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Introduction:
One of the mandates of the Office of the Prime
and implementation of Government polick

ies and programmes across

Minister isto monitor and evaluate the performance

Ministries, Departments and
level that the real test and

Agencies, as well as Local G

results of service delivery can be seen Therefore, th
Governments is an important tool that shows how di

It i5 at the Local G

e assessment of the performance of Local
ferent LGs performed in key areas, with a

view of identifying what needs to be done to improve and close any gaps

What is the Local Government Performance
Assessment System?

Local Governments are responsible
primary and secondary schooling health
centres and district hospitals. rural water
schemes and other critical services The
Government s pursuing a range of reforms to
the way it finances Local Government services
such as these in order to ensure funding is
adequate, equitable and efficient As part of
these reforms, the Government established a

for

How does the Local Government
performance Assessment work?
The Local Government  Performance
Assessment is divided Into two main parts
First, the assessment of accountability
requirements  considers how well Local
Governments are complying _with  the
guidelines and faws issued by the Government
to guide budgeting and financial management
This includes the status of the audit opinion
\ssued by the Auditor General for each Local
Second, the af cross-

new annual Local #: -
Assessment System In 2017 to encourage
District and Municipal Councils to use the
available resources more efficiently

The results published today are for the third
edition of the Local Government Performance
Assessment, conducted between September
and December 2019. The results have been
used to inform Local Government budget
allocations, the development of performance
improvement plans for the poorly performing
LGs, and partly contribute to the appointment
of Local Government Accounting Officers
for FY2020/21. The results have also been
factored into the Govemment  annua)
performance Report for FY2019/20 and will
be used to devise strategies for addressing
areas of weakness at both local and central
ot levels, spearheaded by the
Ministry of Local Government through the
performance | nt Plans

cutting and sector functional systems reviews
other aspects of administration, including
the processes used by the Local Government
departments for Health, Educanon and Water
services. In future, the Government is planning
to add a third part to the assessment for
service delivery units such as health centres

and schools

The Local Government Performance
Assessment was conducted by independent
firms. The assessment teams visited District
and Municipal councils to check whether
they were implementing best practices listed
in the Performance Assessment Manual The
process was closely monitored by the Local

Task
Force (chaired by the Office of the Prime
Minister) and results were quality assured by
a different firm, to ensure their credibility. This
pmwﬂlumpemdudlwarapmpf
the budget process.

Assessment

Assessment

How is your Local Government performing?
Today the Government (s presenting summary
results of the Local Government Performance
Assessment. The tables rank Local Governments
on the overall average score (table 1) as well
as the assessment of crosscutting processes
(table 2) and the assessment of sector processes
for Education (table 3), Water (table 4) and
Health (table 5) Finally, there is a summary of
(table 6) adherence to the six accountability
requirements More detailed scores are available
in the overall Local Government Performance
Assessment Report and the specific assessments
published for each Local Government

Higher scores mean that a District or Municipality
is Implementing more of the good practices set
in the Performance Assessment Manual No
Local Government was expected to receive a
perfect scare in all areas and lower scores merely
indicate that there is room for improvement
The top overall score was awarded to Kiruhura
District with 91 out of 100 Kiruhura District also
received the highest score in the assessment of
Health sector processes while Kira Municipal
Council had the highest score for cross-cutting
processes. Katakwi District, Kapchorwa District
and Bukedea District shared the top score in the
Education assessment, while the highest score
for the Water sector was shared by Ibanda and
Bugiri Districts. Forty-five Local Governments
met all six accountability requirements out of
146 which were assessed

How will the results be used to allocate
resources?

Provides Incentives for

Stronger LG Management of Service

Which dellvers.

Budgets linked to National & Local

Priorities + Stronger Accountabiity

Improved
Service
Delivery

Outcomes

sectors Local Governments that score above
average receive a proportional increase in their
budget allocation for those grants, while Local
Governments that score below average on the
performance assessment receive a reduction In
their basic allocation

Why are some Local Governments not
assessed?

The analysis presented covers 146 out of 175
Local Go that were aperational
In July 2019 In addition, 22 Municipalities
were assessed under the Uganda Support
to Municipal Infrastructure  Development
Program ' This assessment s linked to the
national system, but is not directly comparable
as it includes a few additional Indicators
relevant to this program. A further seven Local
Governments started operations in FY2019/20
and were not assessed because many indicators
could not yet be measured.’ The Government
aims to Include these Districts in the next
Performance Assessment which will begin In
September 2020. It is also important to note
that performance in the Water Sector was not
assessed In Municipalities, where services are
managed by the National Water and Sewerage
Corporation.

Where can you find out more information?

Background material and detailed results of
the performance assessment for all years
are avallable on Uganda Budget Website
(https://budget.go.ug/lgpas) and Office of the
Prime Minister website (hitp.//opm go.ug/
monitoring-and-evalyation).  This  includes
data as well as the overall Local

The results of the 3
have been used as one of the criteria to allocate
development grants provided by central
government to Local Governments in the FY
2020/21 Budget The assessment of cross-
cutting processes impacts on allocations of

Report

and Individual reports for Local Governments

In addition, the Local Government Performance

Assessment Manual 2018 gives an overview of

the process and Indicators scored. Sector grant
d

the v
Grant. The assessment of sector functions for

Education, Health and Water influenced the
allocations of the development grants in those

on the wi
grants are allocated in the budget. »

—
1 The USMID Municipalines are Apac, Arua, Busia, Entebbe, Fort Portal, Gulu, Haima, linja, Kabale, Kamub

Kasese. Kitgum. Lira. Luga? Masaka, Mbale, Mbarara. Morota, Mubende,
2 Thenew Districts are Obongl. Kazo, Rwampara, Kitagwenda, Mld:ﬂblb: :.mwmmwwz;nﬂ 2
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summary of the Key Findings

compliance to Accountability requirements Vit
The 2019 LGPA generally showed in to all

requirements for both DLGs and MLGs compared to LGPA 2018. Specifically, 45 out of 146 (31%)
1Gs complied with all the & requirements, while 92 out of 146 (63%) LGs complied with 5 out of 6
accountability requirements.
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Note: Number of LGs Assessed = 146 (DLGs = 127 and MLGs = 19)

All the 146 LGs complied withthe requirement of submission of the annual performance contract
in time and Status of the audit opinion. The third best area of performance was the compliance
with the submission of procurement plan on time which was achieved by 145 out of 146 LGs.
Meanwhile, 137 out of 146 LGs complied with the requirement to submit the Quarterly Budget
performance Report and Annual Budget Report on time. Cq with follow-up
on Audit Reports on time was poor; only 37 out of 127 DLGs and 10 out of 19 MLGs complied.

Overview of the results for Performance measures.
The overall performance for all LGs assessed in 2019 across the four dimensions of performance
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Performance across the six areas under i indi good

in oversight, and with an average score of 85%, and Human
Resource planning and management with an average score of 79%. The worst performed measure was
Financial al g with an average score of 52%. This was mainly due to delays in

measures improved to 68%, compared to 65% and 56% in 2018 and 2017

submission of quarterly and annual performance reports to the Planner for consolidation.

Figure 2: C¢ of results for measures between LGPAs 2017, 2018 and 2019
80% Health performance measures )
70% 70% P ao% The overall average in Health i d from 65% in LGPA 2018 to
i o ss%| ] = es% 70% in LGPA 2018, with Municipal Councils scoring 78% compared to 68% for Districts.
5
s = 3% = Fiqure 5: Summary Results for Health in LGPA 2019
e so% OOverss Ot OMunicipa
§ 0% No. of LGs Assessed = 146
A% Heaim Performance Measures (Totaf)
g 30%
2
20%
0%
|
Crosscutting Educafion Health ‘Water & Sanitation Overall
i measures measures measures measures
WLGPA 2017 HLGPA 2018 BLGPA 2019

No. of LGs assessed = 146 in 2019, 144 in 2018 and 138 in 2017

Crosscutting performance measures improved from 56% in 2017 to 67% in 2019, while Education
measures improved from 56% to 70%, Health from 53% to 70% and Water from 56% to 68%
respectively over the same period. i has bly been recorded in Health
and Education performance measures.

Crosscutting performance measures

The fLGsi il improved in the 2019 as Acl
score at 67% of the maxi , up from 62%in ase /ith MLGs
registering a higher average score (72%) than that of DLGs (67%). :
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