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Figure 81: Education Performance Measures in Performance Reporting and Performance 
Improvement

No. of LGs assessed = 154

The average score for LGs under Performance Reporting and Improvement was 67% with 
MCs scoring 71% better than DLGs which scored an average of 66%. Compilation of EMIS 
return forms was the best performed thematic area with an average score of 89%, followed 
by accurate reports on teacher deployment in primary schools with a score of 88%.

Figure 82: Trend for selected Indicators under Performance reporting and performance 
improvement - LGMSD 2021

No. of LGs assessed = 154

LGs registered an improvement in the overall performance for indicators under Performance 
reporting and performance improvement that is from scoring 61% in 2020 to 67% in 2021.  
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All the indicators registered improvement in 2021 as shown above except compilation of 
EMIS return forms that registered a decline from 91% in 2020 to 89% in 2021.

4.6     Conclusion, Emerging Issues and recommended actions from LGMSD 2021

The performance of LG under Minimum Conditions largely impacts on the overall score for 
that LG. This largely explains the low performance by most LGs especially for those that did 
not have the critical staff like District Education Offi cer, Principal Education Offi cer, District/
Municipal school inspectors among others. COVID-19 pandemic also greatly affected the 
PLE and the UCE pass rates. There is therefore a need for LGs to come up with strategies to 
address the identifi ed weak areas. 

Table 17 below presents key emerging issues and recommendations from the Education 
performance assessment.

Table 17: Key emerging issues and recommendations from the Education performance 
assessment

No. Emerging Issue/Outstanding 
Challenges

Recommended Action 
(s)

Responsibility

1. Late submission of the warrants for the 
school’s capitation grant by the District 
Planner with only 32% LGs submitting 
before the deadline as compared to 
25% of LGs in 2020.

Build the capacity of the 
LG staff to undertake 
this function in a timely 
manner.

MoFPED MoES

2. Only 31% of the LGs (42% MLGs, 
30% DLGs) were able to appraise 
Secondary school head teachers. 
This hinders service delivery since it 
is diffi cult to identify the gaps and 
areas   where the teachers are 
underperforming.

New guidelines should 
be issued on appraisal of 
head teachers and their 
deployment. 

MoPS   
MoES

3. The structure of the education 
department in the LGs is not complete 
and this is the reason why DEOs do 
not effectively carry out their roles and 
responsibilities. For example, the Head 
teachers in a school earns more than 
the DEO which makes it diffi cult for the 
DEO to supervise them. 

Also, the reporting lines are not clear 
especially for secondary and tertiary 
education teachers.

MoPS should revise the 
structure to remove 
these bottlenecks MoES 
should decentralize 
recruitment, 
confi rmation and 
appraisal of secondary 
teachers and provide 
LGs with the capacity to 
manage them.

MoPS
MoES
ESC

4. Declined increase in PLE pass rates 
from 58% of the LGs in 2020 to 29% 
in 2021. This was mainly due to the 
lockdown due to COVID-19 that 
contributed to so many pupils not 
attending school while others dropped 
out of school.

There is need to carry 
out a situation analysis to 
understand factors that 
affected performance 
and devise effective 
strategies to improve 
performance.

MoES
LGs
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5.0 Health Performance Assessment
5.1 Introduction to Health Performance Assessment

The Local Government Management of Service Delivery assessment for Health has two 
elements namely; Minimum Conditions (MCs) and Performance Measures (PMs). Minimum 
Conditions (seen as core performance indicators) focus on addressing key bottlenecks 
for service delivery and safeguard management while Performance Measures focus on 
evaluating service delivery in the Local Governments as a whole. PMs in some areas also 
aggregate performance information from facilities like health centers and Lower Local 
Governments as well assessing compliance with performance reporting and improvement 
support.

The LG Health Departments under MCs were assessed against 2 thematic areas of 
Human Resource Management and Development (HRMD) and Environmental and 
Social Safeguards with maximum of 100 percentage points. The performance areas, their 
respective performance indicators and scores are presented in Table 18 below. 

Table 18: Scoring guide for Health Performance Minimum Conditions for the LGMSD 2021

Num-
ber

LG Type Performance 
Area

Assessment Area Percentage score of 
overall Score for MCs

A Districts Human Resource 
Management 
and Develop-
ment 

District Health Offi cer 10 Percentage points
Assistant District Health Offi cer 
Maternal, Child Health and 
Nursing 

10 Percentage points

Assistant District Health Offi cer 
Environmental Health

10 Percentage points

Principal Health Inspector (Senior 
Environment Offi cer)

10 Percentage points

Senior Health Educator 10 Percentage points
Biostatistician 10 Percentage points
District Cold Chain Technician 10 Percentage points

B Environment and 
Social Require-
ments  

Environment, Social and Climate 
Change Screening/Environment

15 Percentage points

Social Impact Assessments 
(ESIAs)

15 Percentage points

100
Percentage points

A MLGs Human Resource 
Management 
and Develop-
ment

Medical Offi cer of health Ser-
vices/Principal Medical Offi cer

30 Percentage points

Principal Health Inspector 20 Percentage points

Health Educator 20 Percentage points
B Environment and 

Social Require-
ments  

Environment, Social and Climate 
Change Screening/Environment

15 Percentage points

Social Impact Assessments 
(ESIAs)

15 Percentage points

Total 100
Percentage points
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The performance of the LG Health Departments Performance Measures was assessed 
against 6 thematic areas with weighted performance scores totaling to a maximum of 
100 percentage points. The thematic areas and the corresponding scores are presented 
in Table 21.

Table 19: Scoring guide for Health Performance Measures for LGMSD 2021

Number Performance Area Percentage score of PMs
A Local Government Service Delivery Results 18 Percentage points
B Performance Reporting and Performance Improvement 18 Percentage points
C Human Resource Management and Development 16 Percentage points
D Management, Monitoring and Supervision of Services 20 Percentage points
E Investment Management 14 Percentage points
F Environment and Social Safeguards 14 Percentage points
Total 100 percentage points

5.2 Overview of Health Performance Results – LGMSD 2021

5.2.1 Polarity of Scores for Health Performance 

Figure 83 shows the relative orientation of the maximum, average and minimum composite 
scores in Health for all LGs.

Figure 83: Polarity of Composite Scores in Health (combined MCs and PMs)

No. of LGs assessed = 154

The overall average score for all the 154 LGs combined for the Health Performance Measures 
and Minimum Conditions was 44% with DLGs scoring 44% and MLGs 43% respectively. The 
highest score for DLGs was 86% compared to 74% for MLGs while the lowest score was 9% 
for both DLGs and MLGs.



Local Government Management of Service Delivery-National Synthesis Report 2021

77

5.2.2 Overall Performance in Health Minimum Conditions and Performance Measures - 
LGMSD 2021

Under Health Minimum Conditions, LGs were assessed in areas of Human Resource 
Management and Development; covering recruitment of critical positions including; 
District Health Offi cer, Assistant District Heath Offi cer, Maternal, Child Health and Nursing, 
Assistant District Health Offi cer, Environmental Health, Principal Health Inspector, Senior 
Health Educator, Biostatistician and District Cold Chain Technician for DLGs, and Principal 
Medical Offi cer, Principal Health Inspector and Health Educator for MLGs. In addition, 
both DLGs and MLGs were assessed on Environment and Social Requirements focusing 
on whether the LGs conducted Environmental, Social and Climate Change Screening 
and Environment Social Impact Assessments prior to commencement of all civil works for 
health projects.
Under Performance Measures, LGs were assessed on Local Government Service Delivery 
Results like access to healthcare services, completion and functionality of projects among 
others, Performance Reporting and Performance Improvement on accuracy of reported 
information, timely submission of workplans and reports, development of PIPs for lowest 
performing facilities and others, Human Resource Management and Development 
specifi cally on recruitment, deployment, appraisal and training  of other health workers, 
Management, Monitoring and Supervision of Services targeting LG allocations towards 
monitoring service delivery, timely warranting and communication of grant transfers to 
health facilities, supervision of hospitals and health facilities, health promotion and disease 
prevention, Investment Management including having an updated assets register for 
health facilities, eligibility of health expenditure, timely submission of  procurement requests, 
establishment of project implementation teams among others and fi nally Environment 
and Social Safeguards mainly targeting grievance handling and redress, medical waste 
management, and proof of land ownership for health projects.

Figure 84 shows the average scores under Health MCs and PMs; disaggregated for MLGs 
and DLGs.

Figure 84: Average scores under Health MCs and PMs; disaggregated for MLGs and DLGs

No. of LGs assessed = 154
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The overall average score for LGs’ compliance to MCs was 69% with DLGs scoring 70% and 
MLGs 65%. On the other hand, MLGs performed better than DLGs under PMs with a score 
of 67% against 62% with the overall score combined of 63% for Performance Measures.
Figure 85 shows the combined average scores for Health MCs and PMs; disaggregated 
for MLGs and DLGs.

Figure 85: Combined average scores under Health MCs and PMs; disaggregated for MLGs 
and DLGs

No. of LGs assessed = 154

Overall, there has been an improvement in performance for Health from 35% in 2020 to 
44% in 2021 with both DLGs and MLGs improving. DLGs improved by 10 percentage points 
from 34% to 44%. Similarly, MLGs improved from 35% to 43% over the same time period.
Figure 86 shows the performance scores of LGs across two thematic areas of Health 
Minimum Conditions; disaggregated for MLGs and DLGs.

Figure 86: Performance scores under Health MCs; disaggregated for MLGs and DLGs

No. of LGs assessed = 154
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The overall average score for LGs’ compliance to MCs was 69% with DLGs scoring 70% and 
MLGs 65% respectively. LGs performed better in Environment and Social Requirements 
MCs at an average of 87% as compared to 62% for Human Resource Management and 
Development.

Figure 87 shows the performance scores of LGs across six thematic areas of Health 
Performance Measures; disaggregated for MLGs and DLGs.

Figure 87: Performance scores under Health PMs; disaggregated for MLGs and DLGs

No. of LGs assessed = 154

The overall performance score for LGs’ compliance to PMs was 63% with DLGs scoring 67% 
and MLGs 62% respectively. LGs performed better in areas of; Local Government Service 
Delivery Results scoring 76% followed by Investment Management scoring 73%, while Per-
formance Reporting and Performance Improvement 53% and Management, Monitoring 
and Supervision of Services 55% were the least performed areas by Local Governments.

5.2.3 Distribution of LGs across average score categories – LGMSD 2021

Figure 88 presents the distribution (by number and proportion) of LGs across the different 
composite score ranges for Health Performance Areas
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Figure 88: Distribution of all LGs in Health across score categories

No. of LGs assessed = 154

The highest number of LGs (38) scored in the range of 41% - 50%, while 32 LGs (21%) scored 
between 51% - 60% and then 30 LGs (19%) scored between 31% and 40%. 34 LGs scored 
30% and below. 52 LGs scored above 50% of the maximum attainable score for Health 
Performance Areas. 

Figure 89 presents the distribution (by number and proportion) of District LGs across the 
different score ranges in the Health Performance Areas

Figure 89: Distribution of DLGs in Health across score categories

No. of LGs assessed = 154
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Overall, 24% (33) of the 135 DLGs assessed scored between 41% - 50%, while 27 DLGS (20%) 
scored in the range of 51% - 60%. A total of 45 DLGs scored above 50% of the maximum 
score.

Figure 90 presents the distribution (by number and proportion) of MLGs across the different 
score ranges in the health performance measures.

Figure 90: Distribution of MLGs in Health across score categories

No. of LGs assessed = 154

Overall, 26% (5) of the 19 MLGs assessed scored between the ranges of 41% - 50% and 51% 
- 60% respectively, while 4 MLGS (21%) scored in the range of 31% - 40%. None of the MLGs 
scored above 80%.  Majority of the MLGs (12) scored below 50%.

5.2.4 Ranking of LGs Performance in Health Performance Areas

Tables 20 and 21 present average scores for the ten (10) highest and lowest scoring LGs on 
Health Sector performance respectively during the 2021 LGMSD. 

Table 20: Ten (10) Overall Highest Scoring LGs on Health Performance Areas (Minimum 
conditions and Performance Measures combined)

Rank 
2021

Score 
2021

Vote
 Name

Rank
 2020

Score 
2020

1 86 Kamwenge District 5 72
2 80 Ibanda District 3 82
3 79 Isingiro District 1 91
4 76 Oyam District 95 28
5 74 Lira District 16 58
5 74 Ibanda Municipal Council 61 37
7 72 Rubanda District 3 82
7 72 Kole District 108 23
9 71 Apac District 49 42

10 70 Gulu District 65 35
No. of LGs Assessed = 154 in 2021 and 153 in 2020
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Kamwenge DLG got the highest score of 86% followed by Ibanda DLG (80%), Isingiro DLG 
(79%), Oyam district (76%), Lira district and Ibanda Municipal Council each scoring 74% 
respectively. The comparison for the last 2 years’ assessments shows signifi cant mobility 
with Kole DLG improving from 23% (ranked 108) in 2020 to 72% (ranked 7) in 2021.  Oyam, 
Ibanda MLG, Apac and Gulu districts were among the most improved LGs.

Table 21: Ten (10) Overall Lowest Scoring LGs on Health Assessment Areas (Minimum 
conditions and Performance Measures)

Rank 
2021

Score 
2021

Vote 
Name

Rank 
2020

Score 
2020

145 19 Buhweju District 114 21
146 18 Kitagwenda District 84 30
146 18 Iganga Municipal Council 146 8
146 18 Busia District 81 31
149 17 Kasese District 103 24
149 17 Luuka District 143 10
149 17 Kasanda District 55 40
152 16 Bukwo District 88 29
153 9 Ntoroko District 150 5
153 9 Sheema Municipal Council 97 27

No. of LGs Assessed = 154 in 2021 and 153 in 2020

On the other hand, both Sheema Municipal Council and Ntoroko district scored the lowest 
at 9%, followed by Bukwo District (16%), Kasanda, Luuka and Kasese Districts each scoring 
17%.  Overall, in 2021 LGMSD assessment, the lowest 10 LGs performed poorly mainly due 
to poor performance in meeting the minimum conditions related to staffi ng and environ-
ment and social requirements.

5.2.5 Best and Worst scoring indicators for Health Assessment Areas

Tables 22 and 23 present a summary of the top 10 and bottom 10 performing indicators 
for both health minimum conditions and health performance measures in the 2021 LGMSD 
assessment.

Table 22: Overview of the top 10 scoring indicators for Health MCs and PMs - 2021

Rank 
2021 Performance Indicator Score 

2021
1 Health projects approved by the Contracts Committee and cleared 

by Solicitor General (where above threshold) 97%

2 Health infrastructure projects followed standard technical designs 
by Ministry of Health 97%

3 Complete Health project procurement Files 96%
4 Health infrastructure projects meet approved MoH designs 95%
5 Health contract price within /-20 of Engineers estimates 93%
6 Health development grant spend on eligible activities 92%
7 LGs conducting Environment, Social and Impact Assessments 90%
8 District Health Teams held health promotion activities 88%
9 Accuracy of information on upgraded & constructed health facilities 88%

10 Substantively recruited a Biostatistician 86%
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Table 23:  Overview of the bottom 10 scoring indicators for Health MCs and PMs - 2021

Rank
2021 Performance Indicator Score 

2021
66 Timely submission of Annual Workplans & budgets to DHO 44%
67 Health Centres implemented Performance Improvement Plans 44%
68 Deployment of health workers as per sector guidelines 38%
69 Health facility transfers publicized timely 32%
70 Timely submission of health sector Budget Performance reports 29%
71 Timely submission of warrants for health facility transfers 25%
72 Timely submission of RBF invoices to MOH 25%

73 Health facility compliance with MoH budgeting and reporting guidelines 23%

74 Corrective actions taken based on health facility worker appraisal reports 17%

75 Timely invoicing & communication of health facility transfers 15%

5.2.6 Analysis of Health Performance scores across the county

Figure 91 depicts the distribution of performance scores for all the LGs across the country 
for Health measures.

Figure 91: Map of Health Performance Scores across LGs

93

No. of LGs assessed = 154

5.3 Performance Trends in Health Performance Area
5.3.1 Comparing performance between LGMSD 2020 and 2021 Assessment

Figure 92 shows the trends in performance overall for health minimum conditions and 
performance measures for 2020 and 2021 LGMSD assessments.

Figure 94: Map of Health Performance Scores across LGs

SCALE:
Score range Color
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80-90
70-80
60-70
50-60
40-50
30-40
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10-20
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0-5

   No. of LGs assessed = 154
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5.3 Performance Trends in Health Performance Area

5.3.1 Comparing performance between LGMSD 2020 and 2021 Assessment

Figure 92 shows the trends in performance overall for health minimum conditions and 
performance measures for 2020 and 2021 LGMSD assessments.

Figure 92: Comparing the Health Performance Scores between LGMSD 2020 and 2021

No. of LGs Assessed = 154 in 2021 and 153 in 2020

There was an improvement in performance in LGMSD 2021 compared to LGMSD 2020 
for both Minimum Conditions and Performance Measures. Performance in MCs improved 
from 61% in 2020 to 69% in 2021 while PMs improved from 55% to 63% over the same period.

Figure 93 shows the trends in performance overall for health minimum conditions for two 
thematic areas for 2020 and 2021 LGMSD assessments.
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Figure 93: Performance in thematic areas under Health minimum conditions - LGMSD 2020 
and 2021

No. of LGs Assessed = 154 in 2021 and 153 in 2020

Under MCs, Environment and Social Requirements performed better at 87% having 
improved from 65% in 2020 as compared to Human Resource Management and 
Development that scored 69% against 61% in 2020.

Figure 94 shows the trends in performance overall for health performance measures for six 
thematic areas for 2020 and 2021 LGMSD assessments.

Figure 94: Overall performance for health performance measures thematic areas - LGMSD 
2020 and 2021

No. of LGs assessed = 154
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Under PMs, Local Government Service Delivery (76%) and Investment Management (73%) 
were the best performed measures as compared to Performance Reporting and Perfor-
mance Improvement (53%) and Management, Monitoring and Supervision of Services 
(55%).

Figure 95 shows LGs that improved and those that declined between 2020 and 2021 
LGMSD assessments.

Figure 95: LGs that improved and those that declined

No. of LGs Assessed = 154 in 2021 and 153 in 2020

There are more LGs that improved than those that declined over the two assessments. 
Kapchorwa Municipal Local Government improved the most while Bushenyi-Ishaka MLG 
declined the most.

5.4 Results on Health Minimum Conditions

This section presents the details on the assessment results for each of the Minimum 
Conditions under Health. 

5.4.1 Human Resource Management and Development – Health

Figure 96 shows the performance of LGs in Minimum Conditions for the area of Human 
Resource Management and Development. The assessment focused on whether LGs 
substantively recruited for al critical staff under Health.
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Figure 96: Scores for Health Minimum Conditions for HRM&D LGMSD 2021

No. of DLGs assessed = 154

The district LGs performed slightly better in HRM&D aspects scoring 61% overall against 
53% for MLGs. The best performed indicators for DLGs are recruitment of a Biostatistician 
performing at 86%, District Cold Chain Technician and Assistant DHO Maternal scoring 75% 
and 61% respectively. Recruitment of the Assistant DHO Environment Health (51%) Senior 
Health Educator and Principal Health Inspector (53%) were the least performed indicators. 
MLGs performed slightly better in recruitment of Health Educator but worst in recruitment 
of Principal Medical Offi cers. 

Figures 97 and 98 show the comparison performance of DLGs and MLGs in Minimum 
Conditions for the area of Human Resource Management and Development.
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Figure 97: Comparison performance for Human Resource Management and Development 
for DLGs – LGMSD 2020 and 2021

No. of LGs Assessed = 154 in 2021 and 153 in 2020

Figure 98: Comparison performance for Human Resource Management and 
Development for MLGs – LGMSD 2020 and 2021

No. of LGs Assessed = 154 in 2021 and 153 in 2020

There was a slight improvement in recruitment of staff for Health across the critical positions 
in districts except for District Health Offi cer and Biostatistician that declined by 2% and 1% 
respectively in LGMSD 2021. Similarly, MLGs registered increased recruitment except for 
the position of Municipal Principal Health Inspector that declined from 63% in 2020 to 53% 
in 2021.
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5.4.2 Environment and Social Requirements – Health

Figure 99 shows the performance of LGs in Minimum Conditions for the area of 
Environment and Social Requirements. The assessment focused on whether LGs carried 
out Environmental, Social and Climate Change Screening (ESCC) and Environmental 
Social Impact Assessments (ESIA) for all Health Sector projects prior to commencement of 
civil works.

Figure 99: Scores for Health Minimum Conditions for Environment and Social Requirements 
- LGMSD 2021

No. of LGs assessed = 154

LGs performed well in both conducting ESCC and ESIA for Health projects scoring 87% 
overall and 84% for ESCC and 90% for ESIA respectively. All MLGs (100%) conducted ESIA 
as compared to 89% for DLGs. 

5.5 Results on Health Performance Measures

This section presents the details on the assessment results for each of the areas for 
Performance Measures under Health which include; Local Government Service Delivery 
Results, Performance Reporting and Performance Improvement, Human Resource 
Management and Development, Management, Monitoring and Supervision of Services, 
Investment Management and Environment and Social Safeguards. 

Figure 100 shows the performance of LGs in PMs above.
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Figure 100: Scores for Health PMs - LGMSD 2021

No. of LGs assessed = 154

Overall, LGs scored 63% in Health PMs with Local Government Service Delivery being 
the best performed at 76% followed by Investment Management at 73% and HRM&D 
and Environment and Social Safeguards at 62% respectively. Details of the individual PM 
performance are highlighted below.

5.5.1 Local Government Service Delivery Results

Figure 101 shows the performance of LGs in PMs for the area of Local Government Service 
Delivery. This area covered indicators related to service delivery like access to health care 
services (deliveries), staffi ng of health facilities, timely completion and functionality of 
projects among others.
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Figure 101: Scores for Health PMs for Local Government Service Delivery - LGMSD 2021

No. of LGs assessed = 154

MLGs performed better than DLGs in most of the indicators under LG Service Delivery 
Results performance measure except on recruitment of staff for all HC IIIs and HC IVs as 
per staffi ng structure. Overall, the best performed indicators were health infrastructure 
projects meeting approved Ministry of Health designs (95%), contract prices being within 
the Engineer’s estimates (93%) and health development grant being spent on eligible 
activities (92%). 

Whereas, recruitment of staff has a direct impact on service delivery, LGs performed 
poorly on this indicator for HC IIIs and HC IVs scoring 44% with MLGs scoring 42% and 44% 
for DLGs. In terms of access to and utilization of Health Care Services (HCS), LGs’ overall 
score was 69% mainly targeting increased deliveries in HCs. Completion of health projects 
as per workplan and compliance certifi cation by DHO, EO and CDO prior to payments 
scored 68% respectively.

Figure 102 below shows the trend of some selected indicators under Local Government 
Service delivery.
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Figure 102: Trend for selected Indicators under Local Government Service Delivery Results-
LGMSD 2021

No. of LGs Assessed = 154 in 2021 and 153 in 2020

LGs have registered a slight improvement in recruitment of staff for all HCIII and IVs from 
42% to 44% and completion of health projects as per the annual workplan from 66% to 
68%. Utilization of health care services greatly improved from 41% to 69% between 2020 
and 2021.

5.5.2 Performance Reporting and Performance Improvement

Figure 103 shows the performance of LGs in PMs for the area of Performance Reporting 
and Performance Improvement. This area covered indicators related to timely submission 
of documents to DHO and MoH, development and implementation of Performance 
Improvement Plans for health centres, compliance to MoH budgeting and reporting 
guidelines and accuracy of information on fi lled health staff positions and constructed 
health facilities.
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Figure 103: Scores for Health PMs for Performance Reporting and Performance Improvement 
- LGMSD 2021

No. of LGs assessed = 154

The overall performance for indicators under Performance Reporting and Improvement 
was 53% in 2021 assessment. The best performed areas were accuracy of information for 
upgraded and constructed health facilities (88%) and information on fi lled health staff 
positions (75%).

The LGs performed poorly in compliance to MoH budgeting and reporting guidelines 
scoring only 23%, timely submission of RBF invoices to MoH, sector budget performance 
reports and annual workplans and budgets scoring 25%, 29% and 44% respectively. All the 
above relate to compliance to guidelines.
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Figure 104: Trend for selected Indicators under Performance Reporting and Improvement-
LGMSD 2021

No. of LGs Assessed = 154 in 2021 and 153 in 2020

In the area of Performance Reporting and Improvement, LGs registered a decline in im-
plementation of performance improvement plans for health centres from 52% to 44% 
while accuracy of information on fi lled health staff positions remained at 72%. A slight 
improvement was registered in compliance to MoH budgeting and reporting guidelines 
(E.g. Timely preparation and submission of annual work plans, budgets and performance 
reports to DHO by Health facilities) from 18% to 23% and timely submission of RBF invoices 
from 46% to 56% for the period 2020 to 2021.

5.5.3 Human Resource Management and Development

Figure 105 highlights the performance of LGs in PMs for the area of Human Resource Man-
agement and Development.
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Figure 105: Scores for Health PMs for Human Resource Management and Development - 
LGMSD 2021

No. of LGs assessed = 154

In the area of Human Resource Management and Development, MLGs edged DLGs in 
most of the indicators except under budgeting and deployment of health workers as 
per guidelines. The overall performance for indicators under HRM&D was 62% with MLGS 
scoring 69% and DLGs 61% respectively. Both DLGs and MLGs performed well in publicizing 
the deployment lists for health workers (86%), presence of health workers in facilities of their 
deployment (79%) and budgeting for health workers as per sector guidelines. 

However, whereas LGs conducted and submitted annual performance appraisals for 
health centre facility workers and in-charges to DHO and HRO performing at 71% and 70% 
respectively, they performed poorly in terms of taking corrective actions based on health 
facility worker appraisal reports at 32% for MLGs and 15% for DLGs. Similarly, whereas 
66% of the LGs had conducted training of health workers for continuous professional 
development, only 48% of LGs had evidence of documentation of the training activities 
undertaken. 

LGs also performed poorly in indicators related to deployment of health workers as per 
sector guidelines – all health facilities to have at least 75% of staff required in accordance 
with the staffi ng norms; scoring only 38% overall. The above challenges indicate inadequate 
follow up and supervision at LG level to ensure adherence to guidelines.
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Figure 106: Trend for selected Indicators under Human Resource Management and 
Development-LGMSD 2021

No. of LGs Assessed = 154 in 2021 and 153 in 2020

In this performance area, LGs registered a slight improvement in appraisal of health facility 
in-charges from 62% to 71%, deployment of health workers as per sector guidelines from 
37% to 38% and proof of health workers’ training to improve their competence from 52% 
to 66% for the period 2020 to 2021.

5.5.4 Management, Monitoring and Supervision of Services

Figure 107 highlights the performance of LGs in PMs for the area of Management, Monitoring 
and Supervision of Services.
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Figure 107: Scores for Health PMs for Management, Monitoring and Supervision of Services 
- LGMSD 2021

No. of LGs assessed = 154

Overall performance for this PM was 55% with MLGs scoring 56% against 55% for DLGs 
in 2021 assessment. The best performed area was holding of health promotion activities 
(88%), supervision of all HC IVs and general hospitals at 80% and support of health facilities 
in medicines management. MLGs also performed better than DLGs in allocation of funds 
to monitoring health services. 

Local Governments performed less well in a number of indicators under this area includ-
ing; timely invoicing and communication of health facility transfers, timely submission of 
warrants for health facility transfers and publicizing health facility transfers scoring 15%, 
25% and 32% respectively.
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Figure 108: Trend for selected Indicators under Management, Monitoring and Supervision 
of Services - LGMSD 2021

No. of LGs Assessed = 154 in 2021 and 153 in 2020

LGs registered decline in monitoring and supervision of health facilities declining from 75% 
to 68%.  Support of facilities in medicines management and use of health facility supervision 
reports for redress equally declined between 2020 and 2021. Good performance was in 
undertaking health promotion activities since most of it was on prevention of COVID19.

5.5.5 Investment Management

Figure 109 highlights the performance of LGs in PMs for the area of Investment Management 
covering timely submission of procurement plans and requests, desk and fi eld appraisal 
of health projects, establishment of project implementation teams for health, presence of 
health facilities’ assets register, complete project procurement fi les among others.
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Figure 109: Scores for Health PMs for Investment Management- LGMSD 2021

No. of LGs assessed = 154

Local Governments scored 73% overall in Investment Management with DLGs scoring 72% 
and MLGs 77%. The best performed areas include; health projects being approved by the 
Contracts Committee and cleared by the Solicitor General where applicable and health 
infrastructure projects following MoH standard technical designs each scoring 97%. LGs 
having complete project procurement fi les (96%)was another well performed area.

Amidst the above good performance, LGs performed just above average in fi eld appraisal 
of projects and timely verifi cation of works prior to payments at 59%, having health facility 
asset registers in place (60%), establishment of projects implementation teams and 
submission of daily clerk of works records to the District Engineer each scored 61%.
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Figure 110: Trend for selected Indicators under Investment Management-LGMSD 2021

No. of LGs Assessed = 154 in 2021 and 153 in 2020

LGs registered an improvement in key indicators related to Investment Management in 
2021. There was an improvement in joint supervision of health infrastructure projects from 
46% in 2020 to 70% in 2021. Similarly, screening for environment and social risks improved 
from 65% to 77%. There was a great improvement in establishment of projects implemen-
tation teams from 33% to 61% over the same time period and from 40% to 71% for monthly 
meetings by project site committees. 

5.5.6 Environment and Social Safeguards

Figure 111 highlights the performance of LGs in PMs for the area of Environment and Social 
Safeguards. This measure focused on the management of health waste, incorporation 
of ESMPs into project designs, having a grievance redress framework and proof of land 
ownership to ensure that health projects are implemented where there a no land issues/ 
encumbrances.
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Figure 111: Scores for Health PMs for Environment and Social Safeguards - LGMSD 2021

No. of LGs assessed = 154

MLGs edged DLGs in most of the indicators under Environment and Social Safeguards 
except for incorporation of Environment and Social Management Plans (ESMPs) into 
health project designs. The overall score for this performance measure was 62% with MLGs 
scoring 72% and DLGs 61%. Among the best performed areas include; having a functional 
medical waste management system scoring 79%, compliance certifi cation of projects by 
Environment Offi cer and Community Development Offi cer prior to payment (66%) and 
dissemination of guidelines on waste management to health facilities which scored 65% 

On the other hand, the lowest performed areas included; presence of proof of land 
ownership for health projects scoring 55%, joint supervision and monitoring of health 
projects by the Environment Offi cer (EO) and the Community Development Offi cer (CDO) 
scoring 56%, while incorporation of ESMPS into the health project designs scored 58%.
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Figure 112:  Trend for selected Indicators under Environment and Social Safeguards - 
LGMSD 2021

No. of LGs Assessed = 154 in 2021 and 153 in 2020

LGs registered an improvement in key indicators related to Environment and Social 
Safeguards. There was an improvement in functionality of medical waste management 
system from 74% to 79%, having proof of land ownership for health projects from 39% to 
55% and training on health care waste management which improved from 46% to 63% 
between 2020 and 2021.

5.6 Conclusion, Emerging Issues and Recommended Actions for Health 
 Performance Assessment – LGMSD 2021

The 2021 LGMSD assessment indicated an improvement in overall performance for DLGs 
and MLGs with an average score of 44% (44% for DLGs and 43% for MLGs) in 2021 from 35% 
(34% for DLGs and 35% for MLGs) in 2020.  Local Governments registered an improvement 
in most indicators for example; compliance to environment and social issues, recruitment 
of Assistant DHO for Maternal in LGs, health projects meeting MoH approved designs, 
accuracy of reported information on health facilities completed, supervision of health 
centers and general hospitals, conducting promotional activities among others. It is also 
important to note that core indicators for services, such as utilization of services improved. 

However, there were a number of emerging issues emanating from poorly performed 
areas as highlighted in Table 28.

Table 24 highlights key emerging issues relating to Health Performance Assessment along 
the proposed recommendations for LGMSD 2021.
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Table 24:  Emerging Issues and Recommended Actions from the LMGSD 2021 for Health

No. Emerging Issue/
Outstanding Challenges

Recommended 
Action (s) Responsibility

1. Filling the position of DHO in LGs has 
declined from 62% in 2020 to 60% in 2021 
claimed to be caused by low salaries to 
DHOs as compared to other lower-level 
offi cers like medical doctors.

Harmonize the salary 
structure across 
Government.

MoPS
LGs

2. Recruitment of staff for all HC IIIs and IVs as 
per staffi ng structure performing at 44%.

Provide adequate 
wage for recruitment 
of staff.

MoFPED

3. Deployment of health workers as per MoH 
guidelines scoring only 38% among LGs.

Strict follow up to 
ensure compliance of 
LGs to guidelines.

MoH

4. Late submission of the mandatory 
documents including;

i. Warrants for health facility transfers 
performing at only 25%.

ii. RBF invoices to MoH scoring 25%
iii. Health Sector Budget Performance 

Report at 29% and
iv. HCs’ annual Work Plans and Budgets 

to DHO scoring 44%

Build capacity of 
the DHO’s offi ce to 
undertake timely 
submission of these 
statutory documents

MoFPED
LGs’ CFO

LGs’ Planner

5. Inadequate health facility compliance to 
MoH budgeting and reporting guidelines 
scored performing at 23%.

Strict follow up to 
ensure compliance of 
LGs to guidelines.

MoH

6. Corrective actions taken based on health 
facility worker appraisal report scoring 17%.

Strengthen the 
rewards and sanctions 
system in LGs.

MoPS 
LGs

7. Implementation of Performance 
Improvement Plans (PIPs) by weakest 
performing HCs declining from 52% to 44%

Adequate follow 
up and capacity 
building to ensure 
implementation of 
PIPs

LGs
MoH

8. Timely invoicing and communication of 
health facility transfers and its publication 
performing at 15% and 32% respectively.

Capacity building and 
follow up to ensure 
adherence to this 
requirement.

MoFPED 
MoH
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6.0 Water and Environment Performance Assessment 

6.1 Introduction to Water and Environment Performance Assessment 

The assessment for Water and Sanitation sector addressed two areas; i.e. i) minimum 
conditions and ii) performance measures each with a total maximum potential score of 
100 points as presented in the table below; The DLGs were assessed against two minimum 
conditions under Water and Environment performance i.e. Human Resource Management 
and Development and adherence to Environment and Social requirements. The thematic 
areas and respective indicators are presented in Table 25 below.

Table 25: Scoring guide for Water and Environment Performance Minimum Conditions for 
LGMSD Assessment 2021

No. Area ad-
dressed

Thematic area Performance Area Percentage of 
overall maxi-
mum score

1 Minimum 
conditions

A. Human Resource 
Management

Assistant Water Offi cer for mobiliza-
tion

10%

Borehole Maintenance Technician 10%
Civil Engineer Water 15%
Environment Offi cer 10%
Forestry Offi cer 10%
Natural Resources Offi cer 15%

B. Environment and 
Social Require-
ments

Conducted ESCC screening 10%
Conducted ESIAs 10%
Obtained water abstraction permit 10%

Total 100%

The DLGs were assessed in six performance areas under Water and Environment with 
weighted performance scores totaling to a maximum of 100 percentage points. The 
thematic areas are presented in Table 26 below.

Table 26: Scoring guide for Water and Environment performance measures for LGMSD 
Assessment 2020

No. Area addressed Thematic area Percentage of 
overall maxi-
mum score

 1 Performance 
Area

Local Government Service Delivery Results 16%
Performance reporting and performance 
improvement.

10%

Human Resource Management and 
Development

10%

Management, monitoring, supervision of 
services

20%

Investment management 28%
Environmental and social requirements 16%

Total 100%
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6.2 Overview of Water and Environment Performance Results – LGMSD 2021

6.2.1 Polarity of Composite Scores for Water and Environment performance

Figure 113 shows the relative orientation of the maximum, average and minimum composite 
scores in Water and Environment.

Figure 113: Polarity of composite scores for Water and Environment (MCs and PMs 
combined)

No. of DLGs assessed = 135

The maximum score for DLGs assessed under the Water and Environment measures was 
78% while the minimum score was 2%. 70 DLGs out of the assessed 135 DLGs scored below 
the average of 40%. 

Figure 114: Average scores for minimum conditions and Performance Measures under 
Water and Environment for 2021

No. of DLGs assessed = 135
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Figure 114 above shows the average score for DLGs under Minimum Conditions and 
Performance Measures as evidenced from the average scores, there was a slightly better 
performance in compliance of DLGs to performance measures compared to minimum 
conditions. 

Comparison of average scores for minimum conditions and Performance Measures under 
Water and Environment for 2020 and 2021

The Figure 115 below shows average scores for the minimum conditions and Performance 
Measures for the two years that this assessment has been conducted based on the revised 
framework.

Figure 115: Comparison of average scores for minimum conditions and Performance 
Measures under Water and Environment for 2020 and 2021

No. of DLGs Assessed = 135 in 2021 and 134 in 2020

There was a marginal improvement in overall performance of DLGs’ compliance in 
Performance Measures from 56% in 2020 to 63% in 2021. However, performance in minimum 
conditions declined to 62% in 2021 from 64% in 2020. The detailed analysis for each is 
discussed in the subsequent sections.

6.2.2 Distribution of LGs across score categories

Figure 116 presents the distribution of Districts (by number and proportion) across the 
different composite ranges for Water and Environment performance areas for all the 135 
District Water Offi ces.
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Figure 116: Distribution of LGs in Water and Environment across score categories (combined 
MCs and PMs)

No. of DLGs assessed = 135

It should be noted that none of the DLGs scored over 80%. This performance is largely 
attributed to the poor performance in the minimum conditions largely seen as core 
performance indicators in the revised framework which infl uence the overall score.
Generally, 3% (4) of the districts (i.e. Ibanda, Mpigi, Isingiro and Wakiso) scored between 
71%-80%, while, 7% (9) of the districts scored between 61%-70%, 13%(17) of the districts 
scored between 51%-60%, 26%(35) of the districts scored 41%-50%, another 26%(35) of 
the districts scored between 31%-40%, 17%(23) of the districts scored between 21%-30%, 
6%(8) of the districts scored 11%-20%. 4 districts namely; Bulisa, Amuria, Rukiga and Ntoroko 
scored less than 11%. Overall, 70 districts scored below the average score of 41%, and this 
performance is attributed to the poor performance in the minimum conditions which are 
a major determinant to the overall score for each DLG.

Figure 117 shows LGs that improved and those that declined between 2020 and 2021 
LGMSD assessments.

Figure 117: LGs that improved and those that declined between 2020 and 2021

No. of DLGs Assessed = 135 in 2021 and 134 in 2020
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The fi gure above shows the districts that experienced an improvement and decline in 
their overall scores under Water and Environment measures between 2020 and 2021 
assessments. Dokolo district registered the most improvement (48 percentage points) 
while Budaka district was the most declined.

6.2.3 Ranking of LGs in Water and Environment Performance Areas

Tables 27 and 28 below present average scores for the ten (10) highest and lowest scoring 
LGs in Water and Environment performance area respectively in the 2021 assessment their 
respective ranks and scores in 2020 assessment. 

Table 27: Ten (10) Overall Highest Scoring LGs on Water and Environment (Minimum 
conditions and Performance Measures) in LGMSD Assessment of 2021

Vote Rank 2021 Score 2021 Rank 2020 Score 2020
Ibanda District 1 80 1 79
Mpigi District 2 77 2 76
Isingiro District 3 75 4 72
Wakiso District 4 71 34 48
Bulambuli District 5 70 5 67
Gulu District 6 68 95 26
Kazo District 7 67 11 61
Sembabule District 7 67 9 63
Omoro District 9 66 99 25
Dokolo District 10 65 121 17

No. of DLGs Assessed = 135 in 2021 and 134 in 2020

In terms of rank, 4 District Water offi ces (Ibanda, Mpigi, Isingiro and Bulambuli) remained 
in the top ten best performing LGs in all the LGMSD assessments in 2021 and 2020. In terms 
of rank, Omoro and Dokolo improved the most from 99th to 9th and 121st to 10th positions 
respectively.

Table 28: Ten (10) Overall Lowest Scoring LGs on Water and Environment (Minimum 
conditions and Performance Measures) in LGMSD Assessment of 2021

Vote Rank 
2021

Score 
2021

Rank 
2020

Score 
2020

Buliisa District 135 2 106 22
Amuria District 134 6 119 18
Rukiga District 133 9 132 7
Ntoroko District 132 10 121 17
Bukedea District 130 11 34 48
Soroti District 130 11 79 30
Kapelebyong District 129 15 57 38
Obongi District 128 16 115 20
Kitagwenda District 127 17 125 14
Kyenjojo District 125 19 50 40

No. of DLGs Assessed = 135 in 2021 and 134 in 2020
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In the LGMSD assessment of 2021, Buliisa District was ranked last with a score of 2% followed 
by Amuria and Rukiga with 6% and 9% respectively.

2 DLGs (Rukiga and Kitagwenda) have consistently been ranked in the bottom quartile 
in the LGMSD assessments of 2021 and 2020. A tremendous decline in performance is 
observed in Bukedea, Soroti, kapelebyong and Kyenjojo Districts having declined by 96, 
51, 72 and 75 places in rank respectively. This tremendous decline6 is attributed to low 
staffi ng levels and poor records management.

6.2.4 Best and Worst scoring indicators for Water and Environment 

Tables 29 and 30 below present a summary of the top 10 and bottom 10 performing 
indicators for both minimum conditions and performance measures for Water and 
Environment in the 2021 LGMSD assessment their ranks and scores in 2020 assessment.

Table 29: Overview of the top 10 scoring indicators for Water and Environment MCs and 
PMs in LGMSD Assessment of 2021

Rank 
2021 Performance Indicator Score 2021 Rank 2020 Score 2020

1 Water supply infrastructure approved 
by the Contracts Committee 99% 3 96%

2 Complete Water project 
procurement Files 98% 4 94%

3 Water infrastructure projects followed 
standard technical designs 96% 5 93%

3 Water infrastructure investments 
incorporated in AWP 96% 1 99%

3 Accuracy of information on WSS 
facilities constructed 96% 2 97%

4 Trained WSCs on O&M 95% 9 81%

5 Water contract price within /-20 of 
Engineers estimates 90% 7 85%

5 Conducted ESCC screening 90% 12 74%

6 Conducted ESIAs 88% 10 79%

6 of WSS infrastructure projects 
completed as per AWP 88% 6 87%

Signifi cant improvement is observed in indicators of conducting ESCC screening and ESIAs. 
However, there was a slight decline, although still high performance, in the indicators of 
Water infrastructure investments incorporated in AWP from 99% in 2020 to 96% in 2021 and 
Accuracy of information on WSS facilities constructed from 97% in 2020 to 96% in 2021. 

Most of the well performing performance measures continued to perform well and some 
even further improved, such as compliance with technical design standards.

6 Kapelebyong is a one-man offi  ce and therefore a number of acti viti es cannot be undertaken eff ecti vely.
             Bukedea. Main issue was poor documentati on
             Kyenjojo no substanti ve civil engineer and Natural Resources offi  cer, so causing poor performance in minimum conditi ons which aff ected             

the overall score.
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Table 30: Overview of the bottom 10 scoring indicators for Water and Environment MCs 
and PMs in LGMSD Assessment of 2021

Rank 
2021 Performance Indicator Score 

2021
Rank 
2020 

Score 
2020

37 Increase in functionality of WSCs 16% 33 35%

36 Natural Resources Offi cer 17% 31 37%

35 Preparation of training plan for water staff 18% 38 23%

34 Budgeted water projects below district average 26% 23 53%

33 Increase in functionality of water supply facilities 27% 26 47%

32 Prioritized allocations for S/Cs with water 
coverage below district 34% 32 36%

31 Quarterly monitoring of each WSS facility 40% 26 47%

30 Obtained water abstraction permit 45% 15 66%

30 Water source &NR plans for WSS facilities 
prepared and implemented 45% 37 28%

29 Disseminated water source & catchment 
protection guidelines to CDOs 50% 36 31%

From Table 30 above, there was an increased decline for some of the indicator scores in 
2021 compared to 2020. Signifi cant decline was observed in; increase in functionality of 
Water and Sanitation Committees from 35% in 2020 to 16% in 2021 of LGs registering an 
increase, preparation of training plan for water staff from 23% in 2020 to 18% in 2021, having 
a Natural Resources Offi cer from 37% in 2020 to 17%  in2021, 27% of LGs registered an 
increase in functionality of water supply facilities in 2021, however, this was low compared 
to 47% increase in 2020 and obtaining of water obstruction permits from 66% in 2020 to 45% 
in 2021.

The tremendous decline in functionality of Water and Sanitation Committees is attributed 
to the voluntary community-based management system being used to manage the 
Water systems. As a result, a number of committees easily stop performing their duties due 
to limited facilitation from the community thus the decline in their functionality.

6.2.5 Map showing analysis of Water and Environment Performance assessment scores 
across the county

Figure 118 illustrates the geographical distribution of composite scores for all the LGs across 
the country in the Water and Environment performance assessment.
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Figure 118: Analysis of Water and Environment Performance assessment scores across the 
county
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6.2.5 Map showing analysis of Water and Environment Performance assessment 
scores across the county

Figure 118 illustrates the geographical distribution of composite scores for all the LGs 
across the country in the Water and Environment performance assessment.

Figure 121: Analysis of Water and Environment Performance assessment scores across 
the county

No. of DLGs assessed = 135

Most Local Governments generally performed below average as depicted in the figure 
above. Therefore, LGs’ performance under Water and Environment was evenly 
distributed across the country.
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No. of DLGs assessed = 135

Most Local Governments generally performed below average as depicted in the fi gure 
above. Therefore, LGs’ performance under Water and Environment was evenly distributed 
across the country.

6.3 Results on Water and Environment Minimum Conditions

6.3.1 Performance per assessment area under Water and Environment Minimum   
Conditions

Figure 119 shows performance across the two thematic areas of Water and Environment 
minimum conditions. 
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Figure 119: Comparison of Scores for Water and Environment Minimum Conditions per 
Assessment Area for LGMSD assessments for 2021

No. of DLGs assessed = 135

Figure 119 above shows average score performance for minimum conditions namely; 
Environmental and Social requirements and Human Resource Management and 
Development. DLGs performed better in Environment and Social safe guards with an 
average score of 74% compared to Human Resource requirements with an average score 
of 57%.

Figure 120: Comparison of Scores for Water and Environment Minimum Conditions per 
Assessment Area for LGMSD assessments for 2020 and 2021

No. of DLGs assessed = 135 in 2021 and 134 in 2020
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Figure 120 above shows a trend analysis in performance regarding adherence to minimum 
conditions namely; Environmental and Social requirements and Human Resource 
Management and Development.

There was a marginal improvement in the overall performance of Environment and Social 
requirements down from 73% in 2020 to 74% in 2021 (indicators assessed included obtaining 
water abstraction permits, conducting ESIAS and ESCC Screening). However, performance 
in Human Resource Management and Development declined to 57% in 2021 from 60% in 
2020 (focus being on recruitment for key positions under Water and Environment sector).

6.3.2 Human Resource Management and Development under Water and Environment

The Human Resource Management and Development section provides fi ndings on whether 
the District Local Government had recruited or formally requested for secondment of staff 
for all critical positions. 

Figure 121 shows the performance of DLGs in Minimum Conditions for the area of Human 
Resource Management and Development.

Figure 121: Scores of Water and Environment MCs in Human Resource Management and 
Development

No. of DLGs assessed = 135

Overall, 57% of DLGs adhered to Human Resource Management and Development 
requirements. 82% of DLGs had fi lled the position of Civil Engineer Water. Only 17% and 54% 
of DLGs had fi lled the positions of Natural Resources Offi cer and Assistant Water Offi cer for 
Mobilization respectively.

Comparison of scores for selected indicators for Human Resource Minimum Conditions 
for 2020 and 2021

Figure 122 below shows a trend analysis for selected indicators under human Resource 
Minimum Conditions.
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Figure 122: Trend analysis for selected indicators under human Resource Minimum 
Conditions.

No. of DLGs assessed = 135 in 2021 and 134 in 2020

The low performance levels depicted by the DLGs in the recruitment of Natural Resources 
Offi cer is largely attributed to; high number of Natural Resource Offi cers who have retired 
and diffi culty in attracting other offi cers to replace these vacant positions in most LGs.
Also, a number of Assistant Water Offi cers in charge of mobilization are seconded staff 
from the Community department of the LG as a result LGs fi nd no need to allocate more 
wage to recruit AWOs since the seconded offi cers are already in the DLG structure and 
payroll.

Below is a list Districts with selected positions that have not been fi lled. 

Districts without Civil Engineer (water)

Amudat District, Amuria District, Apac District, Arua District, Buliisa District, Busia District, 
Iganga District, Kaabong District, Kitagwenda District, Kyankwanzi District, Kyenjojo 
District, Madi-Okollo District, Masaka District, Masindi District, Mitooma District, Moroto 
District, Nabilatuk District, Namisindwa District, Ntungamo District, Obongi District, Soroti 
District, and Tororo District.

Districts without Assistant Water Offi cer for Mobilization

Abim District, Amuria District, Amuru District, Arua District, Budaka District, Bududa District, 
Bukedea District, Bukomansimbi District, Buliisa District, Busia District, Butaleja District, 
Butebo District, Gomba District, Hoima District, Iganga District, Jinja District, Kabale 
District, Kagadi District, Kakumiro District, Kalaki District, Kaliro District, Kapchorwa District, 
Kapelebyong District, Karenga District, Kasanda District, Kibaale District, Kibuku District, 
Kikuube District, Kiryandongo District, Kitagwenda District, Kitgum District, Koboko 
District, Kumi District, Kyegegwa District, Kyotera District, Lamwo District, Lira District, 
Madi-Okollo District, Manafwa District, Maracha District, Mayuge District, Mbale District, 
Mitooma District, Moyo District, Nakaseke District, Namayingo District, Namisindwa 
District, Namutumba District, Napak District, Ngora District, Ntoroko District, Ntungamo 
District, Obongi District, Pader District, Pakwach District, Rubanda District, Rukiga District, 
Rukungiri District, Soroti District, Terego District, Tororo District, and Zombo District.
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Districts without Natural Resources Offi cer

Abim District, Adjumani District, Agago District, Alebtong District, Amolatar District, 
Amudat District, Amuria District, Amuru District, Apac District, Arua District, Budaka 
District, Bugiri District, Bugweri District, Buikwe District, Bukedea District, Bukomansimbi 
District, Bukwo District, Bulambuli District, Buliisa District, Bundibugyo District, Bushenyi 
District, Busia District, Butaleja District, Butambala District, Butebo District, Buvuma District, 
Buyende District, Dokolo District, Gomba District, Gulu District, Hoima District, Iganga 
District, Isingiro District, Jinja District, Kaabong District, Kabale District, Kaberamaido 
District, Kagadi District, Kakumiro District, Kalaki District, Kaliro District, Kalungu District, 
Kamuli District, Kamwenge District, Kapchorwa District, Kapelebyong District, Karenga 
District, Kasanda District, Katakwi District, Kazo District, Kibaale District, Kibuku District, 
Kikuube District, Kiruhura District, Kiryandongo District, Kisoro District, Kitagwenda District, 
Kitgum District, Koboko District, Kole District, Kotido District, Kumi District, Kwania District, 
Kyegegwa District, Kyenjojo District, Kyotera District, Lamwo District, Lira District, Luuka 
District, Lwengo District, Lyantonde District, Madi-Okollo District, Manafwa District, 
Maracha District, Masaka District, Mayuge District, Mbale District, Mbarara District, 
Mitooma District, Moroto District, Moyo District, Mubende District, Mukono District, 
Nabilatuk District, Nakapiripirit District, Nakasongola District, Namayingo District, 
Namisindwa District, Namutumba District, Napak District, Nebbi District, Ngora District, 
Ntoroko District, Nwoya District, Obongi District, Omoro District, Otuke District, Oyam 
District, Pader District, Pakwach District, Pallisa District, Rubanda District, Rubirizi District, 
Rukiga District, Rukungiri District, Serere District, Sironko District, Soroti District, Terego 
District, Tororo District, and Yumbe District

6.3.3 Environment and Social Requirements under Water and Environment
  
Environment and Social Requirements section presents fi ndings on whether the District 
Local Governments carried out Social and Climate Change Screening/ Environmental 
Social Impact Assessments and issuance of water abstraction permits by Directorate of 
Water Resources Management. 

Figure 123 shows the performance of DLGs in Minimum Conditions for the area of 
Environment and Social Requirements.

Figure 123:  Scores of Water and Environment in MCs in Environment and Social Requirements

No. of DLGs assessed = 13
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Overall, 74% of DLGs adhered to Environmental and Social requirements. Good 
performance was observed in all areas assessed i.e. conducting of ESIAs and ESCC. 
Obtaining of obstruction permits performed low at 45% because most of the water projects 
in the DLGs did not require abstraction permits i.e. absence of piped water systems.

6.4 Results on Water and Environment Performance Measures 

6.4.1 Performance per Assessment Area under Water and Environment Performance 
Measures 

There are six assessment areas under Water and Environment Performance Measures and 
these are: i) Performance Reporting and Performance Improvement, ii) Management, 
Monitoring and Supervision of Services, iii) Local Government Service Delivery Results, iv) 
Investment Management, v) Human Resource Management and Development, and vi) 
Environment and Social Requirements. 

Figure 124 shows the average scores of DLGs across the six assessment areas of Water and 
Environment performance measures for the 2 years that the revised assessment has been 
conducted.

Figure 124: Average Scores per Assessment Area under Water and Environment Performance 
Measures for LGMSD assessments for 2021

No. of DLGs assessed = 135

Investment management had the highest score of 76%, followed by management, 
monitoring and supervision services, and performance reporting and performance 
improvement both with scores of 66%. Local Government service delivery results had the 
lowest score of 46%. 

Figure 125 shows the average scores of DLGs across the six assessment areas of Water and 
Environment performance measures for the 2 years that the revised assessment has been 
conducted.
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Figure 125: Comparison of Average Scores per Assessment Area under Water and 
Environment Performance Measures for LGMSD assessments for 2020 and 2021

No. of DLGs assessed = 135 in 2021 and 134 in 2020

There was an improvement in the overall average score across the six performance 
measures in Water and Environment from 56% in 2020 to 63% in 2021. The most signifi cant 
improvement over the last 2 assessments was in environment and social requirements 
with 20% improvement points between 2020 and 2021 followed by Investment and 
Management with 10% improvement points between 2020 and 2021. 

However, we note a declining trend in scores in the Performance Areas of Local Government 
Service Delivery from 53% in 2020 to 46% in 2021. Performance in Human Resource 
Management and Development remained low despite the marginal improvement from 
45% in 2020 to 49% in 2021.

6.4.2 Performance Reporting and Performance Improvement

Performance reporting and performance improvement section presents fi ndings on District 
Local Governments’ accuracy of reported information, and reporting and performance 
improvement under Water and Environment performance measure.

Figure 126 shows the performance of LGs in Performance Measure requirements for the 
area of Performance Reporting and Performance Improvement.
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Figure 126: Score for Water and Environment PM on Performance Reporting and 
Performance Improvement

No. of DLGs assessed = 135

The overall average score across was 66%. Best performed indicator was accuracy of 
information on WSS facilities constructed at an average of 96%; Indicators on compilation 
of information on S/C WATSAN aspects, quarterly update of WSS data for planning aspects 
all scored above 70%.

6.4.3 Management, Monitoring and Supervision of Services

This section presents fi ndings on: i) planning, budgeting and transfer of funds for services 
delivery, ii) routine oversight and monitoring, and iii) mobilization for Water Supply and 
Sanitation services.

Figure 127 shows the performance of LGs in Performance Measures requirements for the 
area of Management Monitoring and Supervision.
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Figure 127: Score for Water and Environment PM on Management Monitoring and 
Supervision

No. of DLGs assessed = 135 in 2021 and 134 in 2020

The overall average score across was 66%. Best performed indicators were training of 
WCSCs on O&M with an average score of 95%, communication to LLGs on allocations per 
source constructed with an average score of 81%.

Low performance was registered in Prioritization of allocations for S/Cs with water coverage 
below district with an average score of 34%, and quarterly monitoring of each WSS facility 
at an average score of 40%.

Comparison of scores for selected indicators for Management, Monitoring and Supervision 
of Services for 2020 and 2021

Figure 128 below shows a trend analysis of selected indicators under Management, 
Monitoring and Supervision Performance Measure.
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Figure 128: Trend analysis of selected indicators under Management, Monitoring and 
Supervision Performance Measure.

No. of DLGs assessed = 135 in 2021 and 134 in 2020

There was a decline in overall average score for prioritization of Sub counties with water 
coverage below district from 36% in 2020 to 34% in 2021 and quarterly monitoring of 
WSS facilities declined from 47% in 2020 to 40 % in 2021. Lack of commitment by District 
leadership to prioritize Sub counties with water coverage below district coverage has 
been noted as one of the challenges. Also, due to the overwhelming water sources and 
insuffi cient monitoring budget, it’s diffi cult to monitor each of the water sources within the 
stipulated time.

Districts that did not prioritise allocations for S/Cs with water coverage below district 
average

Abim District, Adjumani District, Agago District, Alebtong District, Amuria District, Buikwe 
District, Bukedea District, Bukomansimbi District, Buliisa District, Bunyangabu District, 
Buyende District, Gomba District, Jinja District, Kabale District, Kaberamaido District, 
Kalaki District, Kalungu District, Kamwenge District, Kanungu District, Karenga District, 
Kasese District, Katakwi District, Kibaale District,  Kikuube District, Kiruhura District, Kisoro 
District, Kitagwenda District, Kole District, Kumi District, Kween District, Lira District, 
Luuka District, Luwero District, Lwengo District, Madi-Okollo District, Masaka District, 
Masindi District, Moyo District, Mpigi District, Nakaseke District, Nakasongola District, 
Namutumba District, Ngora District, Ntoroko District, Ntungamo District, Otuke District, 
Oyam District, Pallisa District, Rubirizi District, Serere District, Sheema District, Soroti 
District, Tororo District, and Yumbe District.
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Districts that did not undertake quarterly monitoring of each WSS facility:

Abim District, Adjumani District, Agago District, Alebtong District, Amuria District, Apac 
District, Arua District, Budaka District, Bugiri District, Bugweri District, Bukedea District, 
Bukwo District, Buliisa District, Bundibugyo District, Bunyangabu District, Butebo District, 
Buvuma District, Hoima District, Iganga District, Jinja District, Kaabong District, Kabale 
District, Kaberamaido District, Kagadi District, Kakumiro District, Kamwenge District, 
Kapchorwa District, Kapelebyong District, Karenga District, Kasese District, Katakwi 
District, Kibaale District, Kikuube District, Kiruhura District, Kiryandongo District, Kisoro 
District, Kitagwenda District, Koboko District, Kotido District, Kween District, Kyankwanzi 
District, Kyegegwa District, Kyenjojo District, Lira District, Luuka District, Luwero District, 
Madi-Okollo District, Maracha District, Masindi District, Mayuge District, Mbarara District, 
Mitooma District, Mityana District, Moyo District, Nakasongola District, Namayingo 
District, Namisindwa District, Namutumba District, Nebbi District, Ntoroko District, 
Ntungamo District, Obongi District, Otuke District, Oyam District, Pallisa District, Rukiga 
District, Rwampara District, Serere District, Sheema District, Soroti District, Terego District, 
Wakiso District, and Yumbe District.

6.4.4 Local Government Service Delivery

This section presents fi ndings on: i) water and environment outcomes i.e. functionality of 
water sources and management committees, ii) service delivery performance, and iii) 
achievement of standards under Water and Environment.

Figure 129 shows the performance of LGs in Performance Measures requirements for the 
area of Local Government Service Delivery.

Figure 129: Score for Water and Environment PM on Local Government Service Delivery

No. of DLGs assessed = 135  
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The overall average score across was 46%. Best performed indicators were water contract 
price within +/-20% of Engineer’s estimates and completion of WSS infrastructure projects 
as per AWP with average scores of 90% and 88% respectively. However, performance 
in Change in functional WATSAN committees and change in functional water facilities 
remains low at an average score of 16% and 27% respectively. Important to note is that 
the functional change is not easily noted over a short period of time hence going forward 
time frame needs to be considered in order to observe the change.

Comparison of scores for selected indicators for Local Government Service Delivery for 
2020 and 2021

Figure 130 below shows the trend performance of selected indicators under the Local 
Government Service Delivery Performance measure in 2020 and 2021.

Figure 130: Trend performance of selected indicators under the Local Government Service 
Delivery Performance measure in 2020 and 2021

No. of DLGs assessed = 135 in 2021 and 134 in 2020

In fi gure 130 above, there was a decline in overall average score in percentage of 
budgeted water projects implemented in Sub counties with safe water coverage below 
district average from 53% in 2020 to 26% in 2021, 27% of LGs registered an increase in 
functionality of water supply facilities in 2021 compared to 47% increase in 2020, 35% 
increase in functionality of WSCs in 2020 compared to 16% in 2021. As noted above, lack 
of commitment by District leadership to budget for water projects in Sub counties with 
water coverage below district coverage has been noted as one of the challenges. 

The decline in the functionality of water supply facilities is due to the low community 
involvement and participation in Operation and maintenance. The current community 
management model allows for sources to be managed by volunteers within the community. 
Most of the volunteers are not committed and have abandoned the WSCs roles hence 
failure to supervise the water sources causing decline in their functionality.  Important 
to note is that the WSCs are not well facilitated by the community hence low morale to 
supervise and ensure the water sources are maintained.
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Districts that did not budget for water Projects below district coverage: 

Adjumani District, Amolatar District, Amudat District, Amuria District, Apac District, Arua District, 
Budaka District, Bududa District, Bugiri District, Bugweri District,  Bukedea District, Bukomansimbi 
District,  Bulambuli District, Buliisa District, Bundibugyo District, Bunyangabu District, Bushenyi 
District, Busia District, Butebo District, Buyende District, Gomba District, Gulu District, Hoima 
District, Iganga District,  Jinja District, Kaabong District, Kabale District, Kabarole District, 
Kaberamaido District, Kagadi District, Kalaki District, Kalangala District, Kaliro District, Kalungu 
District, Kamwenge District, Kanungu District, Kapelebyong District, Kasanda District, Kasese 
District, Katakwi District, Kibaale District, Kiboga District, Kikuube District, Kiryandongo District, 
Kisoro District, Kitagwenda District, Koboko District, Kole District, Kumi District, Kween District, 
Kyankwanzi District, Kyegegwa District, Kyenjojo District, Kyotera District, Lamwo District, Lira 
District, Luuka District, Luwero District, Lwengo District, Lyantonde District, Madi-Okollo District, 
Maracha District, Masaka District, Mayuge District, Mbarara District, Moroto District, Mpigi 
District, Mubende District, Nabilatuk District, Nakaseke District, Nakasongola District, Namayingo 
District, Napak District, Nebbi District, Ngora District, Ntoroko District, Ntungamo District, Nwoya 
District, Oyam District, Pallisa District, Rakai District, Rubanda District, Rubirizi District, Rukungiri 
District, Rwampara District, Sembabule District, Serere District, Soroti District, and Tororo District.

6.4.5 Investment Management

This section presents fi ndings on: i) planning and budgeting for investments, and ii) 
procurement and contract management/execution.  Figure 131 shows the performance 
of LGs in Performance Measure requirements for the area of Investment management.

Figure 131: Score for Water and Environment PM on Investment Management.

No. of DLGs assessed = 135  
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The overall average score across was 76%. Best performed indicators were; Water 
Supply Infrastructure approved by the Contracts Committee at an average score of 
99%, Completion of water project procurement fi les at an average score of 98%. Water 
infrastructure projects following standard technical designs at an average score of 96% 
and infrastructure projects incorporated in Annual Work Plans at an average score of 96%.
All indicators scored above average; however, the least scored indicator was incorporation 
of ESMPs into water project designs at an average score at 56%.

Districts that did not incorporate Environment and Social Management Plans (ESMPs) 
into water project designs:

Abim District, Adjumani District, Agago District, Amolatar District, Amudat District, 
Amuria District,  Arua District, Budaka District, Bugweri District, Buhweju District, Buikwe 
District, Bulambuli District, Buliisa District, Bundibugyo District, Bunyangabu District, Busia 
District, Butaleja District, Butebo District, Buvuma District, Gomba District, Hoima District, 
Iganga District, Jinja District, Kaabong District, Kaberamaido District, Kagadi District, 
Kapelebyong District, Kasanda District, Kasese District, Katakwi District, Kayunga District, 
Kibaale District, Kibuku District, Kikuube District, Kiryandongo District, Kitagwenda 
District, Kumi District, Kyegegwa District, Luwero District, Lyantonde District, Manafwa 
District, Masindi District, Mbale District, Moroto District, Moyo District, Mubende District, 
Mukono District, Nabilatuk District, Nakaseke District, Nakasongola District, Ngora 
District, Ntoroko District, Omoro District,  Oyam District, Pallisa District, Rakai District, 
Rukiga District, Rwampara District, Serere District, and Terego District.

6.4.6 Human Resource Management Development

This section presents fi ndings on: i) budgeting for staff under Water & Sanitation and 
Environment, and Natural Resources, ii) staff performance management.
Figure 132 shows the performance of LGs in Performance Measure requirements for the 
area of Human Resource Management Development

Figure 132: Scores for Water and Environment PM on Human Resource Management 
Development

No. of DLGs assessed = 135 in 2021 and 134 in 2020
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The overall average score across was 49%. Best performed indicators were Budgeting for 
ENR staff and water staff as per guidelines at average scores of 75% and 64% respectively. 

Worst performed indicators were preparation of training plan for water staff at an average 
score of 18%.

6.4.7 Environment and Social Requirements

This section presents fi ndings on: i) grievance redress, and ii) safeguards in delivery of in-
vestments.

Figure 133 shows the performance of LGs in Performance Measure requirements for the 
area of Environment and Social Requirements.

Figure 133: Scores for Water and Environment PM on Environment and Social Requirements

No. of DLGs assessed = 135 in 2021 and 134 in 2020

The overall average score across was 60%. Best performed indicators was proof of land 
ownership where WSS projects were implemented at an average score of 84% followed 
by monitoring at 67%. 

Worst performed indicators were; preparation and implementation of water resource 
protection plans, and natural resource management plans where WSSS facilities were 
constructed in the previous FY (45%), dissemination of water source and catchment 
protection guidelines by CDOs (50%) and publication of water grievance framework with 
proof of redress actions (53%). 
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6.5 Conclusion, Emerging issues and recommendations for Water and 
Environment.

Water and Sanitation performance measures just like all other performance measures that 
are assessed under the new revised LGMSD performance assessment and framework has 
had a number of its indicators refi ned, updated and a number of indicators introduced 
in order to improve management and delivery of services. It’s important to note that this 
assessment is the second of its kind under the new revised LGMSD assessment framework.

Overall, 70 out of 135 districts scored below the average score of 41%, and this performance 
is attributed to the poor performance in some of the minimum conditions which are a major 
determinant to the overall score for each DLG. The table below summarizes emerging 
issues and proposed recommendations for the Water and Environment assessment.

Table 31: Emerging issues and recommendations under Water and Environment

No. Emerging Issue/Outstanding 
Challenges

Recommended Action (s) Responsibility

1 Low Prioritization of allocations 
for S/Cs with water coverage 
below district average 

District Executive Committees 
and Technical Planning 
Committees should be 
sensitized to adhere to planning 
and budgeting guidelines in 
water and environment. 

MoWE
DLGs

2 Low performance levels 
depicted by the DLGs in the 
recruitment of Assistant Water 
Offi cer (AWO) for mobilization 
and Natural Resources Offi cer

Where wage is not available, 
DLGs should appoint AWO 
offi cers on secondment

DLGs

3 Quarterly monitoring of WSS 
facilities

Support DLGs to develop 
monitoring work plans for WSS 
facilities. Follow up with District 
Water Offi ces for compliance

MoWE
DLGs

4 Lack of training plans put in 
place for water staff

All DLGs should develop and 
implement training plans. 

MoWE
DLGs

5 Lack of implementation of 
water resource protection 
plans, and natural resource 
management plans where 
WSSS facilities are constructed.

Build capacity of DLGs to 
implement water resource 
protection plans, and natural 
resource management plans

MoWE
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7.0 Micro Scale Irrigation Performance Assessment
7.1 Introduction to Micro - Scale Irrigation Performance Assessment  

The assessment of Local Government Management of Service Delivery for Micro-Scale 
Irrigation appears for the second time in the LGMSD Report since the Local Government 
Performance Assessment started. It has two elements namely Minimum Conditions and 
Performance Measures. Minimum Conditions (seen as core performance indicators) 
focuses on addressing key bottlenecks for service delivery and safeguard management 
while performance measures focus on evaluating service delivery in the LGs as a whole. 40 
Districts selected to receive the micro-scale irrigation grant were assessed in this LGMSD.
All indicators were assessed in FY 2021/22, however, indicators which were not applicable 
during the year of assessment were scored 0. This is because;

a) They will provide a baseline and a basis for trend analysis in subsequent years.

b) This did not disadvantage any LG as all scored 0 – level ground. At this level, districts 
are supposed to be performing the functions even without the microscale irrigation 
grant.

The results for the assessment conducted in FY 2020/21 and FY 2021/22 will be used for 
monitoring and evaluation purposes and to develop performance improvement plans 
but not to impact on the allocation of the grants. This is because the districts had not 
received and used the grants in FY 2019/20 (assessed in 2020/21); and the grants received 
in 2020/21 (assessed in 2021/22) are only for complementary services. Therefore, the results 
of the performance assessment to be conducted in FY 2022/23 will be the fi rst to be used 
to impact on the allocation of grants for FY 2023/24. This is because the LGs would have 
received and used the capital development grant for FY 2021/22.

The LG Micro - Scale Irrigation was assessed against 2 performance areas of Human 
Resource Management and Development and Environmental and Social Requirements 
with maximum of 100 percentage points. The performance areas, their respective 
performance indicators and scores are presented in table 32 below.  

Table 32: Scoring guide for Micro - Scale Irrigation Performance Minimum Conditions for 
LGMSD 2021

Number Performance Area Performance Indicators Percentage score of 
overall Score for MCs

A Human Resource 
Management and 
Development 

Senior Agricultural Engineer 70 Percentage points

B Environment and 
Social Requirements  

Environment, Social and 
Climate Change Screening/
Environment

30 Percentage points

Total 100 Percentage points

The performance of the LG Micro - Scale Irrigation Performance Measures was assessed 
against six thematic areas with weighted performance scores totaling to a maximum of 
100 percentage points. The thematic areas are presented in Table 33.
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Table 33: Scoring guide for Micro-Scale Irrigation Performance assessment for LGMSD 2021

Number Performance Area Percentage score of PMs
A Local Government Service Delivery Results 20 Percentage points
B Performance Reporting and Performance 

Improvement 
10 Percentage points

C Human Resource Management and 
Development 

10 Percentage points

D Management, Monitoring and Supervision of 
Services

22 Percentage points

E Investment Management 26 Percentage points
F Environment and Social Safeguards 12 Percentage points

Total 100 percentage points

7.2 Overview of Micro - Scale Irrigation Performance Results – LGMSD 2021

7.2.1 Polarity of Scores for Micro - Scale Irrigation Performance 

Figure 134 shows the relative orientation of the maximum, average and minimum scores in 
Micro Scale Irrigation performance measures for all the selected LGs. 

Figure 134: Polarity of score for micro – irrigation performance measures

No. of LGs assessed = 40

The Overall average score for all the 40 LGs for all Micro Scale Irrigation performance 
measures was 47% compared to 9% of the previous year. The highest score was 90% com-
pared to 57% of the previous year and the minimum score was maintained at 0%.

Average Scores for Micro Scale Irrigation Minimum Conditions and Performance Measures 
- LGMSD 2021

Figure 135 shows the average scores under Micro Scale Irrigation MCs and PMs; disaggre-
gated for DLGs.
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Figure 135: Average scores for minimum conditions and Performance Measures under 
microscale irrigation for 2021

No. of DLGs assessed = 40

Comparison of average scores for minimum conditions and Performance Measures under 
microscale irrigation for 2020 and 2021

Figure 136: Comparison of average scores for minimum conditions and Performance 
Measures under microscale irrigation for 2020 and 2021

No. of LGs assessed = 40

The overall average score for Micro-scale irrigation minimum conditions was 71% 
compared to 40% for the previous year and 65% compared to 22% for the previous year 
on performance measures. The improvement in performance is due to implementation of 
phases of the programme which had not started the previous year, whereby some of the 
activities by design have now been implemented compared to last year where they had 
not been implemented.
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7.2.2 Distribution of LGs across average score categories – LGMSD 2021

Figure 137 presents the distribution (by number and proportion) of Districts across the 
different score ranges for Micro Scale Irrigation performance.

Figure 137: Micro Scale -irrigation performance scores distribution for 40 Districts combined 
for both MCs and PMs

No. of LGs assessed = 40

7.2.3 Best and Worst scoring LGs for Small Scale Irrigation

Table 34 and 35 below present average scores for the ten (10) highest and lowest scoring 
LGs on Micro Scale Irrigation Sector performance respectively during the 2021 LGMSD. 

Table 34: Ten (10) Overall Highest Scoring LGs on Micro Scale Irrigation Sector 
Performance

Vote Rank
 2021

Score
 2021

Rank
 2020

Score 
2020

Sembabule District 1 90 8 17
Lwengo District 2 83 31 0
Mpigi District 3 81 28 0
Rakai District 4 80 10 16
Kamwenge District 5 79 3 29
Butambala District 5 79 2 36
Kyenjojo District 7 75 20 6
Bukomansimbi District 8 74 37 0
Tororo District 9 71 1 57
Kyegegwa District 10 70 11 16

No. of LGs assessed = 40
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Sembabule District got the highest score of 90% thus ranking number one compared to 
the score of 17% and rank 8 of the previous year. Tororo district which was the highest 
performer last year was pushed to rank 9 with a score of 71% compared to 57% of last 
year though with a slight improvement. Great improvement was by Lwengo, Mpigi and 
Bukomansimbi Districts with scores of 83%, 81% and 74% with ranks of 2,3&8 respectively 
compared to scores of 0 with ranks of 31%, 28% and 37% respectively. 

Table 35: Ten (10) Overall Lowest Scoring LGs on Micro Scale Irrigation Sector Performance

Vote Rank 
2021

Score 
2021

Rank 
2020

Score 
2020

Mubende District 39 0 6 18
Sironko District 39 0 25 0
Ntungamo District 38 11 22 5
Bududa District 37 16 39 0
Kapchorwa District 36 18 34 0
Amuru District 35 19 40 0
Kyotera District 32 20 32 0
Mukono District 32 20 4 25
Kitagwenda District 32 20 33 0
Kalungu District 29 22 35 0

No. of LGs assessed = 40

Districts of Mubende and Sironko scored 0% and ranking among the last 10 poor performing 
districts. This was due to poor performance in meeting the minimum conditions for Human 
Resource Management and Development.

7.2.4 Best and Worst scoring indicators for Micro Scale Irrigation

Table 36 and 37 presents a summary of the top 10 and bottom 10 performing indicators for 
performance measures in the 2021 LGMSD.

Table 36: Ten (10) Best Scoring Indicators for Micro Scale Irrigation Sector

Performance Indicators Rank 
2021

score 
2021

rank 
2020

score 
2020

Mobilization activities for farmers conducted 1 95% 2 88%
Awareness training on micro-irrigation 1 95% 9 55%
An up-to-date database of farmer applications 1 95% 5 78%
Up to-date LLG information entered into MIS 2 93% 1 90%
LG visits to EOI farmers 3 93% 31 10%
Quarterly report based on info from LLGs 4 90% 13 45%
Preparation of micro-irrigation training plan 4 90% 16 33%
Hands-on support to LLG extension workers 5 88% 22 18%
Extension staff working in LLGs of their deployment 5 88% 7 68%
Maintenance training & support supervision of    
approved farmers

6 85% 48 5%

Disseminated info on use of farmer co-funding 6 85% 8 65%
Allocation of irrigation grant as per guidelines 6 85% 21 25%
Accurate information on fi lled extension staff positions 6 85% 3 80%
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The best performing indicators included, mobilization activities for farmers conducted, 
awareness training on micro-irrigation and an up-to-date database of farmer applications 
all scoring at 95% compared to 88%, 55% and 78% respectively scored in the previous year. 

All the best 10 indicators scored at 85% and above. The indicators whose improvement 
were tremendous were maintenance training & support supervision of approved farmers 
which improved from the rank of 48 with a score of 5% in the previous year to rank of 6 with 
a rank of 85% and LG visits to EOI farmers which improved from rank of 31 with a score of 
10% to rank 3 with a score of 93%.

Table 37: Ten (10) Worst Scoring Indicators for Micro Scale Irrigation Sector

Performance Indicators Rank 
2021

score 
2021

rank 
2020

score 
2020

Use of the farmer co-funding as per guidelines 60 7% 35 8%
Irrigation co-funding and allocations as per 
guidelines

59 12% 25 16%

Corrective actions taken based on extension 
worker appraisal reports

58 29% 41 8%

Investigated micro-scale irrigation grievances 57 29% 20 25%
Irrigation grievances reported on 56 29% 52 5%
Recruited LLG Ext. workers where wage is 
provided

55 30% 61 0%

Record of micro-scale irrigation grievances 54 32% 56 3%
Responded to micro-scale irrigation grievances 53 32% 59 0%

Most indicators performed poorly due to the phased manner in which the project of Micro 
scale irrigation is being implemented. The poor performing indicators activities have just 
started, though the performance is better than that of last year where some implementa-
tions had not started. 

7.2.5 Analysis of Micro-Scale Irrigation Performance assessment scores across the 
country

Figure 138 depicts the distribution of the performance scores for all LGs across the country 
for Micro-Scale Irrigation Measures.



Local Government Management of Service Delivery-National Synthesis Report 2021

133

Figure 138:  Map of Micro Scale Irrigation performance assessment composite scores 
across LGs

SCALE:
Score range Color

Not Assessed
90-100
80-90
70-80
60-70
50-60
40-50
30-40
20-30
10-20
5-10
0-5

No. of LGs assessed = 40

Performance was generally better than the previous year for Micro Scale Irrigation with 
most LGs scoring 50% and above as depicted in the fi gure above while some scored in 
the range 0-5. 

7.3 Performance Trends in the Micro Scale Irrigation Performance Assessment

7.3.1 Comparing performance between LGMSD 2020 and 2021 Assessment
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Figure 139: Improvement in DGLs between LGMSD 2020 and 2021 for Micro-Scale 
Irrigation Measures

No. of LGs assessed = 40

There was improvement in score for the districts between LGMSD 2020 and 2021, except 
Mubende, Mukono and Sironko Districts.

7.4 Results on Micro Scale Irrigation Minimum Conditions
   
Figure 140 shows the average scores of LGs across the two thematic areas of Micro Scale 
Irrigation performance for Minimum Conditions; disaggregated for DLGs selected to re-
ceive the Micro Scale Irrigation grant.
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Figure 140: Comparison of average scores for Micro Scale Irrigation Minimum Conditions 
per thematic area for 2020 and 2021

No. of LGs assessed = 40

The overall performance of Micro Scale Irrigation Minimum Conditions was 71% compared 
to 40% of the previous year. The best-performed area was Environment and Social 
requirements at an average of 85% compared to 18% of the previous year mainly due 
to Environmental, Social and Climate Change screening compared to Human Resource 
Management and Development at an average score of 65% compared to 50% of the 
previous year.

7.4.1 Performance per Assessment Area under Micro-Scale Irrigation Minimum Conditions

Figure 141: Human Resource Management and Development and Environment and So-
cial Requirements under minimum condition for 2021

No. of LGs assessed = 40
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The overall performance of Micro Scale Irrigation Minimum Conditions was 71%. Where 
by performance in Environment and Social Requirements had an overall score of 85% a 
raising out of ESCC screening.  

The DLGs also had an average score of 65%, the performance was registered in the 
only position under minimum condition i.e. the position of Senior Agricultural engineer. 
This implies that 65% of LGs assessed had the position of Senior Agricultural Engineer fi lled 
while the other 35% did not fi ll the position.  Interface with the responsible Ministry (MAAIF) 
revealed that some districts did not score under the Minimum conditions simply because 
they have Agricultural Engineer yet the assessment looked at Senior Agricultural Offi cer as 
a MC.  

Comparison of scores for selected indicator of Senior Agricultural Engineer fi lled for Micro 
Scale Irrigation Human Resource Minimum Conditions for 2020 and 2021

Figure 142: Comparison of scores for selected indicator of Senior Agricultural Engineer 
fi lled for Micro Scale Irrigation Human Resource Minimum Conditions for 2020 and 2021

No. of LGs assessed = 40

7.5 Results on Micro Scale Irrigation Performance Measures – LGMSD 2021

7.5.1 Performance per Assessment Area under Micro Scale Irrigation Performance 
Measures for 2021

Figure 143 shows the aggregate scores across the six thematic areas of Micro Scale Irriga-
tion performance measures disaggregated for the 40 LGs
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Figure 143: Aggregate scores across the six thematic areas of Micro Scale Irrigation 
performance measures

No. of LGs assessed = 40

The overall average score across the seven performance areas in Micro Scale Irrigation 
Performance Measures was 65% compared to 22% of the previous year. The best-per-
formed area was Human resource management and development at an average score 
of 73% compared to 49% of the previous year, while the worst performed area was that of 
Environment and Social Safeguards at an average score of 33% compared to 7% of the 
previous year given that activities that require conducting of Environmental Social Climate 
Change Screening (ESCCS) had not or had just started at the time of the assessment.

Figure 144: Comparison of average scores per Assessment Area for Performance Measures 
under Micro Scale Irrigation for 2020 and 2021

No. of LGs assessed = 40
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7.5.2 Local Government Service Delivery Results 

Figure 145 shows the performance of LGs in the area of Local Government Service Results.

Figure 145: Local Government Service Delivery Results

No. of LGs assessed = 40

The overall average score across the nine performance indicators under Local Government 
Service Delivery Results area was 69% compared to 15% of the previous year. The best-
performed indictors were Irrigation equipment meets MAAIF standards, increased acreage 
of newly irrigated land, up to-date data on irrigated land, installed micro-scale irrigation 
systems functional and Irrigation contract price within /-20 of Agricultural Engineers 
estimates, all of which scored above 75%. 

While the worst performed indicators were Approved Farmer Acceptance Form signed, 
and Recruited Lower Local Government Extension workers where wage is provided which 
performed below 35%. 

7.5.3. Performance Reporting and Performance Improvement

Figure 146 below shows the average scores attained by LGs across the different indicators 
in the area of Performance Reporting and Performance Improvement
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Figure 146: Micro Scale Irrigation Scoring in Performance Reporting and Performance 
Improvement

No. of LGs assessed = 40

Under Performance Reporting and Performance Improvement, the overall performance 
of all indicators was 72% compared to 49% for the previous year. Good performance was 
in Up to-date LLG information entered into MIS which maintained its high performance 
from 90% of the previous year to 93% and together with, Quarterly information on newly 
irrigated land, Quarterly report based on info from LLGs, Accuracy of information on 
installed & functional irrigation systems and Accurate information on fi lled extension staff 
positions, all of which scored above 75% and had great improvement from the previous 
year.

Poor performance was registered in areas of Developed PIPs for lowest performing LLGs 
and Implemented PIP for lowest performing LLGs these all performed at 12% and 24% re-
spectively. The reasons for poor performance is because LLGs assessment has not started.

7.5.4. Human Resources Management and Development

Figure 147 below shows the average scores attained by LGs across the different indicators 
in the areas of Human Resource Management and Development.
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Figure 147: Micro Scale Irrigation Scoring in Human Resource Management and Development

No. of LGs assessed = 40

The overall average score across the eight performance indicators under Human Re-
source Management and Development was 73% compared to 49% of the previous year. 
The best-performed indicators scoring above 75% were Preparation of micro-irrigation 
training plan scoring at 90% compared to 30% of the previous year, Extension staff working 
in LLGs of their deployment that performed at 88% compared to 68% of the previous year, 
budgeting for extension workers as per guidelines at an average score of 78% maintained 
at the same score as last year and Deployed extension workers as per guidelines which 
scored at 78% compared to 75%, last year.  

The worst performed indicator was that of corrective actions taken based on extension 
worker appraisal reports which scored 29% compared to 25% of the previous year.

7.5.5 Investment Management

Figure 148 below shows the average scores attained by LGs across the different indicators 
in the areas of Investment Management under Micro Scale Irrigation.
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Figure 148: Micro Scale Irrigation scoring in Investment Management

No. of LGs assessed = 40

The overall average score across the fi fteen performance indicators under Investment 
Management was 64% compared to 15% of the previous year. The best-performed indi-
cator remained up-to-date database of farmer applications at an average score of 95% 
compared to 78% of the previous year. while the worst performed indicators were those 
of Irrigation equipment installed as per design output sheet and published list of eligible 
farmers on LG noticeboards which had an average score of 39% compared to previous 
year score of 5% and 3% respectively. This is a sign to show that some of the activities which 
had not started by last year are now in progress.

7.5.6 Environmental and Social Requirements

Figure 149 below shows the average scores attained by LGs across the different indicators 
in the areas of Environment and Social Requirements.
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Figure 149: Performance of LGs in the areas of Environmental social requirements

No. of LGs assessed = 40

The overall average score across the fi ve performance indicators under Environmental and 
Social Requirements was 44% compared to 3% for the previous year. The best-performed 
indicator was Monitoring of irrigation impacts with a score of 54% compared to in the 
previous year. while the worst performed indicator was that of incorporation of ESMPs into 
irrigation project designs at an average score of 34% compared to 8% in the previous year. 

7.5.7     Environmental and Social Safeguards

Figure 150 below shows the average scores attained by LGs across the different indicators 
in the areas of Environmental and Social Safeguards.

Figure 150: Performance of LGs in the areas of Environmental social safeguards

No. of LGs assessed = 40
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The overall average score across the fi ve performance indicators under Environment and 
Social Safeguards was 33% compared to 7% of the previous year. All indicators performed 
poorly below 40% and the worst being Irrigation grievances reported and investigated at 
an average score of 29%. However, interface with MAAIF reveals that this performance 
is very true given that other components where these indicators are relevant have just 
started. 

7.5.8 Management, Monitoring and Supervision of Services

Figure 151 below shows the performance of LGs in the areas of Management, Monitoring 
and Supervision of Service

Figure 151: Micro Scale – Irrigation performance scores on Management, Monitoring and 
Supervision of Service

No. of LGs assessed = 40

The overall average score across the eleven performance indicators under Management, 
Monitoring and Supervision of Service was 66% compared to 25% for last year. The best-
performed indicator was mobilization activities for farmers conducted at an average 
score of 95% compared to 88% of the previous year. 

The lowest performed indicators were use of the farmer co-funding as per guidelines and 
irrigation co-funding and allocations as per guidelines at an average score of 7% and 
12% respectively compared to 0% for the past year. This is because the programme is in its 
early phase and such activities are implemented either in the second phase or in the third 
phase of the programme.
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7.6    Conclusion for Micro Scale – Irrigation Performance Assessment

Given that this was the second assessment of Micro Scale – Irrigation programme, there 
was great improvement from last year’s performance. LGs performed at an average of 
69% compared to 40% in the previous year on minimum conditions, 64% compared to 22% 
in the previous year on performance measures and 47% compared to 9% in the previous 
year on overall performance. There was good performance in areas of Human Resource 
Management and Development scoring 73% compared to last year’s score of 49% and 
Performance Reporting and Performance Improvement scoring 72% against 40% for the 
previous year. 

Poor performance was mainly in the area of environment and social safe guards which 
scored at 33% compared to 7% of the previous year and environment social requirements 
under performance measure which scored 44% compared to 3% for the previous year. 
The reason for the poor performance in some areas was due to the programme design, 
where the programme was designed in phases and one phase cannot start unless the 
other is complete. 

Table 38 below highlights the key emerging issues relating to the Micro Scale – Irrigation 
performance measures along with recommendations and proposed actions for improve-
ment.

Table 38:  Emerging Issues and recommended action from the LGMSD 2021

No. Emerging Issue/Outstanding 
Challenges

Recommended Action 
(s)

Responsibility

1. Failure by the Districts to Record, 
report on, displaying grievance 
redress framework in public places, 
Investigate, and Respond to micro-
scale irrigation grievances

Engage Districts 
Environmental Offi cers 
and Senior Agricultural 
Offi cers on the matter

MAAIF
 MoLG  

LGs

2. Incorporation of ESMPs into 
irrigation project designs is very low

Senior Agricultural 
Engineers should 
ensure that ESMPs is 
incorporated into all 
irrigation project during 
designs

Senior 
Agricultural 

Engineer

3. Irrigation compliance certifi cation 
by CDO prior to payments is poor.

LGs should ensure that 
there is compliance 
certifi cate by CDO & EO 
before payment

CAO, CDO 
& EO

4. Attraction, recruitment and 
retaining of Senior Agricultural 
Engineer by Districts is still a 
problem, yet he is critical to the 
performance of the programme

Come up with 
mechanisms for 
attracting and retaining 
such cadres.

MAAIF
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