 45
4.3.5 Contact with the Electorate of the District Chairperson 46
4.3.6 Initiation of Projects in the Local Governments 47
4.3.7 Monitoring Service Delivery of the District Chairpersons 47
4.4 Performance of Speakers of Council 49
4.4.1 Overall Performance of the Speakers of Council 49
4.4.2 Legislative role 52
4.4.3 Contact with the Electorate 53
4.4.4 Attending Council Meetings at the Lower Local Government 

(LLG) Level
53

4.4.5 Monitoring Service Delivery 53



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

vi

4.5 Performance of District Councillors 54
4.5.1 Councillors Mean Scores 54
4.5.2 Councillors’ Performance on a Range of  Scores 56
4.5.3 Councillors’ Average Performance by Region 57
4.5.4 Gender and Councillor Performance 58
4.5.5 Political Party and Average Performance 59
4.5.6 Level of Education and Performance 59
4.5.7 Terms Served and Level of Performance 60
4.5.8 Average Performance of Interest Groups 61
4.5.9 Best Performing Councillors 61
4.5.10 Outstanding Performance 62
4.6 Feedback from Service Delivery Units 63
4.6.1 The Nature of Service Delivery Units under Consideration 64
4.6.2 Reported Key Challenges Facing the Service Delivery Units 65
4.6.3 Monitoring Visits to the Service Delivery Units by the Area 

Councillors
66

4.6.4 Actions Undertaken by the Councillors following their Visits of 
the Service Delivery Units

67

4.7 Factors Affecting Performance of Local Councils 68
4.7.1 Limited Funding 68
4.7.2 Limited Discretion over Funds 72
4.7.3 Inadequate Capacities of Local Governments 72
4.7.4 Lack of Substantive Clerks to Councils 72
4.7.5 Conflicts in Some Local Governments: 74
4.7.6 Poor Accountability Relationships between the Political and the 

Technical Teams
75

4.7.7 Functionality of Committees of Council and Statutory Bodies 75
4.7.8 Lack of a law that Compels Councillors to Attend Meetings at 

LLGs
76

4.8 Conclusion 76

CHAPTER FIVE: 
CIVIC ENGAGEMENT AND SOCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY

5.1 Civic Engagement and Social Accountability 79
5.2 What are Civic Engagement Action Plans? 81
5.3 Citizen Engagement Action Plan (CEAP) Methodology 81



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

vii

5.3.1 Strategies for Civic Engagement 82
5.3.2 Management of Petitions by the District Councils 83
5.4 Citizen Feedback on Service Delivery 86
5.4.1 Health Care Services 86
5.4.2 Education Services 89
5.4.3 Roads Sector 91
5.4.4 Water and Sanitation 93
5.4.5 Agriculture Sector 94
5.5 Citizens’ Priorities for Service Delivery 95
5.6 Outcomes from CEAP Processes 96

CHAPTER SIX:
LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCING

6.1 Resource Envelope and Intergovernmental Transfers 105
6.2 Composition of the National Budget by Function 106
6.3 Budget Allocation by Sector 107
6.4 District Resource Envelope and Performance 108
6.5 Local Revenue Performance 109
6.6 District Budget Performance by Sector 110
6.7 Utilization of Local Revenue and Discretionary Transfers by 

Districts
111

6.8 Effect of Public Financial Management Reforms on Local 
Government Financing

113

6.9 Timeliness of receipt of funds 113
6.10 Perspectives of District Staff on Program Based Budgeting 

System (PBS)
114

CHAPTER SEVEN
7.1 Conclusion 117
7.2 Policy Recommendations 117

Bibliography 121
Annexes 124



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

viii

List of tables 

Table 1: Related LGCSCI Activities in NDP III 12
Table 2: Characteristics of District Councillors 33
Table 3: District Council Performance 36
Table 4: District Chairpersons Performance 42
Table 5: Performance of Speakers of Council 50
Table 6: Average Performance of Councillors by District 55
Table 7: Best Performing Councillors 62
Table 8: Number of Weeks Grants took to Reach the District Accounts 114

List of figures 

Figure 1: Map of Uganda Showing the Districts Covered by LGCSCI 
Activities

16

Figure 2: Performance of District Councils 35
Figure 3: Ranges of score for Council Performance 37
Figure 4: Chairpersons’ Average Performance 2016/17 and 

2018/2019
41

Figure 5: Performance Ranges for District Chairpersons 42
Figure 6: Comparison of Performance of Speakers FY 2016/17 and 

2018/19
49

Figure 7: Ranges of Performance of Speakers of Council 50
Figure 8: District Councillors’ Performance Range of Scores 56
Figure 9: Mean Score per Region 57
Figure 10: Gender and Performance of Councillors 58
Figure 11: Political Party and Average Performance 59
Figure 12: Level of Education and Average Scores of Councillors 59
Figure 13: Terms Served and Level of Performance 60



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

ix

Figure 14: Average Performance of Special Interest Groups 61
Figure 15: Category of Service Delivery Unit visited 64
Figure 16: Common Challenges at the Health Centres 65
Figure 17: Reported Key Challenges facing Primary Schools 66
Figure 18: Reported Monitoring visits to Service Delivery Units by Area 

Councillors
67

Figure 19: Actions Taken after Monitoring 67
Figure 20: Strategies adopted by CEAP Participants 82
Figure 21: Issues Raised by Different Groups 83
Figure 22: A sample of a Citizens’ demand through a petition to 

Bududa District Council
84

Figure 23: A sample of response by the Clerk to Council of Gulu 
District to Citizens’ Petition

85

Figure 24: Citizen Demands per Sector 96
Figure 25: Left - Children study under a tree. Right - Four Classroom 

Block at the School constructed
98

Figure 26: Goro-Poli-St. Thomas Road Before and After Rehabilitation 
by the District Council

102

Figure 27: Resource Envelope and Transfers to Local Governments 106
Figure 28: Composition of the Budget for FY 2018/19 by Function 107
Figure 29: Sector Allocation of Budget for FY 2018/19 107
Figure 30: Revenue Sources for Select Districts for 2018/19 108
Figure 31: District revenue performance 109
Figure 32: Local Revenue Performance 110
Figure 33: District Budget Performance by Sector 111
Figure 34: Utilization of local revenue by districts (UGX‘000) 112
Figure 35: Allocation of DDEG Grants by Sector 112
Figure 36: Main Challenges Faced by PBS Users 115



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

x

Abbreviations and Acronyms 

ACODE Advocates Coalition for Development and Environment 
BSDME  Budget and Service Delivery Monitoring Exercise 
CEAPs  Civic Engagement Action Plans 
CEMs   Civic Engagement Meetings 
CAO   Chief Administrative Officer 
CBOs   Community Based Organizations 
CBTIC   Citizens’ Budget Tracking and Information Centre 
CG   Central Government 
CICO   Chongqing International Construction Corporation 
CSOs   Civil Society Organizations DEC District Executive Committee 
DGF   Democratic Governance Facility 
DP   Democratic Party 
DPAC   District Public Accounts Committee 
DSC   District Service Commission 
ESSAPR  Education and Sports Sector Annual Performance Report 
FAL   Functional Adult Literacy 
FDC   Forum for Democratic Change 
FGD   Focus Group Discussions 
FY   Financial Year 
GAPP   Governance Accountability Participation and Performance Program 
GDP   Gross Domestic Product 
GT   Graduated Tax 
HSAPR  Health Sector Annual Performance Report 
KIs   Key Informants 
KICK-U Kick Corruption out of Uganda
LED   Local Economic Development 
LGs  Local Governments 
ICT  Information Communications Technology 
LGC   Local Government Council 
LGCSCI  Local Government Councils Scorecard Initiative 
LGFC   Local Government Finance Commission



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

xi

LHT   Local Hotel Tax 
LLG   Lower Local Government 
LST   Local Service Tax 
MoFPED  Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Development 
MoLG   Ministry of Local Government
MOU   Memorandum of Understanding 
NAADS  National Agricultural Advisory Services 
NDP   National Development Plan 
PDAs   Priority Development Areas 
NRA/M  National Resistance Army/Movement 
NRC   National Resistance Council 
NRM   National Resistance Movement 
NWSC   National Water and Sewerage Corporation 
NUSAF  Northern Uganda Social Action Fund 
OBT   Output Budgeting Tool 
PHC   Primary Health Care 
PRDP   Peace Recovery and Development Programme 
PWDs   Persons with Disabilities 
RCs   Resistance Councils 
SFG   School Facilities Grant 
SMS   Short Message Service 
SCPO   Standing Committees and Political Oversight 
TREP   Tax Registration Expansion Project 
UGX   Uganda Shillings 
ULGA   Uganda Local Government Association 
UPC   Uganda People’s Congress 
UPE   Universal Primary Education
URA   Uganda Revenue Authority 
USAID  United States Agency for International Development 
UNDP   United Nations Development Programme 
WESAPR  Water and Environment Sector Annual Performance Report
PBS  Programme Based Budgeting System 
DDEG  Discretionary Development Equalisation Grant 



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

xii

Executive Summary 

This scorecard assessment report for the year 2018/2019 comes at a time when 
the local Government Sector is in its nascent stage. The findings contained herein 
provide a pedestal for anchoring the new sector thus the theme; The Next Big 

Steps: Consolidating Gains of Decentralization and repositioning Local Government 
Sector in Uganda. The experience derived from nine years of implementing the Local 
Government Scorecard Initiative (LGCSCI) provides key lessons in using research, 
capacity building for local leaders, citizen engagement and sustained advocacy at 
the national level as approaches for advancing issues of local government for the 
new sector.

The scorecard initiative implemented by ACODE in partnership with Uganda 
Local Governments Association (ULGA) stems from the desire to contribute to the 
deepening of democratic decentralization in Uganda while addressing the problem 
of poor service delivery. The Theory of Change underpinning this initiative posits that 
conducting targeted governance research coupled with building capacity of existing 
local governance structures and advocacy at national and local levels leads to 
strengthened and responsive local governance systems. Thus, the theory of change 
places emphasis on both the demand side and supply side of local governance. This 
assessment report therefore helps monitor the performance of Local Governments 
and provides useful governance information that acts as a basis for activating citizen 
engagement and provides evidence for sustained advocacy at the national level. 

The assessment for FY 2018/2019 was carried out in the 35 districts of Amuru, Amuria, 
Apac, Arua, Bududa, Buliisa, Gulu, Agago, Amuria, Amuru, Bududa, Buliisa, Hoima, 
Gulu, Jinja, Kanungu, Kabale, Kabarole, Kaliro, Kamuli, Lira, Lwengo, Luwero, Masindi, 
Mbale, Mbarara, Moroto, Moyo, Mpigi, Mukono, Nakapiripirit, Nebbi, Ntungamo, 
Nwoya, Rukungiri, Sheema, Soroti, Tororo and Wakiso. The assessment is further 
grounded in rigorous methodological approaches that adhere to the scientific rigor 
and hence the findings paint a representative picture of decentralization in Uganda.

The key findings cover four broad areas namely; the context in which local governments 
operate; political performance of elected leaders and structures; Local Government 
financing; and Citizen Engagement. The implementation of decentralization in 
Uganda is positions the local governments as frontline agencies responsible for 
service delivery. Increasingly, this has necessitated some changes in the core 
functions of decentralized units from mere political mobilization tools, to conduits 
of service delivery and recently to engines of local economic development. This 
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decentralisation journey is thus characterized by reforms, alterations and continuous 
learning and unlearning on the part of decentralization practitioners which presents 
both opportunities and challenges. 

The second set of findings highlighted in the report is the performance of political actors 
and structures namely District Local Government Councils, District Chairpersons, 
Speakers of councils and individual councilors. The assessment thus enables us to 
establish the level of functionality of district councils and elected leaders who manage 
them. The assessment measures performance based on the key mandates as 
stipulated by various legislation governing local governments in Uganda particularly 
Planning and budgeting function, legislative function, accountability, monitoring 
service delivery, political leadership and constituency servicing. 

1. Performance of Council: The average performance of district Councils 
assessed improved from 51 points in FY 2016/17 to 62 points in FY2018/19. This 
improvement is also reflected in specific parameters like legislative function (15 
to 16 points), accountability to citizens (11 to 14 points), and monitoring service 
delivery (10 to 17 points). This positive change in the district Councils is partly 
attributed to the LGCSCI capacity building programme. In fact, those scoring 
between 51 -75 points increased from 49 per cent in FY2016/17 to 60 per cent in 
the FY under review. Similarly, Councils scoring between 76 and 100 points also 
increased from 3 per cent in FY 2016/17 to 14 per cent for the year under review. 

2. Performance of Chairpersons: The overall average performance of the district 
chairpersons also improved from 62 to 72 points.  There were more district 
chairpersons who scored between 76 and 100 points than it was in the previous 
assessment. The results revealed that 49 per cent of the district chairpersons 
assessed scored between 76-100 points compared to 30 per cent in the previous 
assessment. 

3. Performance of Speakers: Speakers of council equally improved their average 
performance from 56 to 62 points in the assessments of FY 2016/17 and 
2018/19 respectively. This improvement is also reflected in their performance in: 
legislative function (16 to 17 points); contact with the electorate (15 to 16 points); 
and monitoring service delivery and government projects in their electoral areas 
(22 to 25 points). The observed improvements in performance can partly be 
attributed to relatively better scores on the individual parameters which portray 
an improvement in the way speakers manage Council sessions as well as their 
representational roles in their respective constituencies. The results also reveal 
that the number of speakers who scored 50 points and below has reduced sharply 
and the number of those scoring 51 to 75 points increased substantially from 54 
per cent in the previous assessment to 69 per cent in the current assessment.



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

xiv

4. Performance of Councillors: District Councillors, there was a slight decline from 
an average of 44 to 43 points in FY 2016/17 and 2018/19 respectively.  This 
decline in performance is largely attributed to lack of adequate evidence on the 
Councillors’ monitoring of service delivery in their respective electoral areas. 
However, slight improvement in the number of Councillors who scored between 
26 and 50 points (from 42 to 46 per cent) and 76 to 100 points (from 6 to 8 per 
cent) was observed

Financing for local governments is analyzed from three perspectives, the resource 
envelope available for Local Governments vis a vis the national level; Revenue 
utilization at the local government level and effect of financing reforms on performance 
of local governments. 

1. Resource envelope for LGs: Central government transfers dominate the 
resource envelope for local governments accounting for 95% while Local Revenue 
and Donor funds stand at 3% and 2% respectively. There is an increase in local 
government financing both in nominal terms and as a percentage of the national 
budget in FY2018/19 when contracted with FY2017/18 from UGX22 Tn to UGX 
25.09 Tn and from 0.3 to 12.4 per cent respectively. This notwithstanding, there 
still exists challenges with funds meant for Local Governments being retained by 
Ministries, Departments and Agencies at the central government. Indeed a study 
by Ggoobi and Lukwago (2018) found that up to UGX 1 Tn meant for LGs was 
retained by central government MDAs. 

2. Revenue utilization at LG level: The utilization Discretionary Development 
Equalization Grant (DDEG) indicates districts largely faulting the guidelines that 
require a minimum of 70 per cent of the grant to be used for social infrastructure 
in sectors such as education, health, water and social development. Tellingly is 
the allocation of 31% the grant to administration yet the guidelines stipulate a 
maximum of 15% of the grant to be used for administrative purposes. This raises 
issues of adherence to guidelines and measures to ensure compliance.

3. Financing Reforms: The MoFPED has been implementing several reforms that 
have changed the terrain of grant management in Local governments. Findings 
indicate both appreciation and apprehension on part of Local governments with 
regard to Program Based Budgeting System (PBS) mainly stemming from ease 
of use, software and hardware and reporting procedures.

Citizen participation and engagement focuses on the ability of citizens to engage 
their elected leaders and the actions that arise from this interaction. The findings 
indicate an increased engagement of citizens where discussions regarding service 
delivery have been undertaken. These engagements have acted as accountability 
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mechanisms. The assessment exercise facilitated 447 Civic Engagement meetings 
where 425 petitions and 22 letters were written to political leaders within the 35 
districts. Similarly, responsiveness on the part of the political leaders was evident 
in subsequent actions undertaken that were either legislative in council or physical 
response to address the issues at hand. This methodology is thus a testament that 
citizen engagement is a vital cog in the wheel for decentralized service delivery.

There were a number of factors affecting performance of Local Government Councils 
with regard to; accountability to citizens, monitoring service delivery, functionality of 
committees of Council and statutory bodies and contact with the electorate. These 
factors included: 

a) Inadequate financing for Local Governments that hampers effective implementation 
of devolved functions; 

b) Inadequate capacities of political actors, weak local government structures and 
staffing gaps that constrain the local governments in service delivery;

c) Dysfunctional accountability relationships between the technical officials and 
elected leaders 

d) Conflicts in Local Governments between elected leaders and technical officials, 
ethnic clashes, and higher and lower local governments among others; 

e) Dormancy of support structures for the special interest groups like youth councils, 
women councils, councils for Persons with Disabilities(PWDs); Associations for 
the elderly persons and service delivery management committees among others. 

f) Lack of substantive clerks to Councils which constrains the running of business 
of council. 

g) Weak committees of Council and statutory bodies. 

Notwithstanding the challenges, decentralisation in Uganda has registered some 
commendable achievements. These include:

a) A well-established legal and policy framework within which the decentralisation 
process is implemented; 

b) Existing structures that support and enforce accountability like the internal audit, 
Local Government Public Accounts Committees, committees of Council, intra-
governmental relations, and accountability meetings with the electorate; 

c) Leadership structures that provide for representation of the different interest 
groups – i.e. Women, Youth and Persons with Disabilities; 
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d) Standing Committees of Local Councils through which oversight is exercised over 
technical staff and issues are generated from their electorate to influence the 
planning process.

e) Provision  for the Local Governments’ mandates to make ordinances and bye-
laws; 

f) Existence of an elaborate system of democratically electing Local Councils with 
powers to take decisions and spearhead delivery of services to the population; 

g) Presence of grassroots decision-making processes for participatory planning, 
budgeting and implementation of government programmes; and Increased 
participation of people at grassroots in development programmes, thereby 
showcasing community-driven development

h) Elaborate systems for fiscal decentralisation, planning, budgeting and financial 
management; 

i) Increase  in the quantity and quality of service delivery, though it could be 
improved on; 

j) Reduction in poverty levels, though improvement is still needed; 

k) Decentralisation had contributed to the institutionalisation and operationalization 
of systems for promoting Good Governance in Public Financial Management as 
well as Public Procurement and Accounting; 

l) Elevation of the Local Governments to a fully-fledged sector which implies 
prioritisation of local governments in planning and budgeting at national level.  

This LGCSCI report 2018/2019 makes the following recommendations:

1. There is need to prioritise financing for Local Governments as mandated by the 
Constitution. Article 176(2) (d) of the Constitution provides that: “There shall be 
established for each Local Government unit, a sound financial base with reliable 
sources of revenue”. Article 191 provides for LGs to levy and appropriate taxes, 
while Article 193 provides for three types of grants to Local Governments to 
run decentralized services i.e. unconditional grants, conditional grants, and 
equalization grants (GOU, 1995). It should be noted that: 

a) Financing Local Governments by the Central Government remains 
insufficient. 

b) Local revenue in districts remains meagre (about 3-5 per cent of the total 
Local Government budgets) and has been so for nearly 15 years.
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c) Local Governments remain constrained and unable to provide adequate 
services to the population as expected in volume and quality (GOU, 2019). 

In a study conducted by ACODE in 2019, it was established that approximately 
UGX 1.06 trillion meant for devolved local government functions is still held by 
MDAs. The local government sector thus need to strategically engage these 
sectors to ensure that these monies are released to the local governments just like 
the Ministry of Finance has advised in the first and second budget call circulars 
for  financial year 2020/21. 

2. The Local Government Sector should play a greater role in spearheading and 
championing policy reforms that impact on the functioning of local governance 
through conducting targeted research focusing on the following: 

a) Reforms needed to look into the deficits in local governance performance in 
relation  to  other government MDAs; 

b) The Local Government sector  should spearhead scoping studies to inform 
local governance reforms, facilitate stakeholder consultations, draft pieces 
of legislation, evaluate and document the impact of policies and laws on the 
functioning of Local Governments;

c) The Local Government sector urgently needs to follow-up with the MoFPED 
on the implementation of the Uganda Public Finance Management Reform 
Strategy, the Fiscal Decentralisation Strategy and the Inter-governmental 
Fiscal Transfer Reforms. 

3. There is need to streamline local governments’ responsibilities so that they are 
aligned to existing Local Government structure and technological advancements. 
The newly introduced systems could potentially increase efficiency thereby 
making it possible for the district to effectively manage service delivery at a lower 
cost as opposed to sub-counties.

4. There is need to review intra-governmental relations to ensure proper coordination, 
cooperation and minimization of conflict. The key relationships that require 
scrutiny include the relationships between the central government MDAs and 
districts; the district and the sub-counties; and the districts and municipalities. 

5. There is need to revive the intra-governmental revenue sharing system, which 
would incentivize Local Governments to collect local revenue as well as foster 
cooperation among different levels. 
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6. There is need for a monitoring and reporting mechanism on implementation 
of Local Government audit recommendations nation-wide. The lack of clarity 
about the extent to which the recommendations are implemented weakens 
accountability.

7. There is need to strengthen frameworks for citizen participation by rationalizing 
approaches and costs involved and leveraging advancements in information 
communications technology.

8. The Ministry of Local Government should establish a conflict resolution mechanism 
to address conflicts in local governments and minimize the adverse impact on 
the functioning of local governments and their ability to execute their mandate. 
The findings show that conflicts greatly impact on performance of Councils and 
ultimately service delivery.

9. The Ministry of Local Government and other stakeholders should focus on 
strengthening social accountability and oversight at the Local Government level 
for improved service delivery. This can be achieved through:

a) Continuous training and mentorship of Local Government leaders and 
structures of local Councils on their roles and responsibilities;

b) Establishing clear service delivery standards and institute rewards and 
sanctions for performance of public officials;

c) Build capacity of existing structures within local governments including youth 
councils, women councils, councils for PWDs, associations for the elderly 
and service delivery unit management committees. 

10. There need for design of arrangements for sharing resources including expertise, 
information and machinery between central government and Local Governments 
and among Local Governments. This will: fill capacity gaps faced by Local 
Governments; and make information about some MDAs’ potential to aid Local 
Governments in revenue forecasting, natural resource conservation and use, 
planning and budgeting for service delivery to be readily available for use by 
Local Governments.

11. There is need for local governments to establish smart partnerships with other 
stakeholders to attract financial resources, technical expertise, and other forms of 
support need by local governments to effectively deliver services to the people. 
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Therefore, the legal framework should provide sound basis for partnerships 
between Local Governments and non-state actors including development 
partners, CSOs, and the private sector. 

12. Design and implement a comprehensive Local Government capacities 
development program that is informed by a needs assessment. That should also 
take into account continuous capacity building and human resources needs of 
the Local Governments. 

This assessment has already established that there has been commendable progress 
in the implementation of the decentralisation policy and the Local Government Act.  
The assessment also established that there exists several weaknesses that if not 
addressed could water down the gains of decentralisation in Uganda. However, with 
noticeable governments’ renewed interest in decentralisation evidenced by elevation 
of local governments to a sector status, it presents an opportunity for actors to achieve 
the vision of the framers of the decentralisation policy. 
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A roadside banana market
along Mbarara - Ntungamo Road.
Supporting local economic development 
initiatives is critical for improving livelihoods 
and broadening the revenue base for local 
governments.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction to the Scorecard Assessment 2018/2019
This eighth national Local Government Councils Scorecard report presents findings 
and results of the performance of elected political leaders at the district levels 
during the Financial Year 2018/2019. The assessment was conducted in 35 Local 
Governments, scientifically selected basing on criteria that meet contemporary 
research norms and good practices (described in the methods section). The criteria 
used ensured equal regional representation of the districts studied, and the details 
of the process that was followed is articulated in chapter two of the report. The 
assessment was guided by carefully developed performance indicators based on 
the roles, responsibilities, and functions of elected district leaders as articulated in 
the Local Government Act and the decentralisation policy. Mindful that the scorecard 
could be politically sensitive, this assessment followed a rigorous verification process 
as a quality control mechanism to avoid bias.  In order for the LGCSCI to stand 
the test of time and make the much needed contribution of deepening democratic 
governance in Uganda, the research team uphold and demonstrate ACODE’s core 
values of integrity and intellectual freedom and appreciation of empiricism and trust 
by the target audience. 

This FY 2018/2019 scorecard assessment established that there was remarkable 
improvement in the performance of the targeted district leaders in fulfilling their 
mandates across the selected 35 Local Governments in the country. This was made 
possible by adherence to the rigorous assessment process, preceded by sustained 
capacity building and civic engagement with the citizens at the local level. Civic 
engagement was the bedrock of building citizens’ civic awareness of their rights, 
duties and obligations. In civic engagement, citizens were also made aware of service 
delivery standards which they relied upon to hold their leaders accountable. 

The performance of district leaders and Councils were assessed based on four 
parameters: (i) execution of their legislative function; (ii) accountability to the electorate; 
(iii) planning and budgeting for  delivery of services and other programmes in the 
district and, (iv) their monitoring  of performance in service delivery. These scorecard 
parameters were derived from the functions and powers of Local Government 
Councils as provided for in the Local Governments Act (GOU, 1997)1. 

1 See Sections 30, 35, 38, 39, 40, 77, 80,81,82,85 and 88 of the Local Government Act (CAP 243). 
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Overall, this scorecard shows an improvement in the average performance of the 
assessed district Councils, up from 51 per cent in FY 2016/17 to 62 per cent in 
FY 2018/19. This improvement in average performance is also reflected in other 
parameters like legislative function, accountability to citizens, and monitoring 
service delivery that went up from 15 to 16 points, 11 to 14 points and 10 to 17 
points respectively. This positive change in functionality and performance of district 
Councils is partly attributed to the sustained capacity building programme for the 
elected district leaders.
 
The design of LGCSCI is informed by the realization that building democracy is not an 
event but a process and protracted effort to cultivate an accountable political culture, 
build viable democratic institutions, respecting rule of law and democracy from below 
(at the local level). The main objective of LGCSCI is to strengthen and encourage 
the political accountability mechanisms between citizens and the elected Local 
Government leaders. This 2018/2019 LGCSCI is grounded on the understanding 
that weak political accountability prevents citizens from receiving excellent public 
services. The prudence that citizens should overcome information-related barriers 
and elected leaders’ professionalism and responsiveness is boosted for effective 
service delivery (Bainomugisha, 2014) is affirmed. Furthermore, the 2018/2019 
LGCSCI sought to build the capacity of the elected local government leadership, 
especially the Councillors, to enable them to understand their roles and be able to 
embrace their mandate as provided for under the Local Government Act. This inter 
alia included their involvement in robust outreach programs and targeting of citizens 
through information, education and communication about what they should expect 
from their local leadership. Further details on conceptualisation and theory of change 
appear elsewhere (Bainomugisha A., 2017).

1.2  Background and Rationale for Decentralisation
The formulation and eventual adoption of the decentralisation policy in 1992 remains 
a cornerstone for Uganda’s socio-economic and political transformation after four 
decades of democratic failures; as evidenced by political violence, successive 
military coups, poor service delivery and a disengaged citizenry that characterised 
most of the country’s post-independence period (Lambright, 2011). To most political 
practitioners and commentators, decentralisation in Uganda signalised a bold and 
firm commitment of the Government to Ugandans that the hopeless situation people 
had become accustomed to could be turned around for the better (Bainomugisha, 
Tamale, Muhwezi, Cunningham, Ssemakula, & Bogere, 2014). Commenting on the 
rationale for decentralisation, the United Nations Habitat Report (2002) stated that:
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Evidence suggests that successful decentralisation improves 
the efficiency and responsiveness of the public sector 
while accommodating potentially explosive political forces 
whereby powers (especially fiscal) powers) and functions are 
transferred to sub-national political entities, which in turn have 
real autonomy in specific instances (UN-HABITAT , 2002).

By 2009, ACODE observes, the implementation of the decentralisation policy 
had borne some impressive results. However, most of the socio-economic and 
political dividends were either stagnating or regressing. The assessment was that 
while decentralisation had been around for nearly two decades, it had not been 
domesticated and consolidated beyond a point of reversal. For instance, Manyak 
(2010) had revealed that while service delivery had improved with decentralisation, 
its efficiency and effectiveness was far from what it should have been. Bainomugisha, 
Cunningham, Muyomba-Tamale & Muhwezi (2019) also suggested that inadequate 
funding for Local Governments remained one of the serious challenges to effectiveness. 
Consequently, this 2018/2019 LGCSCI as implemented by ACODE in partnership 
with Uganda Local Government Association (ULGA) was designed as an intervention 
aimed at contributing to the effective implementation of democratic decentralisation 
and ensuring that the gains of decentralisation could be deepened and consolidated. 

In retrospect, it should be noted that LGCSCI is a successor project to the earlier 
one titled Strengthening Government-Opposition Relations project, whose goal was 
to deepen democratic governance in Uganda by creating a platform for peaceful 
relations between the ruling and the opposing elites that felt politically included and 
excluded respectively from the governance of their country2. That project also aimed 
at building a democratic culture of peaceful resolution of political differences as 
opposed to resorting to political violence. A baseline study conducted by ACODE 
had revealed that while Uganda in 2005 had through a referendum voted to revert 
to a multiparty system, almost all Local Governments had continued to function as 
if the country was still under the Movement system. This was the case both in Local 
Governments where the opposition parties commanded majority in the Councils 
and also where the ruling National Resistance Movement commanded majority in 
Councils. This situation had undermined the quality of service delivery as there was 
no mechanism for checks and balances. That characterised the multiparty system of 
governance which essentially was expected to improve political accountability and 
responsiveness to citizens for improvement in service delivery. 

2  See Bainomugisha, A., and Mushemeza, D., (2006). 
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Moreover, the background paper3 had revealed that while the implementation of the 
decentralisation policy had resulted into serious successes in many spheres, it was 
facing serious challenges that required interventions. For example, since the adoption 
of the decentralisation policy in 1992 and the enactment of the Local Government Act 
in 1997, Uganda had introduced Universal Primary Education (UPE) for providing 
widespread opportunities for school-going children. The enrolment rose from 2.5 
million to 7.5 million, hence opening wider the gates of opportunities for children that 
had been locked out by the previous education policies. At the time when LGCSCI 
was initiated, research had established that most of the pupils that enrolled were 
not completing primary level education. It was also established that most of the 
graduates of UPE could neither read nor write and the situation was worse for the girl 
child whose completion rate was at 30per cent as of 20094.

The annual performance reports have revealed that while government had invested 
substantive amount of funds in the primary health care system by way of construction 
of Health Centre IIs and IIIs, most of them were not functional as they were plagued 
by staff absenteeism, drug stock outs, thefts, understaffing and rude health workers 
that scared off the healthcare seekers (especially pregnant women, who continued 
to deliver from home, at the hands of traditional birth attendants). The result was 
the continuation of unacceptably high morbidity and mortality rates. In infrastructure 
development, government increased the budget for roads but most roads remained 
impassable due to real and perceived widespread corruption in Local Governments. 
In environment and natural resources management, most forests were destroyed 
under the watch of Local Governments. They complained of underfunding by the 
Central Government. This greatly reduced the national forest cover dropping to 
the worrisome current proportion of under nine (9) per cent which has exposed the 
country to the vagaries of nature and climate change. This situation is characterised by 
prolonged droughts, landslides, food insecurity, forced migration, all occasioned by 
the merciless climatic conditions leading to massive displacement and environmental 
refugees.

While a critical assessment of the implementation of the decentralisation policy 
reveals a mixture of impressive achievements amidst reversals and stagnation, 
the policy remains a major political landmark of the National Resistance Movement 
administration. As observed in recent research5, political devolution was a very 
important and relevant political intervention in turning around a conflict prone country 
over several decades of political violence and instability into democracy and peace. 

3  See Tumushabe, G.,Mushemeza, E. D., Muyomba-Tamale, L., Lukwago, D., & Ssemakula, S. (2010)
4  Babimpa Edwin Nuwagaba (2018) 
5  See Mushemeza, E. (2019)
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On the underside, a recent assessment of the impact of decentralisation shows that 
while the implementation of the policy started with vigour, it later slowed down due to 
what citizens, Local Government leaders and technical staffs. This was attributed to low 
prioritization and disparate national planning frameworks that were working counter 
to the decentalisation policy (Mushemeza, 2019). The study also notes that some 
new legal frameworks such as the Public Finance Management Act 2015 had greatly 
weakened the Local Governments and in so doing, it has affected LGs operations 
and functionality. Furthermore, inadequate financing and low investment in human 
resources development, inadequacy of facilities, weak coordination of services and 
management systems continue to undermine the efficiency of decentralisation in 
delivering on its envisaged promises. 

On the positive side, several dividends have been registered including political 
devolution that has seen election of local leaders, political representation and 
legislation in Councils. Citizens have been enabled to periodically choose their 
leaders in a competitive process through adult suffrage. More so, decentralisation 
has seen the replacement of centrally driven planning and budgeting with area-based 
planning. This has facilitated the inclusion of locally felt needs, hence responding 
to specific locality-based needs of citizens that would never have been anticipated 
by central government level planning. Above all, the Ministry of Local Government 
has since the beginning of the Financial Year 2019 transformed into a full-fledged 
Sector comprised of the Ministry of Local Government, Local Government Finance 
Commission and the Local Governments. This is not a mean achievement for the 
Ministry of Local Government, especially since it carries the burden of harnessing the 
resources for the adequate financing of improving service delivery.

Since its inception in 2009, LGCSCI has undergone several phases of expansion 
and perfection, and over the time, has kept posting improvement in the performance 
of the Councils, Chairpersons, Speakers and individual Councillors. Initially viewed 
with fear and suspicion by most local leaders, LGCSCI has increasingly gained 
acceptance and is being appreciated by the elected leaders in the benefiting districts. 
ACODE has as a result received numerous requests by new districts to introduce the 
scorecard to boost their performance. After being initially piloted in 10 districts, the 
initiative was radically expanded to 20, then 26, then 30 and currently to 35 districts. 
Resources allowing, ACODE and ULGA would like to have this initiative cover 50 
strategic districts and use the ripple-effect to cover the entire country.
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Capacity building of 
members of council Lira 
district local government 
and CSOs on accountability 
and transparency. 
Investment in strengthening 
capacities of LG Councils and 
their structures is critical for 
effective service delivery.
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CHAPTER TWO
CONTEXTUAL AND CONCEPTUAL 

FRAMEWORK
This chapter conceptualizes decentralisation with the view to providing a deeper 
understanding of its origin and rationale as a vehicle for democratization and the 
central role that robust social accountability mechanisms play in ensuring that 
the ideals of decentralisation are realized. It is cardinal to cast the analysis of 
decentralisation and its practical applicability in Uganda against a background of how 
the concept came into existence and how it has undergone reform overtime. Often 
castigated as ambitious, the policy from inception sought to reverse the centralist 
tendencies that characterised government work, through devolution as the best form 
of decentralisation. Over these 20 years, decentralisation in Uganda has changed in 
form, shape, perception and image. At one stage, it was seen as devolution of powers 
through a democratisation process; at another stage as the formulation of planning, 
investment and allocation systems (Mushemeza, 2019). The theory of change for 
LGCSCI already exists in the recent past publication in this series (Bainomugisha A., 
2017). 

2.1  Conceptualizing Decentralisation

One illusion has been shattered on September 11: that we 
can have the good life of the (Global North) irrespective of the 
state of the rest of the world…The dragon’s teeth are planted 
in the fertile soil of wrongs un-righted, of disputes left to fester 
for years, of failed states, of poverty and deprivation (Tony 
Blair, 2006).

While debates by scholars still exist about defining decentralisation, practicality guides 
us to understand it as the transfer of legal and political authority from the national 
government and its affiliates to field organizations and institutions that are intended 
to make decisions and manage public functions (Mushemeza, 2019). Consensus 
abounds that decentralisation includes the transfer of power and resources away 
from central government (Schneider, 2003). It is important to see decentralisation 
more as a process of empowering and improving sub-national governance systems 
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which involves transfer of three major powers -- fiscal, political, and administrative - 
by moving them from the central government through varying degrees and various 
institutional and implementing mechanisms (Yosuff, 2016). Fiscal decentralisation is 
how much central government cedes fiscal space to non-central government entities. 
Administrative decentralisation refers to how much autonomy non-central government 
entities possess relative to central control; and finally, political decentralisation refers 
to the degree to which central governments allow non-central government entities to 
undertake the political functions of governance, such as representation.

Due to this complexity and scope of decentralisation, it is necessary to appreciate 
the distinction between the major types of decentralisation. These inter alia include: 
deconcentration (transferring administrative authority while retaining control at the 
centre), delegation (transferring certain managerial responsibilities for specifically 
defined functions to organisations that are outside the regular bureaucratic structure); 
devolution (creation or strengthening of sub-national units of government with legal, 
administrative, political and financial powers to enable them act autonomously from 
the centre); and privatisation (a situation where government divests itself from the 
responsibility for certain functions and transfers them to the private sector) (Rondinelli, 
1983).

An easier way to distinguish these categories of decentralization lies in appreciating 
the relationship between the central government and the entity that receives “the 
power and resources”. Deconcentration involves a bureaucratic, hierarchical 
relationship; delegation involves a contractual relationship; and devolution involves an 
arm’s-length relationship. The differences in these relationships: — lie in “hierarchy”, 
“contract”, and “arm’s length” variation in which we find a syndrome of factors. The 
best way to summarize that syndrome is to pay attention to the degree of autonomy 
granted by the central government. Such a simplification perhaps misses some of the 
conceptual richness of the different relationships, but is sufficient for measuring the 
continuum of administrative autonomy6. 

In spite of the varied interpretations, decentralisation can be understood as the 
transfer of legal and political authority from a national government and its affiliates; to 
field organisations and to institutions that are intended to make decisions and mange 
public functions (Mutahaba, 1989). Decentralisation takes place when a national 
government shares some of its powers and functions with lower level sub-national 
actors and agencies7. Decentralisation is often triggered by a number of factors, 
notable among which is the quest for effectiveness, participation, stability, efficient 

6 Schneider, A. 2003 
7 See Mawhood, P., ed., 1989, Page 19.
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planning, and generating resources; sharing the burden of carrying out activities and 
shouldering responsibilities; and acquisition of more accurate information with regard 
to the prevalent state of affairs in peripheral localities8.

The design of decentralisation in Uganda has evolved towards devolution. The 
decentralisation policy in Uganda has evolved over time as a result of  extensive 
involvement and consultations amongst stakeholders. The Local Governments 
(Resistance Councils) Statute, 1993 provided the law for decentralisation and 
empowerment of the popularly elected local leaders to make own decisions, budget, 
plan and monitor own programmes. The 1995 Constitution and Local Governments 
Act, 1997 (now Local Governments Act Cap 243) provided for the district to be a unit 
of decentralisation and spelt out the devolved functions to Local Governments and 
the applicable funding mechanisms. The idea was to involve the people in the way 
they were governed i.e. they were involved in decision-making through identifying 
their own problems, setting priorities, planning their implementation, and monitoring 
effectiveness; ensuring better utilization of financial and human resources; and 
ensuring value for money through participation, transparency, accountability, and 
sensitization.

Decentralisation in Uganda has had reforms, alterations and shifts. Studies 
commissioned by Ministry of Local Government and other stakeholders in the recent 
past have drawn attention to a broad range of distortions in the decentralisation reforms 
that need correction. The most outstanding has been the conflicting Public Financial 
Management (PFM) and planning reforms. While the Government of Uganda’s 
current focus on socio-economic transformation, Local Economic Development 
(LED), and wealth creation at the household level requires the reconfiguration of 
Local Governments to play a relevant and strategic role in attainment of the country’s 
development goals as laid down in the NDPII and NRM Manifesto, 2015/16-2019/20, 
this has not been the case. Also, Uganda has made international commitments on 
Local Government and sustainable development such as promoting education and 
health that have to be upheld for the country to remain in good standing (Mushemeza, 
2019).

8  Makumbe, J. (1999) 
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2.2  LGCSCI and Sustainable Development Goals 
 (SDGS) 2030

By focusing on good governance, effective service delivery and improved quality of 
life for citizens, LGCSCI resonates with the SDGs 2030 that focus on local territories 
as enclaves where people’s livelihoods are guaranteed. In the phraseology of the 
SGDs, “cities and territories are where women and men, girls and boys, live; where 
they work to create their livelihoods and where dreams are made”. Local Territories 
are conceptualised in the SDGs as entities where poverty and inequalities are tackled, 
where health and education services are provided, where ecosystems are protected, 
and where human rights must be guaranteed. It is affirmed that the achievement of 
all the SDGs requires local action. What happens in Local Governments applies in 
particular to GOAL 1: (No Poverty), GOAL 2: (Zero Hunger), GOAL 3: (Good Health 
and Well-being), GOAL 4: (Quality Education), GOAL 6: (Clean Water and Sanitation), 
GOAL 7: (Affordable and Clean Energy), GOAL 8: (Decent Work and Economic 
Growth), GOAL 9: (Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure), GOAL 10: (Reduced 
Inequality), GOAL 11: (Sustainable Cities and Communities), GOAL 12: (Responsible 
Consumption and Production), GOAL 13: (Climate Action), GOAL 15: (Life on Land), 
GOAL 16: (Peace and Justice Strong Institutions) and GOAL 17: (Partnerships to 
achieve the Goal) . Besides, it is recognised that all the SDGs have a local dimension 
that is essential to their achievement. It is asserted that all Local Governments need 
to have the means and the capacity to improve administration, anticipate demands, 
plan and implement solutions9. This context gives rationale for assessment of the 
functionality and performance of Local Governments by LGCSCI in Uganda.

2.3  LGCSCI and African Union Agenda 2063

The work done under LGCSCI resonates and feeds well into the aspirations of African 
Union Agenda 1: A prosperous Africa based on inclusive growth and sustainable 
development, 3: An Africa of good governance, democracy, respect for human rights, 
justice and the rule of law, 4: A peaceful and secure Africa; and 6: An Africa, whose 
development is people-driven, relying on the potential of African people, especially 
its women and youth, and caring for children. The felt need of of ACODE and its 
partners in assessing and scoring the political leadership in the Local Governments is 
to cause an improvement in the people’s quality of life through access and utilization 
of functional and effective social services.  Ultimately; a certain level of functionality, 
9 The Sustainable Development Goals: What Local Governments Need to Know. https://www.uclg.org/sites/default/
files/the_sdgs_what_localgov_need_to_know_0.pdf
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efficiency and effectiveness of Local Governments is envisaged as leading to 
alleviation of poverty through reduction of income and opportunity inequalities, job 
creation through increased opportunities, and access to increasingly better quality 
of social services, governance, democracy, respect for human rights, justice and the 
rule of law10.

2.4 LGCSCI and Uganda National Development Plan III

This report is an essential component of increasing accountability in governance which 
remains integral to Uganda’s Third National Development Plan (NDP III) 2020/21 – 
2024/25. There are several spaces where the activities of LGCSCI align with the Draft 
National Development Plan NDP III. Chapters on governance (Table 1). It portrays 
the specific objectives and associated interventions within the governance areas of 
audit, legislation, public administration, and public sector management that connect 
with increasing social accountability and intersect with LGCSCI as it happened in 
previous assessments (Bainomugisha A. M., 2017) . These interventions align closely 
with LGCSCI’s focus on enhancing the supply and demand sides of governance 
through assessing the performance of locally elected officials and building the 
capacity of the citizens to hold their elected leaders to account for the work they were 
elected to do.

10 Agenda 2063: The Africa We Want. https://au.int/en/agenda2063/aspirations
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Table 1: Related LGCSCI Activities in NDP III  

Governance 
Area

Objective Intervention Reference

Legislation # Increase public 
demand for 
accountability

Promote active 
communication between 
implementers of 
programmes and the public.

p.177, 181 

Community 
Mobilisation 
and Mindset 
Change 

# Improve citizen 
participation and 
contribution in 
promoting the rule 
of law, transparency, 
and accountability 
in the provision 
of services to 
achieve equitable 
and sustainable 
development

i. Introduce measures to 
strengthen citizens and 
the public participation in 
parliamentary business.

ii. Institute a system of 
linkages between 
Local Government, 
constituencies and the 
national Parliament.

p.172, 175

# Improve democracy 
and governance for 
increased stability 
and development

i. Implement programmes 
to strengthen civic 
participation and 
engagement in national 
democratic processes.

ii.  Strengthen institutional 
structures and instruments 
for transparent and 
credible democratic 
processes.

p.25

Public sector 
Management

# Improve public 
service management 
operational structures 
and systems for 
effective and efficient 
service delivery

iii. Strengthening 
performance 
management and 
accountability in public 
service delivery.

iv. Develop and implement 
coherent ICT strategy 
to operationalize 
the Access to 
Information Act 2005 
in the promotion of an 
accountable public 
governance system.

p. 184, 
191, 193 
and 193

Source: NPA’s Third National Development Plan (2020/21 – 2024/25), January 2020
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Although decentralisation in Uganda is associated with both the positive and negative 
changes, there are several opportunities to drive forward the much needed reforms. 
For instance, the Ministry of Local Government, the Local Government Finance 
Commission, and the Local Governments have been brought together to form what is 
known as the Local Governance Sector. This brings the hitherto related yet separated 
government entities together to advocate, plan and implement programmes 
under the Sector’s umbrella. This gives the opportunity to correct the challenges 
aforementioned and to make corrections, whenever needed. As Uganda is going 
through the process of developing the Third National 5-year Development Plan (NDP 
III), bringing together Sector driven input advantages the Local Government Sector 
for its strategic importance in national development. However, the sector has need for 
developing and costing an independent Strategic Plan (SP) and Sector Investment 
Plan (SIP) for the period ahead. These opportunities show a brighter future for local 
governance in Uganda compared to the past assessments. There is increasing 
optimism in local governance, in particular, and decentralisation in general. The 
LGCSCI assessments and reports have been made necessary in providing context 
to the new Local Government sector. With the new leadership at the Ministry of Local 
Government and the impending reforms of the Local Government Act 2015 (and The 
Local Government (Amendment) Bill 2016) underway, as well as, the Public Finance 
Management Act 2015; the role of passionate civil society organisations like ACODE 
in carrying out research, capacity building, and advocacy has become the more 
relevant and necessary. 

Whereas the technical leadership of Local Governments at district levels is composed 
of usually highly trained and competent personnel, elected political leaders emerging 
from different walks of life are more often than not as technical or even knowledgeable 
of their tasks and obligations. Many elected political leaders have management and 
leadership capacity deficits which justify the need to have their capacity created, 
developed, enhanced and sustained. Technical leaderships of Local Governments 
at district levels are engaged on a basis of performance contracts. In the absence 
of such contracts for the politicians, elected political leaders are not bound to any 
known legal or social standards (until their time is over and they have to face the 
electorate for re-election). Induction of the victoriously elected political leaders is even 
rarer in contemporary Uganda than it is in other countries (https://www.local.gov.uk/
Community-Leadership). This creates an opportunity for ACODE through LGCSCI 
to continually train and build the individuals’ capacity which enables the leaders to 
know their roles and responsibilities in society. 
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A Woman District Councillor for 
Gadumire Sub county, Kaliro District 
undergoing scorecard assessment.
Regular Assessment and capacity 
building of elected members of council 
keeps them focused on their roles and 
responsibilities.
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CHAPTER THREE
IMPLEMENTATION, METHODOLOGY, 

SCOPE AND INDICATORS
3.1  Context and Rationale of LGCSCI 
Since 2009 and save for 2017/2018 which was set aside for capacity building and 
learning in Local Governments; implementation of LGCSCI has continued to be 
implemented from the demand-side model of monitoring and accountability, that 
rotates around three 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 monitoring and demanding for better 
performance of their elected leaders, the postulate is that citizens gain the knowledge 
and skills required for civic engagement. The second group is of the Local Government 
institution which individually and collectively serves the role of being a pressure point 
that is supposed to be jolted into action by demanding accountability from the Central 
Government. The third category is the civil society which, along with the media, is 
supposed to continue to operate in the space between citizens on the one hand and 
the political and administrative leaders on the other hand.

Other than serving 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 opinions to produce report cards, LGCSCI is evidence-
based. Using systematic quantitative and qualitative data-collection techniques and 
following conventional scientific norms of data collection, analysis and adoption 
of good practices, LGCSCI had continuously maintained permeation by actions of 
elected political leaders and analyses of the implications of those actions for improving 
service delivery outcomes.

3.2  Selection Criteria of Assessed Districts
The number of districts covered by LGCSCI increased from the initial 10 in the FY 
2008/200911 to the current 35 in the FY 2018/2019. This shows a significant increase 
in the coverage by ACODE and affirms the desire to scale-up. The gradual increase 
from 10 districts in FY 2008/2009 to 20 in FY 2009/2010, and 26 in FY 2011/2012 
provided very important milestones and learning. 

11 The 10 districts were Amuria, Amuru, Hoima, Kampala, Kamuli, Luwero, Mbale, Moroto, Nebbi and Ntungamo.
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The districts were thereafter scaled-up from 26 to 30 in FY 2013/2014 and to 35 
districts in FY 2016/2017.
 
Figure 1 shows the 35 districts that participated in the current LGCSCI assessment. 
Since inception, the selection of districts for inclusion in LGCSCI has been based on a 
four point criteria. The first criterion is the need to include districts from all the regions 
of Uganda. The objective of this criterion is to encourage cross-regional learning and 
a better understanding of whether there are any variations in performance across the 
geopolitical location of the district.
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Figure 1: Map of Uganda Showing the Districts Covered by LGCSCI Activities 
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The second criterion is the length of time individual districts have been in existence. 
From 1986 onwards, the Government of Uganda has been creating new districts 
out of already existing ones. For purposes of LGCSCI, categorization of districts 
has progressively followed the form of ‘the old’ if they were in existence prior to 
198612 and ‘the new’ if they were created after 198613. 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 LGCSCI has been to examine whether 
there are considerable variations in performance between elected local leaders from 
old districts and those from the newly-created districts. Other districts have been 
selected for inclusion in the scorecard because of being ‘model districts’ according 
to the Government Annual Assessments. ACODE thought it imperative to explore 
whether such a rating could be linked to performance of the elected leadership and 
a myriad of other factors.

The third 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 “marginalised” vis a vis “non-marginalised” districts. Another 
element is to assess whether the quality of service delivery in non-marginalised 
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 conflicts and instability14.

Fourth, some of the districts were selected because of their perceived position of 
influence in a particular region. Given that the scorecard could not be conducted in 
all districts due to the costs involved, the inclusion of influential districts was intended 
to ensure that there are spill-over effects of the assessment to other districts within 
respective regions. A district is considered influential if it has a large population 
and has a municipality within its jurisdiction15. The two districts in Kigezi Sub-region 
were included after realisation that the region seemed to be missing out in LGCSCI 
assessments. It is important to emphasize that the five criteria are complementary 
rather than exclusive. Consequently, a district meeting multiple criteria has more 
chances of being selected for inclusion in the assessment.

12 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
13 This category of districts includes: Ntungamo, Amuria, Bududa, Buliisa, Amuru,Nakapiripirit, Agago and Kanungu
14 The following districts fall under this category: Moroto, Nakapiripirit, Amuru, Lira, Soroti and Luwero.
15 Mbarara, Lira, Wakiso, Tororo, Moroto, Gulu, Soroti and Hoima fall under this category and are districts 
considered influential because they have large populations and a municipality within their jurisdiction.
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Since the first assessment of FY 2008/2009, LGCSCI’s focus has been to consolidate 
democracy and efficiency in public service delivery in Uganda (Tumushabe, 2010). 
This goal has been pursued from two broad but interrelated perspectives. The first 
perspective was the 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.

Since FY 2008/2009, feedback from all LGCSCI assessments has led to revisions in 
delivery of capacity building, methodology, and assessment indicators (Tumushabe 
G. et al, 2010). As such, the current assessment report reflects this cumulative 
revision processes for (i) the Councillors (ii) the Chairpersons (iii) the Speakers of 
Council; and (iv) the District Councils. The indicators were a product of an internal 
methodology review process. These indicators helped to evaluate the relationship 
between the scorecard performance and the quality of public service delivery in each 
assessed district. The scorecard parameters focussed on legislative roles, contact 
with the electorate (constituent citizens), participation in lower levels of government, 
and monitoring service delivery on national priority programme areas. Overall, the 
assessment for FY 2018/2019 reflects a methodology that has been progressively 
improving since inception.

3.3  Core LGCSCI Activities
The Local Government Councils Score-Card Initiative contains a range of activities 
that contribute to enhancing both the supply and demand sides of governance.

3.3.1  Capacity Building

LGCSCI is an action research undertaking for capacity building intervention. The 
initiative enhances the capacity of political leaders and builds the capacity of citizens 
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 in the improvement of service delivery. 

3.3.2  Printing and Dissemination of Councillors’ Diaries

One of the weighty tools for capacity building in LGCSCI has been the printing and 
dissemination of Councillors’ diaries. ACODE and ULGA produce and distribute 
annual user-friendly and customized office diaries that contain a simplified version of 
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the Local Government Act. The primary intention of the diaries is to uplift the level of 
record keeping among political leaders in the districts. The diaries also carry some 
basic information for political leaders like district-specific contact information for key 
service delivery personnel, checklist of the minimum service delivery standards, and 
summary of the Local Government Councils Scorecard.

3.3.3  Civic Engagement

Civic engagement or civic participation is an individual or group activity addressing 
issues of public concern. In the LGCSCI, citizens are organized in groups to act 
together to make a change or a difference in their communities. The goal of civic 
engagement is to address public concerns and promote quality of service delivery in 
the community. In the LGCSCI, Civic Engagement Meetings (CEMs) are a vital space 
for generation of Civic Engagement Action Plans (CEAPs) which function to deepen 
citizen engagement with the scorecard results and activate citizen demand for better 
services. The centrepiece of this component of the methodology is the creation of 
action plans by citizens. These are plans for using the tools of civic engagement to 
engage their Councillors in addressing persistent service delivery concerns.  The 
civic engagement tools used include: petitions, text messages, letters, radio call-
ins, participation in meetings called by Councillors, inviting Councillors to community 
meetings, and participation in Council meetings. These tools act as vehicles for 
citizenry voice. The ACODE LGCSCI research teams, fondly associated with like-
minded CSOs in the districts, facilitate the CEAP process. This helps in deepening 
their roles as important interlocutors between citizens and elected political leaders. 
In this role, they amplify both citizenry voice and monitor government response to the 
action plans (Bainomugisha A. M., 2017).

3.3.4  Local and National Advocacy

In LGCSCI, ACODE engages in support for and/or recommendation of particular 
causes or policies. The centrepiece of ACODE’s advocacy involves advocacy activities 
through media campaigns, facilitating public dialogues, round table meetings, and 
holding advocacy clinics. Under this initiative, ACODE and Partners like ULGA make 
it their business to manage conflict in local governance through round-table meetings 
and advocacy clinics. More often than not, ACODE under this initiative, carries out 
advocacy at the local community level to positively cause change, at the national to 
cause entire country benefits, and at the international level to influence a worldwide 
audience on international agreements about specific governance issues.

Over the course of LGCSCI implementation, it has become clear that one of the most 
significant factors affecting effective public service delivery in districts has been and 
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continues to be the endemic conflicts within the district Councils. While some conflicts 
were and remain of a political nature, others have been and continue to be caused 
by economic and social factors. Whenever conflicts have arisen, ACODE and ULGA 
found prudence to resolve them through directed advocacy clinics and round-table 
meetings before they got out of hand.

3.3.5  Partnerships and Networking  

Strategic partnerships and collaborations are the cornerstone of ACODE’s LGCSCI 
progress. Over the years, ACODE has worked with a diverse range of stakeholders 
including national and Local Governments, development partners, research institutions, 
universities, communities, private sector and like-minded civil society organisations. 
Ultimately, formation of strategic partnerships has always made LGCSCI to stand 
out as a democratic and pro-people process. These strategic partnerships always 
give ACODE a competitive advantage and an opportunity to access a broader range 
of resources and expertise. Partnerships offer innovative and distinctive skills sets, 
information and ideas that are different and better for sustainable local management. 
By utilizing the shared capacities and skills, ACODE has met the ever-increasing 
need for development and innovation in LGCSCI. 

3.4  The 2018/19 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 Act16. LGCSCI design is not a name-and-shame 
undertaking but an intervention geared towards continuous training and equipping 
of political leaders for effective and fulfilling capacities to meet the expectations and 
demands due to their mandates. As such, the assessment tools and methods are 
designed in ways that help researchers to carry out capacity building through the 
data collection process. The annual LGCSCI assessment is conducted over a period 
of about four months. The reference time frame for the assessment in this report is the 
just concluded FY 2018/2019 that covered 35 districts. 

3.4.1  Participants in the Assessment

While the primary focus of assessment within LGCSCI project is always on political 
leadership, data is also gathered from Clerks to Council, Chief Administrative Officers 
(CAOs), district heads of departments, sub-county chiefs, administrators of service 
16 See, Local Government Act (CAP 243), Third Schedule
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delivery units and a cross-section of citizens. Political leaders that participate as 
respondents include district chair persons, speakers, and Councillors. In addition, 
the District Council as the highest decision-making body in the district is assessed as 
an entity through interviews with clerks to Council. 

3.4.2  Assessment and 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 leaders17 provide 
corroborative evidence that is used to score elected leaders. Data to corroborate 
performance of elected political leaders is also collected at the community level 
during Community Engagement Meetings (CEMs).  Two CEMs were carried out in 
every sub-county in the 35 districts under review.

3.4.3  Scorecard Tools and their Administration

The tool for conducting the annual assessment of Local Government Councils is 
the Scorecard. It contains a set of qualitative and quantitative measurements, and 
the methodological steps for conducting the assessment, also known as scorecard 
administration. The scorecard was developed through an intensive intellectual and 
empirical process at the inception of the Local Government Councils Scorecard 
Initiative in 2009. The administration of the scorecard is divided into 4 phases, namely: 
(1) the preparation phase; (2) the fieldwork phase; (3) data collection, management 
and analysis phase; and (4) outreach and advocacy phase. During the preparation 
phase, a number of activities including securing buy-in 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, ‘Task Groups’ 
composed of representatives from Local Governments, academia, civil society and 
donors are constituted at the onset of the LGCSCI to help provide feedback and 
guidance on implementation procedures and assessment outcomes.

3.4.5  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. 
17 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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The main building blocks in the LGCSCI scorecard are the principles and core 
responsibilities of Local Governments as set out in the Constitution, 1995 (As 
amended) Article 17618, the Local Governments Act (CAP 243) and The Laws of 
Uganda, Section 10 (c), (d) and (e)19. These are classified into five categories: (1) 
Financial management and oversight; (2) Political and representation function; (3) 
Legislation function; (4) Development planning and constituency servicing and (5) 
Monitoring service delivery.

The scorecard(s) are 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 a Local Government Council is composed of Councillors elected 
to represent geographically defined areas. Each Council has members elected to 
represent the special interests of women, youth, and people with disabilities20. In the 
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 officers is divided into parameters based on the 5 principles and 
core responsibilities mentioned above. These parameters are broken down into a set 
of quantitative and qualitative indicators reflecting the statutory responsibilities and 
functions of the elected leader and/or institution being assessed. 

3.5  Data Collection Processes
A number of qualitative and quantitative tools were used to collect data. During the data 
collection process for this report, research teams from participating districts interfaced 
with respondents, often in face-to-face encounters. The role of the research team 
members was to ask all the relevant questions and record the responses. Questions 
were asked and responses elicited in languages that suited the respondents in terms 
of comfort and confidence. The respondents were given liberty to refer to documents 
or refer the researcher(s) to documents to corroborate what they were saying. The 
research team was at liberty to look for any other evidence to crosscheck for the 
authenticity of the responses elicited. By design, the administration of the LGCSCI 
scorecard is a process. pursued rigorously to ensure the involvement of citizens and 
removal of potential bias from the assessment. Data collection is approached using 
the following methods:

18 See Constitution, 1995 (As amended), Article 176
19 Local Governments Act (CAP 243), Laws of Uganda Section 30
20  See Local Governments Act (CAP 243) Laws of Uganda, Section 10 (c),(d) and (e)
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a)  Structured Interviews: These are carried out as part of administering the 
scorecard parameters. Each of the accessible targeted political leaders, for 
instance, the Councillors, are engaged in face-to-face structured interview on 
the scorecard. The process of interviewing is a vital aspect of collecting verbal 
evidence which is verified later through written evidence of the Councillors’ 
performance, often adduced through analysis of documents. Information 
elicited in the structured interviews is critical to the scoring on the scorecard. 
It also involves collection of corresponding evidence (records, letters, 
photographs etc.) to justify the awarded scores. 

b) Civic Engagement Meetings: In line with the capacity building component 
of the LGCSCI, Community Engagement Meetings (CEMs) with citizens 
are conducted in each sub-county. Prior to these meetings, appropriate 
mobilization is done to ensure satisfactory attendance. The CEMs are 
moderated by district-based 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. At 
the time of dissemination of the scorecard results, CEMs become platforms 
for citizens to engage in the development of Civic Engagement Action Plans 
(CEAP). 

 
c) Key Informant Interviews: These are targeted at technical officers in the 

district, including Chief Administrative Officers (CAOs), Heads of Departments, 
Clerks to Council, Sub-County Chiefs and service delivery unit heads. The 
major focus of these interviews is to collect succinct information on the status 
of service delivery and verifying the actions taken by the political actors during 
the financial year. reviewed

d) Field Visits: The information collected in structured interviews is verified 
through field visits to specific service delivery units. Unstructured interviews 
with service users at respective units are used. Observation of service delivery 
units is supplemented with photographic impressions to verify the assertions 
and claims by the political leaders.

e) Document Review: This process involves preliminary and on-going 
comprehensive review of both published and grey literature including 
official government reports. Key literature reviewed for the LGCSCI annual 
assessments includes: service delivery and infrastructure reports, budgets, 
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planning documents, minutes of district Councils and their committees among 
others. Document reviews enable the researchers’ elicitation of qualitative and 
quantitative data on the status and trends of key service delivery indicators 
in the relevant Local Governments. It also provides background information 
on districts, their status and the trends in selected service delivery indicators, 
planning and development targets, and administrative information that contain 
the evidence of performance of the District Council 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; Sub-county 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 or debated and/or issue(s) 
debated; motions debated by a Councillor on service delivery issues and any 
follow-up actions on resolutions made.

f) Photography: Photos and pictures that capture salient features associated 
with service delivery in the district are also used. Similarly, photography makes 
it possible to triangulate information provided by the Councillors during the 
score-card administration. 

3.6 Specific Instruments for Data Collection

a) Structured Interviewer Schedules: Structured interview schedules for 
the Councillors,  Chairperson, and Speaker comprise the first section for 
the scorecard. The questions in the interview schedules correspond to the 
indicators on the respective scorecard. Their development and structure is in 
line with the legally-defined roles and responsibilities of these political leaders. 
The structured interviews provide an opportunity for each of the individuals 
being assessed 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 sub-county level. The guide 
consists of a set of questions aligned to the National Priority Programme 
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Areas (NPPAs)21. Its utility is to enable citizens to discuss the quality of service 
delivery in their sub-county and to verify information provided by political 
leaders (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 sub-county level. It is designed to gain an overall picture of 
service delivery. The emphasis of these interviews is on determining 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: In order to verify and record evidence of assertions 
made by Councillors and by technical leaders in their written reports,  an 
observation checklist is used.  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.

3.7  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 
evidence from the document review, since 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. 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 score adds up to 100. The 
scores are generally based on the importance that the research team place on a 
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 sub-divided 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. 
21  NPPAs include health, education, roads, water and sanitation, and agriculture.
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Data gathered from CEMs also enables 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 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: Qualitative data (CEM notes and KI interview transcripts, summaries 
from documents and field notes) are entered into Atlas-ti, while the quantitative 
data (scores from the scorecard) are entered using Epi-data. 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 the 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 final codes used to categorize and analyse the data are focused on 
such topics as Councillor performance and responsiveness, gender dynamics, 
and the primary service delivery areas of health, education, water, roads and 
agriculture. The LGCSCI researchers who decipher data from CEMs are fluent 
in language dialects of the political leaders and communities assessed to cross-
check that the quoted messages never lose their original meaning in translation. 
Key quotations and summaries of views from the various CEMs and KIs reflected 
in this report are a result of this process. Quantitative data, on the other hand, 
is imported into Epi-data where correlations and descriptive summaries are 
generated. Excel is used to generate graphs and tables used in this pat of the 
report.

Since the inception of the scorecard, a significant amount of data on governance 
and local service delivery in each of the districts participating in the assessment has 
been collected. Given that data has been collected consistently since FY 2008/2009, 
it is now possible to identify trends in local governance performance over the time. 
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Although some of the interpretation and analysis is cast against the history of the 
LGCSCI, this report focuses on the current 35 districts covered in FY 2018/19.

3.8  Quality Control Measures in the LGCSCI Assessment

a) Periodic reviews: The scorecard undergoes periodic reviews by an expert task 
group that is comprised of academicians, officials from the Ministry of Local 
Government (MoLG), representatives from the Parliamentary Committee on Local 
Governments, the Local Government Parliamentary Forum, District Technical and 
Political Leaders and representatives of civil society.  The rationale for periodic 
review is to ensure that the tool is forever robust and legitimate.

b) Constitution of District Research Teams: Each of the participating districts has 
a three-person research team comprised of 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 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 training in basic research methods, research 
ethics, budget monitoring, data collection, organizing and managing community 
meetings and focus group discussions, and conflict management.

d) Use of a Researchers’ Guide: The researchers’ guide is developed by the 
technical implementing team with inputs from the expert task group and district 
researchers. The guide explains in detail the parameters and indicators in 
the questionnaires 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 a high degree of homogeneity and reliability in 
understanding and interpreting the scores. 

e) Report Writing Workshop: A three-day report writing workshop is organized 
centrally for all lead researchers. The session is also used to peer-review the 
scorecards before the marks are submitted to ACODE for final verification.

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

g) Technical backstopping: The Project Management Team comprised of ACODE 
researchers who work closely with the lead researchers provides 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. The LGCSCI leadership team provides the peer review of the research 
process and ultimately authors the national synthesis report.

h) External review of the Synthesis Report: Before final publication, the report 
is extensively reviewed by peers and edited to ensure consistency,  quality of 
content and flow of findings.

3.9  Ethical and Implementation Challenges and 
 their Mitigation

a) Conflict of interest: On rare occasions, some LGCSCI district researchers, in the 
course of implementing the LGCSCI, were expressing interest (overt or covert, 
open or concealed) of joining elective politics to replace the politicians they were 
assessing. Since this created a serious conflict of interest, such researchers were 
asked to step down from the LGCSCI implementation and assessment process. In 
other situations, the LGCSCI researchers subscribing to political opinions different 
from the people they were tasked to assess, could also potentially compromise 
the assessments, had to be dropped. During training and support supervision, 
researchers are trained to be objective, fair, balanced and non-partisan in ACODE 
and the LGCSCI work or else to step-down 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 the annual assessments, some few choose to object and 
decline to participate in the one-to-one interviews. Whenever such a situation 
arises, the political leader is given the opportunity to change his or her mind 
during the four-month period. Researchers are advised to approach the offices of 
the District Chairperson and the Speaker to ask them to convince the concerned 
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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 sub-county records). The LGCSCI stands by the position 
that assessment must 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. The 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) Confidentiality: 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 the LGCSCI were approached and 
they gave institutional consent, which implicitly meant that they were agreed to the 
scorecard assessment process. This consent was secured during the inception 
meetings with the district leaderships. On another level, all elected political 
leaders who accepted to be assessed were requested to give oral consent too. 
They were told about the purpose of the assessment, as well as the 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.

3.10  Strengths and Limitations Associated with LGCSCI

The assessment of political leaders and institutions is fair and engages participants 
in a detailed way as much as possible. The LGCSCI methodology is well developed 
and 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.
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Although the data collection process is laborious and time-consuming, the variety of 
research tools used enables triangulation of data sources. This improves 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 at a more in-depth level to validate the 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 sub-counties because of the limited human and financial resources required to 
scale to these institutions.

Recognising that the District Executive Committee is one of the most 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. Even the Councillors representing 
special interest groups (women, youth, and people with disabilities) who have much 
larger constituencies, are scored with the same instruments and criteria as those with 
fewer constituents. The LGCSCI leadership team acknowledges this shortcoming of 
the methodology.

The LGCSCI engages in advocacy activities including media campaigns, public 
speaking, commissioning and publishing research findings for purposes of informing 
and influencing public policy. Time and again, ACODE and ULGA through the 
LGCSCI have done high pitched 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. 

3.11  Report Dissemination

Report dissemination takes place at the national and district levels. At the national 
level, this synthesis 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 government ministries, 
development partners, district leaders, civil society organizations, the media and the 
private sector. The dissemination of the district-level scorecard reports is open to the 
general public with special invitation to the district political and technical leadership, 
sub-county leaders, local CBOs, local media and CEM/CEAP participants.
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PLE performance results for Bulopa Primary 
School, Kamuli District.
It is vital to document trends of service delivery to 
inform decision making in local governments.
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 CHAPTER FOUR
SCORECARD PERFORMANCE AND 

ANALYSIS 
This section presents findings from the scorecard assessment for the FY 2018/19 of 
the District Councils, Chairpersons, Speakers of Council and Individual Councillors 
in the 35 districts under this project. A total of 35 Councils, 33 District Chairpersons, 
35 Speakers of Councils and 1,005 individual Councillors were covered under this 
assessment. The two District Chairpersons of Tororo and Nebbi districts were not 
assessed because they had passed away before the time of the assessment 

4.1 Characteristics of the District Chairpersons, Speakers 
 of Council, and Councillors

Concerning gender, there was only one female District Chairperson (from Kanungu) 
among the 35 District Chairpersons covered by the assessment. Among the speakers, 
it is observed that there were only 3 female Speakers of Council out of the 35 Speakers 
of Council covered by the assessment. These female speakers come from the districts 
of Kabarole, Kabale and Moroto. These data suggest that females are less likely to be 
elected in high level positions at district level compared to the males.

Out of the 1,005 Councillors, distribution by gender indicates that, 446 (44 per cent) 
were females and 559 (56 per cent) were males. In this gender disaggregation, the 
female Councillors represent those who were directly elected to Council and those 
who represented women as a special interest group. Whereas the expected number 
of the special interest group representatives (Councillors)  including Youth, Older 
Persons, Persons With Disability (PWD) and Workers was 280 (eight per district – 
four males and four females ), there were some districts that had not yet elected 
this category of representatives.  The distribution of these Councillors by special 
interest groups indicates that the older persons, persons with disabilities, workers22 
and youth as covered by the assessment were 65 (6.5 per cent), 65 (6.5 per cent), 
55 (5.5 per cent) and 63 (6.3 per cent) respectively. Table 2 shows a summary of the 
characteristics of the elected leaders covered by this assessment report.  

22 This category of special interest groups joined Council during the year under review. 
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Table 2: Characteristics of District Councillors

Aspect Count Percentage
Gender (District Chairpersons) Male 34 97

Female 01 3
Gender (Speakers of Council) Male 32 91

Female 03 9
Gender (District Councillors) Male 446 44

Female 559 56

Special Interest Groups Elderly 65 7
PWDs 65 7
Workers 55 6
Youth 63 6

Political Party NRM 744 77
FDC 75 8
DP 35 4
UPC 34 4
Independent 89 9

Level of Education Master’s Degree 17 2
Bachelor’s Degree 225 25
Diploma 226 25
Certificate 87 10
A Level 91 10
Post Graduate 8 1
O Level 223 24
Primary 31 3
Junior 2 6 1

Terms Served 1 term 651 68
2 terms 199 21
3 terms 60 6
4 terms 33 4
5 terms & above 14 2

Source: ACODE Local Government Councils Scorecard Assessment 2018/19 
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In terms of political party affiliation, the NRM ruling party had the highest representation 
in the district Councils with 77 per cent, followed by the independent Councillors with 
9 per cent and FDC with 8 per cent. DP and UPC stood at 3.6 and 3.5 respectively. 
This implies that NRM has more support at the district level than any other political 
party.

In terms of level of education, results in table 2 reveal that an equivalent of 25 per 
cent of the Councillors were either Diploma or Bachelor’s degree holders. Similarly, 
a significant number (24 per cent) of these Councillors had Ordinary level leavers’ 
certificates. Only 2 per cent of these Councillors were holders of Master’s degrees 
and 10 per cent held tertiary institution certificates.  These results show that there 
were more people in elected leaders in districts Councils with a minimum of Ordinary 
Level (O’ Level) Certificates.

Results show that the majority of the Councillors (68 per cent) were serving their 
first term in the district Council and 21 per cent were serving their second term. 
The percentages continued to decrease as the number of terms served increased. 
This provides an interesting insight that Ugandans were enjoying the benefits of 
democracy through exercising their rights of changing political leadership by not 
voting back some leaders while others fell off of their own volition. 

4.2.  Performance of Councils 

The statutory functions of the Councils as provided for under the Local Governments 
Act include: Legislation23; planning and budgeting24; revenue generation and 
appropriation25; accountability and service provision (GOU, 1997)26. The district 
Council scorecard was therefore customised based on the above functions to include 
parameters like execution of their legislative function; accountability to the electorate; 
planning and budgeting for service delivery and other programmes in the district and 
monitoring the performance of the service delivery27. The average scorecard results 
per parameter are presented in Figure 2. For comparative purposes, the averages 
from the 2016/17 assessment are also included.

23 See section 38
24 See Section 35, 77, and 82 of the Local Government Act 
25 See Section 80 of the Local Government Act
26 See Third Schedule of the LGA 
27 See Sections 30, 35, 38, 39, 40, 77, 80,81,82,85 and 88 of the Local Government Act (CAP 243).
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Overall, as shown in Figure 2, there is an improvement in the average performance 
of the Councils assessed from 51 to 62 points in the FY 2016/17 and FY2018/19 
respectively.  This general improvement in average performance is also reflected in 
other parameters like legislative function, accountability to citizens, and monitoring 
service delivery from 15 to 16 points, 11 to 14 points and 10 to 17 points respectively. 
This positive change in the Councils is partly attributed to the capacity building 
programme within the Councils and the structures of Councils.

The results also reveal that Kabarole District Council, in particular, was the best 
Council in the year under review with 87 points. The 2nd and 3rd best performing 
district Councils were Gulu and Mpigi District Councils scoring an average marks of 
86 t and 80 points  respectively, with Nebbi District Council emerging 4th with a score 
of 79 points. It is important to note that Nebbi District Council registered the highest 
improvement margin during the year under review moving from 37 per cent.  Also, 
Arua District Council registered significant improvement from 29 points in FY 2016/17 
to 63 points in 2018/19.  However, there were six district Councils that declined in their 
general performance these include; Wakiso, Rukungiri, Hoima, Masindi, Nakapiripirit, 
and Bududa. 

Figure 2: Performance of District Councils
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On the other hand, it should be noted that the average scores showed that none of 
the assessed Councils improved in fulfilling their planning and budgeting function.  
Further details are presented in Table 3. 

The Scorecard assessment for FY 2018/19 reveals that there is an improvement in the 
average performance of the Councils in the 35 districts compared to FY 2016/17. The 
performance improved from an average score of 51 to 62 points in the financial years 
2016/19 and 2018/19 respectively. The observed improvement in the performance 
is mainly a result of improvements registered across the assessed parameters 
including:; legislation, accountability, budgeting and planning and monitoring of 
service delivery. In fact the Councils scored so highly on the parameter of monitoring 
of service delivery which shows a significant improvement. Table 3 presents the 
results on the performance of District Councils.

Table 3: District Council Performance  

Variable Number of 
Councils 

Average 
Performance    

Min 
Score 

Max Score 

Overall Performance 2016/17 35 51 27 82

Overall Performance 2018/19 35 62 25 87

Legislation 35 16 8 22

Accountability to citizens 35 15 7 22

Planning and Budgeting 35 14 9 20

Monitoring Service Delivery 35 17 0 27

Considering the ranges of the scores, it was observed that that the district Councils 
that scored between 51-75 points had increased from 49 per cent in the FY 2016/17 
to 60 per cent in the FY 2018/19. Similarly, Councils scoring between 76-100 points 
had also improved from 3 per cent in the FY 2016/17 to 14 per cent in the current 
assessment. This is illustrated in figure 3. 
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4.2.1  Legislative Role of Council 

According to the LGA, the legislative function 28  of Council includes: appointing 
committees of Council29; holding Council meetings30; enacting ordinances31; and 
passing lawful motions. These legislative functions of Council in the scorecard are 
customised to include: adoption of standard rules of procedure; ensuring appointment 
and functionality of committees (including standing committees and business 
committees); passing of lawful motions; enacting ordinances; conflict resolutions 
initiatives; conducting public hearings on bills and any other policy matter; providing 
legislative resources (like a library, office of the clerk to Council, Council chambers, 
and a Councillors’ lounge); debates on petitions from citizens’ and petitions to central 
government  and capacity building for Council members.

The district Councils registered an average score of 16 out 25 points – a slight 
improvement of 1 point compared to the 2016 /17 scorecard assessment results. The 
best performing districts on this parameter scoring 20 points and above included: 
Gulu (22 points), Agago (22 points), Jinja (21 points), Lwengo (20 points), Mpigi (20 
points), and Rukungiri (20 points). 

28 See section 38
29 See Section 22 of the LGA
30 See the Regulation 9 of the Local Government Councils Regulations 
31 See section 38

Figure 3: Ranges of Scores for Council Performance
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The findings also indicate that 21 out 35 districts had presented bills and enacted 
ordinances in the last 3 years. It was also observed that these Local Governments 
had made some attempts to enforce the ordinances though with little success. 
The limited success was attributed to lack of both human and financial resources 
for enforcement.  However, 23 out 35 Councils assessed had not held any public 
hearing in their jurisdictions on any policy matter. Public hearings were part of citizen 
engagement and participation in decision making processes. They were also used 
as downward accountability processes. These findings indicated that the 23 district 
Councils that had not held any public hearings denied citizens the opportunity of 
contributing to many processes that had an impact on their well-being. These results 
also demonstrate limited downward accountability on behalf of the district Councils. 
 In most districts, the committees of Council were not able to hold the six (6) mandatory 
meetings. These mainly included: Moroto, Moyo, Sheema, Kisoro, Amuria and 
Lwengo. Some districts reported that they lacked adequate resources to conduct 
the necessary meetings. It should be noted that Council businesses is financed by 
20 per cent of the local revenue collections including allowances for Councillors for 
attending Council and committee meetings.  Local Governments performance on 
local revenue generation remained poor which consequently affected the business of 
Council. This was also attributed to limited funding of the devolved Local Government 
functions and poor performance in local revenue generation. 

Again, seven  district Councils out of 35 scored zero out of three points on functionality 
of committees while eight out 35 scored one out three  on the same indicator. This 
implies that among these district Councils, the District Executive Committees (DEC), 
the Standing Committees, and the Business Committees were not functioning properly, 
thus the low scores.  This meant that these structures of Council required support in 
terms of training and mentorship with regard to their statutory roles and functions. 

4.2.2  Accountability to Citizens 

This parameter mainly focuses on downward accountability of Council to the 
electorate. It looks at fiscal, political, and administrative accountability, commitment 
to the principles of accountability and engagement of other stakeholders like civil 
society organisations and private sector among others. 

The results show that the average performance on this parameter was 15 out 
of 25 points, showing no improvement in contrast with the results of the previous 
assessment.  Gulu District Council was the best under this parameter with 22 out 25 
points, followed by Kabarole and Nebbi in 2nd and 3rd position with 21 and 20 points 
respectively.
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Further, 12 out of 35 districts did not have any evidence of Council review and 
approval of PAC Reports; 24 out 35 districts had no evidence of action taken on PAC 
recommendations; and 10 out 35 Councils did not discuss any corruption issues. 
These are serious accountability gaps among Local Governments that ought to be 
addressed in order to improve performance of district Councils.

All the district Councils assessed had demonstrable evidence of the involvement 
of CSOs, CBOs, private sector, professionals, and other non-state actors in service 
delivery. It was noticed that there were a number of CSOs and CBOs involved in 
advocacy, capacity building, and direct service provision across the districts.  The 
private sector on the other hand was involved in service provision under Public Private 
Partnerships. 

Also, there were Councils that did not perform well on this parameter. For instance, 
Sheema district Council scored zero on fiscal accountability while 21 district Councils 
did not demonstrate any commitment to principles of accountability and thus scored 
zero on this indicator too. These results show that accountability in the district Councils 
is still a sticky issue. 

The ability for Council to ensure accountability in all the processes could potentially 
have positive results on service delivery. Important to note is that where Councils 
were unable to: review reports of PAC; implement PAC recommendations; address 
issues of corruption; discuss internal audit reports  and recommendations, they were 
likely to experience negative outcomes in  service delivery. For the district Councils to 
perform better, the issues of accountability highlighted must be addressed. 

4.2.3  Planning and Budgeting 

With regard to planning and budgeting, the scorecard requires that district Councils  
approve District Development Plans;, Capacity Building Plans, Revenue Enhancement 
Plans, and Annual Work plans and district budgets32 in a timely manner as required by 
law and other regulations. The district Councils are also expected to plan and mobilise 
local revenue as provided for under the law33. Failure to do so could potentially affect 
service delivery. 

According to the results, the average performance of the District Councils in Planning 
and Budgeting was 14 out of 20 points, an improvement of 3 points compared to FY 
2016/17 scorecard assessment.  Most districts assessed were able to approve their 
annual budgets and work plans on time.    
32 See Section 35, 77, and 82 of the Local Government Act 
33 See Section 80 of the Local Government Act 
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On the other hand however; there was poor performance on initiatives to raise local 
revenue; and actual improvement in local revenue performance. Only 19 Local 
Governments out of 35 scored at least 5 points out 11 points possible for this indicator. 
Rukungiri and Hoima District Councils scored zero on this indicator. The district 
Local Governments still have challenges in projecting local revenue collections; 
mobilisation for local revenue; collection and appropriation. In most cases the district 
Local Governments report short falls in revenue collection. Analysis of the minutes 
of Council also shows that the majority do not have major activities in local revenue 
enhancement.  

4.2.4  Monitoring of Priority Development Areas 

With regard to monitoring of service delivery and projects in the districts, the scorecard 
requires that Standing Committees conduct political monitoring to at least half of 
the service delivery units, projects or works in the district. The committees are then 
required to prepare monitoring reports and present them to Council for resolutions 
that would address the concerns identified; and follow-up with the technical officers 
to ensure that the raised concerns are addressed. In the assessment, one is awarded 
marks for evidence of monitoring visits. Marks to these processes undertaken by 
Councils as well as the outcomes of these processes based on the documents and 
evidence available to demonstrate that they were actually undertaken. 

The scorecard assessment results also established that there was an improvement 
in the performance of the district Councils in conducting political monitoring from 
an average of 10 to 17 out 30 points for this parameter. Kabarole District Council 
emerged the best Council on this parameter with 27 out of 30 points followed by 
Ntungamo (26 points); Mbale (26 points) and Gulu (24 points). 

Besides, the district Councils of Bududa, Nakapiripirit, and Masindi scored zero on 
this parameter because their standing committees did not have adequate evidence 
to demonstrate:  that they monitored service delivery and projects in their respective 
sectors; prepared reports and presented them to Council or followed up and 
addressed the issues identified during their monitoring visits. It was also established 
that most Councils did not monitor Functional Adult Literacy in their districts. As such, 
25 out 35 Councils scored zero on monitoring the FAL service delivery areas.  

On the whole, the poor performance of Councils on the political monitoring function 
was largely attributed to: limited understanding of the monitoring processes by the 
standing committees of the Councils in terms of what to do at the service delivery 
unit and after the monitoring activity and limitation of financial resources to monitor at 
least half of the service delivery units, projects and programmes within the district in 
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the various sectors. Therefore, these findings posit the need for continuous training 
of the district Councils on the importance of monitoring, reporting and follow-up on 
identified concerns. For details on district specific performance, refer to Annex 2 of 
this report.

4.3  District Chairpersons Performance 

The scorecard assessment of the district chairpersons is derived from the roles and 
responsibilities provided for in sections 12 and 13 of the Local Governments Act. These 
roles include the following: be a political head of the district; preside at meetings of 
the executive committee of the district; monitor general administration of the district; 
monitor implementation of Council decisions; monitor and coordinate activities of the 
Municipal and Town Councils other lower Local Governments and administrative units; 
in the district; coordinate and monitor government functions between the district and 
government; and make a report to Council on the state of affairs of the district at least 
once a year. These responsibilities have been customised under the Scorecard to 
include: Providing political leadership to the district, legislative role, and contact with 
the electorate, initiation of projects with Local Governments and monitoring priority 
development areas (service delivery).

4.3.1  Performance of District Chairpersons 

As presented in Figure 4, the average performance of the district chairpersons across 
the districts covered by the scorecard assessment has improved from 62 to 72 points. 
Figure 4 presents comparisons of average performance of the District Chairpersons 
across the assessed parameters for FY 2016/17 and FY 2018/19.  

Figure 4: Chairpersons’ Average Performance 2016/17 and 2018/2019
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Like the district Councils, analysis of the performance of the district chairpersons 
shows that there is an improvement compared to the scores of the previous 
assessment in the FY 2016/17. The scores reveal that the district chairpersons on 
average scored 72 points compared to 62 points in the previous assessment. This 
observed improvement is a result of relatively high average scores on the specific 
parameters used to measure the quality of service delivery by this group of leaders. 
Table 4 presents the average scores along the parameters.

Table 4: District Chairpersons Performance

Variable Average Performance    Min Score Max Score 
Overall Performance 2016/17 62 0 91
Overall Performance 2018/19 72 25 96
Political Leadership 16 10 20
Legislative Role 8 4 15
Contact with Electorate 8 3 10
Initiative Development Projects 9 2 10
Monitoring Service Delivery 30 0 45

Further analysis reveals that there were more district chairpersons who managed 
to score between 76-100 points than it was in the previous assessment. The results 
indicate that for the current assessment, 49 per cent of this category of leaders scored 
between 76-100 points as compared to only 30 per cent in the previous assessment. 
Figure 5 presents these variations in performance across the two assessments.

Figure 5: Performance Ranges for District Chairpersons 
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Comparison of average performance as indicated in Figure 5 shows that there is 
improvement in performance in political leadership, legislative role, initiation of 
projects in the districts and monitoring service delivery from 15 to 16 points, 7 to 8 
points, 7 to 8 points and 24 to 30 points respectively. This comparison also reveals 
that there was no improvement on the indicator for contact with the electorate. Figure 
5 also demonstrates that district chairpersons scoring below 50 points, have reduced 
tremendously compared to the previous assessment.

4.3.2  Best Performing District Chairpersons 

The best performing District Chairperson was Hon. Richard Rwabuhinga, of Kabarole 
District Local Government (DLG) with 96 out of 100 points. This is an improvement 
from 90 points scored from the FY 2016/2017 assessment.  He attained maximum 
scores in: providing political leadership to the district (20 out 20 points); legislative 
function (20 out of 20 points); contact with the electorate (10 out of 10 points); 
initiation of development projects in the district (10 out of 10 points ) and monitoring 
service delivery (45 out of 45 points).  Hon. Rwabuhinga is a member of the National 
Resistance Movement Organisation (NRMO) political party and is serving a second 
five year electoral term in the office of the District Chairperson, Kabarole District Local 
Government. 

The second best chairperson was Hon. Martin Ojara Mapenduzi, of Gulu District 
Local Government with 94 out of 100 points posting an improvement of 3 points 
compared to the FY 2016/17 assessment.  Hon Mapenduzi is a member of Forum for 
Democratic Change (FDC). He was serving his second 5 year electoral term of office 
as the District Chairperson, Gulu District Local Government.  Hon Mapenduzi and 
Rwabuhinga posted similar performance in the areas of: monitoring service delivery; 
initiation of development projects in the district; providing overall political leadership 
in the district and contact with the electorate. The third best chairperson was Hon. 
Alex Oremo Alot, of Lira District Local Government who posted an improvement of 21 
points from 71 points in FY 2016/17 to 86 points in FY 2018/19.

Further, the scorecard results for the two assessment episodes showed that the 
Chairperson of Arua DLG, Hon. Sam Wadri Nyakua had a significant improvement 
in his performance from 36 to 84 points in FY2016/2017 and 2018/19 respectively. 
The scorecard assessment results showed that Hon. Nyakua’s most significant 
improvement was registered in the areas of: service delivery monitoring, reporting 
and following up service delivery concerns with relevant offices for redress; providing 
political leadership (through monitoring the overall administration of the district; 
steering the business of the district executive committee; providing oversight over 
civil servants and statutory bodies) among others. He immensely improved in 
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documentation and records keeping of all activities undertaken on behalf of the 
district. Also, his presence in the community was highly visible during the year under 
review as manifested by reports of public community meetings; monitoring visits to 
various service delivery units and reports from community meetings held at the sub-
county levels. 

It is important to note the significant improvement of 114 per cent and 139 per cent 
registered by the district chairpersons of Jinja and Amuru District Local Governments 
respectively.  The District Chairperson of Jinja District Local Government, Hon Titus 
Kisambira Mutanda, improved his overall performance from 36 to 77 out of 100 points 
while the district Chairperson of Amuru District Local Government improved his 
performance from 31 to 74 points. Their major area of improvement was monitoring 
service delivery in their districts, reporting issues identified during monitoring in 
DEC or Council and following up with relevant offices to ensure that these issues get 
reddressed.
  
Among all the 35 assessed district chairpersons, there was only one Female District 
Chairperson and she is of Kanungu District Local Government. This represents a 
national picture where there are very few female district chairpersons. The District 
Chairperson of Kanungu District Local Government, Hon. Josephine Kasya was the 
8th best overall district chairperson with a total score of 80 out of 100 points. Her 
current performance also shows that she has improved by 16 points compared to the 
2016/2017 scorecard assessment. 

The findings also show a decline in performance of ten (10) district chairpersons 
namely of: Amuria, Mpigi, Rukungiri, Hoima, Bududa, Lwengo, Wakiso, Kamuli, 
Nwoya, and Agago . Also, the findings show that the district chairpersons of Kisoro 
and Mukono obtained scores that were below 50 points. i.e. 25 and 36 points 
respectively.  Their major challenge was inadequate evidence of documentation of 
the activities and processes they had implemented or been involved in by virtue of 
their offices as District Chairpersons in their respective districts. It is also noted that 
Chairpersons of Nebbi and Tororo were deceased during this assessment. Tororo 
District Local Government has never elected a district chairperson since the death of 
the then District Chairperson Hon. Apollo Jaramogi Olla in January 2017. Since then, 
the district has been engulfed by an ethnic conflict between the Japadola and Itesots. 
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4.3.3  Political Leadership of District Chairpersons 

Section 12, 1(a) of the Local Governments Act charges the district chairperson 
with a responsibility of being the political head of the district. The chairperson is 
expected to provide this leadership within the existing structures of the District Local 
Government. Under this role, the district Chairpersons are supposed to constitute 
and operationalise the District Executive Committees (DEC), monitor the performance 
of the district technical administration; provide oversight to the technical officers in 
the district; ensure that the statutory boards (District Land Board, District Service 
Commission, and District Public Accounts Committee) are in place and functional, 
and provide a linkage between the district and central government. Four District 
Chairpersons of Kabarole, Gulu, Arua and Agago scored maximum points (20 out 
of 20 points) for this parameter compared to only three chairpersons who attained 
similar scores under this parameter during the last assessment. The findings also 
revealed that all the chairpersons assessed were able to score 10 and above out of 
20 points on providing political leadership.  Thus, the results for the FY2018/19 show 
that there was a general improvement in the performance of Chairpersons on this 
parameter as evidenced by the change in average scores from 15 to 16 points in 
FY2016/17 and FY2018/19 respectively. 

4.3.4  Legislative Function of the District Chairpersons 

Among their roles, the District Chairpersons are expected to attend Council meetings. 
The district Councils are supposed to conduct at least six mandatory meetings in 
a financial year34. Under this parameter, the District Chairperson is expected to: 
attend at least four official or lawful meetings of Council; ensure that DEC presents 
motions for resolution of Council on service delivery, accountability and improving the 
financial autonomy of the district; and present bills or policies to Council for debate 
and ratification. Other than attending the Council meetings in person, the District 
Chairpersons are supposed to perform the other roles through the District Executive 
Committee (DEC) as provided for in section 17 of the Local Government Act which 
requires that DEC:
a) Initiates and formulates policy for approval of Council 
b) Oversees the implementation of Government and Councils’ policies 
c) Monitors and coordinates activities of non-governmental organisations in the 

district
d) Monitors implementation of Council programmes and takes remedial action where 

necessary 

34 See Rule 11 of the Standard Rules of Procedure for Local Governments Councils in Uganda, July 2014. 
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e) Recommends to Council persons to be members of the District Service 
Commission; Local Government Public Accounts Committee; District Contracts 
Committee; District Land Board or any other boards and commissions

f) Receives and solves problems or disputes forwarded from lower Local Government 
Councils ;

g) Evaluates performance of Council against approved work plans and programmes 
The District Executive Committees are appointed and supervised by the District 
Chairpersons. These committees are expected to support the District Chairperson 
in fulfilling his or her roles and responsibilities.     

The findings indicate that one District Chairperson, of Kamuli District Local 
Government, Hon Thomas Kategere, was able to obtain the maximum score (15 out 
of 15 points) during the year under review.  Just like in the previous assessment, 24 
District Chairpersons scored below 10 points on this parameter. The Chairpersons 
of Bududa, Moroto, Apac and Hoima scored the lowest (4 out of 15 points) under 
this parameter. Similarly, the results showed that the Chairpersons of Apac and 
Hoima District Local Governments did not attend all the Council meetings and their 
executives did not present any bills to Council. The findings further revealed that 17 
District Executive Committees out of 35 did not present any bills in Council. 

4.3.5  Contact with the Electorate of the District Chairperson 

In this parameter, the District Chairpersons are expected to maintain regular 
contact with citizens within their jurisdiction. The Chairpersons fulfil this role through 
community meetings and media. These meetings present opportunities for district 
leaders to provide accountability; addressing public service delivery concerns of the 
citizens; and providing feedback on Council resolutions and any other programmes 
being implemented by Council. The District Chairperson is therefore supposed to 
regularly interact with citizens and have evidence of such organised interactions and 
engagements with citizens in the district. 

With regard to this parameter, the scorecard results show that on average, the 
Chairpersons scored 8 out 10 for this parameter which shows no improvement in 
comparison with the 2016/17 scorecard results. The findings also show that 19 
out 35 Chairpersons scored 10 out of 10 points. Four Chairpersons (Jinja, Soroti, 
Ntungamo and Kisoro Districts) scored less than 5 out of 10 points on this parameter. 
The major reason for the observed under performance on this parameter was lack 
of  or inadequate evidence of meetings with the electorate and lack of or inadequate 
evidence on addressing service delivery concerns from the citizenry. 
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4.3.6  Initiation of Projects in the Local Governments 

Under this parameter the District Local Government Chairpersons as political heads 
of the district Local Governments are supposed to initiate development projects in the 
district, initiate partnerships with development partners, civil society organisations 
and the private sector among others. They are also mandated to attract investments 
into the district and supervise and contribute to on-going projects in the district. 

On this Parameter, 13 district chairpersons scored 10 out 10 points compared to 11 
chairpersons who obtained similar levels of performance in the previous assessment 
FY 2016/17. Further details show that three District Chairpersons (Moroto, Ntungamo 
and Kisoro) did not have sufficient evidence to show that they personally initiated any 
projects in their districts in the year under review. Similarly, 31 District Chairpersons 
had played a role in initiating partnerships with at least one NGO or private sector 
entity within their districts. The results show a general improvement in the average 
score of the District Chairpersons on this parameter from seven to eight points in 
2016/17 and 2018/19 respectively.

Usually, community development programmes aim at creating awareness of 
possibilities; providing information on resources, inputs and infrastructure; deploying 
technical assistance; skills acquisition; increasing literacy levels; improving 
productivity and productive systems among other things. Ideally, most community 
development programmes focus on peoples’ needs such as the provision of good 
roads, clean and safe water, health care, basic education, agriculture extension and 
income generating projects. These goals can only be achieved through the combined 
and collective efforts of members of the community and the local leadership. To help 
bring about transformation of communities, it is necessary for elected leaders to 
provide good leadership. When good leadership is provided, the people participate 
voluntarily in the development of their community and vice versa.

4.3.7  Monitoring Service Delivery of the District Chairpersons 

The district chairpersons are expected to monitor the provision of government services 
or implementation of projects in the district, the general administration of the district, 
and implementation of Council decisions, among other things35. The scorecard requires 
that the district Chairpersons monitor at least seven priority development and service 
delivery areas including but not limited to: Basic Education Services, Healthcare, 
Agricultural Extension Services, Road Works, Water and Sanitation, Functional Adult 
Literacy, and Environment and Natural Resources. Under this parameter the District 
Chairpersons are supposed to monitor at least 50 per cent of the service delivery 
within the district in the seven priority areas mentioned above. 

35  See Section 13, of the Local Government Act (Cap.243)
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This includes preparing monitoring reports, and or presenting them to the District 
Executive Committees for Discussion, raising the identified concerns with the Chief 
Administrative Officer so that they can be addressed. The District Chairpersons are 
expected to follow-up on the issues identified during their monitoring and ensure 
that they cause the necessary positive change. Therefore, the scorecard assesses 
the office bearers on the above processes and outcomes of such processes based 
on the evidence available. This parameter takes the highest proportion of marks (45 
points) compared to other parameters because if implemented appropriately, it has 
a direct effect on the improvement of the quality of services delivered in the districts.

Thus, the scorecard results reveal that the average score on monitoring by the district 
chairpersons was 30 out of 45, an improvement of 6 per cent compared to the FY 
2016/17 assessment. The best performing Chairpersons were of Gulu, Ntungamo, 
and Kabarole with a maximum of 45 points on this parameter. This implies that these 
chairpersons were able to fulfil the requirements embedded in this parameter by 
presenting documentary evidence of the processes and outcomes of the monitoring 
process. The evidence presented was also verified both at the district and within 
communities to ascertain their authenticity. 

The results also show that the District Chairperson of Kisoro District Local Government 
obtained Zero on this parameter. This was mainly because this district chairperson did 
not have adequate evidence to demonstrate that he conducted monitoring, prepared 
reports on issues identified in at least 50 per cent of the service delivery units in the 
sectors mentioned above and that he caused positive changes in service delivery 
outcomes. 

In addition, the results indicate that Functional Adult Literacy is one of the monitoring 
service delivery areas where 17 district chairpersons did not score any point. 
Agriculture extension services and health centres are the service sectors most 
monitored by the district chairpersons (31 out of 35). 

During the monitoring process, the district leaders evaluate the performance of their 
Local Governments and identify factors that constrain service delivery. This process 
also helps generate evidence based public resource allocation decisions and helps 
identify how challenges should be addressed and successes replicated. In the Local 
Governments where decision makers were unable to conduct monitoring of service 
delivery, their ability to make right and informed decisions on resource allocation 
and to suggest appropriate solutions to service delivery challenges was visibly 
constrained.  For the detailed performance of individual District Chairpersons, refer 
to Annex 3.
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4.4 Performance of Speakers of Council

Section 11 of the Local Governments Act requires that district Councils should have a 
speaker and a deputy speaker elected from among the Members of Council.  The law 
stipulates that the speaker of Council is responsible for presiding over meetings of 
Council, preservation of order in Council, enforcing the standard rules of procedure of 
Council. Further, by virtue of this position, the speaker is not supposed to participate 
in any debates in Council but rather maintain decorum, invite contributions from 
members of Council, regulate discussions and rule on matters under discussion in 
Council. Given that the speaker of Council is primarily a Councillor representing an 
electoral area, the speaker of Council is required to regularly maintain contact with 
his/her electoral area; attend Council meetings at the sub-county level and monitor 
delivery of services, projects and programmes in the electoral area. This implies that 
the speaker of Council is primarily a Councillor representing a constituency in Council. 
The performance of all the district speakers is presented in Figure 6.

4.4.1  Overall Performance of the Speakers of Council  

The results for the scorecard performance of Speakers of Council show some 
improvement in the performance of the speakers in terms of overall performance. The 
results in Figure 6 reveal that there was an improvement on the average performance 
of the speakers of Council from 56 to 62 points in the assessments of FY 2016/17 and 
2018/19 respectively. This improvement is also reflected in performance in: legislative 
function (16 to 17 points); contact with the electorate (15 to 16 points); and monitoring 
service delivery and government projects in their electoral areas (22 to 25 points).

Figure 6: Comparison of Performance of Speakers FY 2016/17 and 2018/19
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Figure 6 illustrates that speakers have on average scored 62 points which is a slightly 
higher score as compared to the average overall speakers’ scores of the previous 
assessment that stood at 57 points.

Table 5:  Performance of Speakers of Councils

Variable Speakers 
of Council 

Average 
Score    

Min Score Max Score 

Overall Performance 2016/17 35 57 18 94
Overall Performance 2018/19 35 62 23 92
Legislative Function 35 17 6 22
Contact with Electorate 35 16 9 20
Participation in LLG 35 5 0 10
Monitoring Service Delivery 35 25 0 42

The observed improvements in the performance can partly be attributed to relatively 
better scores on the individual parameters which portray an improvement in the way 
Speakers manage Council sessions as well as playing Councillorship roles in their 
respective constituencies.

Further, the results reveal that the number of Speakers who scored 50 points and 
below have reduced sharply and the number of those who scored 51-75 points 
increased significantly from 54 points in the previous assessment to 69 points  in the 
current assessment. This is illustrated in Figure 7.

Figure 7: Ranges of Performance of Speakers of Council  
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In light of the roles of Speakers highlighted in the scorecard presented in Table 3, 
the results reveal that the Speaker of Council of Kabarole District Local Government,  
Hon. Stella Kyorampe,  was the best rated speaker for FY 2018/19 moving up from the 
3rd position in the previous assessment.  Hon. Kyorampe obtained maximum points 
on: Contact with the electorate and attending Council meetings at the Kabende and 
Kijura Sub-counties that she represents in Council. Hon. Charles Beshesya, the 
Council Speaker of Kanungu followed in the 2nd position as the best rated Speaker of 
Council, scoring 77 out of 100 points.
 
On the other hand, there were 12 Speakers of Council whose performance declined. 
Notable among these were Speakers of Buliisa, Amuria, Mbarara, Nakapiripirit, 
Kamuli, Moroto and Mukono. The major reason for their decline was failure to present 
adequate evidence of monitoring activities in the electoral areas they represented to 
their respective Councils. 
 
With regard to special interest groups, there were three female Speakers of Council 
namely of; Kabarole (Hon. Stella Kyorampe), Kabale (Hon. Ruth Loy Zikampereza) 
and Moroto (Hon. Rose Adero) who scored 43, 62 and 92 points  respectively. The 
Speaker of Kaborole District Local Government, Hon. Stella Kyorampe, emerged the 
best rated speaker among all the 35 Speakers assessed.  It is also notable that three 
of the male youth representatives were selected to be speakers of their Councils 
in Kaliro, Sheema and Mbarara Districts and they were serving their first five year 
electoral term of office. The youth representatives elected speakers in Sheema and 
Mbarara District Councils scored 39 and 53 per cent respectively. These results also 
show that these two Speakers declined in performance from 56 to 36 per cent and 94 
to 53 per cent respectively.  

The results also show that there were two representatives of persons with disabilities 
who were Speakers of Councils,  namely, Hon. Steven Olebe (Soroti) and Hon. John 
Okea (Tororo). There was no representative of workers or the older persons who was 
elected Speaker of any Council among the 35 districts in this electoral term of office.  
The quality of performance of Speakers of Council has a ripple effect on the performance 
of the entire Council and the district as a whole. This is confirmed by the results where 
the best rated Speaker of Council comes from Kabarole District Local Government 
produced the best District Council and the best District Chairperson among the 35 
Local Governments covered by the scorecard assessment.  The Speaker of Council 
have a huge influence on the nature of resolutions that are generated by Council. The 
Speaker of Council also influences Council to hold the duty bearers accountable. 
The current average performance of the Speakers at 62 per cent leaves a lot to be 
desired.  
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4.4.2  Legislative role 

With regard to the legislative role, Speakers of Councils are expected to chair the 
business committees; chair meetings of Councils, preserve order in Council, enforce 
the rules of procedure while chairing Council meetings, invite submissions from 
Members, keep records of motions, questions and petitions submitted to Council and 
provide guidance to Council on any critical matter beyond the rules of procedure. 

The scorecard results show that the average scores for Speakers on the legislative 
function was 17 out of 25 showing an increase of one point in relation to the Speakers’ 
performance on the same parameter in the FY 2016/17 assessment. Further, 23 out 
of 35 Speakers were able to chair at least four meetings of Council and delegate at 
least one to the Deputy Speakers. Similarly, 15 out of the 35 Speakers assessed had: 
adopted the Standard Rules of Procedure; enforced them; caused timely production 
of minutes of Council meetings and convened Council meetings on schedule.  It is 
also reported that, 29 out of 35 Speakers had a record of motions, questions and 
petitions presented in Council or submitted to the Office of the Speaker. 

The best performing Speaker on this parameter (the Legislative Function) was Hon. 
Onduma Sulaiman from Arua District Council who scored 22 out of 25 points. The 
second best Speakers on this parameter all scored 20 out of 25 points.  They were 
Hon Stella Kyorampe (Kabarole District); Hon Charles Beshesya (Kanungu District); 
Hon Ongan Kizito (Nebbi District); Hon. Mafabi Muhammed (Mbale District); Hon 
Bwiire Samson Nadeeba  (Kaliro District), and Hon Moses Kirya (Masindi District).

Although the results reveal that Speakers had performed relatively well on chairing 
Council  meetings and enforcing the rules of procedure, they registered poor 
performance on providing special skills/knowledge to the Council or committees 
beyond the rules of procedure whereby; 32 out 35 Speakers scored zero  out of five  
marks for this indicator. This implies that this parameter is given less attention by the 
Speakers and thus needs to be emphasized in order to improve proceedings of the 
District Councils.

4.4.3  Contact with the Electorate 

This parameter requires that Speakers regularly meet citizens from the electoral 
areas they represent given that they are primarily elected as Councillors and elected 
by colleagues to become Speakers. They are expected to schedule meetings in 
their electoral areas, hold official meetings and give official communication, have 
a coordinating centre (preferably their homes), keep records of meetings held and 
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communications made, and have evidence that these activities among other things 
actually took place.

The analysis provides impressive results that this is one of the best performed 
parameters with an average score of 16 out of 20 points. Nine Speakers of the 
Councils of Kabarole, Wakiso, Tororo, Apac, Ntungamo, Nwoya, Moroto and Bududa 
scored 20 out of 20 points on this parameter. Note that the PWD representatives who 
were also the Speakers of Tororo and Soroti District Councils were  among those who 
scored 20 out of 20 points on this parameter. 

4.4.4  Attending Council Meetings at the Lower Local Government (LLG) Level 

This parameter requires district speakers to: attend at least four lower Local 
Government Council meetings; Deliver at least four official communications to LLCs; 
and present evidence of issues raised from LLG submitted to the district. 
The findings show that seven Speakers of the Councils (Kabarole, Wakiso, Nebbi, 
Ntungamo, Soroti, Arua, and Jinja) obtained maximum points of 10 out 10 on this 
parameter. On the other hand however; there were 9 Speakers who scored zero on 
this parameter. The reasons for this observed poor performance was partly attributed 
to failure by the LLGs to hold four Council meetings; failure by Councillors to attend a 
threshold of four meetings at the LLG level;  clashing schedules of the District Council 
and LLG Council meetings; and lack of or inadequate evidence to demonstrate 
participation in these meetings.  

4.4.5  Monitoring Service Delivery 

The Speakers of Councils are also expected to conduct monitoring of service delivery, 
implementation of projects and other Government programmes in the LLGs that they 
represent in their respective Councils, prepare reports and follow-up to ensure that 
concerns identified during these processes are addressed by responsible offices at 
the Local Government level. 

Therefore, the scorecard was administered to establish whether the Speakers of the 
Council in the 35 districts were able to accomplish their duties in respect to this 
parameter. The overall performance on this parameter shows that there was an 
observable improvement in the average performance of the Speakers from 22 to 28 
points in FY 2016/17 and FY2018/19 respectively.  Also, the results indicate that there 
were 5 Speakers of Council (Kabarole, Kanungu, Lira, Rukungiri, and Hoima) who 
scored 35 and above out of 45 points on this parameter. The best Speaker on this 
parameter was Hon. Stella Kyorampe with 42 out 45 points. Hon. Stella was found to 
have conducted monitoring in all the seven targeted service delivery areas, prepared 
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reports and followed-up with the respective authorities to address the concerns. She, 
however, did not register any outcomes in the Environment and Natural resource 
sector like she did in other sectors. 

Regardless of the overall improvement in performance on this parameter, 19 out 35 
Speakers of Council scored zero on monitoring Functional Adult Literacy (FAL). The 
results indicate that the majority of them did not monitor this indicator and those that 
attempted to monitor did not have adequate evidence to support their reports. These 
results are consistent with the results for scorecard assessment for FY 2016/17, 
where 23 of the Speakers scored zero on this very indicator. The other area that was 
poorly monitored is the Environment and Natural Resources (ENR) sector, where 4 
out 35 Speakers scored zero. Also, six of the Speakers of Council who attempted to 
monitor ENR did not report their findings anywhere. This is a serious concern given 
the severity of the consequences of climate change in many parts of Uganda. The 
detailed performance of individual Speakers of Council is presented in Annex 4.

4.5 Performance of District Councillors 

According to the Local Government Councils’ Regulations, the elected Councillors 
are required to: maintain a close contact with their electorate; attend meetings 
of Council, committees and sub-committees of Council; appoint a day in a given 
period for meeting people in their electoral area; present views and proposals in 
Council; report to the electorate the decisions of Council; and bring to bear on any 
discussion in Council the benefit of their skills, professions, experiences or specialised 
knowledge among others36. These roles have been customised in the scorecard as: 
legislative function; contact with the electorate; attending meetings at the lower Local 
Government level and monitoring delivery of services.    

4.5.1  Councillors Mean Scores

As discussed earlier, the scorecard assessment for FY 2018/19 covered a total of 
1,005 Councillors from 35 Districts compared to 964 Councillors covered in 2016/17.  
The increase in the number of Councillors covered by the assessment in 2018/19 
is due to election of two new Councillors representing workers as a new interest 
group into the District Councils. Also, there has been creation of new LLGs in various 
districts attracting new Councillors to the District Councils.  Table 6 presents the 
mean, minimum and maximum scores of Councillors per district. 

36  See Regulation 8, Duties of a Councillor, Third Schedule of the Local Governments Act (CAP243).
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Table 6: Average Performance of Councillors by District

 

Rank 

 

District

Average Scores 2018/19 Average Scores 2016/17

Number of 
Councillors 

Average 
Scores

Number of 
Councillors 

Average 
Scores

1 Lira 28 65 27 52
2 Kabarole 35 64 45 60
3 Rukungiri 33 59 25 54
4 Soroti 24 59 21 47
5 Mbarara 35 55 32 41
6 Luwero 28 54 26 52
7 Masindi 21 53 20 50
8 Kanungu 32 53 32 58
9 Wakiso 50 52 48 57

10 Mpigi 20 52 17 45
11 Apac 19 49 23 41
12 Kaliro 24 48 16 28
13 Nebbi 24 48 28 45
14 Amuria 21 46 31 60
15 Moyo 21 44 21 43
16 Jinja 29 43 27 35
17 Gulu 23 42 21 40
18 Nwoya 20 42 18 38
19 Agago 31 41 31 44
20 Hoima 23 41 31 53
21 Kamuli 33 41 29 61
22 Nakapiripirit 14 40 18 49
23 Ntungamo 49 40 38 39
24 Mbale 50 37 40 43
25 Arua 46 37 49 29
26 Mukono 31 36 29 38
27 Sheema 31 36 24 40
28 Bududa 36 35 29 37
29 Kabale 28 34 30 29
30 Amuru 16 32 15 34
31 Lwengo 21 31 19 29
32 Moroto 17 29 16 43
33 Buliisa 20 28 18 36
34 Tororo 41 23 39 42
35 Kisoro 31 22 31 31

 Total 1,005 43 964 44
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As portrayed in Table 6, on average, the district Councillors scored 43 per cent 
in FY2018/19 showing a decline in performance of one per cent in comparison to 
FY2016/17 where the average performance was 44 per cent. In terms of rankings, the 
findings show that Lira District Councillors obtained the highest average performance 
with 65 per cent. The worst performing Councillor scored 35 per cent and the best 
performer scored 97 per cent. It is also observed that Kisoro District Councillors 
registered the lowest average performance of 22 per cent, with the worst performer 
scoring Zero (0) per cent and the best performer scoring only 50 per cent.  The 
observed poor performances at the periphery (minimum scores) can partially be 
explained by a number of constraints that some Councillors encountered during the 
execution of their political duties: 
a) Some Councillors had been bed-ridden and hospitalised  during the year under 

review
b) Some Councillors  had died 
c) Others had left Council and got full time jobs in the civil service or in other areas.
d) Others had inadequate evidence to support reported activities undertaken during 

the year under view
e) In some districts like Tororo, some Councillors did not participate in any activities 

of Council  

4.5.2  Councillors’ Performance on a Range of  Scores

The scorecard results of the FY 2018/19 assessment show a slight decrease in the 
performance of Councillors with reference to the previous assessment (FY 2016/17) 
as shown in Figure 8

Figure 8: District Councillors’ Performance Range of Scores
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Figure 8 reveals that the number of Councillors who scored a range of 0-25 points 
increased from 19 per cent in the previous assessment (2016/17) to 23 per cent in 
the current assessment. Similarly, the proportion of Councillors who scored in the 
range of 26-50 points reduced from 46 per cent in the FY 2016/17 to a lower value 
of 42 per cent  in the current assessment. The proportion scoring within the range of 
51-75 points also reduced from 30 per cent to 28 per cent in the current assessment. 
However, a slight increase in the per cent of Councillors who scored in the range 76-
100 points, from six per cent in 2016/17, to eight per cent was observed. 

4.5.3  Councillors’ Average Performance by Region 

Data for the mean scores was also disaggregated according to Central, Western, 
Northern, Eastern and Karamoja as shown in Figure 9.

Figure 9: Mean Score per Region
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As presented in Figure 9, the Central region had the highest mean score of 46 per 
cent while Karamoja has the lowest mean score of 39 per cent. Data also shows that 
the Northern region produced the highest performing Councillor on average, scoring 
97 per cent while the Western and Eastern regions produced the lowest performing 
Councillors on average, scoring zero. 
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4.5.4  Gender and Councillor Performance

In the District Local Government Councils assessed on the gender score, 44 per 
cent were female Councillors and 56 per cent male. Figure 10 presents gender 
disaggregated average performance.

Figure 10: Gender and Performance of Councillors 

The results presented in figure 10 show that on average, male Councillors performed 
better than their female colleagues by 45 per cent and 39 per cent respectively. 
These results assumed an equal ground for both the male and female Councillors, 
yet the practice is different. This performance does not take into account the gender 
dynamics that the elected leaders encounter because of their gender. For instance, a 
significant proportion of the female Councillors represent two sub-counties and have 
the added burden of patriarchal attitudes and significant household responsibilities 
in their homes. Women representing two sub-counties did not receive facilitation to 
service their second constituencies. This put the female Councillors in the district 
Council at a disadvantage. Secondly, the female Councillors experienced challenging 
attitudes and practices with regard to participation in leadership. For instance, there 
were limitations on activities that they could participate in, like meetings away from 
their homes, making independent decisions on which activities to participate in, 
which constraints are not experienced by their male counterparts. 
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4.5.5  Political Party and Average Performance 

The average performance of the district Councillors by political party affiliation is 
presented in Figure 11.

The figures reveal that the political party with the highest average performance has 
emerged to be UPC with 61 per cent, followed by DP with 49 per cent and FDC comes 
third with 46 per cent.  These assessment results are consistent with the 2016/17 
results in which the performance of these political parties had a similar trend.  

4.5.6  Level of Education and Performance 

The analysis also captured the relationship between Councillors’ average performance 
with their education levels. The results as relayed in Figure 12 reveal that Councillors 
with higher performance averages tend to possess higher education levels. 

Figure 12: Level of Education and Average Scores of Councillors

Figure 11: Political Party and Average Performance 
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Councillors with the Masters degrees obtained the highest average scores of 53 per 
cent compared to those with lower qualifications. Councillors with Bachelor’s Degrees 
came in the second position with an average performance rate of 48 per cent followed 
by the diploma holders in the third position with 47 per cent and the trend goes down 
as the level of education diminishes.  These results imply that for Council to perform 
better, the level of education of Councillors matters. This suggests that it’s important 
to have minimum education qualification for Councillors so that Councils are able to 
attract better performing leaders. 

4.5.7  Terms Served and Level of Performance 

Just like any other elected leaders in Uganda, District Councillors are elected to serve 
a five year electoral term of office after which they quit or seek re-election. Figure 
13 shows the number of terms Councillors have served in their Councils and their 
average performance. 

Figure 13: Terms Served and Level of Performance  

The findings presented in Figure 13  reveal that Councillors that had served for over 
five  political terms of office in Council scored higher than those in any other category 
with an average score of 55 per cent. Councillors who were serving for the second 
term emerged second ( with 47 per cent) followed by those serving their 3rd term with 
46 per cent. Councillors serving their first term of office scored the lowest average 
results at 42 per cent. This could be explained by the fact that they were still learning 
their obligations and standard rules of procedures of the Council. However, the 
declining trend observed from the second term through to the fourth term suggests 
that complacency might set in after the third term.  
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4.5.8  Average Performance of Interest Groups

Figure 14 presents an average performance score for the special interest groups 
including representatives of the youths, older persons, persons with disabilities and 
workers. 

Figure 14: Average Performance of Special Interest Groups 

Considering the special interest groups, the results revealed that the district youth 
Councillors and PWDs performed higher on the average of 38 per cent more than any 
other special interest groups. Councillors representing the Older Persons emerged the 
second category scoring an average mark of 34 per cent followed by the Councillors 
representing workers who scored the lowest with 31 per cent. Workers’ Councillors’ 
low performance might be partly explained by the fact they joined Council later and 
were not inducted on their roles and responsibilities. The results show that the average 
performance of these special interest groups is lower than that of other Councillors 
implying that they may need concerted affirmative support to perform better.  

4.5.9  Best Performing Councillors 

The scorecard results show that 21 out of 1,005 assessed Councillors scored 85 points 
and above. Of the 45 Councillors who scored above 85 per cent, 4 were women and 
17 were men. Table 7 presents further details of this performance.
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Table 7: Best Performing Councillors
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Maximum Scores 100 100  25 20 10 45

Lira Thomas Jefferson Obalim UPC Central Div. M 90 97 8 22 20 10 45
Soroti Michael Akol Okole FDC Arapai S/C M 76 93  11 21 20 10 42
Lira Martin Okite UPC Adekokwok S/C M 79 92 16 21 20 10 41
Rukungiri Peter Tuhairwe FDC Western Div./ Rukungiri 

Municipality M 80 92 15 21 20 6 45

Soroti Bob Owiny NRM Youth M 66 92 39 21 20 10 41
Amuria Moses Emabu UPC Ogolai M 82 90 10 20 20 8 42
Lira George Okello Ayo UPC Ngetta s/c M 79 90 14 21 20 6 43
Rukungiri Hellen Kabajungu NRM Ruhinda / Buhunga S/C F 86 90 5 21 20 6 43
Mbale Michael Kisolo IND Nakaloke TC M 71 89 25 22 20 10 37
Kanungu Christopher Kamara NRM Kanyatorogo S/C M 86 88 2 22 20 10 36
Luwero Hussein Kato NRM Bombo TC M 92 88 -4 25 20 2 41
Mbale Joram Mayatsa NRM Older Persons M 83 87 5 22 20 10 35
Moyo Terry Silton Anyanzo NRM Dufile M 79 87 10 21 20 10 36
Nakapiripirit John Lonye NRM Moruita M 87 87 0 22 20 10 35
Rukungiri Macklean Sabiiti NRM Kebisoni / Buyanja S/C F 72 87 21 13 20 10 44
Agago James Cosmas Okidi NRM Lamiyo M 62 86 39 16 20 10 40
Lira Moses Otim UPC Ogur S/C M 48 86 79 21 12 10 43
Gulu Rose Abili Amono FDC Bungatira F 80 85 6 21 20 10 34
Hoima Bernadette Plan NRM Kahoora S/C F 95 85 -11 18 16 6 45
Kabarole Gedion Ruta Bujara NRM Kasenda M 76 85 12 22 20 10 33
Soroti John Enomu FDC Katine S/C M 61 85 39 18 20 6 41

Source: ACODE Local Government Councils Scorecard 2016/17 and 2018/19

4.5.10  Outstanding Performance 

As shown in Table 5, the best rated Councillor was Hon. Thomas Jefferson Obalim 
(UPC Political Party) representing Central Division, Lira Municipality in Lira District 
Local Government with 97 out 100 points. Notably, Hon Obalim improved by seven 
points compared to the 2016/17 assessment where he scored 90 points. Jefferson 
was the 3rd best scoring Councillor in the assessment FY 2016/17. He is serving his 
second term as a directly elected Councillor in Lira District Council. He obtained 
outstanding performance in monitoring service delivery (45 out 45), maintaining 
contact with the electorate (20 out 20), and attending Council meetings at Central 
Division, Lira Municipality (10 out of 10). 

In the 2nd position was Hon Michael Akol Okole (FDC Political Party) representing 
Arapai Sub-County in Soroti District Local Government with 93 points. This shows that 
Hon. Okole Michael posted an improvement in performance of 17 points compared 
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to his 2016/17 assessment. Hon. Micheal Akole Okole also registered outstanding 
performance in his contact with the electorate, attending Council meetings at the sub-
county and providing feedback, and monitoring service delivery where he obtained 
20, 10 and 42 points respectively. 

The best four women Councillors included: Hon. Hellen Kabajungu (Rukungiri District); 
Hon. Macklean Sabiiti (Rukungiri District); Hon. Rose Abili Amono (Gulu District) and 
Hon. Plan Bernadette (Hoima District). The best female Councillor was  Hon. Hellen 
Kabajungu (NRM Political Party), representing Ruhinda and Buhunga Sub Counties in 
Rukungiri District Local Government Council with 90 points showing an improvement 
of 4 points in relation to the previous assessment. Hon. Hellen Kabajungu was serving 
her 3rd five-year electoral term of office in Rukungiri District Council. 

The second best female Councillor was Hon Macklean Sabiiti (NRM Political Party) 
who represents Kebisoni and Buyanja Sub-Counties in Rukungiri District Local 
Government. Hon. Macklean Sabiiti is also serving her 3rd five year electoral term of 
office in Rukungiri District Council. She scored 87 points –an improvement of 15 points 
compared to the previous assessment. The third best female Councillor was Hon 
Rose Abili Amono (FDC political party), representing Bungatira Sub-county in Gulu 
District Council with 85 points. Hon. Rose Abili Amono registered an improvement 
of five points compared to her previous performance in 2016/17. She was serving 
in Gulu District Local Government Council for her second five year electoral term of 
office. 

Hon. Plan Bernadette (NRM) representing Kahoora Sub-County in Hoima District Local 
Government Council emerged as the fourth best rated female Councillor scoring 85 
points Compared to the FY 2016/18 performance. Hon. Plan Bernadette declined 
from the first to fourth position due to her decline by 10 points. Details of individual 
councillor performance per district are presented in Annex 5.

4.6 Feedback from Service Delivery Units

This section presents highlights from the information collected by the research 
team on the Councillors’ monitoring of the service delivery units in their respective 
constituencies. The data also captured the observed key challenges that face these 
service delivery units. The objective of these monitoring reports was to verify whether 
area Councillors actually visited and monitored the said service delivery units in 
their constituencies. The information contained in these reports was provided by the 
officers in-charge of the service delivery units that were visited by the researchers. 
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Evidence of the monitoring visits was extracted from the records at the facilities visited, 
especially, the visitors’ books. Data was coded and entered in excel and transferred 
to STATA for running descriptive statistics to inform this analysis and help triangulate 
the observations especially on the parameter of the service delivery parameter in the 
scorecard assessment of the individual  Councillors.

There were 1,436 feedback reports being analyzed from 29 districts. There were 8 
categories of the service delivery units that were highlighted in these service delivery 
feedback reports. They included: Gravity flow schemes, Health Facilities, Road 
Facilities, Primary Schools, Sub-County Headquarters, Town Councils, Valley Dams, 
and Water Facility Points. 

4.6.1  The Nature of Service Delivery Units under Consideration

Results revealed that Primary Schools were the most frequently observed and possibly 
monitored service delivery units in the communities at 71 per cent followed by health 
facilities at 26 per cent. Other significant service delivery units observed included 
sub-county headquarters (1 per cent), water facilities (1 per cent) and roads (1 per 
cent). The categories of service delivery units considered are illustrated in Figure 15
Schools and health facilities are the most monitored service delivery units by 
Councillors partly because they constitute the biggest proportion of social service 
consumption by the electorate and the biggest part of the human capital investment. 
Therefore, there are many people who seek services from these two service delivery 
units thus a motivation by the area Councillors to give them much attention in their 
monitoring drive plans.

Figure 15: Category of Service Delivery Unit visited
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4.6.2  Reported Key Challenges Facing the Service Delivery Units

This sub-section will explore the challenges facing the health centres and primary 
schools as provided by the administrators of these facilities. 

a) Reported Challenges in Health Centres
Health workers in various health centres provided feedback about the challenges they 
face in the facilities where they work. Figure 16 presents results of these challenges. 

Figure 16:  Common Challenges at the Health Centres

The results presented in Figure 16 show that 58 per cent, 52 per cent; 48 per cent  
and 40 per cent of  health workers at the various health centres visited reported that 
that their facilities had inadequate health equipment; had experienced some drug 
stock-outs; were understaffed and did not have adequate accommodation for staff 
respectively. 

b) Reported Challenges in Primary Schools 
School Administrators, especially, the head teachers or deputy head teachers were 
asked about the challenges their schools were facing. The results are presented in 
Figure 17. 
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Figure 17: Reported Key Challenges facing Primary Schools 

According to Figure 17, the administrators reported lack of/inadequate staff quarters; 
inadequate classrooms; inadequate toilet facilities; and understaffing at 60 per cent; 
46 per cent; 44 per cent and 38 per cent respectively. These are challenges that are 
within the mandate of the Local Governments to address. If Local Governments are 
able to conduct effective service delivery monitoring, they would able to prioritise 
in addressing these issues in their annual work plans and budgets. However, due 
to limited funding, poor local revenue performance and limited discretion on grants 
from central government, the Local Governments’ ability to address these concerns 
largely remains constrained.  

4.6.3  Monitoring Visits to the Service Delivery Units by the Area Councillors  

The results also show that more female Councillors (64 per cent) made only one visit 
compared to 52 per cent of their male counterparts. Also, the number of visits made 
by female Councillors tended to diminish faster than those done by male Councillors 
as the range kept on increasing. Figure 18 presents Councillor monitoring visits 
reported by gender. 
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4.6.4  Actions Undertaken by the Councillors following their Visits of the 
 Service Delivery Units

Visiting the service delivery unit is only the first step in the monitoring process.  Only 
33 per cent of the Councillors who visited the community service delivery units took 
action to address the challenges identified. For service delivery units where area 
Councillors took action, the technical officials/in-charges of these units were asked 
what action was taken.  Figure 19 presents these findings. 

Figure 18: Reported Monitoring Visits to Service Delivery Units by Area 
Councillors 

Figure 19: Actions Taken after Monitoring
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With regard to actions taken by Councillors after monitoring service delivery units, 
results as presented in Figure 19 show that  majority (67 per cent) did not take any 
action. However, 16 per cent of the Councillors embarked on follow-up monitoring 
activities to the service delivery units while seven per cent of the Councillors provided 
support to construction of the building blocks for the facilities (schools and health 
facilities). It is reported that the Councillors who provided physical support achieved 
this mainly through their lobbying role to the government and the potential funding 
agencies. The results also revealed that six per cent of the Councillors mediated the 
reconciliation arrangements between the school management and the communities 
(parents). 

4.7  Factors Affecting Performance of Local Councils

The major factors affecting performance of Local Government Councils in 
accountability to citizens, monitoring service delivery, functionality of Committees of 
Council and statutory bodies and  contact with the electorate included the following: 
limited funding for devolved functions; limited discretion over funds; inadequate 
capacities of Local Government structures and staff; dysfunctional accountability 
relationships between the technical officials and elected leaders; and conflicts in 
Local Governments. 

4.7.1  Limited Funding 

The Budgets of Local Governments (LG) in Uganda are funded through Central 
Government Grants, local revenue collections, and in some cases borrowing and/
or donations from development partners either directly to the Local Governments or 
indirectly through the sectors. Central Government Grants (Transfers) constitute the 
major source of revenues to Local Governments. 

 The allocation of Conditional Grants to the Local Government by the sector is not in 
accordance with the formulae agreed upon with Local Governments and the Local 
Government Finance Commission (LGFC). Consequently, Local Governments have 
not had the expected increments in Conditional Grants to match the increase in the cost 
of delivering services in LGs and the growing needs. The allocation of Unconditional 
Grant to LGs is not undertaken in accordance with the formulae prescribed under 
Article 193 (2) of the constitution. Consequently, the allocations have not enabled 
Local Governments to adequately finance their local discretionary priority needs or 
cater for the general price changes and the incremental costs of running services37.  
37 GOU (2016) Financing of Local Governments in Uganda through Central Government Grants and Local Govern-
ment Revenues, A report by the Auditor General, Office of the Auditor General , Kampala. http://www.oag.go.ug/
wp-content/uploads/2017/04/Financing-of-Local-Governments-in-Uganda.pdf
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While Government has made significant attempts to finance Local Governments, this 
financing remains insufficient. On the other hand, local revenue has remained at a 
static range of about 3-5 per cent of the total Local Government budgets for nearly 15 
years. Without adequate revenue from Central Government and own sources Local 
Governments are constrained and cannot provide adequate services to the local 
population to the required level of quantity and quality. It also restricts their innovation. 
There has been a decline in transfers from Central Government to LGs; the share of 
the national budget allocated to LG programs reduced to 10 per cent in FY2018/19 
from 13 per cent in 2016/1738. The limitation in funding for the Local Governments 
has resulted into low performance indices of Local Government Councils and these 
include the following: 

a) Irregular Meetings of District Councils and LLG Councils: By law, all Local 
Governments are required to hold a minimum of six mandatory Council meetings 
every financial year39. However, the assessment shows that some District and 
Sub-county Councils did not meet for the required number of times. Most of 
these Local Governments attributed failure to hold all the requisite meetings to 
inadequate local revenue. It should be noted that many of the district Councils 
assessed were not able to improve local revenue beyond 5 per cent. Therefore, 
the Local Governments that were not able to hold the least 4 Council meetings 
could not earn any scores on holding Council meetings which affected their 
overall performance score.    

b) Inconsistency in Induction of Councillors: Due to lack of resources, both the 
ministry of Local Government and the Local Governments have not been able 
to adequately induct elected leaders.  The new Councillors elected in the year 
under review who mainly included the workers’ and older persons representatives 
had not received any induction to Council. These Councillors on interfacing 
with the research teams indicated that they did not understand their mandate 
in Council because they had not been inducted. They said this affected their 
performance. On average the Councillors representing workers scored 43 points 
while Councillors representing older persons scored 42 points which were below 
the average score of the 70 districts inducted by government in the FY under 
review 

38 Ggoobi.R. etal  (2019) Financing Local Governments in Uganda: An analysis of Proposed National Budget FY 
2019/20 and Proposals for Re-allocation. ACODE Policy Research Series No.92, 2019. 
39 See Regulation 9 of the Local Government Councils Regulations, Local Governments Act (Cap 243).
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c) Poor Service Delivery Monitoring: For the standing committees of Councils, 
district executive committees and individual Councillors to conduct monitoring of 
service delivery in their jurisdictions, they require financial resources. However, 
the financing of this political role has been minimal because local Councils have 
been unable to raise enough revenue to finance some of these activities. Though 
there was improvement in monitoring service delivery, the results still showed that 
there was still a lot that needed to be done. For instance, scorecard results showed 
that of the 416 Councillors that did not have a single service delivery monitoring 
report in all the sectors, 192 where females and 224 were males.  A total of 416 
Councillors did not have a single monitoring report; of these, 192 were female 
and 224 were male. It should also be noted that most women representatives in 
Council represent 2-3 electoral areas compared to their male colleagues who 
represent one electoral area which puts the women at a disadvantage. The most 
neglected area of monitoring was FAL which doesn’t exist in most districts even 
though resources were realized for this activity. However, on the whole, even 
where monitoring takes place, the Councillors rarely submit reports or follow up 
to ensure that appropriate  actions are taken. This deficiency is further evidenced 
by the fact that the majority of the Councillors did not present specific motions or 
petitions on key issues from their constituencies.

d) Limited Contact with Electorate: As part of accountability, the Local 
Government Act mandates that Councillors dedicate at least one day in a year to 
meet electorates to be able to provide them feedback from resolutions of Council 
and solicit their views for onward submission to Council40.  However, it was 
established that Council does not provide resources to facilitate convening of 
such meetings. As a result, 361 Councillors out 1005 and 5 out 35 Speakers did 
not organise and hold any meetings with their electorate in the year under review. 
Their performance on this parameter was therefore poor. This implies that they 
were not able to collect views from the electorate and present them to Council. 

e) Dormant Structures for the Special Interest Groups: Special interest groups’ 
structures41 provide an avenue for constructive engagement between members 
of these groups and Council.  These structures include: Youth Councils42; Women 
Councils43; Disability Councils44; Associations of the Elderly; and Workers’ Trade 
Unions. The Councillors representing these groups are supposed to monitor 

40 See Regulation 8, Duties of a Councillor, Third Schedule of the Local Governments Act (CAP243).
41 See Section 118 of the Local Governments Act, Cap 243
42 According to the National Youth Council Act, 1993, (Cap 319), the following youth Councils are established in 
each district: village youth Councils; parish or ward youth Councils; sub-county, division or town youth Councils and 
a district youth Council.
43 There are village, parish or ward, sub-county, division or town women’s committees provided for under National 
Women’s Council Act, Cap. 318
44 There are district and sub-county Councils for Disability , see The National Council for Disability Act, 2003
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programmes and projects for their interest groups and raise concerns of these 
groups to various authorities at the Local Government level.  These structures are 
potentially good accountability structures cascading to the lowest level for the 
respective groups. These structures can also be used to channel issues of their 
constituents to the Local Government authorities and to demand for accountability 
from the duty bearers. They often act as a mobilisation point for the members of 
the special interest groups. However, the structures for special interest groups 
mentioned above were found to be so dormant in many of the districts because 
they lacked resources. There was very limited interface between these structures 
and the district Councils particularly on the concerns of their groups because 
the representatives of these structures in Council had no resources to organise 
their meetings. These rather dormant structures affected the performance of the 
special interest group representatives especially in the assessment parameter of 
contact with the electorates.

f) Inadequate Local Revenue Mobilisation: Local Governments are constitutionally 
empowered to control, regulate, and raise revenues from activities in their 
jurisdiction. In so doing, they are supposed to impose some taxes and rates 
on local economic activities to generate local revenue for their operations. The 
Constitution and Local Governments Act (CAP 243) also provides for sources of 
local revenue where LGs should benefit. However, during the assessment, some 
Local Governments reported that they experienced shortfalls in local revenue 
collection. For instance,  21 out 35 did not have any increases in local revenue 
collections.  This has been attributed to LGs’ lack of viable sources of revenue, 
inadequate capacity to collect revenue, lack of local revenue tax enforcement 
teams, and failure to mobilise potential tax payers to pay tax. On the other hand, 
potential taxpayers were also reported to be resisting payment of local taxes 
such as property tax. It should be noted that business of Council is financed 
by 20 per cent of local revenue. This implies that if revenue collections are low, 
then, Councils will have very limited resources available to finance activities of 
Council. With such resource constraints, Councils were found unable to conduct 
all meetings of standing committees, capacity building of Councils and political 
monitoring. 

g) Delayed response to citizen concerns: During the year under review, there 
were 424 petitions and 22 letters submitted to at least 27 district Councils.  It was 
noted that most of these petitions and letters had been submitted to the Office 
of the Clerk to Council or Speaker, but in most cases, these were collected and 
kept in the offices of the Speakers of Council or Clerks ‘and not processed or 
forwarded to the relevant committees. In most districts, there was no evidence in 
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the Minutes of Council or committees that these petitions and letters had been 
put on the order paper, discussed, or even referred to relevant committees. Most 
of Councils that had not provided response to the citizens or undertaken any 
action to address the issues, reported that they had no resources to investigate 
the issues raised. They could not hold extra Councils given that they already had 
a lot of Council business to handle in the year under review. 

4.7.2  Limited Discretion over Funds 

Central Government grants to LGs contribute over 95 per cent of financing to LG 
budgets with more than 90per cent of this funding coming in form of conditional 
grants. This heavy reliance on CGs for financing has left LGs with very marginal 
opportunity for local fiscal autonomy and discretion in resource allocation decisions. 
Besides, there has been a notable reduction in the Local Government’s own revenues, 
for example, in 2005 the Graduated Tax which was the predominant source of local 
revenue was suspended and later abolished in 2008. 

4.7.3 Inadequate Capacities of Local Governments 

Local Governments are handicapped by shortages of staff, largely attributed to internal 
delays in recruitment, limitations in the wage bill and inability to attract and retain 
highly qualified personnel. Current staffing levels across Local Governments stand at 
56 per cent and 57 per cent for Districts and Municipal Councils respectively; and 49 
per cent for key strategic positions45 . In addition, 80 per cent of the filled positions are 
administrative and support staff, leaving a vast majority of core technical positions 
vacant. Optimum delivery of services and catalysing Local Governments as agents 
of local development and transformation cannot be ensured with such skills gaps and 
shortages of human resources. The magnitude of the staffing shortfall becomes even 
greater when considered in light of the current expansion of Local Government Units 
(GOU, 2019).

4.7.4  Lack of Substantive Clerks to Councils

Section 62 of the Local Governments Act requires that the Chief Administrative Officer 
assigns a senior public officer at the rank of or above senior assistant secretary46 
to the responsibility of Clerk to Council. But such officers have other demanding 
responsibilities to superintend over their primary deployments at the sub-county level. 
They are also required to attend all standing committees meetings at the district and 
record minutes, participate in monitoring activities with standing committees and write 
monitoring reports, attend all Council meetings at the district and record minutes and 
45 The Key Strategic Positions in LGs are: Accounting Officer; 13 Heads of Departments; Sub County Chiefs and 
Parish Chiefs.
46 See Section 62 of the Local Governments Act (CAP243)
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also attend Council at the sub-county. In some districts, the Clerks to Council further 
reported that they seldom had assistant clerks to Councils to share this workload with 
thus ended up working inefficiently. It was also observed that the Clerks to Councils 
were always redeployed as and when need arose without due regard to whether they 
had completed their assignments or not. This had severely affected the performance 
of the Office the Clerk to Council and ultimately the Councils and the results were the 
following:

a) Delayed Production of Council and Standing Committee Minutes: Evidence 
from the assessment revealed that out of 35 districts assessed 32 did not 
produce minutes of Council and minutes for standing committees of Council on 
time. This greatly hindered operations of Council business. This was reflected 
in the delay or outright failure by some districts to provide all sets of minutes 
for Council meetings. Some district Councils like Mukono, still had some of the 
sets of Council minutes for FY 2018/19 in raw form. This situation was worse 
with minutes of standing committees of Council. It was widely reported that the 
Clerks to the Councils in many districts had experienced many redeployments, 
sometimes without first completing assignments at hand. 
 

b) Poor Documentation of Council Proceedings. Many of the Council minutes 
examined contained many inconsistencies in various aspects. Given that Council 
minutes were official documents of Council, essential for accountability, how 
they are captured is guided by the standard rules of procedures of Council47. In 
some cases, Council minutes did not capture the full detail of the proceedings 
and others were either not comprehensive enough or were difficult to follow. In 
particular, it was also noted that, with few exceptions, the minutes revealed no 
intensive deliberations on specific service delivery issues from the constituencies.

c) Inconsistencies in Writing Minutes: Further, evidence from the Council minutes 
examined showed that there were inconsistencies in writing of Council minutes 
across the districts. There was no standard format that Clerks to Councils could 
use in writing minutes of Council.  While it may be easy in some Council minutes 
to know who said what, in many Council minutes, it was difficult to tell which 
members of Council made contribution during plenary. In some districts, the 
record of minutes hardly attributed discussions to members. There were several 
cases where minutes of Council were not signed by the clerk48.  The standard 
Rules of Procedure of Council requires that members of Council be addressed 
by the name of their electoral area or group or body they represent to Council. 

47 See Rule 53, Standard Rules of Procedure for Local Councils in Uganda, July 2014
48 See Rule 107.
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However, in many districts covered, minutes of Council did not capture such 
detail.  This therefore implies that most minutes of Councils are not accurate 
representation of what happens in Council meetings as required by rules 21 and 
53 of the standard Rules of Procedure of Council.
 

d) Forgery of Council Documents: A review of different Council documents revealed 
that 4 out of 35 districts assessed submitted forged Council documents to the 
research team. For instance, it was observed that some districts presented the 
same set of minutes with different dates. In other instances, Councillors claimed 
that even when they debated, their names were not captured especially if they 
were at loggerheads with the Speaker and Clerk to Council. They noted that the 
minutes produced even captured people who did not debate in Council. There 
were also Councils that had names of members who had not attended the Council 
meetings or had not been in Council in a long time. In some districts where new 
districts were created, Council minutes had names of members who had since 
moved to new districts. Where such issues were encountered, the affected 
Councils lost marks on conducting meetings.. 

4.7.5  Conflicts in some Local Governments:

 Many District Councils are entangled in conflicts between technical and the political 
arms of the district on one hand and between DEC, Council, Chairpersons and 
Speakers. It was established that 4 out of the 35 Councils assessed had conflicts in 
their districts. These conflicts were noted in Tororo49, Nwoya50, Agago51 and Masindi52. 
There were also other districts like Moyo that were riddled with boundary conflicts. 
There were also conflicts over land ownership and ethnicity that preoccupied 
Council’s time. As a result of these conflicts, Council proceedings during the financial 
year under assessment left a lot to be desired. Political disagreements between 
members of Councils had also negatively affected their performance, and the Council 
order papers were oftentimes not followed but rather amended to suit political aims 
of influential individual Councillors. Such conflicts consumed a bigger part of the 
Council’s business and slowed progress in the districts, especially in terms of service 
delivery.

49 Conflict between the Japhadola and Itesots emerged after the death of the district chairperson in January 2017 
50 Conflict between the Chairperson LCV and the District Speaker 
51 Conflict between the technical team and the political wing that pitted the District Chairman against the DCAO and 
the CAO that resulted into a District the district chairperson closing the office of a CAO following a Council resolu-
tion. 
52 Conflict  between the Council and Technical Team (CAO)



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

75

4.7.6  Poor Accountability Relationships between the Political and the 
 Technical Teams

The relationship between elected local Councillors and technical officials also 
pertains to planning and budgeting, execution of work plans, monitoring delivery of 
services and overall oversight. Local Councillors are supposed to oversee the Local 
Government’s executive branch during the entire public financial management process 
and provide local executives with constant feedback. This requires establishing links 
between planning and budgeting (whether budgets reflect planning) and between 
planned and executed budgets (budget execution performance), and producing 
policy-oriented budgets (outcome-oriented budgeting responsive to demands and 
preferences of local citizens). However, there is a disconnect between district leaders 
and technical officials, or rather these relationships are ritualised. The people go 
through various processes like administration of the district, management of Council 
business, Council and committee meetings and planning and budgeting as a mere 
ritual without being part of it or intention to create a positive difference.  In this situation, 
the accountability relationship between the political and technical officials remains an 
empty shell, unless that connection can be built and strengthened. Therefore, re-
building and reinforcing the accountability connections between elected leaders and 
the technical officials should be at the core of interventions to strengthen performance 
of Local Governments.

4.7.7 Functionality of Committees of Council and Statutory Bodies

During the year under review, it was observed from Council documents that Heads 
of Departments did not to regularly attend Standing Committee meetings. As such, 
Standing Committees lacked guidance on technical matters from the responsible 
officers especially on matters relating to making lawful committee recommendations 
to Council. It was also reported that heads of departments did not submit their sector 
reports to the committees in a timely manner for discussion, an action which in the 
long run affected the delivery of services. Moreover, there was limited scrutiny of 
the departmental budgets and expenditure at the committee level.  The committee 
minutes demonstrated that the budgets were not properly scrutinised to establish 
the details of each budget line. In addition, the minutes of Council only showed 
presentation and receiving of presentations made but not substantive debates on the 
presentations on the floor. This implied that the committees either did not understand 
the content of the budget documents or had not mastered their roles in the planning 
and budgeting process. Further, it was also noted that secretaries did not regularly 
attend standing committee meetings which had a spiral effect on the nature of debates 
in the District Executive Committee meetings. Critical to note also is that majority of 
the standing committees of Council sat less than 6 times in the financial year under 
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review which meant they were not able to handle all their business for the year. It was 
also visible that recommendations of LGPAC were rarely debated in committees or 
implemented. With regard to monitoring, committees were found to not have taken 
adequate actions on monitoring reports from Committees of Councils, Departments, 
and individual Councillors. All these issues not only affected the performance of the 
committees but the entire performance of the affected district Councils.

4.7.8  Lack of a law that Compels Councillors to attend meetings at LLGs 

District Councillors provide a critical link between the District Councils and Sub-
county or Municipal or Division Councils. The Councillors at the district are expected 
to attend Council meetings at the LLGs and give official communication on the 
programmes and projects of the district and be able to take feedback to their district 
Councils. This is part of the accountability relationships between LLGs and district 
Councils.  Under the parameter of participation in Lower Local Governments, the 
Councillors were assessed on three sets of indicators: attendance, communication 
and delivering issues raised from the lower Local Governments. The scorecard 
assessment established that 10 out of 35 speakers, 509 out of 1005 Councillors 
did not attend Council meetings at the LLGs. Interaction with Councillors revealed 
that district Councillors did not attend these Council meetings at LLGs because: 
they were not invited by the leaders at LLGs to these meetings and that district 
Council or committee meeting schedules clashed with those at LLGs.    There is 
no legal requirement that compels district Councillors to attend LLG Councils which 
undermines downward accountability. It has also been noted that there is no provision 
within the law to compels district Councillors to attend Councils at the LLG level. The 
law considers them as ex-officio members and leaves their participation of Councils 
at these LLGs to their discretion.  This has led to irregular attendance of Lower Local 
Government (LLG) Council Sittings by District Councillors.  

4.8  Conclusion 

Notwithstanding the challenges above, decentralisation in Uganda has registered 
many gains particularly with regard to political devolution. These include:
a) A well-established legal and policy framework within which the decentralisation 

process is implemented; 
b) The existence of different layers of political structures such as Districts, Sub-

counties, Municipalities and Town Councils;
c) An improvement in political monitoring at the district level; 
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d) In terms of accountability, there are existing  structures that support and are 
supposed to enforce accountability like the internal audit, Local Government 
Public Accounts Committees; committees of Council; intra-governmental relations; 
accountability meetings with the electorate; 

e) There are leadership structures that provide for representation of the different 
interest groups – i.e. Women, Youth and Persons with Disabilities. 

f) Local Councils have Standing Committees through which they exercise oversight 
over technical staff and generate issues from their electorate to influence the 
planning process.

g) The Local Governments have a mandate to make ordinances and bye-laws and 
the results have indicated that 21 out 35 district Councils had been able to make 
ordinances in the last 3 years; 

h) An elaborate system is in place for democratically electing Local Councils with 
powers to take decisions and spearhead delivery of services to the population; 

i) Grassroots decision-making processes are in place for participatory planning, 
budgeting and implementation of local programmes; 

j) Elaborate systems for fiscal decentralisation, planning, budgeting and financial 
management are in place; 

k) The quantity and quality of service delivery has increased, though it could be 
improved on; 

l) A community driven development system is in place, which has led to increased 
participation of the masses in development programmes; 

m) There has been significant contribution to reduction in poverty levels, although 
improvements are still required; 

n) Systems for promoting Good Governance in Public Financial Management, Public 
Procurement and Accounting have been instituted and are operational.

In order to consolidate these gains, especially, on the political side, there is need 
for deliberate efforts to provide elected leaders with requisite knowledge, skills and 
competencies so that they effectively execute their mandates. Structures of Council 
like standing committees, DEC, and Local Government Public Accounts Committees 
need to be trained and mentored to effectively play their accountability and oversight 
role. It is also important to review relevant legal frameworks to provide Local 
Governments with more flexibility in mobilizing revenue from alternative local revenue 
sources, including own investments and borrowing. 
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Citizens of 
Chegere 
Subcounty, Apac 
district developing 
an Action Plan.
Constructive 
engagement of 
citizens is key to 
improving service 
delivery.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CIVIC ENGAGEMENT AND SOCIAL 

ACCOUNTABILITY 
From ACODE’s perspective, Civic Engagement Action Plans (CEAPs) are tailor-made 
civic engagement strategies often used as social accountability tools. The CEAPs 
were conceptualized to activate the demand side of democracy as envisaged in 
the Local Government Council Scorecard Initiative (LGCSCI) theory of change 
(Tamale & Cunningham, 2019). Under the framework of the CEAPs, citizens and their 
leaders agree on a set of strategies that enable them to remain civically engaged 
with Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) acting as their intermediaries. Designed 
in 2015, the CEAPs were initially implemented at the tail end of the assessment 
(during dissemination of the scorecard results). However, in 2016/2017 assessment, 
CEAPs were integrated into the scorecard methodology to feed into the capacity 
building need of the assessment. Through the CEMs and CEAPs, citizens have the 
opportunity to receive trainings on their civic roles, service delivery standards, and 
the roles and obligations of their elected leaders. This enables them to meaningfully 
hold their leaders accountable, demand for services and above all play their parts in 
service delivery. This chapter presents the CEAPs processes and methodology, the 
citizens’ perceptions about service delivery, citizens’ priorities for service delivery, 
and outcomes from the CEAPs processes.

5.1  Civic Engagement and Social Accountability

The concept of Civic Engagement has been spoken about in the public domain since 
the start of the 21st century and it is widely viewed as a necessary option to achieve 
sustainable development. According to Reuben (2004) Civic Engagement is defined 
as the participation of private actors in the public sphere with the aim of influencing 
decision-making or pursuing common goals. In his concept of civic engagement, 
he recognises the role of civil society organisations as intermediaries between the 
citizens and government (Reuben, 2004).  On their part, Checkoway and Aldana 
describe Civic Engagement as a process in which people take collective action to 
address issues of public concern and are absolutely instrumental to democracy. 
(Checkoway & Aldana, 2013).
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Meaningful engagement of the electorates in the governance process facilitated by 
a transparent relationship between government officials and the citizens is critical 
for the empowerment of citizens and improvement in quality of services delivered 
(Cunningham & Bainomugisha, 2019).

It is important that citizens are involved in governance of their communities as it 
advances the demand and accountability sides of the governance process. Citizens’ 
engagement refers to a variety of mechanisms; formal and informal – through which 
people express their preferences, opinions and views. It can include a complaint, 
organised protest, lobbying and participation in decision making, product delivery or 
policy implementation (Goetz and Gaventa 2001).53 Thus, Voice and Accountability 
(V&A) are important dimensions of governance; it is widely acknowledged that 
citizens as well as state institutions have a role to play in delivering governance that 
works for the poor and enhances democracy (UNDP, 2008) 54.

To achieve any meaningful citizen-government interaction, there is need for some 
sort of intermediaries to amplify the citizens’ voices and follow up on governments’ 
response to the citizens’ voice. This is the role of Civil Society Organisations. The 
CEAPs adopt this model of civic engagement that envisions the ongoing cycle of the 
citizen-CSO-government relationship.

Overtime, the CEAPs have become widely viewed by citizens in the 35 districts where 
the LGCSCI has been implemented as a powerful civic engagement tool. Through it, 
a trend of positive changes in service delivery have been evidenced across the 35 
districts in which it is being implemented. In Moroto District for instance, the Local 
Government Council responded to a citizens’ petition by procuring 30,000 vials of 
vaccine for foot and mouth disease in November 2016, while in Mukono District, 
funds were allocated for construction of a two classroom block with a four stance pit 
latrine, furniture, office and store at Namulaba Primary School, Nakagoje sub-county. 
In Nwoya District, the Council’s decision to rehabilitate Goro-Poli-St. Thomas road in 
March 2019 was informed by a citizens’ petition submitted to Council in November 
2018 from Lii Sub-county about the sorry state of the road .  Other positive stories 
have also been recorded in Gulu, Amuru, Agago, Mbale, Masindi, Kaliro and Lira 
districts.

53 Goetz, A.M and J.Gaventa (2001) Bringing Citizen Voice and Client Focus into Service Delivery.IDS Working 
Paper no.138, Brighton:IDS
54  Voice, Accountability and Civic Engagement .A Conceptual  Overview Bhavna Sharma August 2008 
Commissioned by Oslo Governance Centre , Bureau for Development Policy ,UNDP
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5.2  What are Civic Engagement Action Plans?

The Civic Engagement Action Plans are social accountability tools that enable 
citizens to constructively engage with their elected leaders to hold them accountable 
and demand for service delivery. The CEAPs usually result from CEMs that are 
facilitated by civil society partner organisations - during which information on roles 
and obligations of elected political leaders, roles and responsibilities of citizens and 
service delivery standards are shared with the citizens.

Citizens who are the primary beneficiaries under the CEAPs make use of this 
information to develop step by step action plans to hold their leaders accountable for 
service delivery. Whilst the process empowers citizens, it also provides opportunities 
for capacity building for the citizens who gain deeper understanding of the roles of 
their elected leaders and an appreciation of their rights and civic duties as citizens. 
The process also provides an opportunity for local CSOs to appreciate their roles as 
intermediaries in service delivery, and above all it improves the relationship between 
the citizens and their elected leaders by bringing together a more informed citizenry 
and responsive and accountable government leaders.  

The CEAPs therefore seek to:
a) Enhance the effectiveness of citizens and civil society to demand for political 

accountability and effective service delivery
b) Enhance the capacity of civil society to act as mediators between citizens and 

Local Government Councils to improve service delivery
c) Enhance capacity of government to respond to citizens’ demands for better 

service delivery

5.3  Citizen Engagement Action Plan (CEAP) Methodology

The CEAP methodology involves three key actors; the citizens and their elected 
leaders who identify local service delivery gaps, and develop plans for engaging 
the district Council to address the gaps; Local Government Councils which respond 
to citizen demands for better services and accountability; and the local Civil Society 
Organizations (CSOs) which act as intermediaries between the citizens and Local 
Governments. The development of the CEAPs follows through a process that includes: 
i) mobilization of participants, ii) civic engagement meetings, iii) identification of service 
delivery issues and development of strategies for engagement and, iv) monitoring of 
the implementation of the strategies and Local Governments’ response.55

55 For details on the CEAPs methodology, see; Bainomugisha, A., Muyomba, L., Muhwezi W., W., Cunningham, 
K., Ssemakula, E., G., Bogere, G., Mbabazi, J., Asimo, N., Atukunda, P. Local Government Councils Scorecard 
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5.3.1  Strategies for Civic Engagement
Under the CEAPs framework, citizens are encouraged to petition and write letters, 
attend Council meetings, hold community meetings and participate in call-ins 
during radio talk shows as a strategy of meaningfully engaging with their elected 
leaders. From the analysis of the CEAPs process during the 2018/2019 scorecard 
assessment, it was established that citizens preferred mainly petitions and letters 
as strategies of raising their demands to Council. Of the 447 action strategies from 
the Civic Engagement Meetings held across the 35 districts, 425 (95 per cent) were 
petitions while 22 (5 per cent) were letters as shown in Figure 20.

During the development of the Action Plans, participants were separated according to 
constituency groups to tease out issues of interest to each group. The groups mainly 
consisted of; youth, women and a mixed (participants that were not part of the youth 
and women groups). The highest numbers of the action strategies were developed by 
the mixed groups compared to the other constituent groups. There were 388 petitions 
and letters developed by the mixed groups while the women groups contributed to 37 
petitions and the youths contributed to 22 petitions and letters. In these petitions and 
letters developed by the different groups, the issues raised tended to vary from group 
to group as presented in Figure 21. It is imperative that planning for service delivery 
takes into account the needs of various segments of the population.

Assessment: Civic Engagement: Activating the Potentials of Local Governance in Uganda, Kampala, ACODE Policy 
Research Series No. 83, 2017

Figure 20: Strategies adopted by CEAP Participants

Source: ACODE CEM notes 2019
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5.3.2  Management of Petitions by the District Councils
Discussions of citizens’ petitions by District Councils are anchored within the 
provisions of the Rules of Procedures for Local Government Councils in Uganda. 
The Standard Rules of Procedures provides for format and language of petitions to 
be lodged in Council, signing and submission of the petition, and approval by the 
Speaker for final tabling.56

When the petitions and letters are developed by the citizens, the following steps are 
taken:
a) The citizens lodge the petitions/ letters to the Office of the Clerk to Council, 
b) Clerk to Council acknowledges receipt of the petitions/ letters and records them 

in a record book for petitions,
c) With the Speaker’s approval, the petitions are introduced in Council through a 

motion, and  
d) The petitions are then referred to the relevant committee of Council to scrutinize 

and provide recommendations to Council.

56 See Rules; 86-91 of the Standard Rules of Procedures for Local Government Councils in Uganda

Figure 21:  Issues Raised by Different Groups

Source: ACODE’s CEM notes 2019
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Figure 22:  A sample of a Citizens’ demand through a petition to Bududa 
  District Council

Source: Petitions records file, Bududa District Council, 2020



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

85

Figure 23:  A sample of response by the Clerk to Council of Gulu District to 
  Citizens’ Petition

Source: Records of Council, Gulu District Local Government, 2019
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5.4  Citizen Feedback on Service Delivery

This section presents citizens’ perceptions about the quality of service delivery in 
various sectors within the Local Government set up. The decentralisation system in 
Uganda presents very many spaces and opportunities for citizen participation; for 
instance, in choosing their leaders in periodic elections, planning and budgeting for 
service delivery and providing feedback on quality of services. The CEMs are one 
such avenue through which citizens can voice their concerns about service delivery 
in their constituencies. During the scorecard assessment, 662 CEMs were held in 35 
districts; and 447 petitions and letters were developed and submitted to Councils 
through the CEAP process. Citizens’ discussions on service delivery during the CEMs 
focused mostly on five sectors of health, education, water, roads and agriculture.

5.4.1  Health Care Services
Health care services topped the citizens’ discussions on service delivery during the 
Community Engagement Meetings (CEMs) that were conducted in 35 districts. One 
hundred thirty two out of the 425 petitions developed were on health related issues. 
The biggest issues of concern for the citizens in the health sector revolved around 
access to health care services and focused on staffing levels, quality of staffing 
at health centres, availability of health facilities, distance to health centres, drug 
stock-outs, and health infrastructures. Increasing access to quality and affordable 
health care services is at the core of UNDP’s development agenda (SDG 3: Ensure 
healthy lives and promote well-being for all at all ages) and forms the basis of one of 
Uganda’s aspirations for achieving its Vision 2040 (Uganda aspires to improve health 
and nutrition of the population).

During the Civic Engagement Meetings, citizens raised the issues of inadequate 
health workers in health centres which they said, affects access to health care 
services.  Citizens noted that government needed to recruit and deploy more health 
workers in the facilities to meet the growing number of citizens seeking for health care 
services. The challenge of few health workers was noted across the 35 districts with 
some health facilities lacking the required number of staff. In some instances, citizens 
reported that non-professional staff in the health facilities had taken up the duties of 
technical staff like clerking and dispensing of drugs in response to the shortage of 
professional health workers. During a CEM in Buyengo Sub-county, Jinja district, it 
was reported that: 

The staff at Kakaire HC III are not enough. It takes a very long time to get 
attended to and usually the people are many because this is the only 
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facility in the area and you find that there are only 3 or 4 people attending 
to all the patients. 

The challenge of few health workers was further revealed during the CEM held in 
Bubyangu Sub-county, Mbale District when it was reported by the participants that:

Bumadanda HC III is understaffed, the services are slow and we stand in 
long queues waiting to be served.

In Pabbo Sub-county, Amuru district, the citizens noted that the number of health 
workers in Biira HC II did not match the growing population of patients. A participant 
in the CEM at Abera P7 School noted that:

Bira HC II has very few staff compared to the catchment population it 
serves, and this put a lot of pressure on the facility and the few existing 
staffs sometimes run away due to work load.

The human resources challenge in the health sector is exacerbated by the poor attitude 
of health workers which the citizens say is often repulsive; health workers are said to 
be rude and arrogant which turn away patients from seeking health care services. 
In Bungatira Sub-county, Gulu district citizens revealed that, there is mistreatment of 
patients by the health centre staff and that the relationship between the nurses and 
the community was not a good one. It was further revealed during a CEM in Aromo, 
Lira district that in addition to the human resource challenges, the staffs were also 
arrogant as a participant noted that:

Our complaint is that the health unit staffs are so arrogant and rude to 
patients which has made most people in the community to fear going to 
the health facility when sick and for those who can afford, they often resort 
to self-medication.

In Kucwiny Sub-county, Nebbi District, there were concerns that health workers 
segregated patients on the basis of their economic standards and standing in the 
society. A participant during the Civic Engagement Meeting noted that: 

The staffs under look at us; they have a poor attitude; when you go the 
health facility at times you are chased  away especially if you don’t have 
relation to anybody influential. 
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Lack of health facilities and long distances to health centres were reported in some 
districts. Whereas the policy of government requires that travel distance to health 
facilities does not exceed 5 kilometres, some citizens reportedly trekked for over 10 
kilometres either because their parishes lacked health facilities or the facilities were 
located far away from their homes. In Gulu, for instance, in Mede Central village, Mede 
Parish, Palaro Sub-county, citizens noted that, “we have to go up to Labworomor 
health centre III or Oroko HC II which is 16kms away and if you have no transport you 
die from home”. The challenge of distance to health facilities that affects access to 
health care services was also noted in Lira District where a participant during CEM 
noted that:

The problem facing this community is that the health center is very far, the 
closest being Amach health IV which is over three kilometers. 

There were also cases of drug stock outs reported in most of the health centers in the 
districts that often limits citizens’ access to medication. Citizens reported that they 
are forced to turn to private health care providers which are often expensive. In some 
cases, the drugs and medical supplies delivered by National Medical Store often do 
not resonate with the local needs of the citizens. In Nakapiripirit, Namata Sub-county 
citizens reported that, “we are often frustrated each time we go to the health facilities 
and told by the health workers that there are no drugs, yet we would have waited for 
many hours in the queue”.

Similarly, participants in Malungu trading center, Bamunanika Sub-county in Luwero 
District noted that they had become reluctant to go to Bamunanika HCIII because 
“each time we go to the health center, we are told there are no drugs”.

There are Local Governments in Uganda that are for instance located in rugged 
landscapes such as Bududa while other districts have lower Local Governments that 
are Islands such as Koome in Mukono and Bussi in Wakiso that often face unique 
challenges. In Bududa, for instance, the location of Bufuma HCIII was reportedly a 
major challenge for residents of Bumayoka Sub-county as described by one of the 
participants:

Health unit staff of Bufuma Health Centre III often report late for duty, 
sometimes as late as 11:00 am and depart early from work by 03:00 
pm for fear of being trapped up the hills by rain… it impossible for any 
person to make their way down the slope; if the rains find you up in the 
hills It is difficult to find means of transportation because the commercial 
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motorcycle riders (boda-boda) don’t go up the hills because of the bad 
state of the roads.

The community from Bumayoka Sub-county seek for health services from the nearby 
Bufuma Health Centre III in Bufuma Sub-county which serves the population of five 
Sub-counties, which include; Kushu Town Council, Bundesi, Mabono Sub-counties 
and parts of Bufuma Parts of Bushiyi Sub-county.

In the case of the island of Koome in Mukono District when a pregnant woman is 
referred to a health centre IV, they need to cross over to the main land. The woman 
Councillor described this situation thus:

Sometimes pregnant mothers with complications are referred from Koome 
Island to Ntenjeru HC IV which is located in the mainland in Mukono and 
are required to fuel the canoes/ boats or risk not being transported. At times 
the journey has proved too long for the women who have complications 
and as a result, some women have died in the process of transportation. 
The cost of moving from Koome to Ntenjeru HC IV is approximately UGX 
105,000 or USD 30 Koome has only three health centres; Kansambwe HC 
II, Damba HC II and Koome HC III.

5.4.2 Education Services 
Suryosubroto (2010) in Nurkhin (2016, p. 44) stated that, ‘the educational process 
can be seen with the frame of the system. As a process, learning requires something 
to be processed (input or input) and the results of the processing (output or output).’57 
UNESCO (2004, p.36) states five dimensions of education quality which include 
learner characteristics, context, enabling inputs, teaching and learning, and finally 
outcomes. Education was a focus of 92 petitions. From the CEMs a number of citizen 
voices that emerged emphasised the deficits in the context and enabling environment, 
access, quality and performance.

There were positive perspectives noted in the discussions of citizens in the education 
sector. Citizens were particularly impressed about the positive attitude of parents 
towards the education of their children. In Mpigi, for instance, a good practice was 
observed where parents regularly checked on the performance of their children as 
required by the school.

There is a fairly old head teacher at St Charles Maigigi primary school but 
he is very active. He calls us parents in the middle of the term to look at 

57 See Nurkhin Ahmad,  2016
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the performance and behaviour of the learners – if a parent doesn’t come 
to the school, the pupil is sent back home.

Citizens were concerned about the state of infrastructures; there were reports of lack 
of classrooms and staff quarters. In Jinja, Butagaya Sub-county, citizens said most 
government schools did not have staff houses. A female participant commented that:

Just like the health workers suffer, the teachers in Butagaya also suffer 
with the challenge of accommodation. I don’t know if you have been to any 
of the UPE schools here, there are no houses for teachers. Government 
should construct for them houses because it is like going to dig without 
a hoe. Those teachers are paid very little salary and they need to be 
motivated… accommodation is one such thing that would motivate them. 
May be even that is why UPE schools perform poorly.

In Gulu, Laroo Division, the participants attributed the poor performance at Laroo P7 
School to lack of staff quarters which they say affected the time of arrival to school by 
the teachers: 

Poor performance in Laroo division is because of lack enough 
accommodation for teachers as most of the teachers come from far 
distance resulting into absenteeism especially when there is poor weather, 
late coming and inability to conduct extra lessons.

This was also found in Bududa district in Bumayoka Sub-county where citizens noted 
that the lack of staff houses in a number of schools dictated that the teachers move 
over long distances which meant that there would be a delay in the start of the lessons 
at school. A participant from Bumayoka Sub-county, Bududa district said:

Teachers travel for long distances to schools due to lack of staff quarters 
and thereby causing late arrival … teachers don’t reside in Bumayoka 
Sub-county.

There were also issues of staffing reported by citizens. Some schools lacked the 
required number of staff while in some cases, citizens reported that teachers 
transferred to new schools declined to report to their duty posts. In Mukono district, 
in Koome Sub-county, the female Councillor Koome Island said:

The government teachers that are posted don’t want to report to their 
duty posts on the island. In some schools in the Island, the lack of staff 
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is caused by teachers refusing to be deployed in hard to reach areas; 
for instance there are schools with only three qualified teachers on the 
government payroll because teachers do not want to be transferred this 
side.

There were also reported cases of teachers preferring to concentrate more on their 
private businesses than on teaching. In the case of Lira district in Bar Abali Sub-county 
the residents complained that:

Most teachers are very busy cultivating rice together with the community 
members even during class time especially the ones who have overstayed 
in these schools that have acquired plots already while pupils are just 
playing without any lessons taking place and hence the failure to complete 
the syllabus says a female participant.

Similarly, cases of teacher absenteeism were observed in Lwengo district. When the 
team of ACODE researchers visited St. Matia Kolanolya primary school in Ndagwe 
Sub-county, only two out of six teachers were on duty. The learners informed the team 
that the head teacher had gone to catch grasshoppers.

5.4.3  Roads Sector 
The road sector plays an important role of interconnectivity. A viable road network is 
essential for the development of other sectors like agriculture, education and health. 
Roads also link farmers to markets. Roads especially community access roads in the 
villages also influences security of persons and properties. The decade has seen a 
significant investment as government has prioritized the road infrastructures. This has 
seen a huge leap in the volume of the road network.

Citizens discussions during the CEMs on issues related to the road sector posted both 
positive and negative perceptions about the road sector. Overall, the discussions were 
skewed towards issues of access, maintenance and quality of the roads. Eighty-eight 
out of the 425 citizens’ petitions were developed around the issues related to the road 
sector.

Findings from analysis of the citizens discussions revealed that there were significant 
level of citizens’ satisfaction with the increase in the coverage of road networks in Akworo 
Sub-county, Nebbi district; Moroto in North Division and Gulu in Patiko Sub-county 
where new roads were constructed by the district Councils.  In Nebbi, for example, a 
participant in CEM at Akworo Sub-county noted that; “people are now connected to 
each other and incase of any problem people can reach each other easily”.
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This was also echoed in Moroto District, North Division where a participant said that: 

We have two new roads; one leading through Bazaar village to 
Natumukasikou and, one leading to Naoi Catholic Church and Naoi 
technical institute.

In Gulu, Patiko Sub-county the participants noted that:

We have been maintaining Turlaliya-Olano-PawelLalem road since it 
was opened in 2008 by ACTED using Voucher for work.  It has been the 
community doing maintenance that is why you see it still motorable.

Also, while responding to the citizens’ demand for maintenance of Panyikworo Road 
during a CEM held at Coope Trading Center in Bungatira Sub-county, Gulu District, 
the LCV Councillor noted that, “it is true that Panyikworo road is supposed to be 
cleared and now is being worked on basing on my visit with the resident district 
commissioner” drawing applause from the participants.

During the CEM in Orum Parish, Lii Sub-county, the citizens were happy that the 
District Council responded to an earlier demand in a citizens’ petition to rehabilitate 
Goro – Poli-St. Thomas road which had a lot of pot holes and a broken culvert on Oruwa 
Stream. However, there were concerns from the citizens in some districts about the 
sorry states of the roads which they said were narrow, without proper drainage and 
not well maintained. In Mukono District in Mpatta Sub-county, participants noted that:

Mubanda-Kisinzi-Buzindele road has not been maintained in a long time, 
the road was not enlarged and it has caused a lot of accidents. While, 
Ntenjeru-Bule road was not well maintained and culverts were not placed 
in the road; the other, day vehicles got stuck in the road and were very 
muddy. Even people are failing to move through it.

In Lira District, citizens reported that there was lack of maintenance of the road; some 
roads in the districts had become bushy, narrow and impassable during rainy season 
because of flooding. In Barr Sub-county for instance, it was reported that, the road 
that connects from Ilwany to the center covering about 3kiometers is very bushy and 
this has affected school going children to abandon it and start using a longer route to 
school. In the same CEM, a participant noted that:

The roads are being graded in Olilo parish but they are not putting murram 
which leads to rampant accidents due to slippery roads especially during 
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rainy season and most offshoots are being blocked by the community 
whose garden are near these roads causing flooding of the roads.

Similar concerns over the quality and maintenance of the road network were raised 
by citizens in Kanungu district in Rugyeyo Sub-county where citizens noted that, the 
road through Kashojwa-Kinyamubya-Mukingo to Kanungu Town Council is in a bad 
state and Hoima in Kahoora Sub-county where it was noted that; whereas Bulera-
Kibati road was recently rehabilitated, the bridge was not worked on.

5.4.4  Water and Sanitation 
Water is a vital element in sustainable development. Access to clean and safe water 
is recognised as a fundamental human right; increase to access to safe and clean 
water is global aspiration under the sustainable development goal 6 (clean water and 
sanitation), it is also one of the tenets of Uganda’s Vision 2040 (to increase access to 
safe water in urban area to 95 per cent and national water and sewage cooperation 
areas to 100 per cent). Issues of water and sanitation were the focus of 87 petitions 
developed by citizens in the 35 districts. Most of the issues raised in the water sector 
revolved around access, quality, and functionality of the water sources.

In the water and sanitation sector, the challenge of quality of water was quite prevalent. 
In Mukono, Koome Sub-county, citizens reported that the water sources were often 
contaminated by faecal matters resulting from open defecation. The Female Councillor 
Koome and Mpunge Sub-counties commented that:

Often we use unsafe water which is drawn directly from the lake yet most 
landing sites do not have toilets. When toilets are dug the soil falls back 
into the hole that has been dug.

In Luwero District, Makulubita Sub-county, the challenge of water quality was also 
identified as citizens reported that the draw water from a nearby pond; a female 
participant during CEM noted that,

The borehole near Semyungu trading centre collapsed and we now draw 
water from a wetland pond excavated on the Kigozi’s family land. We use 
the same water source for drinking and domestic use.

Functionality of water sources was noted as a major issue affecting access to water in 
many districts. In Nebbi district, Erussi Sub-county, it was established that there are 
several water sources that had broken down. A respondent noted that, 



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

94

We have two community springs however one of them is nonfunctional 
and yet it cost over UGX 800,000 to install it.

A similar challenge of dysfunctional water sources was also identified in Bududa 
district, in Bushika Sub-county where citizens noted that the recurring landslides in 
the area had affected water sources. In the CEM, a participant noted that,

The sub county is highly populated coupled with the occurring landslides, 
the situation was worsened because the landslide polluted the available 
waters sources such as Tsutsu stream which burst its ranks causing 
landslides and also flooding.

It was also noted in some districts that water user committees were either non-existent 
or inactive. This was noted to have exacerbated the problem of dysfunctional water 
sources as the committees appeared to have abdicated their duties of managing 
the water sources. In Mbale district, Bungokho Sub-county, it was noted that water 
sources were in need of rehabilitation but there is no water source management 
committee to oversee the process. A participant in the CEM said:

Bungokho Sub-county is not doing badly in as far as water is concerned 
but some of the protected water springs are too old and need rehabilitation 
especially in Namutengeli Lower, Lwantubi, Namawanga village, 
Makambo village, Kasonko and Ishamoto village.

5.4.5  Agriculture Sector 
Issues of agriculture were subject to 24 citizens’ petitions, with the focus of the 
petitions being mostly about access to agricultural inputs and advisory services. 
Some of the citizens’ voices were in appreciation of government’s interventions in the 
agricultural sector. In Hoima District, Katoonya Sub-county, for instance, the citizens 
were appreciative of investment in value addition. A participant in the CEM noted that,

Government has done its part by giving us Katoonya Rice Mill but the mill 
is idle because we are not growing rice.

In Moroto, participants in the CEM were appreciative of the District Council’s effort in 
procuring and distributing agricultural in puts such as seeds-Sorghum, maize, beans, 
hoes, water cans and wheel barrows.
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 On the other hand, there were issues of delays noted in the distribution of the inputs 
especially under the Operation Wealth Creation (OWC) programme. Citizens noted 
that most times, the inputs were distributed during off season which affected yields. 
In Kanungu, Kambuga Sub-county, participants in the CEM said that, they are given 
small quantities of beans and maize during the off season around April and May and 
September and October.

In Mukono, Mpatta Sub-county, citizens noted that when seeds were delivered late, 
most times they went to waste. A CEAP participant said:

The seedlings provided by OWC are distributed during the dry season. 
They bring Mango, Orange and Coffee seedlings but we don’t have 
enough land to plan on a big scale. We have small plots. The seedlings 
are brought and are just dumped at the district head quarter.

Citizens also noted that some middlemen were unscrupulous and were cheating the 
farmers. For instance, in Lira, in Adekokwok Sub-county, participants in the CEM said 
that whilst agro-input dealers sell seed inputs expensively, the farm gate prices were 
often determined by the produce buyers with links to these dealers.

The Government has given Private sectors opportunity to deal directly 
with the farmers to the extent that they set prices for farmers, for example 
Mukwano hybrid sunflower seeds goes for UGX 60,000 per Kilogram; 
Ngeta tropical holding hybrid goes for UGX 45,000 per Kg, however the 
two factories buy the sunflower  from farmers at UGX 800 per Kilogram.

5.5  Citizens’ Priorities for Service Delivery

This section focuses on what citizens prioritized in their demand for better public 
service delivery during the implementation of the CEAPs which were conducted in 
tandem with the Scorecard assessment for the FY 2018/19. From the figure 25, it 
is clear that the citizens’ demand for service delivery were mainly inclined to the 
five sectors of health, education, water services, community access roads and 
agricultural extension services. Demand for Health care services topped the list of 
citizens’ priorities for service delivery. Health related petitions were 132.  This was 
followed by education services (92 petitions), community access roads (88 petitions), 
access to clean and safe drinking water (87 petitions) and agricultural extension 
services (24 petitions). Women and the mixed groups prioritized demands for health 
care services while the youths on their part prioritized demand for education services.
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Figure 24: Citizen Demands per Sector

Source: ACODE CEM notes, 2019

5.6  Outcomes from CEAP Processes

This section provides evidence of the effectiveness of the CEAP methodology. It 
is also a demonstration of how empowered communities can effectively hold their 
leaders accountable for service delivery and how Councils and respective standing 
committees can be responsive and accountable. Indeed a lot can be achieved if 
these strategies - especially letters and petitions - find their way on the floor of Council 
and in their respective standing committees. The section provides highlights of key 
successes across the different sectors from the process of CEAPs since it was first 
piloted.
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Basic Education

Case # 1: Citizens of Kinywamurara, Nsambya villages secure their rights to 
have a better school infrastructure.
Kinywamurara and Nsambya villages are located in Bikonzi parish, Bwijanga 
Sub-county in Masindi district. The Woman Councillor representing Bwijanga Sub-
county is a resident of the same parish.   The school in question had suffered from 
insufficient classroom blocks and teachers’ quarters; the school had a population 
of 786 pupils with only 6 classroom blocks.

During a CEAP meeting held in the same parish in 2016, citizens got skills of 
engaging their leaders and holding them accountable to ensure improved service 
delivery. The former L.C.III Chairperson of Bwijanga was also a parent in the same 
school as three of his children studying there.

The Chairperson SMC together with L.C.I chairpersons mobilized the communities 
and engaged the two Councillors on the said subject matter with a lot of hopes 
of securing a better school infrastructure for the pupils. In November 2016, the 
community in these villages were excited when the directly elected Councillor for 
Bwijanga Sub-county led a delegation of the standing committee of the district 
Council on social services committee to visit the school and ascertain the challenges 
affecting the school. The officials together with the Head teacher of the school met 
and agreed to call for a Parents Teachers Association (PTA) general meeting so 
that the community is engaged on some issues affecting the school. In Jan 2017, 
the Head teacher together with Chairperson SMC again called for a PTA meeting 
that was attended by the two district Area Councillors and the District Inspector of 
schools among others. It was a day of joy since it was meant to draw action plans 
on how the situation at school could be solved. In the same meeting, the directly 
elected Councillor was tasked to lobby and give a feedback within a period of one 
month.

Feedback hits a snag
About 2 months from the date of meeting, the community did not receive any 
response from the district Councillor and yet the situation at the school was 
worsening with their children continuing to study under poor environment. A female 
participant narrated during the CEMs that during rainy season P.1 Class usually 
suffer from rains and this continued to raise eyebrows of the community members.
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The community fights back for their right to get better services 
(classroom block)
On Friday April 28, 2017 the Chairperson L.C.I of Kinywamurara convened 
another consultative village meeting to resolve the matter since no feedback was 
coming from the district leadership. During the meeting, a committee was formed 
comprising the representatives from L.C.I Executives of four villages and 2 opinion 
leaders. In the meeting, it was resolved that a notification letter be written to CAO 
by the committee and be taken to the concerned office within a period of one week.

Hardly after two weeks the committee received a response letter from CAO’s office 
instructing the Chairperson L.C.I in consultation with area Councillor to organize a 
general meeting where he promised to come along with the District Chairperson 
together with all the committee of the social services.

On May 24/ 2017, happiness and joy again comes back into the lives of the 
community as the District Chairperson, CAO, Social Services Committee, District 
Education Officer attend the meeting and the community was assured that a two-
classroom block would be constructed at Kinywamurara Primary School in the FY 
2017/18.

Conclusion
The parents’ demand for action brought some hopes in peoples’ lives and assurance 
of new classrooms was guaranteed by top decision-making body at the district. 
Civic education for communities and capacity building initiatives of LGCSCI have 
started paying dividends as citizens and their elected leaders play their roles to 
ensure improved service delivery.

Figure 25:  Left - Children Study under a Tree. Right - Four Classroom 
  Block at the School Constructed.

Source: ACODE digital library 2019
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Health Care 

Case #2: Gulu District Council embarks on the construction of a modern 
maternity ward at Lapeta HC II in Unyama Sub-county
On March 17th 2018, a team of researchers facilitated by ACODE mobilized the 
community of Lapeta Village in Unyama Sub-county to sensitize them about 
citizen’s roles and responsibilities. The package also included roles of elected 
leaders (those at Council five) and strategies that citizens can use to engage with 
elected leaders at the District in addressing service delivery gaps. The citizens were 
further trained on National Minimum standards for delivery of services in sectors 
like education, health, water and sanitation, roads, agriculture and, environment 
and natural resources. At the meeting, reference was also made to the planning 
processes at Local Governments to buttress the citizens’ appreciation of their need 
to be part and parcel of the planning process. The meeting that was held under 
the framework of CEAPs had the objective of amplifying citizens’ legitimate voices 
on issues of service delivery and ensuring that their concerns inform the funding 
priorities of Gulu District Local Government.

During the meeting, a section of the citizens (women) identified the state of 
maternity unit at Lapeta HCII as the major service delivery issue that the District 
Council should address. The women noted that the maternity unit at Lapeta HCII 
had been turned into an OPD in which men, women and children were attended 
to. The women argued that; “this has affected the privacy of women who come to 
attend ANC and other maternal services and we are inconvenienced so much; 
many women have shunned the facility as a result”, and subsequently resolved to 
petition the District Council.

The group of women petitioned Gulu District Local Council on 19th March 2018 
describing the state of the maternity unit at Lapeta HCII. The women noted in 
the petition that the maternity unit is too small and had been turned into an OPD 
saying; “this inconveniences the mothers who come for ANC and delivery at the 
facility” and that the condition has forced many women to deliver from homes 
thereby increasing the rate of maternal deaths in the village. The women also noted 
that there was no running water and source of light in the maternity unit exposing 
the mothers and newborn babies to risks of infection and also affecting health 
workers’ response at night. In the petition, the women led by Ms. Laker Susan 
(Lead petitioner) demanded that the District Council allocates money in the budget 
of FY 2018/2019 to construct a new maternity unit at Lapeta HCII.
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 The petitioners also demanded that the District Council allocates money for water 
and power connections to the new maternity unit to be constructed.

The petition was deferred to the Committee of Social Services which submitted its 
recommendations to Council. On June 30th 2018, the District Council resolved to 
allocate UGX 70 million to construct a modern maternity unit at Lapeta HCII. On 
10th September 2019, the research team visited the Assistant DHO to follow up 
on the progress of the petition and established that Council had embarked on the 
construction of a modern maternity unit at Lapeta HCII. In an interview with Mr. 
Yoweri Idiba, the Assistant DHO-Gulu, he noted that:

we are going to construct the maternity ward in two or three phases 
depending on availability of funds but what I can confirm that in this 
financial year, Council advanced UGX 70million to start the construction 
work which we have started. 

The communities at Lapeta Village are excited at the prospect of a modern maternity 
unit in Lapeta HC II. When the research team interacted with some members during 
a visit at the facility on 30th September 2019, a female member noted that: 

we are confident that when the construction is completed, the number 
of women delivering at the health center will increase, we also think that 
the new maternity unit will come with more services”. Another female 
member said they were happy that ACODE came here and showed us 
the way and what to do, we are so glad.

Road Works

Case #3: Nwoya District rehabilitates Goro-Poli-St. Thomas Moore Road, in 
Lii Sub-County
On the November 22, 2018, a team of researchers facilitated by ACODE mobilized 
community members for a community engagement meeting to educate them 
about citizen roles and responsibilities. The Package also included methods that 
the community members can use to engage the Local Governments to address 
their service delivery challenges. This was done using the Civic Engagement 
Action Plan (CEAP) methodology that requires citizens to write letters, petitions, 
participate in call-in radio talk-shows among others. During the meeting a group 
of citizens identified the poor state of Goro-Poli-St. Thomas Moore Road to be a 
service delivery challenge that the district should address. The participants noted 
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among others that the road had become impassable, with many potholes, and part 
of it had been submerged by water because the culverts at Mafuta and Korobar 
streams had sunk in. They noted that it had become difficult to connect to the 
neighboring villages and for children to cross over and go to Goro P.7 Primary 
school.

On November 30, 2018, a group of men wrote a petitioned Nwoya District Council 
through the Speaker of Council decrying the poor state of the said road. In the 
Petition, they noted that the road had very many pot holes, lacked drainage and 
that culvert bridges at Mafuta and Korobar streams had broken down making the 
road impassable. They further noted that the road had caused many accidents and 
farmers were unable to transport their produce to the market.  That the pregnant 
mothers and sick people were no-longer easily transportable to Lii and Koch Goma 
Health Centers.

In the petition, the petitioners led by Mr. Francis Lukiko (Lead Petitioner) and Mr. 
Ouma Geffrey (LCI Chairperson, Korobar Village) requested the District Council to 
Grade the Road from Goro-Poli-St. Thomas Moore. And also install culvert bridges 
at Mafuta, Okumgoro and Korobar Streams.

In March 2019, the district Council started working on this Goro-Poli-St. Thomas 
Moore under force on account. On June 8, the research Team visited the community 
to check on the progress of works. It has been established that the road had been 
upgraded to a first-class marram surface road, has been widened and culvert 
bridges have been installed at Mafuta, Okumgoro and Korobar Streams. While 
interacting with the members of the community during the verification visits, they 
revealed that: 

When we submitted the petition to the clerk to Council, he said that 
he would get back to us. The district speaker came and met us and 
assured us that work on this road would start very soon. In March 2009 
four months after submitting the petition, we saw a grader grading the 
road.  

The members of the community are happy and excited about the well surfaced 
murram. A resident of Korobar Village noted that, “We now take 20 Minutes to ride 
from Korobar Village to Koch Goma HCIII, a journey that would previously take 2 
hours”.
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Figure 26: Goro-Poli-St. Thomas Road Before and After Rehabilitation by the 
                   District Council
    

Source: ACODE digital library 2019

Conclusion
Since its inception in 2015, the CEAPs have reaped some notable dividends for 
citizens and Local Governments; when the demands were made by citizens, Local 
Governments responded by allocating money for and implementing the demands. 
Despite the demonstrable gains from the CEAPs, there are still some challenges 
with the process arising from perceptions of Local Government leaders. There is 
a significant level of discomfort amongst some Local Governments who view the 
CEAPs process as putting unnecessary pressure on them while others say Local 
Governments do not have the required financial prowess to adequately meet the 
demands of the citizens presented in the petitions and letters. 

Civil societies need to continuously engage Local Governments to become more 
responsive to the demands of citizens but also manage the expectations of citizens 
through continuous civic education on how government works. On the other hand, 
Local Governments should consider prioritizing the implementation of the Local 
Economic Development (LED) policy to improve their revenue base to become 
more responsive to citizen demands; while Central Government should increase 
the proportion of discretionary funds to Local Governments to empower the latter 
to address service delivery gaps.
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Road maintenance along 
Manafwa - Bududa Road, 
using Bududa District road 
equipment.
There is need to provide 
adequate resources to finance 
local government operations.
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CHAPTER SIX
LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCING

This chapter examines the financing of Local Governments over the FY 2018/19 as 
a way of providing context to performance of the local Councils on their mandates in 
terms of resource endowment. The data used in this chapter is drawn from several 
sources including budget documents accessed from the Ministry of Finance Planning 
and Economic Development (MoFPED) online budget library such as approved 
estimates of revenue and expenditure and annual/Q4 budget performance reports. 
Other data used specifically on the effects of public financial management reforms on 
Local Government financing is from ACODE’s Quarterly Budget and Service Delivery 
Monitoring Exercises (BSDME). The BSDME are part of ACODE’s mandate under the 
Budget Transparency Initiative under the auspices of the MoFPED.

The quality of decentralized public services in Uganda remains a point of major 
concern in development circles. Despite a highly decentralized framework, Local 
Governments remain highly dependent on transfers from the central government 
through a system dominated by conditional grants. At the same time, the grants 
transfer system proliferated from just 10 in 1997/98 to over 46 in 2014/15 and became 
highly complex and fragmented. At the same time, there was a marked reduction 
in local revenues in the 2000s after the abolition of graduated tax. It is widely 
acknowledged that the transfer system is not in line with the spirit of decentralization. 
The system provides little discretion to Local Governments, may reinforce the vertical 
relations between sector ministries and Local Government departments and imposes 
a significant administrative burden on Local Governments (World Bank, 2017)58. 

The government in 2002 introduced the Fiscal Decentralisation Strategy (FDS) with 
the aim of streamlining the transfer system and increase Local Government discretion. 
However, the implementation of the FDS was constrained by the shift towards 
prioritization of economic infrastructure away from spending on basic service delivery 
in the national budget. However, the Second National Development Plan (NDP II - 
2015/16 to 2019/20) renewed the impetus of the FDS agenda. The Intergovernmental 
Fiscal Transfer Reform Program (IFTRP) under the Ministry of Finance Planning and 
Economic Development (MoFPED) anchors the FDS as well as the NDP II. 

58  Uganda Intergovernmental Fiscal Transfers Program. Program Appraisal Document. 
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The process of reforming transfers under the program is guided by four objectives, 
namely,

i. To allow existing and new national policies to be financed via the transfer 
system, at the same time avoiding future fragmentation of transfers and 
increasing discretion to ensure services are delivered in line with local needs; 

ii. To shift the focus away fragmented input-based conditions towards 
accountability for allocation decisions, expenditures and results;

iii. To use the transfer system to provide incentives to improve institutional and 
service delivery performance; and

iv. To restore adequacy and equity in the allocation of funds for infrastructure and 
service delivery.

The reform process involved four phases. The first phase was the interim consolidation 
of LG transfers by collapsing the number of Sector Grants form 53 in FY 2013/14 
to 13 in 2015/16 and setting out the interim grant conditions for sectoral transfers. 
The second phase was reforms to transfers, which took place in FY 2016/17 and 
it involved consolidating and redesigning discretionary transfers, revising the 
allocation formulae and principles for grants to LGs redesign of sector transfers 
and establishing budgeting requirements. The third phase which is still on-going 
is reforming frameworks for accountability and strengthening incentives through, 
strengthening mechanisms for transparent and accountable grant management and 
introducing performance conditionality to leverage institutional and service delivery 
improvements.  The fourth phase, which has also registered the least progress so far, 
is reform of fiscal decentralisation architecture and share of transfers. It will involve 
reviewing of LG mandates and estimating the cost of adequately financing those 
mandates relative to the overall budget, and the overall legal and policy framework 
for Local Government revenues and expenditures and recommending changes. 

6.1  Resource Envelope and Intergovernmental Transfers

The resource envelope expanded by 14 per cent to UGX 25.09 Tn in FY2018/19 from 
UGX22 Tn in FY2017/18. The allocation to Local Governments also increased by 18 
per cent to UGX 3.12 Tn over the same period as shown in Figure 27. The share of 
the national budget allocated to LGs increased by 0.3 per cent to 12.4 per cent in FY 
2018/19. This allocation remains far below the 38 per cent (net of interest payments) 
demanded by LGs through the Local Government Association (ULGA). This would 
bring the allocation to LGs to UGX 8.6Tn thereby alleviating the severe underfunding 
facing LGs.
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Figure 27:  Resource Envelope and Transfers to Local Governments

Source: MOFPED Approved estimates of revenue and expenditure FY2015/16 to FY 
2018/19

A study by Ggoobi and Lukwago (2018) found that up to UGX 1 Tn meant for LGs was 
retained by central government MDAs. Freeing up these funds would substantively 
increase funding to LGs. The MOFPED in the first budget call circular for FY 2020/21 
admonished central government MDAs to relinquish control over such funds. It 
remains to be examined as to whether the MDAs heeded this call (Ramathan Ggoobi, 
2019). 

6.2  Composition of the National Budget by Function

The national budget for FY 2018/19 constituted 36 per cent external financing. 
Domestic resources contributed 24 per cent domestic development, 22 per cent 
non-wage recurrent and 19 per cent wage recurrent.  The composition of allocations 
to the central government followed a similar pattern as shown in Figure 28. External 
financing accounted for 42 per cent while domestic resources contributed 25 per 
cent, domestic development, 22 per cent non-wage recurrent and 11 per cent wage 
recurrent. The pattern of allocations to Local Governments was the reverse. Wage 
recurrent accounted for 64 per cent followed by non-wage recurrent (21 per cent), 
domestic development (14 per cent). Contribution of external financing to Local 
Government budgets was minuscule  (MoFPED, 2019). 
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Figure 28: Composition of the Budget for FY 2018/19 by Function

Source: MOFPED Approved estimates of revenue and expenditure FY2015/16 to FY 
2018/19

6.3  Budget Allocation by Sector

The allocation of the budget for FY2018/19 by sector depicts a continued dominance 
of infrastructure in the national budget. Works and transport claimed 18 per cent 
followed by education  (15 per cent) and security (11 per cent) as shown in Figure 29.  
The allocation to Local Governments was dominated by education, which claimed 49 
per cent of the budget. This was followed by Public sector management and health 
at 28 per cent and 16 per cent respectively. The share allocated to agriculture, which 
is the mainstay of Uganda’s economy, was just 5 per cent of the national budget and 
4 per cent of the Local Government budget. 

Figure 29: Sector Allocation of Budget for FY 2018/19

Source: MOFPED Approved estimates of revenue and expenditure FY 2018/19
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6.4  District Resource Envelope and Performance

The district resource envelope is an aggregation of central government transfers, 
donor funding and local revenue. Nationally aggregated information on local 
revenues and donor funding to Local Governments is not readily available. The 
information presented under this section, therefore, is limited to the 35 districts 
covered by this assessment only. For FY 218/19, the total resource envelope of all 
the 35 districts amounted to UGX 1,156,327,499. The total resource envelope was 
dominated by central government transfers including, conditional transfers (72 per 
cent), discretionary transfers (12 per cent) and other government transfers (11 per 
cent). Donor funding and locally raised revenue accounted for 2 per cent and 3 per 
cent respectively as shown in Figure 30.  It could be deduced from the figure that 
the districts covered had discretion over up to 15 per cent of their budgets for that 
year, 3 per cent of which was locally raised revenue and 12 per cent of which was 
discretionary transfers. The utilization of these discretionary funds is examined in 
sub-section 6.7. 

Figure 30: Revenue Sources for Select Districts for 2018/19

Source: Quarter 4/Annual performance reports 2018/19 Source: MOFPED multiple 
districts
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The performance of the revenue sources compares the out turns with the approved 
budget. The data from the performance reports show that locally raised revenue over 
performed by 29 per cent (129 per cent) as shown in Figure 31. This over performance 
may be an indicator of poor revenue forecasting by the districts. Donor funding under 
performed by 56 per cent (44 per cent). This could signal the un-predictability of donor 
funding to Local Governments. Performance on central government transfers was far 
better than the rest at 100 per cent for discretionary and conditional government 
transfers and 91 per cent for other government transfers. This is an indicator of 
improved transfer systems in Uganda’s public financial management. That said, for 
purposes of improving accountability, the Local Governments should be tasked to 
explain performance, which is currently missing from the reports. 

Figure 31: District Revenue Performance

Source: Quarter 4/Annual performance reports 2018/19 Source: MOFPED multiple 
districts

6.5  Local Revenue Performance

Only 12 out of 35 districts had their performance reports for Q4/ annual for FY 2018/19 
from which use of local revenue data by the districts was extracted. The reports show 
that the main sources of revenue for FY 2018/19 included user charges including 
market/ gate charges (18 per cent) and other fees and charges (18 per cent) as 
shown in Figure 32. Business licenses too accounted for a substantive portion of local 
revenues (15 per cent). In terms of performance, most local revenues were off the 
approved mark by a large gap. It is clear that while the biggest gaps were in respect 
to revenue sources that are not easy to predict, forecasts can be extrapolated from 
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historical performance. Poor forecasting of local revenues by districts meant poor 
planning and consequently collection, which further undermined local revenue. 
There is, therefore, urgency for building capacity of Local Governments to collect 
local revenue data and forecast.

Figure 32: Local Revenue Performance

Source: Quarter 4/Annual performance reports 2018/19 Source: MOFPED multiple 
districts

6.6  District Budget Performance by Sector

On the expenditure side, the overall performance on the aggregation of the budgets 
of the 35 districts for FY 2018/19 was good at 93 per cent as shown in Figure 33. 
There are however sectors/departments whose out turns were off the approved 
budget by more than 20 per cent. They included Community Based Services at 72 
per cent, Natural Resources at 61 per cent and Production and Marketing at 78 per 
cent. Under performance was reportedly due to budget cuts for central government 
transfers and failure to raise expected local revenue by the districts.
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Figure 33: District Budget Performance by Sector

Source: Quarter 4/Annual performance reports 2018/19 Source: MOFPED multiple 
districts

6.7  Utilization of Local Revenue and Discretionary 
 Transfers by Districts

The utilization of discretionary funds (including local revenue and DDEG) by districts 
is a point of interest for a couple of reasons. First is that districts are expected use such 
funds to address service delivery challenges which is a key tenet of decentralisation. 
Secondly, districts should be able to use discretionary funds to invest in strategic 
areas that would widen their local revenue base.  Performance reports for FY 2018/19 
showed that for the 35 districts covered by this assessment, administration accounted 
for 24 per cent and 31 per cent of the budgets for local revenue and DDEG respectively. 
The districts covered raised a total of UGX 17,606,516 for FY 2018/19 of which UGX 
17,494,167 was used for recurrent expenditure. Development expenditure accounted 
for less than 1 per cent. In terms of sectors/departments, most of the funds were 
spent on administration, statutory bodies, Roads and Engineering, and Finance as 
shown in Figure 34. 
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Figure 34: Utilization of local revenue by districts (UGX‘000)

Source: Quarter 4/Annual performance reports 2018/19 Source: MOFPED multiple 
districts

The total allocation for Discretionary Development Equalization Grant (DDEG) for all 
the 35 districts covered by this assessment was UGX 16,476,411 for FY 2018/19 all of 
which was allocated to development. Administration accounted for the biggest share 
at 31 per cent followed by health (14 per cent), Education (13 per cent), Planning 
(12 per cent), Roads & Engineering (9 per cent) and water (6 per cent) as shown 
in Figure 35.  This pattern is not in line with the DDEG guidelines, which require a 
minimum of 70 per cent of the grant to be used for social infrastructure in sectors 
such as education, health, water and social development. The guidelines indicate 

Figure 35: Allocation of DDEG Grants by Sector

Source: Quarter 4/Annual performance reports 2018/19 Source: MOFPED multiple 
districts
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that administration, which claims the biggest share DDEG is supposed to be limited 
to a maximum of 15 per cent. These mis-alignments raise twin questions on the extent 
to which the budgeting guidelines are adhered to by Local Governments and the 
measures in place to ensure compliance in the budget system. 

 6.8  Effect of Public Financial Management Reforms on 
 Local Government Financing 

The MoFPED has been implementing several reforms as indicated at the beginning 
of this chapter. This section highlights some of the effects of these reforms on Local 
Government financing and accountability at the district level. This section largely 
uses information garnered through ACODE’s Quarterly Budget and Service Delivery 
Monitoring Exercise (BSDME). The undertaking focuses on the display of budget 
information at service delivery units, time lag of receiving funds from the beginning 
of the quarter, perspectives of frontline staff on systems and policies as well as 
perspectives of service users. Usually, the BSDME covers 24 to 25 of the 35 districts 
covered by this assessment. 

6.9  Timeliness of receipt of funds

The MOFPED committed to releasing funds by the 10th of the first month per quarter 
to allow enough time for the Local Governments to implement activities. The findings 
of ACODE’s BSDME for Q4 FY 2018/19 showed that that the time lag had reduced 
tremendously. On average, most of the administrative units received funds within the 
first two weeks of Q4 FY 2018/19 as shown in Table 8. There are, however, districts 
that received funds five to nine weeks after the beginning of the quarter. It is important 
to establish the factors responsible for this delay so that districts may be helped to 
improve. The MoFPED had in the past cited failure of Local Governments to fulfill 
accountability and budgeting requirements for this delay. The districts in some 
instances blamed the delay on challenges related to the newly introduced online 
budgeting tools presented in sub-section 6.10. 
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Table 8: Number of Weeks Grants took to Reach the District Accounts

Type of Grant
Minimum 
transfer 
time (in 
weeks)

Maximum 
Transfer 
time (in 
weeks)

Average 
Number 
of weeks

District/ Urban unconditional recurrent grants 0 9 3
Discretionary Development Equalization 
Grant (DDEG) 1 5 2

Conditional Production and Marketing Grants 0 8 2
Conditional Works and Transport Grants 0 8 3
Conditional Trade and Industry Grants 1 5 2
Conditional Education Grants 0 8 2
Conditional Health Grants 0 8 2
Conditional Water and Environment Grants 0 8 2
Conditional Social Development Grants 0 8 3
Conditional Public Sector Management 
Grants 0 6 3

Total Grants (if specific grant information is 
not available) 1 5 2

Source: ACODE BSDME Q4 FY 2018/19

6.10  Perspectives of District Staff on Program Based 
 Budgeting System (PBS)

The MOFPED introduced Program Based Budgeting System (PBS) in 2016 with three 
major aims. Firstly, strengthening the link between budgets and results of Ministries 
Departments and Agencies (MDAs) including LGs. Secondly, enhance security 
with access based on user profiles. Thirdly, facilitate the consolidation of budget 
documents and reports by MOFPED. Fourthly, improve efficiency in preparation of 
budget documents. However, the system has faced several challenges since its 
commissioning including, internet and network instability, poor remote access to 
serves by the technical team off-site, system functional issues and computer literacy 
gaps among others. Despite efforts by MoFPED and National Information Technology 
Authority (NITA) to address these challenges, there are indications that they persist. 
The situation is compounded by district specific factors. 

Whereas the MoFPED trained most of the district staff that manages the PBS, the 
findings from ACODE’s monitoring revealed that only 20 per cent of the respondents 
reported that they could use the system with ease. While majority (60 per cent) 
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reported that they found it moderately easy to use, 20 per cent attested that they 
found it difficult to use. The most common challenges encountered in using the PBS 
in the last 12 months as reported by the district personnel that manage the system 
included lack of computers at other administrative levels, functionality issues e.g. 
failure to capture and save relevant information and limited space for narratives, 
internet and network instability, computer literacy gaps among Local Government 
staff, overrides at MoFPED/line ministry level, poor remote access to servers and poor 
quality of computers (slow running computers) as shown in Figure 36. It is important 
to note that those that found it difficult to use indicated that they had low levels of 
computer literacy, which made navigation of the system difficult. There is a need to 
provide continuous support to the districts on the use and functionality of the PBS.

Figure 36: Main Challenges Faced by PBS Users

Source: ACODE BSDME Q4 FY 2018/19 Data

Conclusion

Inadequate funding of Local Governments remains a big challenge to decentralization 
in Uganda.  Efforts to improve the level of funding to Local Governments and their 
discretion over their budgets have not yet yielded significant results.  The low 
level of funding continues to weigh down the quality of services provided by Local 
Governments. The situation is compounded by capture of resources for delivery of 
devolved services by central government MDAs. Low levels of funding also impacts 
on the functioning of district Councils by constraining the level of supervision and 
monitoring.  
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A functional water source in 
Namabasa ‘A’ Parish, Namabasa 
Sub county, Mbale district.
Empowering community structures 
to maintain service delivery points 
ensures ownership, accountability 
and sustainability of quality services. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSION AND POLICY 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

7.1 Conclusion

As we usher in the third National Development Plan (NDP III – 2020/21 to 2024/25) there 
are high expectations that the newly created Local Government sector will drive the 
process of reviving decentralisation and the realization of its promise to the Ugandan 
people.  Calls have been made for review of the PFMA as well as the LGA as a means 
of revitalizing decentralisation. The findings of this assessment demonstrate that the 
district could be used to increase citizen participation in planning, accountability 
(particularly social accountability), citizen mobilization, improving capacities of 
lower Local Governments, and ultimately service delivery. They also show that it is 
imperative that the laws, policies and institutional framework are reviewed to ensure 
adequate funding, greater discretion of LGs in planning and budgeting, for strong 
oversight by Local Councils. Therefore, bold steps should be undertaken to address 
both operational and systemic challenges as identified in this assessment report.

7.2 Policy Recommendations

The recommendations from this study are as follows: 

1. Local Government Financing: There is need to prioritise financing for Local 
Governments as mandated by the Constitution. Article 176(2) (d) of the Constitution 
provides that: “There shall be established for each Local Government unit, a sound 
financial base with reliable sources of revenue”. Article 191 provides for LGs to 
levy and appropriate taxes, while Article 193 provides for three types of grants 
to Local Governments to run decentralized services i.e. unconditional grants, 
conditional grants, and equalization grants (GOU, 1995). It should be noted that: 

• Financing Local Governments by the Central Government remains insufficient. 

• Local revenue in districts remains meagre (about 3-5 per cent of the total 
Local Government budgets) and has been so for nearly 15 years.

• Local Governments remain constrained and unable to provide adequate 
services to the population as expected in volume and quality (GOU, 2019). 
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In a study conducted by ACODE in 2019, it was established that approximately 
UGX 1.06 trillion meant for devolved local government functions is still held by 
MDAs. The local government sector thus need to strategically engage these 
sectors to ensure that these monies are released to the local governments just like 
the Ministry of Finance has advised in the first and second budget call circulars 
for  financial year 2020/21. 

2. Research: The Local Government Sector should play a greater role in 
spearheading and championing policy reforms that impact on the functioning of 
local governance through conducting targeted research focusing on the following: 

• Reforms needed to look into the deficits in local governance performance in 
relation  to  other government MDAs; 

• The Local Government sector  should spearhead scoping studies to inform 
local governance reforms, facilitate stakeholder consultations, draft pieces 
of legislation, evaluate and document the impact of policies and laws on the 
functioning of Local Governments;

• The Local Government sector urgently needs to follow-up with the MoFPED 
on the implementation of the Uganda Public Finance Management Reform 
Strategy, the Fiscal Decentralisation Strategy and the Inter-governmental 
Fiscal Transfer Reforms. 

• The Ministry of Local Government (MoLG) together with Ministry of Finance, 
Planning and Economic Development (MOFPED) should institute a review of 
the Public Finance Management Act (PFMA) and other Local Government 
public financial management legislation and regulations. In so many ways 
the PFMA re-centralises many powers of Local Governments, duplicates 
functions and creates confusion within accountability relationships among 
Local Government institutions.

3. Strengthening Social Accountability: The Ministry of Local Government and 
other stakeholders should focus on strengthening social accountability and 
oversight at the Local Government level for improved service delivery. This can 
be achieved through:

• Continuous training and mentorship of Local Government leaders and 
structures of local Councils on their roles and responsibilities;

• Establishing clear service delivery standards and institute rewards and 
sanctions for performance of public officials;

• Build capacity of existing structures within local governments including youth 
councils, women councils, councils for PWDs, associations for the elderly and 
service delivery unit management committees. 
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4. Sharing Reources: There need for design of arrangements for sharing resources 
including expertise, information and machinery between central government and 
Local Governments and among Local Governments. This will: fill capacity gaps 
faced by Local Governments; and make information about some MDAs’ potential 
to aid Local Governments in revenue forecasting, natural resource conservation 
and use, planning and budgeting for service delivery to be readily available for 
use by Local Governments.

5. Intergovernmental Relations: Review intergovernmental relations to ensure 
proper coordination, cooperation and minimizing conflict. The key relationships 
that require scrutiny include the relationship between the Central Government 
MDAs and the district, the district and the sub-counties, districts and municipalities. 

6. Smart Partnerships: There is need for local governments to establish smart 
partnerships with other stakeholders to attract financial resources, technical 
expertise, and other forms of support need by local governments to effectively 
deliver services to the people. Therefore, the legal framework should provide 
sound basis for partnerships between Local Governments and non-state actors 
including development partners, CSOs, and the private sector. 

7. Rationalise LG Responsibilities: Rationalise the Local Government 
responsibilities to bring them in line with the existing Local Government structure 
(134 Districts Councils, one (1) City Council and 5 City Divisions, 41, Municipalities 
and 124 Municipal Divisions, 425 Town Councils and 1,671 sub counties)59 and 
technological advancements. The newly introduced systems could potentially 
increase efficiency thereby making it possible for the district to effectively manage 
service delivery at a lower cost as opposed to sub-counties.

8. Local Revenue: Revive the intergovernmental revenue sharing system, which 
would incentivize Local Governments to collect local revenue as well as foster 
cooperation among different levels. There is need for a mechanism for monitoring 
and reporting on implementation of LG audit recommendations nation-wide. It is 
not clear to what extent the recommendations are implemented, which weakens 
accountability.

9. Citizen Participation and Engagement: There is need to strengthening 
frameworks for citizen participation by rationalizing approaches and costs involved 
and leveraging advancements in information communications technology. The 
Local Governments need to be given clear guidelines on citizen participation in 
planning and budgeting. Currently, the convening of citizen participation events 
is at the discretion of the Local Governments with little latitude to influence policy 
decisions at that level. It is also important that citizen participation is accompanied 
by civic education of citizens. There is need for deliberate effort from the Ministry 
of Local Government to support citizen engagement to demand better services 

59 Ministry of Local Government (2019)
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through  increasing citizen voice, and engagement with government to improve 
quality of  service delivery. 

10. Conflict Resolution in Local Governments: There is need for deliberate 
conflict resolution arrangements to minimize the adverse impact of skirmishes on 
functioning of the district bodies. The findings show that conflicts greatly impact 
on performance of Councils and ultimately service delivery.

11. Capacity Strengthening of Local Government Structures: The Ministry of Local 
Government and Stakeholders ought to focus on strengthening accountability 
and oversight at the Local Government level for improved service. This can 
be achieved through a number of interventions including:   continuous training 
and mentorship of Local Government leaders and structures of local Councils 
on their roles and responsibilities; deepening public participation and oversight 
within Local Governments by improving leadership and accountability for results; 
strengthening the standards, reward and sanctions systems for public officials, 
challenging the norms, attitudes and behaviours that fuel poor performance; 
enhancing  key systems,  standards and accountability institutions at the national 
and sub-national level  and strengthening  accountability processes within Local 
Governments

12. Empower Local Structures: Empowering existing local structures within the 
Local Government set up to be drivers for accountability at the local level. 
This would facilitate regular service delivery-related engagements between 
Local Governments, the various committees (Youth Councils, Women Councils, 
Associations for Older persons, SMCs, WUMCs and HUMCs) and administrative 
units to spur development and promote accountability.   

13. Public Finance Management: Strengthen the role of the district Council in Public 
Financial Management by clarifying the role of LGPACs in audit and reporting. 
It is not un-common to find that the district budget approved by Council is at 
variance with that which is reported during periodic reporting to the MoFPED by 
the technical arm of the district.

14. Monitoring Compliance: The ministry of Local Government needs to develop 
a mechanism for monitoring compliance with guidelines including budgeting, 
rules of procedure among others and provide support services to assist Local 
Governments that are not meeting the minimum standards.  Absence of such a 
mechanism makes it possible to flaunt procedures with impunity. 
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Annex 1: Local Government Scorecard Researchers and 
  Research Assistants 

Region District Lead Researcher Researcher Assistant
Northern 
Uganda

1. Gulu Walter Akena
Independent Researcher
Choice FM, Gulu.

Babra Nighty Lamwaka
Field Researcher
Trocaire Uganda Gulu 
office

2. Nwoya Nelson Obol
Project Manager for 
Health and outreaches
Gulu Mission Initiative. 

Miriam Gabriella Abalo
Independent Researcher

3. Lira Claudia Apio
Acting Executive Director, 
Lira NGO Forum.

Chealcious Angom
Project Officer,
Ama Cradle for 
Development – Lira.

4. Agago Walter Akena
Independent Researcher
Choice FM, Gulu.

Lilly Achayo
Independent Researcher

5. Amuru Kenneth Rubangakene
Independent Researcher

Ronald Ogwanh
Independent Researcher

6. Apac Angela Opai
Independent Researcher,

Arum Felix George Ojok 
The Apac Anti-Corruption 
Coalition (TAACC)

West 
Nile Sub 
region

7. Arua Lillian Driwaru
Executive Director, Youth 
Development Initiative – 
West Nile (YDI-WN).  

Liberia Munduru
Program Officer
RICE – West Nile.

8. Nebbi Robert Ronnie Rupiny
Branch Focal Person - 
EPR
Uganda Red Cross 
Society-Nebbi Branch

George Okot Onegi
Programme Officer, 
Caritas – Nebbi. 

9. Moyo Charles Mawadri 
Director of Programmes, 
Global Aim

Chris Asigaci 
Independent Researcher, 

ANNEXES
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Region District Lead Researcher Researcher Assistant
Teso Sub 
Region

10. Soroti Paul Okiring
Programme Coordinator;
Teso Anticorruption 
Coalition (TAC)

Dinah Atai
M&E Officer
Teso Anti-corruption 
Coalition (TAC).

11. Amuria Michael Epiangu
Programme Coordinator; 
Amuria Child and Family 
Integrated Development 
Organisation (ACFID).

Teddy Atingo
Independent Researcher,

12. Tororo Judith M. Nagginda
Independent Researcher.

Stephen Jean Oppong
Tutor Communication 
Skills - Bake For Life 
College Tororo

Bugisu 
Sub
Region

13. Mbale Amuza Wamono
Programme Manager;
Bugisu NGO Forum.

Steven Masiga
Administrator;
MUK Mbale study centre.

14. Bududa Amuza Wamono
Rathe Consult 
International Ltd (RCI)

Sarah Watsemba 
Catherine
Independent Researcher

Busoga 
Region

15. Kamuli Abdu Evra Muyingo
Independent Researcher.

Geoffrey Namukoye
Team Leader; Uganda 
Development Service – 
Kamuli.

16. Jinja Emmanuel Engoru
Partner & Legal officer;
iOrsusN Co. Ltd, 
Kampala, Uganda.

Daniel Samuel Luba
Independent Researcher. 

17. Kaliro Abdu Evra Muyingo
Independent Researcher.

Geoffrey Wabuda
Independent Researcher

Karamoja 
Sub 
Region

18. Moroto Stephen Abura
Programme Manager;
Karamoja Agro-
Pastoral Development 
Programme.

Agnes Lolem
Administrative Assistant;
Karamoja Teachers 
College

19. Nakapiripirit Simon Alasco Kiru
Project Officer/
Livelihoods;
Institute for International 
Cooperation and 
Development (C&D). 

Jenifer Auma



T H E  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T  C O U N C I L S  S C O R E C A R D  F Y  2 0 1 8 / 1 9

126

Region District Lead Researcher Researcher Assistant
Central 
Region

20. Mukono Stephen Ssemakula
Chief Executive Officer;
Community Development 
Concern, Mukono, 
Uganda.

Deoson Kigoonya
Lead Partner;
Lasmotec Consults, 
Mukono, Uganda.

21. Wakiso Ronah Ainembabazi
Independent Researcher.

Martin Kikambuse
Independent Researcher.

22. Luwero John Segujja
Executive Director; 
Community Development 
and Child Welfare 
Initiative (CODI).

Christopher Musisi
Field Operations 
Manager; Nakaseke 
Community Child Care 
(NCCC)

23. Lwengo Stephen Ssemakula
Chief Executive Officer
Community Development 
Concern, Mukono, 
Uganda.

Joseph Ddamba
Operations Manager
Nakawuuka Water Supply 
& Sanitation.

24. Mpigi Daniel Samuel Luba
Independent Researcher.

Christopher Musisi
Field Operations Manager
Nakaseke Community 
Child Care (NCCC)

Western 
Region

25. Rukungiri Assumpta Tumuramye
Independent Researcher.

Sunday Silver Muhwezi
Programmes Coordinator
Rukungiri Civil Society 
Forum.

26. Kanungu Rogers Ampumuza
Head of Programme
Mend the Broken Hearts 
Uganda (MBHU).

Apollo Twinamatsiko 
Executive Director
Baptist Agency for 
Development Uganda 
(BAD).

27. Mbarara Geoffrey Rukyamuzi
Independent Researcher

Edinah Nuwasasira
Coordinator
Greater Mbarara Civil 
Society Forum, Mbarara, 
Uganda.

28. Sheema Elias Mwine Muhairwe
Project Manager;
Advocate for Environment 
Conservation.

Ahabwe Edmund
Projects Support Officer 
(P.S.O)
Kanaama Interactive 
Community Support 
Organisation (KICS)
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Region District Lead Researcher Researcher Assistant
29. Kabale Moses Bahati

Assistant Lecturer 
in the department of 
business studies, Kabale 
University.

Benja Twinomuhwezi
Programs Officer - Kick 
corruption out of Uganda.

30. Kisoro Bernard Mbereyinka
Programs Coordinator 
- Ubuntu Community 
Empowerment 
Foundation (UCEF).

Teddy Iratwibutse 
Executive Director, 
CODECA

31. Ntungamo Geoffrey Rukyamuzi
Independent Researcher

Flavia Ninsiima
Lecturer; Management 
Training and Advisory 
Center [MTAC] 

Mid-
Western

32. Kabarole David Mugarra
Kabarole Research And 
Resource Center

Richard Tusiime
Kabarole Research and 
Resource Centre

33. Hoima Robert Rukahemura
Assistant Programs 
Officer
African Centre for Trade 
and Development 
(ACTADE), Hoima.

Kevin Nakiranda
Child Sponsorship 
Development Assistant - 
Buhimba ADP
World Vision – Uganda.

34. Buliisa Micah Asiku
Executive Director
Community Development 
and Conservation Agency 
(CODECA).

Richard Kajura
Program Coordinator
Lake Albert Children 
Women Advocacy 
and Development 
Organization 
(LACWADO).

35. Masindi Micah Asiku
Executive Director 
Community Development 
and Conservation Agency 
(CODECA).

Albert Mwesigwa
Independent Researcher
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Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

Le
gi

sl
at

io
n

A
cc

ou
nt

ab
ili
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Pl

an
ni

ng
 a

nd
 

B
ud

ge
tin

g
M

on
ito

rin
g 

Se
rv

ic
e 

D
el

iv
er

y

District

2016/17

2018/19

Rules of Procedure

Membership to ULGA

Committees of Council

Motions passed by the 
Council

Ordinances

Conflict Resolution 
Initiatives

Public Hearings

Legislative Resources

Petitions

Capacity Building

Sub Total

Fiscal Accountability

Political Accountability

Administrative 
Accountability

Involvement of CSO

Principles of Accountability

Sub Total

Plans, Vision and Mission

District Budget

Local Revenue

Sub Total

Education

Health

Water

Roads

Agriculture

FAL

ENR

Sub Total

M
ax

 S
co

re
10

0
10

0
2

2
3

3
3

1
2

4
2

3
25

4
8

8
2

3
25

5
4

11
20

5
5

4
4

4
4

4
30

H
oi

m
a

59
48

2
1

3
1

0
1

0
2

1
1

12
2

6
3

2
0

13
5

4
0

9
1

5
4

2
1

0
1

14
Sh

ee
m

a
27

46
0

0
0

3
0

1
0

3
0

1
8

0
3

2
2

1
8

5
4

2
11

5
5

4
2

0
1

2
19

Ki
so

ro
38

41
2

0
0

2
0

1
2

2
1

2
12

2
5

5
2

0
14

5
4

2
11

0
0

0
0

4
0

0
4

N
ak

ap
iri

pi
rit

48
40

2
1

0
2

1
0

2
3

2
1

14
1

5
6

2
1

15
5

4
2

11
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
To

ro
ro

34
38

2
1

2
1

0
1

0
2

1
0

10
3

3
2

2
0

10
5

4
2

11
2

2
0

0
0

0
3

7
Bu

du
da

40
25

2
0

1
0

0
1

0
3

0
1

8
2

2
2

1
0

7
4

4
2

10
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
Av

er
ag

e
51

62
2

1
2

2
2

1
1

3
1

2
16

3
5

5
2

0
15

5
4

5
14

3
3

2
2

2
1

2
17
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se

d 
U

si
ng
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ec
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da
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A
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N
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er
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is

tr
ic

t C
ha

irp
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Id
en
tifi

er
s

Sc
or

es
 

20
16

/1
7 

&
 

20
18

/1
9

Po
lit

ic
al

 L
ea

de
rs

hi
p

Le
gi

sl
at

iv
e 

R
ol

e

C
on

ta
ct

  
w

ith
 

El
ec

to
ra

te

In
iti

at
io

n 
of

 
Pr

oj
ec

ts
M

on
ito

rin
g 

Se
rv

ic
e 

D
el

iv
er

y

N
am

e

Gender

District

Political Party

Terms

2016/17

2018/19

DEC

Monitoring Admin

State of Affairs

Oversight Civil Servants

Commissions/Boards

Central Gov’t

Sub Total

Council

Motions Executive

Bills by Executive

Sub Total

Meetings Electorate

Issues by Electorate

Sub Total

Projects Initiated

Communal Projects

NGOs

Sub Total

Agriculture

Health

Schools

Roads

Water Sources

FAL

Environment

Sub Total

10
0

10
0

3
5

2
4

2
4

20
2

8
5

15
5

5
10

3
2

5
10

7
7

7
7

7
5

5
45

Ri
ch

ar
d 

Rw
ab

uh
in

ga
M

Ka
ba

ro
le

N
RM

2
90

96
3

5
2

4
2

4
20

2
6

3
11

5
5

10
3

2
5

10
7

7
7

7
7

5
5

45
M

ar
tin

 O
ja

ra
 M

ap
en

du
zi

M
G

ul
u

FD
C

2
91

94
3

5
2

4
2

4
20

0
4

5
9

5
5

10
3

2
5

10
7

7
7

7
7

5
5

45
Al

ex
 O

re
m

o 
Al

ot
M

Li
ra

U
PC

2
71

84
3

4
2

3
2

4
18

2
4

3
9

5
5

10
3

1
5

9
6

7
7

7
7

0
4

38
Sa

m
 W

ad
ri 

N
ya

ku
a

M
Ar

ua
N

RM
2

36
84

3
4

2
4

2
4

19
2

6
3

11
4

2
6

3
2

5
10

7
5

7
7

7
0

5
38

Tu
m

us
iim

e 
J.

B.
 B

am
ut

ur
ak

i
M

M
ba

ra
ra

N
RM

1
59

83
3

5
2

2
2

4
18

2
4

3
9

4
2

6
3

2
5

10
7

7
7

7
7

0
5

40
W

yc
liff

e 
Ib

an
da

M
Ka

lir
o

N
RM

2
64

81
3

5
2

2
1

4
17

2
6

0
8

5
2

7
3

2
5

10
5

7
7

7
5

5
3

39
Ro

na
ld

 N
da

w
ul

a
M

Lu
w

er
o

N
RM

2
79

80
1

5
1

4
2

3
16

2
2

5
9

5
5

10
3

1
5

9
7

3
7

7
7

0
5

36
Jo

se
ph

in
e 

Ka
sy

a
F

Ka
nu

ng
u

N
RM

4
69

80
3

4
2

2
2

4
17

2
6

3
11

5
5

10
3

1
5

9
5

6
7

7
3

0
5

33
Pa

tri
ck

 O
ke

llo
 O

ry
em

a
M

N
w

oy
a

IN
D

2
84

78
3

5
2

4
2

2
18

2
6

3
11

5
5

10
3

2
5

10
3

3
3

7
7

3
3

29
Bo

b 
O

ka
e

M
Ap

ac
U

PC
2

48
77

3
4

2
2

0
4

15
0

4
0

4
5

5
10

3
2

5
10

7
5

5
4

7
5

5
38

Ti
tu

s 
Ki

sa
m

bi
ra

 M
ut

an
da

M
Ji

nj
a

N
RM

1
36

77
3

4
2

4
2

4
19

2
6

3
11

2
2

4
3

2
5

10
7

7
7

5
5

0
2

33
G

eo
rg

e 
M

ut
ab

aa
zi

M
Lw

en
go

N
RM

2
78

76
1

4
2

3
2

3
15

0
4

3
7

5
5

10
3

1
5

9
7

4
6

6
4

4
4

35
Si

m
on

 A
ga

ba
 K

in
en

e
M

Bu
liis

a
IN

D
1

70
76

2
5

2
3

2
3

17
2

6
0

8
5

5
10

3
1

5
9

6
7

6
6

2
3

2
32

Be
r n

ar
d 

M
uj

as
i

M
M

ba
le

N
RM

4
0

76
0

5
2

3
2

2
14

2
4

0
6

5
5

10
3

1
5

9
7

7
7

5
3

3
5

37
M

at
ia

 L
w

an
ga

 B
w

an
ik

a
M

W
ak

is
o

D
P

2
80

75
0

2
2

3
1

3
11

2
6

0
8

5
5

10
1

1
5

7
7

7
6

6
6

2
5

39
D

en
is

 S
im

ps
on

 S
in

ga
ha

ch
e

M
N

tu
ng

am
o

N
RM

2
71

75
2

5
1

4
2

4
18

2
4

0
6

2
2

4
0

2
0

2
7

7
7

7
7

5
5

45
M

ic
he

al
 L

ak
on

y
M

Am
ur

u
FD

C
1

31
74

3
5

2
2

2
2

16
2

4
0

6
5

5
10

3
2

5
10

3
7

3
7

7
0

5
32

Pa
tri

ck
 K

ei
hw

a
M

Ka
ba

le
N

RM
2

67
72

1
4

2
2

2
4

15
2

4
3

9
2

5
7

3
1

5
9

6
6

3
7

2
5

3
32

C
os

m
as

 B
ya

ru
ha

ng
a

M
M

as
in

di
N

RM
1

70
71

1
5

2
3

2
4

17
2

6
3

11
5

5
10

3
1

5
9

3
7

7
7

0
0

0
24

D
av

id
 K

ab
ig

um
ira

M
Sh

ee
m

a
N

RM
1

50
71

1
4

0
2

2
4

13
2

6
0

8
5

5
10

3
1

5
9

7
7

7
2

3
0

5
31

Th
om

as
 K

at
eg

er
e

M
Ka

m
ul

i
N

RM
1

83
70

0
5

0
4

2
3

14
2

6
7

15
3

2
5

3
2

5
10

4
6

6
2

2
2

4
26

Le
on

ar
d 

O
pi

o 
O

jo
k

M
Ag

ag
o

N
RM

1
77

68
3

5
2

4
2

4
20

2
6

3
11

5
5

10
3

2
 

5
2

2
6

6
2

0
4

22
G

eo
rg

e 
Eg

un
yu

M
So

ro
ti

N
RM

2
54

68
3

4
2

0
1

1
11

2
4

3
9

2
2

4
3

1
5

9
5

7
7

6
6

0
4

35
An

dr
ew

 K
ee

m
 N

ap
aj

a
M

M
or

ot
o

N
RM

1
63

66
1

5
2

3
1

3
15

2
2

0
4

3
5

8
0

2
5

7
6

6
6

2
6

4
2

32
Jo

hn
 N

an
gi

ro
M

N
ak

ap
iri

pr
it

IN
D

1
52

66
3

5
2

3
2

4
19

2
6

0
8

5
5

10
3

2
5

10
6

2
2

7
0

0
2

19
Ro

be
rt 

O
ki

to
i E

ris
at

M
Am

ur
ia

U
PC

1
88

63
1

4
2

4
2

4
17

2
6

0
8

5
5

10
3

1
1

5
2

3
2

7
3

3
3

23
Pe

te
r C

la
ve

r M
ut

ul
uu

za
M

M
pi

gi
N

RM
1

75
63

2
4

1
4

1
4

16
2

4
0

6
5

5
10

3
1

5
9

2
6

6
6

2
0

0
22

A
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Id
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Sc
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20
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p
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e 

R
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e

C
on
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w
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El
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te
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iti
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io

n 
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Pr

oj
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ts
M

on
ito

rin
g 

Se
rv

ic
e 

D
el

iv
er

y

N
am

e

Gender

District

Political Party

Terms

2016/17

2018/19

DEC

Monitoring Admin

State of Affairs

Oversight Civil Servants

Commissions/Boards

Central Gov’t

Sub Total

Council

Motions Executive

Bills by Executive

Sub Total

Meetings Electorate

Issues by Electorate

Sub Total

Projects Initiated

Communal Projects

NGOs

Sub Total

Agriculture

Health

Schools

Roads

Water Sources

FAL

Environment

Sub Total

10
0

10
0

3
5

2
4

2
4

20
2

8
5

15
5

5
10

3
2

5
10

7
7

7
7

7
5

5
45

An
dr

ew
so

n 
C

. K
at

ee
bi

re
M

Ru
ku

ng
iri

N
RM

1
71

63
3

4
2

4
2

4
19

2
6

0
8

3
2

5
3

1
3

7
6

6
6

2
2

0
2

24
W

illi
am

s 
An

ya
m

a
M

M
oy

o
N

RM
1

58
61

3
4

2
3

2
4

18
2

6
0

8
4

5
9

3
1

5
9

7
6

0
0

0
0

4
17

Ka
di

ri 
Ki

ru
ng

i
M

H
oi

m
a

N
RM

1
61

58
0

4
2

2
2

3
13

0
4

0
4

4
5

9
1

0
5

6
0

7
5

7
4

0
3

26
W

ils
on

 W
at

ira
M

Bu
du

da
N

RM
2

57
56

1
4

1
2

2
4

14
2

2
0

4
5

5
10

3
2

5
10

2
6

2
2

2
2

2
18

An
dr

ew
 S

se
ny

on
ga

M
M

uk
on

o
N

RM
1

32
56

2
5

2
0

1
2

10
2

4
3

9
5

5
10

3
1

5
9

2
2

6
2

2
0

4
18

Ab
el

 B
iz

im
an

a
M

Ki
so

ro
N

RM
1

32
34

1
4

2
2

1
3

10
2

6
0

8
2

5
7

3
1

5
9

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

Av
er

ag
e 

Sc
or

e
 

 
 

 
62

72
2

4
2

3
2

3
16

2
5

2
9

4
4

8
3

1
5

9
5

5
5

5
4

2
3
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Pe
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El
ec

to
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te
LL

G
M

on
ito

rin
g 

N
PP

A
s

Name

Political Party

Constituency

District

Gender

Terms Served 

2016/17

2018/19

% Change

Chairing Council

Rules of Procedure

Business Committee

Records Book

Record of Motions

Special Skills

Sub Total

Meetings Electorate

Coordinating Centre

Sub Total

Participation in LLG

Health
Education
Agriculture
Water
Roads
FAL
Environment
Sub Total

M
ax

im
um

 S
co

re
s

10
0

10
0

 
3

9
3

2
3

5
25

11
9

20
10

7
7

7
7

7
5

5
45

St
el

la
 K

yo
ra

m
pe

N
RM

Ka
be

nd
e/

Ki
ju

ra
Ka

ba
ro

le
F

1
90

92
2

3
9

3
2

3
0

20
11

9
20

10
7

7
7

7
7

5
2

42
C

ha
rle

s 
Be

sh
es

ya
N

RM
Ki

rim
a

Ka
nu

ng
u

M
2

72
77

7
3

9
3

2
3

0
20

8
9

17
2

7
7

3
7

7
2

5
38

G
eo

rg
e 

O
pi

o 
Ra

sh
id

U
PC

O
jw

in
a 

D
iv

Li
ra

M
3

49
75

53
3

7
3

2
3

0
18

8
9

17
4

7
7

3
7

7
0

5
36

O
ng

an
 K

iz
ito

N
RM

N
ya

ra
vu

r
N

eb
bi

M
2

75
3

9
3

2
3

0
20

8
9

17
6

7
7

0
6

7
0

5
32

Ja
m

es
 T

ur
ya

m
ub

on
a

N
RM

Ke
bi

so
ni

Ru
ku

ng
iri

M
1

52
75

44
3

9
3

2
0

0
17

7
9

16
4

7
3

7
7

7
2

5
38

Jo
hn

 O
ke

a
N

RM
PW

D
To

ro
ro

M
2

43
74

72
3

7
2

2
3

0
17

11
9

20
10

5
5

7
4

2
0

4
27

Pe
te

r O
bo

ng
 A

cu
da

U
PC

Ak
ok

or
o

Ap
ac

M
1

73
2

9
3

2
3

0
19

11
9

20
8

7
5

5
4

1
0

4
26

M
af

ab
i M

uh
am

m
ed

IN
D

Bu
by

an
gu

M
ba

le
M

3
94

73
-2

2
3

9
3

2
3

0
20

7
9

16
6

7
7

3
7

3
2

2
31

El
ija

h 
At

uh
ai

re
N

RM
Ru

sh
en

yi
N

tu
ng

am
o

M
5

75
73

-3
3

9
2

2
3

0
19

11
9

20
10

5
5

4
1

1
4

4
24

St
ep

he
n 

 O
le

be
U

PC
PW

D
So

ro
ti

M
2

42
73

74
3

9
2

2
3

0
19

11
9

20
10

3
3

1
5

5
3

4
24

O
nd

um
a 

Su
la

im
an

N
RM

Ka
tri

ni
Ar

ua
M

1
44

72
64

3
9

3
2

3
2

22
1

9
10

10
7

5
5

5
4

3
1

30
N

at
ha

n 
Is

in
go

m
a

N
RM

Bu
si

si
H

oi
m

a
M

2
57

69
21

3
9

3
2

0
0

17
1

9
10

6
7

1
7

7
7

2
5

36
Jo

hn
 B

os
co

  O
lw
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h

N
RM

Lo
ko

le
Ag

ag
o

M
1

52
67

29
2

7
1

2
3

0
15

10
5

15
4

5
5

5
5

5
4

4
33

T o
nn

y 
O

ke
llo

N
RM

Li
i

N
w

oy
a

M
1

59
67

14
3

7
2

2
0

0
14

11
9

20
4

3
7

3
7

7
0

2
29

M
ic

he
al

 M
. N

ye
nd

e
N

RM
Bu

ye
ng

o
Ji

nj
a

M
1

39
66

69
3

8
2

2
0

0
15

10
9

19
10

6
5

0
5

5
0

1
22

D
ith

an
 K

ik
ab

i M
ay

an
ja

N
RM

Ki
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