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UPC - Ugandan People's Congress

UPDF - Ugandan People's Defence Force

6

I
(

l

i

I



I.'OR.EWORD

To messur€ the performance of MPs, one must fiIst be cleaf about the roles ofan MP. In Uganda the roles

the public expects their representatives to play are often at variance with the roles they are legally

rnandat€d to play.

one goal of the Scorecard is to help atign voters' expectations of their MPs with the law's

expectations of MPs. Voten who undeBtand what thet MPs should be doing are better able to gauge how

well their MPs are performing. The scorecard seeks to empower vot6s by both helping them to

understand what rheir MPs should be doing and giving them the tools they need to assess whethel or not

their MPs are doing these things.

Many Ugandans expect MPs to single-handedly develop their mnstituencies, attend fund raisings

and funerals, and pay school fees for their chil&en. However, MPs cannot, and are not legally expected,

to single-handedly transform their constituencies. They are expected to act as represenlatives of their

constituents, ensuring that their voices are heerd and their needs are mel

By law, Mps must take on four different rotes; they must psrticip&te in legislative activities'

surveillance activities, constituency activities, and party activities. By participating in the legislative

process, MPs give their constituents an indirect mle in shaping important policies which affect theil lives.

Anicle 79 of the constitution of uganda empowers Parliament to make lsws on any mattel for peace,

order, development and good govemance ofuganda. MPs are dso supposed to act as effective watchdogs

over the cabinet 8nd bueaucracy so that neither abuses its responsibilities to Ugandans generally.

Padiament is empowered in this endeavour by Article 164.

Inadditiontoactingaslegislatorsandwatchdogs,MPsplaysecondaryrolesintheir

constituencies and in their parties. To r€prssent their constituents effectively, MPs must find out which

issues are most important to their constinrents and what stances tlteir constituents would like them to take

ontheseissues.TheymustspendtheirConstituencyDevelopmentFundwiselyandinwaysthotbenefit

the constituency as a whole, rather than specific individuals. MPs must atleDd distriet-level meetings and

ensure that the needs of their constituents are being met FiDslly, MPs must devote a great deal of time to

providing assistance to individual constihrents

7
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MPs of all parties have a role to play in fostering and protecting Ugandan democracy. The

contribution ofOpposition Members to the legislative and pol.icy process is especially critical. Opposition

Mernbers'input, while critical, often results in substsntive improvements. The participation of

Govemment Members of Pa iament in surveillance activities can highlight areas in which government

performance genuinely is satishctory or in which it has fallen short.

Finally, MPs are exp€cred to play a number of concomitant roles, including: calling press

cotrferences to express their people's views and intercsts, lobbying Ministers and bureaucran on behalf of

their constituents, aod taking part in local events and ofEcial functions in their constituencies.

It is the goal of the Scorecsrd Project to provide vorcrs with comprcbensive 8nd accuratc

information aboul the performance of their MPs so that they may better monitor them and ensure that

their elected repr€sentatives firlfrl their responsibilities as MPs. Beyond describing the performance of

individual MPs, the Parliameotary Performance Scorecard assesses the performance of Parliament in

general. Specifically, ttre report describes pattems of performance by party, ascersiorq gender group, and

region in an effort to help voters understand how the institution i6elf is functioning and how their MP

coryarcs with othcrs in the country.

The Parliamentary Scorecard is an irurovative project that we hope will help to strenSlhcn

dcrrocracy in Uganda. It does not aim to find Adt with MPs or Parliament, but instesd !o help Psrliament

s€rve its citizens better. This repott covers the third session of the 86 Parliament of Uganda. The

Scorccard will be produced annually, culminating in a consolidated rcport at the end offive years.

Thank you,

Hon. Elly Karuhanga

Chairnan Board of Dircctors

Africa Lrsdership Institute
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EXECUTIVE SUNTMARY

Democracies are premised on the idea that citizens can hold their leaders accountable for their actiofls by

voting for or against them in regular elections. However, in order for this ideal to be realizd citizens

must poss€ss I midmurn amount ofinformation about their leadeN' p€rformsnce.

The Parliamentary Scorecard Project seeks to provide Ugandans with this critical information,

thereby empowering them to monilor their elected represeDtatives and !o make informed choices at

election time. The Parliamentary Perfonnance Smrecards for the First, Second, and Tbird Scssions of the

EiShth Parliamen! released on l3 December 2007, 28 May 2009, and 28 July 2010 respectively, met with

broad acceptance smong MPs, civil society, the press, ard the public. The Scorecards provided voters

with valuable informatioo, won widespread coverage in the press, and fostered a natiooal dialogue about

the roles and performance of MPs. Crucially, the Scorecards also captured the attention ofParliament.

At the request ofa number of Mernbers of Parliarnent, in April 2008 and May 2009 AFLI held

workshops with MPs and members of civil society and the press !o discuss possible reforms to the

Scorecard. Following the workshops, AFLI revamped the Scorecard methodology to include r€forms

suggested by members of Parliament, civil society, academia and, the media among others. Tbooe

zuggested reforms were implemented in each iteration of thc Scorecsrd including the 2009 - 2010

Scorecard. This year's Scorecard is the culmination ofmonths ofdialogue, consultation, and revision.

The 2009- 2010 Scorecard is only a partial scorecard because it only assesses MPs on their

Plenary and Committee Performance as well as the peer assessment measures. Due to thc rapidly

approaching elections, AFLI has so far only been able to gafter and analpe deta h thes€ areas.

However, Constinrncy data is cunently being collectcd and entered and will bc made available to voiers

soon. Unlike past scorecards, this scorecard does not include any new meaaru€s or data, but it still

rebins the methodology of the past scorecards. While there are no Derv me8.$[es, we do note three

important aspects ofthe new scorecard:

Oltrciel Leeve. We recognize that many MPs have official responsibilities thst take them oueidc

of Kampala on occasion and which may cause them to miss plenary and committee sossions for

legitimate reasons. For this reason, we requested from Parlioment a list of official leaves grantcd

to each MP to include in this year's Scorecard, and we received it. This is the second scorecard

for which we have official leave data from Padiarnent.
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Committee Transcripts. Time constraints for both AILI and Parliament has led to fluctuation in

the amount of committee transcripts we have been able to include in each scorecard. There is

unfortunately still no reliable and accessible system for the regular collection and filing of this

important information. This scorecard contains a lower number of committec tra$cripts thaD

previous scorecards. In the 2006 - 2007 Scorccand, we were only ablc to obtain 25Yo of the

committee transcripE ftom Parliament. For the 2007 - 2008 Scorecard we collected about 36% of

the committee transcripts and were thus able to provide a more cornplete Scorecard for more

MPs. In 2008 - 2009 Scorecard we were only able to collect transcripts for about 27% of

corrmittee meetings. And finally, for 2009 - 2010, we obtained committec transcripts for only

sbout 17% of committee meetingsr. Keeping in mind that some meetings are closed and othen

take place outside parlisment, and for those me€tings (and some meetings in parlistrtent) we were

unable to obtain transcripts. The lack of a systematic gathering of information in this area

hampers the €xtent to which fully reliable measures are available for all MPs. Although

cornrnittee transcript collection rate was low, we were able to obtain attendance records for about

75% of committee meetings this session. The high volume of sttendance data relative to

ranscript data is illustrative of the benefit ofa formal parliamentary documentation system. For

this reason, AFLI once again emphasizes the need for Parliament to implement an official

committee bansard.

P€er Assersmcnt, AILI ask MPs to assess their fellow MPs through a Peer Assessment survey.

However, when this survey was disributed to MPs, many were engaged in campaign activities

and thus comparatively few MPs rehuned lhe completed suwey. In total 38 MPs retumed the

survey, with each survey asking for information on 20 MPs. This yields up to 570 individual peer

assessments, or an average of aboul 2 per MP. This is lower than in the psst aod makes this data

more variable. In the past AFLI has used I policy of calculating Peer Assessment based on a

minimum of tbree independent assessments for each MP, how€ver with the lower renlrns this

year this rule would prevent us from sharing much of what we leamed with voters. Imtead this

year we elelted to report peer assessments if there were at lesst two sepamte assessments for a

given MP. Using this assessment provides scores on approxirnately 170 MPs. We note that while

every score is based on at least two separate assessments by MPs the precision of these scores is

weaker than in previous years.

I Readers should notc that the amount of[snscripts per cornmine€ vari€s grestly. See Appendix E for the number
of transcripts and attendance logs obtsincd for each comminee.
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The accompanying report provides a thorough explanation of every measure on the Scorecard. It

includes top ten tables for backbenchers and for ministers, shadow ministerg and committee chaiqrersons

for most measures. The rePon also examines Parliament's overall performance and the performance of
different subgroups within it. It compares Parliament's performance this year to its performance last year

and provides the full set of scores for each MP, presented on individual Scorecards. In all our work

constructing measues we have fied to be fully traDsparcnt in the ways that rD€asur€s 8re constructed 8nd

to use measures that are as nsutral as possible towards the different parties in parlianent. We stongly

encourage inter€sted readers to examine the detailed explanations in order to understand tbe rationale

behind them.

Some of the findings of the report include tbe following. Average plenary sttendance was just

23o/o ia 0610'1, in 07108 it climb€d to 45%, and in 08/09 it further climbed to 52%, but in 09/10 average

plenary aftendance decrcased to 48%. Average plenary participation continues to incr€ase fiom 356 lines

in 06/07 to 616 lines in 07/08, to 820 lines in 08/09, and finallyjumped to 1437 l,I.09ll0. Average debate

influence increased fiom 2006 - 2009:281 lines in 06/07, 927 in07l08, l9l5 in 08/09; however, it has

decrcased to 999 lines in 09/10. This suggests that MPs panicipate and engage one another in more

systematic ways each yesr although the increase in lines spoken and fall in influence may suggest a

decline in the quality ofdebate, a point which we encourage followers ofpsrliament to examine. Female

MPs have also improved in their performance from previous years in both Plenary and Committee

perfonnance. Also, PWD MPs have shown a marked improvement in both Plenary and Comminee

performance this yefi. And as with previous sessions, UPDF MPs continue to perform poorly across the

board Unfortunately, there has been a slight decrease in Committee Attendance from 44o/o in 2008 -
2009 to 38% in 2009 - 2010.

Assessing how MPs perform in Parliament through the Scorecard is only the fint step. To fully

develop the potential ofthe Scorecard as a mechanism for srengthening accounhbility in Uganda, AFLI

has been conunitted to getting this information into the hands of votels. Because of language differences

and the problems of illiteracy and a lack of access to television and radio in many rural constituencies,

AFLI cannot rely on the publication of the Scorecard in Kampa.la alone. AfLI has been visiting voters

direcdy in constituencies in an effort to deliver tle inforrnation to thos€ who ultimately crst the votes on

election day.

Since March 2009, AFLI has been organizing civic education workshops in a sample of
geographic constituencies. These workshops provide a forum in which representatives of AFLI can

lt
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present the results of the Scorecard in a way that the local population can understand. MPs are invited to

attend the worlahop held in their constituerry in an effort to foster dialogue between constituenls and

MPs about the actiyities they undertake in Kampala.

Unfor$nately, we cannot possibly visit every constituency in Uganda, so AFLI has identified a

set of 147 constituencies in which we have becn or will hold workshoPs' A tist of th€s€ 147

constituencies is included at the end of the reporf. All constituents 8re encouragcd to join us 8t the forum.

To date, AFLI has completed workshops for 9l Constituency MPs and 3l District Women MPs. The

A.FLI Workshop teams have sttemPted 9 additional worl$hops; bowever, these wo*shops were disrupted

for various reason including the removal of MPs, the death of MPs, or local community and MP

blockins. AFLI will conduct the remaining 14 workshops beforc the elections planned for February

2011. Althouglr all MPs are invited to anend their constituency workshop, only 26 Constituency MPs

attended but 42 sent reprcsentatives to their workshops, and only 14 District Women MPs attended and 12

s€nt rspresentatives to their workshops.

In addition, in all areas in which A-FLI holds workshops we will seek to provide constituents with

updated information on the slahrs of MP behaviour in the final weeks of January 201I so that any

improvemenls in behaviour can be fairly and duly communicated. This final dissemination provides

votem in the selected constituencies with thet MP's scores from Session I thro"Bi Scssion IV (i.e. June

2006 - May 2010) on a single leaflet.

t2

The founding principles of the Parliamentary Perforrnance Scorecard are objectivity,

r8nsparcncy, and acturacy - rnlues which we believe are embodied 6 this publication But this is a

living project that will gow and evolve over the remaining year of the EiShth Padisment and beyond.

With this publication, we are setting an important precedent, an exanple that we hope civil society

leaders in other couties, both in Africa and beyond, will find inspiring and uscfitl.

I

i



REPORT ON THE PARLIAIITEN'I'AR}' PDRFOR]TIANCE SCORJ'CARI)

I PURPOSE

Democracies are premised on the idea that citizens can hold their leaders accountable for their actions by

voting for or against them in regular elections. However, in order for this ideal to be realized citizens

must possess a minimum amount of information about their leaders' performance. A well-informed public

is a prerequisite to any ftnctioning democmcy.

Uganda has made Sreal stides in cresting 8 political and social environrnent conducive to

democracy in recent years, but there is still much to be done. Although the Constitution of Ugan& and

the Uganda lnformation Act of 2006 ensure freedom of information and protect citizens' right to hold

their government accountable, most Ugandans still find it difficuh to follow the activities of gov€rnment.

With 80% of the population residing in rural areas and 3flo of the population illiterate, Ugands faces

unique challenges in maintaining an informed citizenry. In order !o effectively hold their leaders

accountable, all Ugandans - nrral and urban, literate and illitrerate - must know who their representatives

are and how well they have perfonned. They musl loow what decisiorx have been made on their behalf

and how their tax money was sPent.

The Parliamentary Scorecard Project seeks to provide Ugnndans with this critical information,

thereby empowering them to monitor their el€cted representatives and to make informed choices at

election time. The Scorecord is distinctive in that it offers objective, rcliable, and transparent measures of
how Members ofParliament perform in plenary sessions and parlian€nt8ry com[dttces, as well as in their

constituencies. By disseminating accurate, objective, and comprehensive information about the

performance of each of Uganda's elected MPs, Africa L,eadership Institute (A-FLD hopes to help foster

greater tsnspar€ncy ond ultimately greater democratic accountsbility in Ugands.

Over the past six y€ars, the Scorccard has developed and improved as we have refined the

methodology, diversified the data collecte4 added information on constinrncy performance and other

new measures, and eliminst€d extraneous measures,

The grades contained herein do not reflect a political sgpnda and no personal politics have

swayed the scores assigned to individual MPs. lndeed, the scores are based on publicly available data

,
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colle{ted systematically over the course of the year and can be checked and replicated by any individual

wishing to do so.

This year's Parliamentary Performance Scorecard focuses on two arenas in which MPs perform

their duties as advocates for the interesb of their constituents and the country: plenary sessions of

Parliament, committee worlg and activities in the constituency.

Plenary Sesslons. MPs are obligated to attend plenary sessions. These meetings provide

members with an opportunity to present the views of their constituents, raise new issues, and

debate the important challenges facing Uganda. For this reasoq the Scorecard evaluates MPs on

thef attendance, panicipstiorr and debate influence in these plenary debates and provides

information on the positions they take and the topics on which they focus.

Committee Acdvities. Much of Parliament's work is conducted in cornmittee sessions, where

bills are reviewed and amended, budgetary decisions are made, and important oversight duties arc

performed. An Bpproach that focuses only on what happens in plenary scssions alone runs the risk

of not giving enough ffedit to MPs for the activities they undertake behind the scenes. To reflect

this worh the Scorecard provides information on comminee membership and reports data on the

attcndance and participation of MPs in commitree meetings.

The Parliamentary Performance Scorecard is the most ambitious aftempt yet to open govemment

to public scrutiny and to help voters realize their right to information about their elected officials. But we

firnly believe that MPs will glso benefit from this effort as constituents come to better understand the

work that takes place in Parliament. Whereas MPs previously sfuggled to gain appreciation for their

activities in Kampala and the consraints they face in their work, the Scorecard will provide them with a

tool to better communicate to their constituents what they do. They will also be able to use the data

provided by the Scorecards to reflect on and improve their own performance in advance of the next

general election.

2 THE ROAD TOTHE 2OO9_2OIO SCORECARI)

The first Scorecard for the Eighth Parliament was released on l3 December 2007. The Scorecard met

with broad acceptance among MPs, civil society, the press, and the public. It r€ceivcd a geat deal of

favourable media coverage by local and intemational newspape$ and radio stations. lr€al newspapers

were swamped with IJtters to the Editor from citizens expressing their support for the Scorecard or

t
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questioning their representatives' records in light of the grades they received. The Scorecard sparked a

national debate over the value of special int€rest MPs, particularly UPDF representativcs, the appropriate

size of Padiament, the proper roles and responsibilities of an MP, and Padiament's place in Ugandan

democracy. The 2006 - 2007 Scorecard was a great success. It provided voteas with valuable informatioq

won widespread coverage in the press, and fostered a national dialogue about the roles and performance

of MPs. Crucially, the Scorecard also captued the attention of Parliamenl Almost immedistely following

&e publication of the first Scorecard" MPs began to take notice that their performance was, for the first

time, being monitored and graded.

Nonetheless, the 2006 - 2007 Scorecard was still a work in progress. The publication of the

Scorecard met with some valid criticisms and concerns on the part of MPs and others. In response to these

critiques, AFLI embarked on a process of revamping and revising the Scorecard's methodology. As part

ofthis process, in April 2008 AFLI held a consultative workshop with 75 MPs and numerous members of

the press and civil society. The workhop participants were invited to air their concems about the

Scorecard and offer ideas for improving it. Following the workshop, AFLI continued to meet with MPs to

hear their concerns and simultaneously began to implement some of the reforms suggested by MPs,

academics, media, and civil society. All subsequent scorecards are a result of months of dialogue,

consul tatiorL innovatioq and revision.

2.1 FEATURES OF THE 2OO9 - 2O1O SCORECAR.D

The 2009 - 2010 Scorecard includes and builds upon the developments in the previous

scorecards. This Scorecard has no new additions but is an effort to provide MPs with scores for the fourth

session of padiament before elections take place ard uses the same rigorous m€thodology as previous

scorecards. While it only covers Plenary and Committee activities, this should be seen as an effort to

provide as much accurale information as AFLI possibly could wilh limited time. Thrce importsnt points

conceming tiris Scorecard are the following:

OIIIcid Leave. We recrgnize that many MPs have official rcsponsibilities that take them outside

of Kampala on occasion and which may cause them to miss plenary and committee sessions for

legitimate reasons. For lhis reason, we requested Aom Parliament a list of official loaves granted

to each MP lo include in this year's Scorecard ard we received it. This is the s€cond Scorecard

for which we have ofEcial leave &ta from Padiament

I
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Committce Tratrscripts. Time constraints for botb AFLI and Partiament has led to fluchution in

the amount of committee tmmcripts we have been able to include in each Scorecard. Thse is

unfortunately still no reliable and accessible system for the regular collection and filing of this

imporlant informatiot This Scoretard contains a lower numbcr of committee tmnscripts than

previous scorecards. In the 2006 - 2007 Scorecard, we werc only able to obt8itr 25o/o of the

cornrnittee banscripts from ParliamenL For the 2007 - 2008 Scorecard we collect€d about 36% of

the committee transcripts and were thus sble to provide a more complete Scorecard for more

MPs. In 2008 - 2009 Scorecard we were only sble to collect kanscripts for about 27% of

committee meetings. And finally, for 2009 - 2010, we obtsined committe€ transcripts for only

about l77o of committee meetings2. The lack ofa systematic gathering of information in this area

hampers the extent to which firlly reliable messures are available for all MPs. For this reason,

AFLI once again emphasizes the need for Parliament to implernent an offhcial committe€ hansard.

Although comminee transcript collection rate was low, we were sble to obtain attendance records

for about 7504 of committee meetings this session.

Peer Asssssment. AFLI asks MPs to assess their fellow MPs through a Peer Assessment Survey.

However, when this survey was disributed to MPs. many were engaged in campaign activities

and thus comparatively few MPs retumed the completed survey. In total 38 MPs retumed the

survey, with each survey asking for information on 20 MPs. This yielded up to 570 individusl

peer assessments, or an average of about 2 per MP. This is lower than in the past and makes this

data more variable. In the past AFLI has used r policy ofcalculating Peer Assessment based on I
minimurn of three independent assessmenB for each MP, however with the lower retrms this

year this nrle would prevent us tom sharing much of wbat we leamed with voters. Inste{d this

year we elected to report peer assessments if there were at least two separate assessments for a

given MP. Using this assessment provides scorcs on aPproximately 170 MPs. We note that while

every score is based on at least two seParate ossessments by MPs the precision of these scores is

weaker than in previous years.

We have made tremendous progress in improving our data collection process€s and refiling ow

methodolory over the six years of this hoject, but there is still more that can be done. Parliament h8s

recently begun discussing cr€ating an official Committee Hansard to record committee meetings. AFLI

whole-heartedly encourages this reform and offers its full support in implementing it AILI'S push for

greater tmnsparency and democratic accoutability in Uganda would also be geatly aided by the

2 Readers should note that the amount ofranscripts per corn nittcc vades grEstly. S€e Appendix E for thc numbcr
ofr8nscripts afld &ttendance logs ohained for cach committee.
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institution of comprehensive (and elecronic) rocords of votes. At present there are no records of one of

the most important actions taken by MPs - casting a vote in favor of positiors he or she supports and

against those he or she opposes. AFLI sees the timely introduction ofelec[onic voting as the single b€st

strate$/ for generating transparEncy about the positions MPs take, and we are committed to working with

Parliament to raise fruds for and implement this reform.

3 DISSEMINATING THE SCORECARD TO VOTERS THROUGH CONSTITUENCY

woRxsHoPs

Assessing how MPs perform in Parliament through the Scorccard is only the first step. To firlly

develop the potential of the Scorecard as a mechanism for strengthening accouotability in Uganda, AFLI

is committcd !o getting this infonnation ifto the hands of voiers.

Because of language differences and the problers of illitency and a lack of access to tel€vision

and radio in many rural constituencies, AFLI cannot rely on the publication ofthe Scorecard in Kampala

alone. AFLI visits voters directly in constituencies in an effort to deliver the information to those who

ultirately cast the votes on €lection day.

Since March 2009, AFLI has been organizing civic education workhops in a sample of

geographic constituencies. These workshops provi& a fomm in which representatives of A-FU can

present the resuls of the Scorecard in a way that the locat population can understalrd MPs u€ invited to

attend the workshop held in their constituency in an effort to foster dialogue between constituents and

MPs about the activities they undenake in Kampala. To date, AILI has completed workshops for 9l

Constituency MPs and 3l Distict Women MPs. AFLI expects to continue to hold several workshops a

month until the next parliamentary election.

AILI has now conducted workshops in all regions of the country for both Constiuency and

District Women MPs. Atlendanc€ at tiese workhops has ranged fiom 60 - 760 with an average

attendance of 120 local participants. Many MPs have attended the workshops, defending their records and

answering questions from the panel of local leaden and from members of the audience. The workshops

have succeeded in drawing large crowds and sparking a spirited and informed political discussion and

debate. These workhops r€prcsent a vivid example of democracy at its best Appendices C and D

pres€nt basic information conceming d8tes, total sttendance, and MP atten&nce for each wOrkshop.
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Only 26 Constituency MPs attended but 42 sent representa(ivcs to their workshops, and only 14 District

Women MPs attended and l2 scnt representatives to [reir workshops.

While the vast majority of the workshops have been successfirl, we have faced various challenges

to conducting these workshops. These workshops have been stopPed by some MPs while in other

instances the loca.l community, local police, or local environment have prevented our teams from

conducting the workhops. See Tables I and 2 below for more specifics conceming the stoppage of

workhops.

Because we could not possibly visit every constituency in Uganda, AFLI identified the set of

constituencies in which we would hold wor*shops through a hir and trarsparent plocess. First, w€

separated those MPs with a geographic constituency into thrce categories: those representing

Govemment, those aligned with the Opposition, and those sitting in Parliament as hdependents. Then,

within eacb category, we ordered MPs from best to worst in telrns of how they performed in plenary

sessions. Finally, we selected every second MP from each of the three ligs as an MP whose constituency

we would visit.

Put simply, w€ selected the constituencies in which we would hold workshops through a fair

Ionery, ensuring that the number of workshops held in constituencies represented by Govemment,

Opposition, and Independents is reflective ol their relorive represenlalion in Parliamenl. In total, A.FLI

selected l4?. Ninety-seven (97; 66%) are constituencies rcpresented by the NRM' 29 12tr/.) we

reprcsented by an MP in the oppositiou and 2l (14%) are fepresented by an lndcpendent MP. The

constituencies are evenly spread around the country, with approximately a quarter each in the northem,

central, eastern, and western regions. Ninefy-six (96) constituencies are represented by men and 5l by

women. The constituencies selecaed for civic education workshops are prcsented in Appendix F. Tables I

and 2 list the MPs who have received or will receive a workshop. These tables also list the ones that were

csncelled and why they were cancelled.

In additiorl in all areas in which AFLI holds workhops we will seek to provide constituents with

updated information on thc status of MP behaviour in the final weeks of January 201I so that any

improvements in behaviour can be fairty and duly commuaicated. This final dissemination will'provide

voters in the selected constituencies with their MP's scores from Session I through Session [V (i.e. June

2006 - May 2010).



Table l: Constltuency MP Workshops
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Tsble 2: Di,itrict Womrn Mp Worklhopc
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Through this Scorecard' AFLI seeks to help citizens make sense of Parliament's activities' To do so' we

build upon important 
""p' 

tf'o' p']iorntot n* At"ua' "* :-::: 
* activiti€s transparent Much of

the information on which the Scorecard is based' such as the debates in plenary sessions' are recorded and

mnscribed into a collection o' ao"*"no called the "Hansard " The Harsard has been carefully

maintained by parti"..o, -d h". Ln made ava able publicly on Parliament's website' However' while

the Hansard provides an e*ceuent re"ord of Mp activiry, it is dimcdt for most voters to access (orc needs

a computer) and unrlerstand (it is lelgthy and available onty in English) The Scorecard seeks to make this

publicly available data comprehensible and accessible to the average Ugandan voter'

The Scorecard also draws on information that Parliament regularly collec6' such as plenary and

committee attendance ,"giat r"r, *.-ittee membership lists, and ranscripts of committee me€tings

which are public information but which are not easily accessible to constituents Additionally' the

Scorecard relies on Parliament's Caett"' tow'a inthe library of P*liament' which contains a printed log

of all committee reports som€ of these dara are incomplete' leading to gaps in some of the measures' We

are confidenr, houueu"r, th"t tu" quarity of the data is improving over time and that gspt ".'l :"j11 
-

future Scorecards' Alreedy' we ;;* to fill some of those holes' especially in committee transcript

collectiorL but we call on Parliament to continue to improve its data collecdon process€s'

The Scorecard also includes survey drta provided by the MPs themselves' evaluating how their

fetlow MPs perform' This a"tt i' ot 
"ou"" 

only available when MPs choose to make it so and this year

many did not. The Scorecard also reports MPs' answers to survey questions about their constinrency

activities - in particotut' *t'"tf'"' tt"y tuintain an office and local staff- where that information could be

confirmed by an independent audit c;nducted by AFLI MPs whose self-reported data were not confinned

by our audit are listed in Appendices B and C The list of offlcial leaves as reported in the Scorecard was

obtained ftom the Speaker -a *" 
jiu of Mps who accounted for theil cDF spending was provided by

4 DATA SOURCES

the Clerk to Parliament'

5 MEASURES

1

I

\

i

I

I

The data presented in the Partiamentary Performance Scorecard can be divided into two broad categories:

pet{c*mancedata, which "" *" 
ut tt" basis for an MP's ovcrall grade and relative standing and

positionql dat,-, which records lhe issues on which MPs focus and the positioos they take'
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Pcrformance data includc MPs' attendance in plenary, committee, and LC-v meetings. rheir

particiPation in plenary and committee rneetings, the influence they demonstrate in driving the business of
Parliament forward in plenary session, their accessibility to thcir constituents, the service they have

performcd in their constituencies, whether or not they maintain a local office and a local assistant,

whether or not thcy have accounted for their CDF spending, and a pcer assessment of their overall

performance by othcr MPs. Posi(ional data report the focus of each MP in tcrms of the topic of items he

or she contributcs to in plenary debate, the positions an MP takes on business initiated by the Covemment

and the opposition sides. and thc ways in whjch an MP reports having spent his/her constituency

Development Fund. We do not generate grades based on the positions MPs take since although everyone

favours bettcr performance, people justifiably have different views on what positions MPs should take

and which issucs thcy should cmphasize.

A. lrlP Pntftle

The profile providcs background information on the MP. Constituency and district are reported, along

with the MP's status (Prime Minister, Vice president, Ministcr, shadow cabinet Mcmber, committee

Chairperson or Backbencher), party allliation (if any), and ponfolio, which refers ro the responsibilities

the MP holds, wherc applicablc, as a member of the cabinet or shadow cabinet. hr lddition, the profile

Iists the committecs on which an MP serves. the location of the MP's local o{lice (if he/she has one), and

the name and contacr information of the MP's political assistant ( if he/shc has onc).

\
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t'igure l: Sample Scorecard
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B. (lverall Gradesfor Performarce

The performance section sumrnarises the grades the MP received for plenary, and committee.r2 Each

summary reports the ranking of the average of the percentile scores achieved on the individual measures

in each category.rr The average score provides an easy w8y to combine the scores on the different sub-

components. In essence, each component carries equal weight. Because this is not the only way to

combine the suucomponents, we encourage readers to examine each parr of dre aggr€gata score when

they assess the performance of their MP.

The percentile scores should be interpreted as follows. Ifan MP has a score of70 for plenary, this

means that the average of his rankings on each of the '''three component measures (attendance,

participatior! debate influence) was better than that of 70% of MPs. Overall, the MP on the sample

Scorecard did well in some areas and not so well in other areas, receiving marks of A for plenary and C

for committee. The s)rtem used to convert scores intio letter grades is simple: the top sixth of MPs receive

an A, the next sixth receive a B and so on. The lowest sixth receive an F. Grades ofC and D are average

(in the middle of the distribution), whil€ E grades are below average. The l0 ministers, shadow ministers,

and committee chairpersons who performed best in plenary sittings are listed in Table 3 and the top l0

backbenchers are listed in Table 4. The l0 ministers, shadow ministers, and corrunittee chsirpersons who

performed best in committee meetings are listed in Table 5 and the top l0 backbenchers are listed in

Table 6.

)

12 The overall performance box for cx-omcio members - thc only part ofthc ex-orficio Scorecard that differs

substsntially from thc sample - contains a list ofthc 9 ex-o(ficio mernbcn, ranked according to plcnary

p€rfonnance. Each cx-officio MP's namc is highlightcd on his own Scorecar4 and thc ru* is displaycd abovc the

list.

'' Rcaders strould noae tt,fitt\c ranking of thc avcrsge perccntilc scores is not the same 8s the 8versgc perccntile

scole.
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Table 3: Top l0 Ministers, Shsdow Ministers, rnd Committee Chairpersons in Plenaryr'

Ruhindi Frcddie NRM Minister of State

Cerald Simon NRM Committee

98

97

Akol Rose Okullu NRM Comminee

Okumu Ronald FDC Shadow Cabinet 93

Matis NRM Minister of State

Table 4: Top 10 Beckbencherc ln Pleneryrs

92

Charles ok Backbencher 99

Ka-sule Robert NRM Backbencher 98

Wadri Kassiano Ezati

Erinah NRM

FDC

Backbencher

Backbencher

96

95

Kaahwa Erisa Ammoti NRM Backbencher 94

ra Twclve MPs are listed in this tablc duc to a tfuE-way tic for tc h placc.
D Twclvc MPs are listed in rhis table due to a threc-way tic for tcoth plac€.
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NRM Comminee Chairperson 100

Percentile

Ilyandala
Mukitalc Stephen

Abraham James

99

-9!s-ov-

98

Minister 96 ,]

Shadow
95

95

= ''l
E

StaOs

Alaso Alicc Asianut 99

NRM Backberrcher 98 I
Serunjogi.lastus Katendc NI{M tsackbcncher 9'7

OhuaogualBenson UPC Backbencher 91

Wangwa Rutartgye Nagudi

nihrasizohi X, Dasdedit NRM Backbcncher 96

IJackbcnchcr 94IGrooro.Okurut
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Membir Panv Status . Conlmiltee Pcrcentile

Klsamha lvlathirs NII\I (or)rmiltcc ( ltair|crson 100

Nandila Mafsbi Nathan FDC Shadow Cabinet gg

Mukitale Bimahwa Stephen
Ad NRM Committee C 9'7

FDC Shadow Cabinet 95

NRM Committee C

Arumadri John Drazu FDC Shadow Cabinet

Byandala Abraham James NRM Comrnittcc Chairperson 92

Table 6: Top l0 Backbenchers in Committee

Membcr' Party Status. Commitlce'Percentile

Kivibwe Musisi Iom NI{M Backbencher 99

Kamba Salch M.w. NRM Backbencher 98

Oduman Alb!'rt ( harlcs Okcllo t lX Backbenchcr 98

Oleny Charles Ojok Indepcndcnt Backbsncher yl'
Mululurua Pelrlr Clavcr Bamabas N'RlvI Backbenchcr 96

Banyenzakr Henry NRM Backberrher 96

Bakunda Alcx B NRM Backbencher

Butime Rwakaikara Tom NRM Backbencher

94

92

II

\

2'7

Table 5:'[op l0 Mlnisters, Shadow Ministerg end Committee Cheirprersons in Committee

Kabondo Gaudioso _l
Okumu Ronald Reasan

NRM 95 ,]
Yiga Antholy,

Lule Mawiya Commiree 94 J

Ekemu Cbarles Willy

94

Tln kasiimirc Bamabas Ate€uyi NRM

FDC

93

92

I



There are a number of issues to bear in mind when interpreting the results. First, the scores for

plenary and committee performance capnrre two distioct ways of engaging in parliarnentary activities. We

do not make a claim here about which of the two is most imPortant, nor do we create an average scorc

across these measures.

secon4 in order to help the reader urderstand how his or her MP compares lo other MPs, we

provide the average score for mernbers of the Opposition and the NRM. One should be cautious in

comparing the average scores of the NRM to the average scores of the Opposition. The ressoD is that

these differences can reflect two very different things. On the one hand, they may re{Iect real differenc€s

in effort and performance across pafties. On the other hand, they may reflect the different sdvatrtages

parties have in Parliament which permit them to perform better or worse on average on the measures used

in the Scorecard. For example, it is possible that govemment psrties in general have more oPportunities to

introduce major legislation and thereby genelate more debate, so better performance by the psrty in

govemment could refle{t this advantage rather than a difference in effort'

Similarly, one should think critically when comparing the scotes ofmembers with different status

in Parliament. For example, while some Ministers surely do make more of an effort to perform well in

parliament than other members, these Ministers may also have certain advanta8es, such as the right or the

obligation to present Covemment bills on the floor, that allow them to wield more influence than

backbenchers in plenary sessions. The Scorecard reports the average score for MPs of the same stltus (ie'

Minister/Shadow Minister/Comminee Chair or Backbencher) to facilitate an assessment of how well a

given Mp has performed. The Top l0 tables are also divided into Ministers, Shadow Ministers, and

Committee Chairpersons in on€ goup and Backlenchers the otber so that readers can more easily

crmpare MPs of like st8tus.

Finally, it should be noted that in approximstely one fifth of cases, MPs do not have an overall

grade for their work in committee meetings becarse we do not assign grades to Ministers since they

cannot be memben of committees.
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Plenery Performance

The overall plenary score is based on three measures: Attendance, Participation and Debate lnfluence.

Att€[dance. The attendanc€ measure records th€ percent of plenary sessions at which an MP was

present during the period 4 June 2009 - 19 May 2010. There are two distinct sources for this measure.

Fifst if an MP signed the attendance book for a given session he or she is recorded as being present.

Second an MP is recorded as present if tley were recorded as conEibuting to a session even if they failed

to sign the log book. Readers should recognise that it is possible that some MPs were pr€sent but wer€ not

given credit for it. This only occurs if the MP did not sign the attendance book an4 in addition, did not

contribute to the discussion on that day. Convenely, as some followers of Parliament have note4 it is

possible that in some cases, MPs signed the log book and did not stay for the duration of the session, or

that MPs had a peer sign the log book for them. Unfortunately, it is difficult 1o know when such cases

arise, so there may be a small number of MPs who received credit for sessions they did not achally sil

thrcugh. Int€rested joumalists or other followers of Parliament might examine such possibilities by

visiting Parliament while it is in session and compare who is actually there against the evidence in the

attendance book.

We recognise that some MPs may be absent from Parliament on official business, for example

attending the East AAican Parliament. For this reason we credit MPs for sessions missed during official

leaves and beneath each MP's attendance record, we record the number of absences which were officially

excused. Readers should be awarc, however, that an absence can be ofhcially excused even if the MP is

absent for personal rather than offrcial reasons.

There were a total of 10016 sittings this year, and according to official rccords, the MP described

in the sample scorecard attended 66 of these and was offrcially excused for 0 meetings. Her sttendance

rate is therefore 66/100, or 66%.

After we calculate these scores for every individusl we convert them into a Pefc€ntile. This

allows voters to compare each MP's attondance to that of the rest of Parlian€nl The perccntile score

indicates that the MP described in he sample scorecard had a better attendance rale than 84% ofMPs (but

poor€r than that of I6%).

16 AFLI was ablc to gather attendaoce d8ta for l0O s€ssions, and wc have hansards for 106 scssions

\

C. Dbsggrcgsred Perlormsnce Scores

I
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The top l0 ministers, shadow ministers, and cornrnittee chairpersons in lerms of plenary

attendance are listed in Table 7 and the top l0 backbenchers are listed in Table 8. As can be seen in these

tables, th€se higher performing MPs predominantly come from the NRM party. However, among

backbenchers, an lndependent and an Opposition MP rank fust and second respectively

Tsble 7: Top !0 Mlnisters, Shsdow Mltristers, rnd Committe€ Cbdrpersons ln Plenary
Attendrnce

Ilaudi NRM Chief E4

Atim o. FDC Shadow Cabinet 78

N

Mukitale Biraahwa Stephen

NRM Committee 'tl

NRM 70

Masiko Winifr€d NRM Committee

Table 8: Top l0 Backbenchers in Plenary Attendsnce

69

Louis

Nathan NRM Backbencher 6Z

Okello Okello John UPC Backbenchcr 80

James NRM Backbencher

Backbencher

79

7'1NRM

Prrdciprtlon, We measure pafiicipation in plenary sessions by counting the total number of

lircs spoken by an MP. All t1pes of contributions are counted, and all contributions are given equal

weight (thus we do not weig}t points of order or questions any less than ministerial strtements). All MPs
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Member St{tus

James NRM 80

NRM

N/A Minister

78 l

70

Committee Chairpersor

Commiuec 69

NRM Ministcr of State

Merpber Status Attcadance %

W;'n" i.Jack

Indcpendcnt Backbcnchcr 87

82

NRM 80

NRM Backbemher 79

NRM 78

Loi NRM Backbeacher n
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who signed a committee report that is presented on the floor ofParliament are credited with participation

credit for the presentation of the repon even if they were not the actual presenter. Our approach to

measuring panicipation is simple and uansparent. \ e recognise that with this measure there is a risk,

however, that MPs might be rewarded for talking too much! For this reason, voters should be sure to

examine the more qualitative measures which provide information about |rra, their MPs tslk sbout as

well as the evaluation made by peers regarding tlre quality ofcontributions.

In the exa$ple provide4 the MP contributed 1242 lines of the iotsl 197,687 lines spoken during the

session- In fact this is a fairly average level of participation: the average contribution smong 8ll MPs is

1437 lines, which mesns that 1242 is only slightly lower than the average. This MP's percentile scores is

79, meaning that only 2 I % of MPs participated at a higber rate than tle Sample MP.

The top l0 mioisters, shadow ministrers, and committee chairpersons in terms of plenary

participation are listed in Tsble 9 &nd the top l0 backbenchers are listed in Table t0. As shown in the

tables, although the NRM domirutes, four Opposition MPs 8nd two Independent MP make the top tcn

tables for Plenary Participation.

Table 9: Top l0 Mlnlsters, Shedow Midrters' rtrd Committee Chalrpersons h Plenrry
Partlclprtion

Mukitale Biraahwa Stephen

Nandala Mafabi Nathan

NRM

FDC Shadow Cabinet 5080

Abraham James NRM

NRM

Committee

Committe€

3926

3445Anthon

Wonekha Oliver NRM

3l

t Member Slants

Gerald Simon

Conlmittcc Chairpt'rson

Committee Chairperson

24919
20I34

FDC Shadow Cabinet

3619

2 i'ilJ.1

2S2l

4131

Lrtwaco Erias DP Shadow

Committee Chairperson

_ __ CommittE Chri+erson

NRM Minister of Statc

I
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Table l0: Top l0 Backbenchers in Plenary Participation

N Erinah NRM Backbencher

ok B'tco Backbencher 20337

Kasule Robert NRM Backbencher 20186

Marion N NRM Backbcncher t97M

Bikwasizehi K. Deusdedit NRM Backbcnchcr 19485

Debate Influence, As we noted, the measures of attendance uld participation are simple and

Earsparent. However, they say little about the quality of an MP's participation. Assessing the quality of

an intervention is difficult and is likely subject to dispute. We have adopted an approach that uses

information about how other MPs react to a givcn intervention in order to estimate the importsnc€ of what

each MP says. Unimpoftant or non-contentious issues are unlikely to produce significant teactions; more

fundamental contributioos around difficult issues are more likely to Senerate sustained discussion by

other MPs. Put simply in generating this measure we are assuming that Parliament is likely to spend more

time on important issues than on unimportant ones. An MP's debate influence is thus a measure of the

extent to which he or she directs the Parliament to issues of importance.

The debste influence measure is constructed as follows. We say that an MP has influenced a parl

of the debate whenever other MPs are responding to statements rnade by or items raised by that MP. In

some cas€s, MPs may speak but their interventions do not generate any intercst or responses from other

MPs- [n other cases, an MP's interventions may be so influential that they set the course of the subsequent

debate. The debate influence measure reports the share of the debste that an MP has inlluenced in this

way. MPs are also given debate influence credit when a comminee report that is presented on the floor

solicic a response tom otber MPs. As with plenary participation, any MP who signed the commitoe

report is treated as ifhe/she presented it him/herself and is awarded debate influence credit as such.

As an example, consider a case in which an MP raises a point of order regarding parliamentary

proceedings and two other MPs respond, speaking three lines eactu aftcr which the firsl MP r€sponds to

the comments in four lines. In this case, the six lirrs of response by other MPs arc counted towards this

MPs debate influence score; thes€ constitute pans of the debate tlat the MP has influenced. We do not,
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Olcny Charles

Status Participation
2092(r

20720

NRM

t Mbaeadhi Frederick Nkayi NRM Backbencher 19961

Tuunde Mary

I Obua Oswal Benson UPC Backtencher I t

Kaddunabbi NRM Bacldencher r8973



however, include the MP's own (direct or indirect) responses to the issues he raised. In this way, this

measure allows us to capture the impacl each MP has on debate in Parliament, while not rewarding them

for speaking at great leng$ on their own initiatives.

While this measure is likely to capture importsnt aspech of influence, two caveats should be

noted. The fint is tlrat it is possible that an MP makes an intervention that has a profound impact on the

direction a discussion takes but do€s not provoke substantial direct reaction by other MPs. Such

influential conributions will be underrepresetrted by this measure. Secon4 it is possible that many MPs

are preparcd to push a debste in a given direction; these MPs may theo nominate one person to take the

specified action In such coses, this measure only attributes credit to the initiator and not to the group of
MPs as a whole.

The top l0 ministers, shadow ministers, and committee chairpersons in tenns of plenary debste

influence are listed in Table ll and the iop l0 backb€nchers are listed in Table 12. The top performer

among ministers, shadow ministers, and committee chairpersons, Bbumba Syda Namtembe, out

performs all other MPs by a large margin. Hon. Bbumba's influence is 33 time6 higher that than average

MP's influence. Also, the top performer among backbenchers, Lubyayi lddi Kisiki, outperfonned sight

ofthe ten lop ministers, shadow ministers, and committee chairpersons. It is also interesting to note thst

this year no opposition MPs feature in the top ten debate influence tables: only NRM and lndependenB

make these two top ten tables.

Table l1: Top l0 Ministers, Shadoly Ministers, ond Committee Chairpersoos In D€bste Inlluence

NRM Minister 33079

Jachan-Omach Mandir Fred NRM Minister of State 8059

Nankabirwa Ssentamu Ruth NRM Minister of State 5726

I(hiddu Makubu Edward NRM Minister

Gerald Simon NRM Committe€ 467"t

l3

Member

Ilbumba Si'da Namirenrhc

Byanaah ebrahan James

Stanrs

NRM Cornmittee 14303

Anrbo Daniel

Biraahwa Stephen
Committee

I
5467

Wonelha Oliver
5.10.1

5328NRM Comminee

NRM 396t



Table l2: Top l0 Backbetrchers in Debgte Influence

Iddi Kisiki Backbencher I1329

N emba M NRM Backbencher 7^n0

B'Leo Backbencher 4501

N NRM Backbencher

Bitrtu Abwooli tukumu Jalia NRM Backbencher

ans 4340

3865

Commlttco Performrnce-

The overall committee scorc is based on two measures: Attendance and Participation.

Attendsnce. The disaggregated smres for committee work follow a sim.ilar logic to that for the plenary.

However, the stsendance measure for comminees is slightly more complicarcd to constmct because

different MPs are members of difhrcnt committees and so had more or less oppomrnity to attend. The

method we use is the following. For each MP, we examined all of fte commiUee meetings for which we

have afi€ndaDce sheets and mstching transcripts 8nd for whictr, based on committ€e membership daA

provided by the Clerk to Parliament, the MP ought to have been present.rT For these meetings, a member

is recorded as being present if he or she is recorded on the attendance sheets or if he or she spoke at the

meeting. The MP's score is then given simply by tbe sharc of these meetings at which the MP is recorded

as being present.

As with attendance in plenary sessions, there is again a cbance that some MPs will b€ recorded as

being absent at some meetings even thought they were present. But this will arise only if the official

mechanism for recording attendance (in this casc the attendance she€t) is incomplete or missing and the

MP in question xas silent througfrout the meetinB. It is also possible that some MPs will be recorded as

b€ing presenr even if rhey did not attend the meeting (if for instanc€, friends signed them in) or if they did

'? Whilc wc use tists of committae memb€B for thc third sssion providrd to us by the Clcrk to Psdiament, it is

possible that thac arc inaccuracies in thesc lists or 6at MPs changed committce mcmb€rship during thc t rm. Swh
inots would bc unforarnaa!, but wc have done our bcaa to usc thc m6t rcliEblc informstion c.ollccred ad pmvidcd

to us by thc Clerk. Despite this effort, we do not havc committec mcmbershiP lists for the Police and [.and

Comminccs, thcrefore wc havc no attendance data for those commidces aod membership in 6osc committees will
not sppear on the scorecErd itsell
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Mernbcr Status Debate Influeoc€

Lubyayi Lrdcpendent

Krrtendo NRM Backbelcher 77 3l

Steohen NRM

Tress

NRM 4093

Wanqwa Nasdi Erinefi NRM Baclbencher 3419



not stay throughout the m€€ting. As before, tbe Scorecard rcports the relative perfonnance of each MP

(the percentile) as compared witb the performance ofall other MPs.

Table l3 lists the top ten ministers, shadow ministers, and comDittee chairpersons in terms of
committee attendance and Table 14 lists the top ten backbenchers. During this session of parliament,

much like second session, the backbenchen tend to outperform the ministers, shadow ministers, and

committee chairpersons in committee attendance. NRM MPs domitrate once again; however,

Independents are perfo ing quite well in committee attendatrce atrd come in 8t numb€r one and five

among backbenchers.

Table l3: Top l0 Mlnisters, Shadow Mitristers, end Commlttee Chsirpersons ln Commlttee
Attendatrce

Kasamba Mathias NRM Committee t00

Mukitale B[aahwa Stephen
NRM Committee 86

Anilir NRM Cornminee 't9

N irano Charles NRM Committee

Abmham James Committee

Trble l4: Top l0 Backbeochers in Committee Attend.nce

NRM 70

Francis Adamson Backbencher 100

M uzi Pius NRM Backbencher 100

Yekko John Backbencher 100

Kitatta Aboud

NRM Backbencher

BackbencherNRM

93

84

l5

St hrs

Chairperson

100Masiko Winifred NRM

Adyceri Cbairperson

Yiga Andony

Akol Rose'Okullu

Committee Chairperson

Comnittee Chairperson 78

75

Okumu Ronald Reagan FDC Shadow Cabinet 7t
-.l

Tindamqnvirc Gaudioso NRM Committee 68

Membcr Perty Status

Mugambe Kifomusana Jos€ph NRM Backbencher

Judith Franca FDC Backbencher

Yo

r00

100

96

Kiryaparvo Loi Kagcni

Okori-Moc Jarret Grace 85Akech Backbencher

Auru Anne Backbencber 83



Psrtlclpatiotr. Panicipation in committee sessions is measured in a very simple way and one that

is similar to that used in the plenary. The measure reports the number of lines each MP speak in the

committee meetings for which we have a franscript.rE For bi-elected MPs, this number is multiplied by the

reciprocal of the share of plenary sessions for which the MP was in office so that bi-elected MPs are not

punished for holding oflice for less time than other MPs. Committee participation scotes are calculsted

without regard to comminee membership. Thus, a backbencher who is not on any committees but chooses

to participate in some comminee meeting5 will get credit for his/hs panicipation. By contas! a

backbencher who is not on atry committees and chooscs not to psrticipste in any committee meetings will

get a 0 for participation. However, ministers, who cannot, by the Rules of Parliament, be on a committee,

receive N/As for committee participation.

There is no debate influence measrue for MPs' performance in committee rnee tings. This is

because no parliamentary business is officially initiated in committees, atrd the debste in commitree

meetings is intended to be more informal.

Table 15 lists the top ten ministers, shadow ministers, and committee chairpersons in terms of

committee panicipation and Table 16 lisls the top ten backbenchers. The score reported is the lines

spoken by the given MP in all committee meelings at which be or she sPoke. Readers will note that

Opposition MPs take the top two mnkings among both Frontbenchers and Backbenchers.

Table l5: Top l0 Minlsters, Shsdow Ministers, aDd Committee Chsirpersons iD Committee

Nandala Mafabi Nathan FDC Shadow Cabinet

NRM Commiltee 971

Senindc N NRM Committee 734

Katuntu AMU FDC Committee 327

Rwakimari Beatrice NRM 300

'E Because wc havc art incompletc sct oftmnscripts for corunittee meetings in Parliame[t, thcrc might be concem
that this measure unfairly penalizes MPs who sit on commitless for which we have few tsamcripls. We explored art

altcmative mssure of committce participatioo which sdjusted MPs' scores to 8ccourlt for th€ cxtent of missing
transcripts oo tbcir comminees. The correlatiol b€twcen this sltemative measurc aod our final measurc is 0.87. As
these mersures are so similar, wc clccted to pmceed with thc simpler measurc.

l6

Member . Pany Ststus
4960
2092FDC Shsdow'Cabinct

NRM Coinmittee Chairperson 762

l-o::e.gr---
NRM Chairpereon 665 I

ConmiUee
Colprqgqqluirygrson._
Shadow 26t

-
Irkwaso Brias DP



Table l6; Top l0 Esckbenchers in Committee Participation

Sebuliba Mutumba Richard DP Backbencher t I 19

Saleh M.W

Ssekilubo Theodorc

Backbcncher

NRM Backbencher

NRM 6r6

566

o Charles Backbencher 395

Birekeraawo N Mathius DP Backbencher

Returning to our Sample Scorecard ard Sample MP, we see that she had a relatively decent

attendance record. Her attendance ral€ of 45o/o places her above 58% of other MPs. This MP's

participation rate is fairly high. Her participation score of 75 puts her in the 72d percentile which menas

she out-performed 72 percent of MPs in comminee participation.

Constituency Performsnce

Ln Sessions II and III of the 8t Padiamen! AFLI calculated I scorc for MPs' work in their corutituency.

The overall constituency score was based on seven measures: LC-V Attendance, CDF Accounting, l,ocal

Office, Local Assistant, Accessibility, Constituency Service l, and Constituency Sewice 2. However, in

this Scorecard, because of time constsaints and the desire to release this scorecard before the

Parliamentary elections plaoned for February 201l, AILI was not able to gather the needed data for a

constituency measure for this Session [V Scorecard. However, this information is cunently being

gatbered and will be made available in the near future.

Non4raded Measures

Pe€r Assessmetrt The peer assessment comprises one score for each of six different categories of an

MP's performance: quality, analysis, t€amwodq ovemight, intra-party influence, and public conduct, as

well as an overall percentile. We asked each MP to rat€ 20 other randoutly selected MPs on each of tbese

measlues.
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Moober Stafirs

FDC Backbenchcr

NRM 571

Ohrya Elfah rDc 520 .t

348
3t7
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The quality measwe captues the quality and relevance of MPs' contributions in plenary sessions

and committee meetings. An MP who receives a high quality score is seen by his/her peers to routinely

make valuable contributions to the debate.

The orcDJiJ measure captures how active an MP is in scrutinising legislation. An MP who scores

high on analysis is viewed by other MPs to be a leader in the legislative process'

The teanwork category measures an MP's success in building support among other MPs for

legislative activities. An MP who receives a high teamwork score is perceived by other MPs to be an

effective coalition-builder and lobblst for important initiatives in Parliament'

The oversiglrt score measurcs an MP's effecliveness in providing oversight ofthe actirities of the

executiye. An Mp who scores high on the oversight measure is seen by his/her peers to actively scrutinize

bills, programmes, and budges, paniciPate in field visits, and effectively obtain information about the

activities of the executive.

The in ra-party inluence score measures the extent to which an MP plays an influential role in

the parq/ caucus. For this measure, MPs grade only other MPs who are members of the same political

party. An MP who performs well on intra-party influence is perceived by other MPs as 8n active

participant in caucus rneetings and an influential member of the party.

Finally, the public conduct measure captures whetber or not 8n MP conducts him./herself in a

manner befitting an MP. An MP who receives a high score for public conduct is seen by other MPs to act

as a public face for Parliament and to exert significant effort to strengthen Parliament as an institution and

to improve its reputation.

To construct the MPs' peer assessment score, we averaged the scores each MP received from all

other MPs who rated them. Importantly, we adjusted each measure for palty bias by using information

only on the extent to whicb a Govemment (or Opposition) MP was scored rnore or less highly than

another Govemment (or Opposition) MP. We lhen assigned a percentile rank to each MP for each

category and an overall percentile ranh based on their adjusted average scores.'' Thus, an MP with a

quality score of70 received a bener average quality score than 70/o of MPs.

re We adjusted cvcry MP's scort to conect for Paiy bias Se€ APpendix A for a dctailed account ofthc
mcthodolos/ used to construct this score.
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Although peer assessment scores are reported on most MPs' Scorecard, we do not have sumcient

data on every MP to record scores because not every MP filled out a survey. Readers should not interpret

missing peer assessment scorcs as an indication of poor performance on the part of the MP, but simply as

a lack of data Also, note that the peer assessment measure is the only performance measure which does

not contribute to any of the MP's overall grades.

Because so few MPs retumed surveys this year, our methodology for elculating Peer Assessment

scores was slightly ahered. Readers may be wary about the accuracy of this ),ear's Peer Assessrnent

Scores because of this change: the scores are based on a minimum of 2 cvaluations &om other MPs

whereas in previous years the Peer Assessment was bssed on a minimum of 3 evaluations from othsr

MPs. However, the graph below shows that although the Peer Assessment and Overall Plenary Grade are

calculated independent of each other, there is a corrclation between them: those who received higher

plenary scores from the scorecard were also more highly rated by their fellow MPs even when the

minimum threshold for receiving a peer assessment score is evaluations from two MPs.

Correlations: Plenary Grades and Peer Assessment
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Returning to the MP in our sample scorecard, we see that she scored low in each of the peer

assessrnent measures as well as the overall peer assessment. The scores she was given by her peers places

her in rhe 21" percentile tbr quality, 25u percentile for analysis, 566 percentile for teamwork,396

percentile for oversight and lntra-Party Ilfluence, and\ 7t percentile for public conduct. The r€latively

low scores this MP earned in the individual peer assessment measure place her in the 196 percentile for

her overall peer assessment, which means lhat she only received higher scores than l9olo of Psrliament.

D. Posirionol Scores

The nexr set of measures reported in the Scorecard capture aspects of the MP's position' While political

psrty affiliation is often an important indicator ofan MP's political views, it is limited in that it does not

reveal differences among members of the same party. For voters to be able to make informed decisiors at

election time, it is important that they have access to more detailed information about the Positions MPs

actually take in Parliarnent.

Politicsl Position. The first measure of position - political position provides an estimate of how

frequently an MP sides with the Govemment or with the Opposition. For each statement made by an MP

in plenary sessions, we generate a score ranging from purely pro-Government behaviour (l) to wholly

pro.Opposition behaviour (5). A score of 3 was used to rcpresent neutral positions. The Scorecard reports

the average of atl positions taken by an MP in Plenary sessions (for all MPs who took at least two

positions during the year). A score close to I suSSests that an MP t)?ically took procovemment

positions, while a score close to 5 indicates that the MP twically took anti-Govemment positions. A score

closer to the middle means either that the rndividual was q?ically neutral or that the person varied from

item to item on how pro or anti4ovemment the positions he or she took were'

Ideslly, to measurs position we would trke adventsge of recorded votes on bills. Howevcr, the

abscnce of an electsonic voting system (or any rnechanism at all for recording votes consistently) in the

Ugandan Parliament makes this imPcsible.

lnstead to measure position, we graded sll new items introduced in Parliament as Government or

opposition-sponsored (or neutral).zo Each time an MP spoke about one of these itans, we recorded how

20 Items wcrc codcd as Pro-Govcmmcnt ifthey wae iatoduced by a Minktcr, E Ministcr ofState, or tlrc Chief

Whip of rhc NRM. ltems wcrr codcd as proOpposition if they werr introduccd by the l.cadcr of thc Opposition or a

Shsdow Cabin€t Member.
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strongly the statement supported a Govemment position (or oppGed an Opposition position). For

example, if the Foreign Affairs Minister proposes a resolution on the sec'urity situation in Sudan, those

MPs who take a stance supporting that resolution are given a pro-Govennnent score, because the item

was initiated by a member of the Govemment cabinet. If an MP mates a statement objecting to the

resolutiorq he receives an Opposition score for ihat item. If a response is ambiguous or takes no real

st4nce on the iterq it is graded as neutral.

Two steps were taken to help ensure the reliability of this measure. FiEl, for each item we asked

two distinct individuals to make independent evaluations of the positions taken in each speech. If these

two coders disagreed we asked a third person, a referee, to make a final dekrmination. Secon4 we asked

the coders to record how certain they were about their assessments. In all csses, data were used only when

the coders were able to make clear and conlideat determinalions. It is pocsible, therefore, that some MPs

took positions in favour ofor against a motion but with hsufricient clariry for the position to be registered

in their score. Similarly, it is possible that many MPs took positiom on items, but did not do so in

statements on the floor of Parliament; in such cases, of course, their position on these issucs is not

capnued in our score. Readers should not, however, take missing position scores as an indication of poor

performance. When our coders are unsue how to score an MP's position for a particular itern, no score is

given, so a missing score is nothing more than an indication thaa our system for grading positions is

imperfect. It is, however, the best system possible until Parliament chooses to begin officially recording

MPs' votes.

It is imports.nt to note that the ability of the Government to effectively set the agenda in

Parliament has a major impact on the average position scores ofall MPs. In fact, it is not the case that the

average score is neutml. The reason for this is simple and relates lo the way the measure is consfucted.

Many resolutions snd otber items ofbusiness introduced by Government are uncontroversial in rheir most

basic form (even if some Opposition MPs, and even some NRM MPs, may object to the details of their

implementarion). Opposition MPs may therefore be scored as zupporting a Cov€rnment position sinply

because the issue at hand is not a divisive one. As a result, slmost all MPs appear to fall on the pro-

Govemment side of the political continuum. Readers should use the average position scorcs for NRM and

Opposition MPs as the appropriate benchmark by which to judge where each MP falls on the political

spectrum, rather than the extremes suggested by the Govemrnent-Opposition continuum.
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Retuming now to the example Scorecard, this MP does not have position becsuse AFLI was

unablc to determine her position relative to Gov€mment. This occurs mostly when MPs engage little in

debate or debate on issues that are not easily classifiable as having a pro or anti govemment position.

Areas of Focus. The business of Parliament is varied and cuc across a variety of topics. Different MPs

choose to engege different issues, with some concentrating their energies on issues of govemance, for

example, while others focus on social issues. The topics section of the Scorecard reports the share of an

MP's contributions that focus on each ofeight important sectors: the economy and trade, internal secwity,

foreign affain, social issues, goventance, i[frastructure, envircnment and natural tesources, and human

development.

The economy and trade category encompasses all issues rclated to sgricultue, foreign and

domestic trade, information communication technology, Uganda's economic performance, and foreign

investors. Internal security includes all matters related lo the LRA Peace Process, crime, and police.

ForeiSn affairs cove6 any contribution relating to Afiican and E€st African affairs, foreign relations,

relations with non-govemment donors such as the World Burlq snd military actions abroad. Social issues

irclude anything about moral comrption, gender relations, ethnic or religlous issues. A contribution is

coded as relating to govemance if it is pertains to either nstional or local govemment. This topic covers

constitutional issges and anything about the nstional budget, govemment corruption, or political parties.

ftrfrastruchrre includes conributions about electricity, rosds, tr8nsportalio4 or the construction of hotcls,

hospitals, schools, or otber public buildings. A contribution is reported ss relating to the enyironrrent and

natural resources if it pertains to water quality, deforestatio4 global warming, or land use' Fimlly, human

dcvelopment encompasses all issues related to health and healthcare, labour, pesons with disabilities,

education, or intemally displaced persons (IDPs) or IDP comps.

The graph on each MP's Scorecard includes two pieces of inforrnation. The (darker) red ban

pmvide information on the individual MP, while the (lighter) gr€y bars r€prcs€nt inforcration sbout how

much time Parliament as a whole spends on the different issues.

The sample graph for the sample MP shows that she focused alnost exclusively on two issues:

Govemance and Social Issues. I-u many cases MPs do not engage sufficiently in debate for us to be able to

determine their areas of interest with great confidence.
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MP's R€port. ln the surveys we distributed to evcry Member of Parliarnent, wc asked the MPs to report

how they spent their CDF money tbr 2008 - 2009. All MPs were invited to provide this information,

regardless of whetlrer thcy officially accounted tbr th€ir CDF spending The responses of all MPs who

retumed a survey are printed in the Scorecard. We were not able to provide this information for MPs who

did not retum a suwcy. Also, we askcd for a very specific repon of spcnding and in many cases we were

unable to report everything an MP reported on the scorccard.rr Readers should bcar in nrind that this is the

only measurc on the Scorccard which wc werc not able to verifr. Wc include the infolmation but leave it

to voters to make thcir own judgment about how to interpret it. Also, because we asked for more detailed

information conceming their CDF spending we were unable to include all aspects of all MPs reports, so

more information on how MPs sp€nt their CDF can be found on our website: www.aflia.org.

6 'tHE PERFORMANCT: OF PARI,IAMENT

A. Perfonnance ofSub-Sectiorrs (t Parliament

In this section we comparc the performance of Members of Parliament of different parities, ascensions,

genders, and regions.

Por-y. When one examincs thc data lhoroughly, a number of important findings enlerge. The first of
these has to do with party membership. The beginning of the Eighth parliament was an auspicious

milcstone for Uganda's crucial new expcriment - a return to muhiparty politics in thc national legislature.

''Our surrey p.csented MPs with sectors in which they could have spent their CDF money. To selcct which sectors
wc reportcd on the scorecard, we selected lhe two sectors in which an MP spent the most money and reporred those
sectors. ln the cases where an MP did nol provide monctary amounts. we selected the two in which the Mp
provided the most information.

4l

Tbe percentile scores that we provide fbr each MP should help votcrs understand how each MP behaves

in relation to all other MPs. For further appreciation ofthe meaning ofthese scorcs, however, it is helpful

to have more information about how Parliament as a whole - and diflerent groups within it - performed.
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This figure shows lhe distribution of (percentile) scores across three groupings of panies for the th.ee plenary performance

mcasures. Each distribution is represented by a box ofdifferenl widths- The wjdth ofeach box shows where 50olo ofthe scores of

a Siven party are concentrated. lfa box begins al the 25'h percentile for examplc and ends at the 606 percentile. this means thal

50% ofa party's members scored betwem 25 and 60. The line in the middle ofeach box denotes the mcdian performance. Ifthe

line is at the 60'l'percentile for examplc thsl means that halfthe party scorcd 60 or gresler whilc halfscored no more than 60.
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Undcr thc individual merit system in place since thc NRM took power in 1986. Ugandan MPs

opcratcd withoul the support of the constraints of formal party organizations. Bul parties now support

candidates for elections and fiame thc debalc in national issucs, providing MPs with a like-minded caucus

where they can scek support on issues important to their constituents and collectively set the

parliamenlary agenda. lt is natural then that Ugandan voters will look to see how differcnt partics

perform on the Scorecard. Figure 2 shows the share of seats each party controls and Figure 3 shows the

distribution of scorcs across thc threc disaggregated componcnts of the plcnary scores. These arc broken

down by party affiliation for NRM mcmhrs, mcmbcrs of the Opposition. and lndependents.



As evidcnt in Figurc 3, Indcpendents perform better on average than both Covemment and

Opposition MPs in Plenary Atteudance. Thc Opposition, on average, out-performs both Covcmnrent and

Ittdependent MPs by a substantial margin in Plenary Participation while Governn)ent and Independent

MPs perform ncarly equally. Opposition MPs once again outperform Covernment antl Opposition Mps,

on average, in tcrrns ol debate influcnce. From last ycar, Parliamenl has seen an increase in the

performance of its Opposition MPs, while Government MPs has maintained its performance and

lndependents have worsened slightly. Howevcr, as the graph shows, much of the variation takes place

within paflies, not acrosr parties. Many NRM members scorc better than Opposition and Independent

members and vicc versa, The implication: port.v nembership is a relatively poor predictor ol
performance. Hot' well an individual does depencb on his or her performance, and his or her place

$'ithin a partv, and not sinpl.y to which party he orshe helongs.

The ability to make such contextual comparison can let votcrs make fairer judgments than lhose

that can be made based on overall scorcs alone. Furthcr, an examjnation of th€ systematic differences

between groups can help voters appreciatc somc of the structural feature{i that makc it easier for some

representatives to score bener than others. Tablc l7 provides the information nceded to allow votcrs to

make thesc judgments. The tablc provides information on behaviour of MPs across all of the

disaggregated measures with breakdown by parly, ascension, status, gendcr, and region.

Figure 4 illustrates the differerrces an)ong panies in plenary and committee performance with the

number of MPs in each party listed after the party's name.

.15

Besides thcse major party blocks there are mary othcr reference groups against which voters

might wish to compare thc perlbrmance of their reprcsentatiyes. For example, does a particular Mp do

wcll or poorly compared to other candidatcs from his rcgion, or compared to other lnale candidates?

Some MPs rcpresent Seographical constituencies whilc others speak for special interes6i how does a

panicular MP compare to other candidates representing difl'ercnt types of constitucncies?
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Ascension. As was the casc in the first and second scssions of Parliamcnt, when pcrformance is broken

down by ascension, it becomes clcar that there are real differences in thc performance of constituency

NlPs and other MPs. The data, presented in Figure 5:2, suggest that constituency MPs outperform other

MPs on averagc overall performancc for plenary and committec. However, a differcnce from the previous

years is lhat PWD MPs outperform all other MPs, including Constituency MPs, in Plenary and

Comminee performance. Also kceping with thc trend over thc past two years, the lowest scorers, by a

substantial margin, were once again representatives of thc UPDF. Again, the interpretation of thcsc

pattems should bc a subject for national debate. Wc do not make claims here about whether these pattems

reflect differences in the quality of individual MPs or morc structural features of parliamentary

participation.
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Thc parly brcakdown (shown in aggregate in Figurc 4) revcals mixcd results. Opposition

members on averagc do belter than NRM in plenary performance. However, Opposition and NRM MPs

tend to pcrform equally wcll in Committec.

l2 Because this graph includcs by-clected MPs, we weightcd the averages by lhe amount of time each MP was in oflice.
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Al thc same time, parties put consftaints on their members in Parliament. Some have argued that

it is in the caucus where the most honesl debate occurs, where MPs may frccly speak their minds, and

where important decisions on party positions are made. The initialives broughl to the caucus by party

members can then be reassigned to more scnior or more "appropriate" MPs to be raised on the floor of

Parliament. Critics suggest, however, that the net effecl is to prcvcnt backbenchcrs from voicing their

thoughts and receiving crcdit for their initiatives in Parliamcnt.

The data fiom this year's Scorecard suggest that parliamcntary business may not be as dominated

by a small number of MPs, often the lcadership of thc various partics, as in previous years. As Table l7

shows, Ruling Party and Opposition leadcrs (terms that encompasse the Prime Minister, ministcrs,

ministers of state, shadow ministers, the pany whip, and the Leader of the Opposition) both score highly

on average. However, in a change from last year, Backbcnchers participation is higher than Govemment

Leaders, on average. This is quite surprising given that many backbcnchers may nol have the same

opportunities as leaders in parliament. However, lh€ Opposition Leadcrship, as in previous years, has a

much highcr averagc participation rate than the other two groups. Another change fiom previous years is

that Governmenl leaders have the highest average debate influence rate.
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Table l7: Correletes of Performancc2''

Avg. Plenary
Altendance

(./.)
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Attcndancc
(%'t

Avg. Comm.
Parlicipalion

Avg
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Constituency
N,lP l2l 51 50 t'127 l 140 52 4 l 139 54 55

Ex-offrcio [16] 30 335 459 I.UA N/A l? N/A NIA
PWD [5] 54 594 95 t 60 4t 87 59 66

UPDF ll0l .t7 236 9 13 t5 24 23 28
District Women

19 956 964 .19 36 57 .16

48 4l 16 406 42 22 t't 33 l0
Youth [5] fi 329 t59 l5 79 l4 1?

I The Speaker and Deputy Speaker are not includcd in tbis table becausc we do not produce Scorecards for thcm. The reasons are spelled out in Seaion 8
?' Although there were never 130 MPs serving at one time, bocause some MPs lefl ollce early and other cntered late, during the course of the session, 3J5
different MPs held ollice. In the above table we rveight the avemges ofby-elc-cted MPs by the amount of time they spent in ollice.
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Thus, althou€ih party membership and seniority do matter, the results also suggest that there is

considerable space for members to excel based on their own energy. Table 4 reports thc scores for the top

ten backbenchers with respect to overall plenary performance. All are in the top 6 percent overall and two

of them are in the top I percent. Backbenchers clearly can excel and this is true both for MPs from the

NRM, the opposition. and Independents.

Gender. Tbe lJgandan political system recognises the important role that women have to play in politics.

We report scores for 79 district woman's representatives, as well as a further 16 constituency MPs and 7

who represent other special interests who are atso women. During the first sessioq men performed

marginally better than women on average, but when only constituency MPs were examined, women

performed as well or better than their male counterpais. Then in second session, women perfonn worse

than men on nearly every measure. Moreover, narrowing the scope to constituency MPs generally tends

tO widen rather than lessen the gap between men and women. In third session, men continued to out-

perform women. And finally in fourth session, men outperformd women in all measures except debate

influence where women outperform men to a substantial degree. In addition, this year, men and women

tie on sverage plenary attendance. Again we emphasize that these are simple sverage trends in the data

and may reflect strucnral biases against women in parliament. We also emphasize that some women

score extremely highly on all measures. The differences betwe€n men and women are only statisrically

significant for comminee, but not for plenary.

Region. A final question of interest is to know whether different regions are receiving better

representation. Is it the case, for example, that parliamentary business is dominaled by individuals from

one particular region or that memb€rs r€presenting some other region are underperforming? As Figue 5

sho1,s, rhe evidence from this year's Scorecard suggests that some regions are indeed perfiorming better

than other regions.

On average, MPs from the North and East perform best in Plenary, followed by MPs fom the

Centml with West MPs shortly betow them. MPs &om the West perform better than all others in

Comminee. Compared to last year, there is more ilifference between the regions especially for MPs tom

the West who improved greatly in aver8ge committee perfomunce. However, this differenccs are slight

and not statistically significanr
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B. How Does MP Performance in 2009 - 2010 Compare to Performance in lhe frrst three

years of rhe dh Parliament?

Onc goal of the Scorccard is lo encouragc MPs to pcrform better by highlighting areas in which they arc

performing poorly. lt is thercfore important to cxamine not just how MPs perform year by year, but also

how they perform over time.

Plenary Performance, A major finding of prcvious Scorecards which was emphasized by the media was

that most Members of Parliament attended plenary sittings infiequently or not at all. It is notablc that thc

best performers in attendance continuc to attend more and more with cach coming year. While the top ten

performers in 2006 - 2007 atlended bctwcen 457o and 577o of the plenary sinings and the top pcrformers

in 2007 - 2008 anendcd between 687o and tl5% of the sittings, in 2008 - 2009 the top Performers

attended betwecn 73oh and 88% (with 6 MPs attending 850/o or more). Attcndance was basically

maintained in 2009 2010 with the top performers ranging from 77yo to 87o/o atlendance.

Attendance in the whole ofParliament consistently increased fiom year to year until 2009 20t0

when it began to decreasc again. While averagc plenary attendance was just 23% in 2006 - 2007, in 2OO7

- 2008 it climbed to 45"/o. and in 2008 - 2009 it further climbed to 520lo. However, in 2009 - 2010

avcragc plenary attendance fell bclow half to 48%. Fifteen MPs did not attcnd a single plenary session in

2006 - 200"t , decreasing to four in 2007 - 2008, thcn increasing to five in 2008 - 2009, and reaching an

all time low in 2009 2010 with only two members of parliamcnt attcnding no plenary sittings.

Moreover, while only four MPs attcnded ovcr half of the plenary sinings in 2006 - 2007, 136 MPs

attendcd over halfofthc sittings in 2007 2008, in 2008 - 2009 that numbcr rose to 160 MPs, and 2009 -
2010 rcprcsents a high of 170 MPs attcnding ovcr halfofthe plenary sittings. So while thc average rate
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of attendance has dropped from last ycar, therc arc some rcasons to be optimistic about plenary

attendance in the founh session of this parliament.

Figurc 7: Average Plenary Attendance Over Time
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On average, panicipalion dropperl from First Scssion to Second Session (partially due to fewer

sittings in Second Session) and then increasc from Second to Third Session. And average participation

has increased substantially from 820 lincs in Third Session to 143? in Foudh Session. This could be

partially due ro rhe increase in sittings from 96 to 106 in Fourth Session2!. while 88% of Mps spoke at

lcast one line in 2006 - 2001, only 84% ofMPs spoke at least one line in 2007 - 2008,95% spoke at least

one line in 2008 2009, and 94% spoke at least one line in 2009 - 2010. This is a marked increase in

participation. This means that only l9 MPs did not speak at all in plenary sittings this year.

rJ The number of sittings here is 106 ond not I 00 because AFLI rcccived hansards for 106 sinings of Parliament, and
the hansards are uscd to calculated psnicipation. The previous paragraph stated rhat thcre werc 100 sittings in thc
founh session and this is because A!'Ll only has anendance data for 100 sinings.

/
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Figure 8: Average Plenary Participation and Debate Influence Over Time
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Average debate influence has decrease for the frst time fiom is high ofnearly 2000 lines in 2008

- 2009 to about 1000 lines this year. However, the top debate influence scores continue to increase

significantly each year. The top performer in First and Second Session, Jachan-Omach Mandir Fre{

scorcs two times higher in debate influence between those two sessions. For the Third Session, the top

p€rformer was Suruma Eaa who more than doubled Jachan-Omach Mandir Fred's score from Second

Session. And for this sessiorq Bbumba Syda Namirembe as the top performer in debate inlluence of

33079 lines is the highest since the inception of the Parliamentary Scorecard. In hct across all sessions,

the top five performers each year in debate influence are outperformed by the top perform€rs the

following year. This suggests that MPs are engaging one another's conments more systematically in

parliamentary debate.

Commlttee Performance. Comminee attendance has reached an all time low of 38% this year (the next

lowest was dudng the Second Session ofparliament at 40Plo). Average participation in 2007 - 2008 *rs
213, in 2008 - 2009 it is slightly lower at 202 lines, and it has slumped even lower this year to 106 lines.

However average committee percentile remains coostant at 50% across both years.
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Figure 9: Average Committee Attendance Over Time
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Scores Through the Yerrs. Now with four scorecards out on this parliament we have the possibility to

examine the consistency of patterns over time. Are scores in one year highly conelated with scores in

another year? A high correlation suggests 8 few things, first that the scores reflect fairly slow moving

features of political life of MPs, that is that behavior does not change radically from year to year. Second,

it pmvides reassurance ofthe validity ofthe scores: that they are not simply picking up oddities but larSer

rends. Table l8 reports these corelations. A correlation between scores car be understood as the amount

to which they vary together. The reader will note that mrrelations above 7fflo are considered to be quit€

hich.

Tsble l8: Correlations of Scores from 2010 (Session l!) with S€ssions Il rnd III

Overall Plenary 63% 56

Plenary Attendance 74% 6t%

Overall Committee 59/o 53o/o

Ud.rshtrditlg conelsrions: For cxaEplq the c4rIcl.tioo of 74% bctwcan plcoary ltcndance scorcr in Scosion IV 8nd Sssion
III mc.ns 0ut ebout h{lf thc variance of this ycarrc lttrndaffc score can t}c rccounted for by panems ftom l8t ycan.
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C. Pa iament's Produoit i4'

Although the Scorccard doc.s not distinguish between different rypes of plenary participation. ir is

imporlant to recognizc that plenary participation takes many forms. Members of Parliament may

participate through asking questions, making statements, prescnting papers, introducing bills, presenting

cornmitlee reports, proposing bills or amendments, or by making a procedural motion or a point of order.

Questions. Any Member of Parliament may ask a question of any minister, committee chairperson, or

commission member duri-ng the allotted time dudng most sittings of Parliament. MPs may utilize

questions to obtain information regarding a Bill, motion, Parliamentary procedures, or relevant public

affairs. Although MPs are able to ask up to three questions for oral reply during a given session, only 23

MPs askedjust 38 questions during thc 106 sittings ofParliament this session. This represents an increarie

in questions fiom last session's figres of 18 questions fiom 23 MPs. Table 19lists the MPs who asked

more than one question during tltis session.

Trble 19: MPs Who Asked More Than One Question

Member
Lukwago Erias
Alaso Alice Asianut
Rwakimari Bcaricc
Ekwau Ibi Florcnce
Okupa Eh.1ah

Okello Okello Jobn Livingstone
Obua Dsnis Hamson

Ekanya Geotey

Status
Shadow Cabinet
Backbcncher
Commitlec Chairperson
Shadow Cabinct
Backbcnchcr
Backbencher
Backbcnchcr
Backbencher

Number ofQuesionsParty
DP
FDC
NRM
FDC
rDC
UPC
NRM
FDC

5

4
3

3

2

2
2
) I

tl

Statements. Statcments may be made by any Member of Parliament. Ministers may make statements for

the purpose of explaining a Government policy or action. Members may make statements regarding any

issue of urgent public imponance or any matter of importance to their constituency. During the last

session, 106 MPs made 241 statements. This represents a decrease over the previous session in both the

number of MPs who made statements (t2l last session) and the total number of statements made (267 lsst

session). Unsurprisingly, the [rader of the Opposition and the Chief Whip made more statements than

most, but halfofthe MPs who made five or more slalements were backbenchers. Tabl€ 20 below lists the

eight MPs who made five or more statements.



'I able 20: lUPs who Nlade l'ive or Nlorc Statements

NII.M Chicf ti

FDC Backbcnchcr '7

Monis.W FDC kader of thc

Backbcncher

6

Ssekikubo Theodore NRM 5

Sczi

Kiyonga Chrispus Walter
Bazarrabusa NRM

Minister of State

Ministcr

5

5

Committee Repors. Therc are 25 different standiog and sessional parliamentary committees which are

charged witb initiating and discussing Bills, evaluating the activities of Govemnent, conducting researct!

and rcporting to Parliament on th€ir activities. Committee reports m8y be presented to Parlisment by the

chairpenon or by any member of the comminee, but in practice they are nearly always presented by tbe

chairperson or orcasionally the deputy chairperson.

Ninty committee reports were presented this session. This represens a subsunria.l increase in

overall committee productivity from the 2008 - 2009 session, during which committees presented 57

repons. The committee rcports which were presentd during the third session are listed in Table 21.

Table 2l: Committee Reports Presented in Parliem€nt

On the Ministcrial Statcment for thc Financial Year 09r l0

Assessmcnt of the Fisherics

On the

On thc

WonckAa Oliver

Schedule No.l for Fiscal Ycar 09/10 Akol Rosc Okullu

Schedule No.2 for Fiscal 09/10 AkolRose Okullu

56

Member
llvligcrcko Drudi

Alaso Alice Asianut
Ekanya Ccofrey

Okupa tslijah

Ogenga Latigo

Backbencher

Number of Statements

Wadri Kassiano Ezati

NRM Minister
N/A

FDC Cabinet

On thc Faruine Situalion in thc Tcso

Development Project (ADB loan)

Cornmitlee

,\llrrcullrrrc

Pres€trlcf
Scnrnjogi l-astus
Katcnde
Serunjogi kstns
Katendc

I Budget

Budget

Budgct
'On

Akol Rose Okullu
lludgd Supplenlcntary Expcnditurc,

fxpinaiture Sctrertute No.2 for thc Financial
Budgct. .

On the Supplcmeotary
Ycar 0c/0o Akol Rose Okullu



On on Supplementary Schedule No.2 Akol Rose okullutludgct

Co6missiolls On thc PefornDnce of NFA from :004 (o 200? Okunu Romld Rc.8sn

On the Performsnc. ofthe Amncsty Commission fiom 2002 to 2mt
Sebulibe Mutumba
Richard

Commissioos
E

On the Pe rfomancc ofU & Amber Housc Okumu Ronald Rcagan

Abura Pirir Samucl
Bangirana K.iwoya
Anit'aOn Ethnic Mi ioU

tinance

Finance

,,rnancc On lhe Excisc 'l arill (Anrcndnrcnl) Brll,2009 Caudroso

Tindarnanlrc Kaboodo
Finaocc On $e Incorn€ Tax (AmeDdficnt) Bill, 2009 Gaudioso

Road Flats

On the Valuc Addcd Tax (Amcndment) Bill

Ministerial Pol St^temenl for Financial Year 09/10

on rhe ConIracls Bill. 200E

Charles ok

Tindamanyirc Kabondo

Tindarnanyirc Kabondo
GsudiosoAffai$

Ccndcr On the Sltualion ofthc Childrcn rn Nonhcm Uganda Anlon8i Beatrice Ltgada

Gcriacr On thc Prohibition ofFcmalc Ocnital Mutilation Bill, 2009 BaLo Oristine AbL
On Ministenal Policy and B\rdgct Eslirnalcs for thc Irinancial year

Ccnder 2009/10 Kabanda Sabano Phcny

Gcndcr' Oo the Netional Youlh Councii (tuncodmert) Bill, 2008 AiDonSi Bertrio?l,i8adr''

Ccnder On the violcncc Agalnsl women llill Amongi Bcatricc t aJada

O€rdrr On the NatioDal wg,n€D's Council (Alnerdr €D0 Bill, 2008 Amongi Bcatricc Lagidi

Govcmmenl Assurances On Sclecled GoYc mcnl Assuranc.'ri Kiiz.a Winilied
kgsl 8!d Parlitmc sry
Affrirs '

Lcgal and Pirlramcnlary
AliarrJ

On the Tmdcrlurks Bill, 2008. Tnsboby8 N. Sl€phcs

s

lrgal 8od PE iiamcotrry
Affrirs

NhobpasT

N

I
Lcgrl a Prrliamcnhry
Aff!i.s On thc Ministerial Statcmcnl for Finrncial Ye3, 2009/201 0

Lcgal and Parl iamcatary
Affsirs On the Domcstic Violence Bi 2009

Lcgal and Psrlismcntaly
Affairs On the El.cloril Comnission (Amcndmcnl) Bill,2009 Tashobya N. Stcphcn

Gener-al's Rcport

Propcny lloldings

Policy Statcmcor for Fioancisl Ycar 09/l 0

liqualOptx)nu ilics

!ioonce Addeodum

.- ,- " - -o-9 
q". i!!i9.9 !v qinlrs-trTlls- glqlsrl{a

Financc On

Road FlaB Olcny ehltlca Ojok

Tindmmyirc Ksbodo
OEudioso

Tindamanyire Kabondo
Caudioso
Tidaoaayirc Krboodo'

On tle Intcroltiorsl Ctiminal Coun tsill, 2006 N.

FinaDcc I

Terffi\re N. StcohcrrE-
I
lrgd sld Pad iaoedt8ry
Aflrirs Or the Politicil Pinica snd
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Lcql Governmcnt
Accounts

l.oaal oo!arnrrrcnl

Local Covcr [9nt
Accounts

Local Covcmmcnl

Oo the Auditor General's Report fo. the Finasci.l Ycar 0l/02

()fl rlr. Audilor (i.Dcral s Ilcpo( lirr thc I rna crr] Year ill (ll

O'r the Repon ofthe Auditor Genel.3l on the Public Accounts of Dist ict
lrcal Govemments for lfic Financill Year 03/04.

On rhc Rcpon of Ihe Auditor (icncral on lhc I'ublrc Accounls of I)islrict
l-ocal (iovernmcnls lbr thc Irrnancial Ycar 04/05.

O,| Govemmcnt Request to Borrow ll0 million fmsr tie IDA for Aviao
alrd Human InoueDz! P.cp6redo.ss ard Rcsonse Project

On Covemment Requcst lo lJorro\r l.lA l8 million (LlS $57.760 and US

$10 million) from the BADtiA.
On Golcmnront Re4ucat to Bonow ar Additionsl Finalcing of SDR 3. I
million from $e IDA of World Bank Oroup fo. Mineml Resoulo€s
Project

On Covcmmcnt Rcquesl to lJorrow UA 10.21 million tiom the Al)l]
On Covemment Rcqucst to Borrow Japanese Yen 3,395,000.000 from
,tcA
On Govemmcnt Rcqucst to l]orrow Japaocsc YEN 5,406.0m,000 JICA

OIl Govemmcnt Re{uert b Bonow from lDl] for dcvelopmcot of
Tcchnicol Colleges
On (iovcmmenr Requcst lo Llorrcw US $ ll ? nrilhon & anothcr 22.95

,nrlhon liom lhe Saudr fund tbr Dcvalopmcnl

on Covcmment to Gulr8ntce up to US $567,000 ss Supplementary
l-inancing

On rhe Bud8et and Minisrcri3l Policy stalcdlcnts

Or Govcmme4t Reguest to Borrow 52,51 million UA ftoltl ADB for
Cooslrudion of Mbsrara-Nkcndr E d TororcLirs Transmissiolt Lincr
Project

()n Covcmmcnt Rcqucst to Borrow SDR 69.900,000 from the IDA for
l'inancing the Second NUSAF Pro.lcct

On Govcrnmsnt Rc$lcst io Borrow USt 4,5 millioo liotn thc Arab Btt&
for Economic Dovclopmcrt

MalioSa Johnsoo

Malinga Johnson

Malling, Joh$on

Mallinga Johnson

Wr,lgwa Rutaryye
Nsgudi E.irEh

Wangwa RutanBye
Nagudi Erinah

Mutitale BiEahws
Stcphen Adye€ri
Mukilale Iliraahwx
Stephen Adyeeri

Mukitsle Biralhw.
Stephen Ad),eed

Kasulc Robert Sebunya

Wangwa Ruta!ryc
Nagudi Erinalr

Kasulc Rob€n Sebunya

Mbagadhi Frederick
Nkay
Mukrrale Brr,rahwa

Stephen Adyccri

Wangwo Rulan$/e
Nagudi Erinah
W;}ngwa RulanSyc
Nagudi Erinah

Mukitale Biraahwa
Stephen Adyeui

Oleny Charles Ogok

Mutitalc Birashwa
Stephcn Ad-vceri
['lukilale Bircahwa
Srephcn Ady(jcri

MbsS;adhi Frcd.rict
Ntayi

Mukilale Iliraahwa
Stephen Adyeeri

Bahsti David

i8

Natiotrol llconomy

Nation!l Econo ry

Natiooal Economy

National Economy

N.tional Economy

Nat,onrl Economy

Nationsl Economy

\ational tconomy

Natiooal Economy

Nalr\nal Lcolrony

National Economy

Nationlrl Economy

Nstional ltonomy

Nalional Lcononry

Notional Economy

\ltr0r)ll lironom)

National Economy

Nrtion;rl I:cononr)

Natiooal Econonry

Nalronnl liconomy

N.tionll E{onomy

On ljudget Performance ofthc Economy lbr lhc I;iscal Ycar oti/09

On Govemmest Re{uest to BoEow Urits ofAccounb 80 glilliotr fror[
thc ADB Grolp for R@d Srctor Su!,pod Projcct 3

L)n Govcmment Requej( to llorrow il [.oan ol Kuwail Dinnani -] nrillion

Oo CovcmlDenl Request to Borow UA 7.59 millio! fror8 ADB

On Covemmenl Request to Borrow UA -15 million frorr lho ADts Croup
for lhe Kampala Sanitation ProgmmnE Projccl I'hase I

OD CovemEe[t Rcquesl to Bonow SDR 17.6 million (US 327 milliou)
from the tDA

On Covcmment Requesr to Bonou $100m fronr F-XlM llank ofChina
lbr Acquisition of Road Lquipmcnt, Sanitary & l:ircfighting hurpmcnl
Oo Covemment Requesl io Bortow UStl50 million from thc IDA ofthc
World BaDk Group for Financing, UPPET

Oleny C'tnrlcs Ojok

Yiga Anthony



On the Performance ofrhc Economy ofthc First Quaner of the Fiscal
Ycar 09,'10

\lukrlille Il'raah\r.,
Slephcn Adyceri

Masiko Komuhangi
Winificd

Nlrsrko Komuha,rEr
W urifrcd
Byurdds Abrshalr
Jrrnrs
Ilyandala Abraham
Jatucs

Byandala Abnbu!
ta&c6
Byandala Abraham
Jamcs

Oburu Grrcc

Menhld Gerald Simon

Menhyt Cerald Simoi

Naodala Vafahi Nalhan

Nan<tala Mafabi Nithal

Amugc Rcbecca Otcngo

Boooa Emma

YlSi Anthony

Yiga Antfiony

YiSa Anthony

Yigs Anthony

Boona Emma

Lubyayi Iddi Kisiki

Lubysyi Jobn-Bosco
56cguy!

Nut(,nal Ecorrcm)

Natrual rcsourccs

Natural resourccs

On thc Ministrrial Policy Ststcrncnt for Fimncial Y.ar 0910

On the Petitions on The Forest Reserves ofTe Ilvra, Kazooba and Kooki

On the l.and (Amcn&nsn$ Bill. 2m7

On the Minorily Rcport on thc land (Amendmenl) Bill 2007

Or thc Physical Pla0ing Bill, 2008

On lhe Ministerial Policy Slalemcnl for Finarcial Year 09/10

On Oe Whistle Blowcrt P(otectiql Bill, 2008

On thc [molumenls oflhc Prcsidcnl. Vice-Prcsidcnt and Pnme Minister
Bill,2009

On tbc Ministrrial Policy StaEmcnt atld BudSot EstiEal6 for tbc Fisc8l
Ycar 09/10

On thc Rcpon ofthc Audilor-General on the Publlc Accounb ofthc
Rcpublic ofUganda for thc Year Ended 30/6/03

On CHOGM

On thc Rcport ofthc Audilorccncral on lhe Pubiic Accounts olthc
Rcpublic ofUganda for the Year Ended l0/6/05

On lhc Motion ofRcsolution for Crestion of Ncw Munisipalitics

on lhc (-reation ofNew drstncls

On the Motion ofRcsolution to Crcale Rukungiri Municipality

On lhe Policy Stalcmcnts & Budgelary Provistons for Fiscal year 09./10

On oo the IlleEEl sale ofPlots at thc Old Taxi Pad(

On lhc Allcration ofBourldaries ofDislricls arrd ( realion ofNcw
Districts

To Harmonise lssucs Raised by the Housc Regarding Roquisitioning for
Additionsl Funding ofUS$ 5 tnillion
lcririon ofthc Bdrrd&r;a../.i Women s Croup on lhc Slate ofthe Sickle

Lcll tlnit ol I'{uhgo Hospilal

On thc MiDistcrial Policy St8(cmcnI for Fioancial Ycsr 09/10

on rhc Phinnar) Profcssion and Phamacy Praclice 8i11.2006.

On fie Ministerisl Policy Slatement and Budglt ErlirBtcs fot the

Financial Year 09/10

On Economic Pannership Agrecm€nb (EPAS)

On the Petition from the Tra&rs of lkmpala on Trade Liccocc Pess

Ph'sical [nfBslruclurc

Physicai Ioliaslructurc

Physical Infrastructute

Physrcal lnlilslructurc

Presideolial Afiairs

Prqsidential Affairs

Public Accounts

Public Accounl6

Public Accounts

Public Scrvice

Public Scrvice

Public Service

Puhlic Service

Public Service

Social Scrvices

Social ScrYrces

Tourirm, TBdc E d
lndustry

l ourrsnt l radc anil
lnduslry

Tourisrq Tnde rnd
Indr$r,

t9

Presidential Arlairs

Donlbo Lumalr
Emmanuel
Scnrndc Nansubuga
Roscmiry

S€nind. Na.subuga
Roscmary

Scnrndc NansubuBa
Rosemary

Lubyal John-Borco
Sscguya

Public Sorvicc
selcct Co[unitte€ lo
Authorir€ oovt to Bofiow
Monsy

Social Scrvrces



A\ erage conrmitrce attendance in this session was 389'o bul there was varianct among

committees, wil}| average individuai cornmittee anendance ranging from 63% (Nanral Resources) to 159/o

(Rules). While average attendarce has decrcased from last year (44%), the highest committee attendance

this year (637o) is lower than last year (61%), and the lowest attendance rate this year (15%) is lower than

last year (19%). Table 22 shows the top l0 comrnitte€s with the highest attendanc€.

Table 22: Top Ten Committees in Attendance'"

Natural Resouces 63

Presidential Affairs 54

Finance 49

Public Accouns 43

Public Servicc 38

Biils. Altbough every MP has ft€ right to initiate a bill, most bills are brought by ministers of state

because it is extremcly diflicult for members to gamer sufliciert support to initiate a bill independent of

Govemment. In this session, 33 bills were initiated by 16 different NRM MPs. Tkee of thesc bills *ere

private member's bills presented by Hon. Bahati, Hon. Baryomunsi, afld Hon. Ruhindi. This is an

increase in toal bills from the 2008 - 2009 Session when 19 bills were brought to the floor by I I NRM

MPs. The bills and their presenters are listed in Table 23 below.

Table 2l: Bills Initisted During The 2009 - 20I0 Session

The Bi 2009

The Prohibition ofFemale Cenital Mutilation 2009

Bbumba Namircmbe

The Excise Tariff(Amendment ) Bill, 2009 Jachan4mach Mandir Fred

26 Readers should note thst AFLI do€ nor have arrendance dara for rhe Appoinunents, Coverunenr Assuran@E,
HMAIDS, Business, Infrsstructure, Trade, or Police Probe committees for this session.

60

Social Services

ICT

t r:gal & Parliamentary

Thc Anti-Homosexuality Bill, 2009

The Anti-Money Laundering Bill, 2009

Average Attendance 7o

Ptesenler

Atubo Ornara Danicl

Bahati David

Baryomunsi Chris

Bbumba Syda Nomirunbe
,1

Thc Appropriation Bill, 2009

Thc Finsncc Bill, 2009 Jacban0mach Mandir Fred



Thc Valuc Addcd Tax (AmcMment) Bill,2009
Ihc Inconrc lax (Anrcndnlcnt) Urll.2009
Thc Stamps (Arncndmcnt) Bill,2009
l'hc Supplcnrcnttry Approprialion IJill. 100,
Thc Iosutuncc (Arueodneng Bill, 2010
'[he Uganda Rctircnrcnt Bcneils AurhoriryBill.?0t0
The Trudemarhs Bill, 200E

Thc Prcsidenlial Elections (Amcndmcnt) Bill, 2009

The Elcctoral Corumission (Amendm€or) Bill, 2009

Thc Chrttcls Sccuritie; Bill, 2009

Tbe MErriage and Divorcs Bitl, 2009

Thc Parliamentary Pcnsions Bill
The Emoluments ofthc Presideo! Vic..Prcsideot and Prime Minisre. Bill,
2009

Thc Parliamentary Pensions (Amendnrenr) Ilill, 2010

Thc Parliamcnt Pensions (Ameodment) Bill, 2010,

Thc Rcgional Govcmmcnrs Bill. 2009

Tte l.ocal Govemmcots (Amendmert) Bill, 2009

Thc Kampala City tlill,2009
Thc Plant Protection and Health Bill,2010
Thc Women's Council (Amcndmcnt) Bill,20OIl

The National Youth Council (Amcndment) Bill, 2008

The Industnal Propcny Uill, 1009

Thc Domestic Violence Bill, 2009

Thc Insolvcncy Bill, 2009

Tte HIV and AIDS Prevention and Contml Bill
Thc Plant Variety Protcction Ilill.l0l0

Jachan-Omach Mandir Fred

Jachan,Onrach Mandir Frcd

Jachsn0rnach Mandi, F pd

Jachan-C)rnach Vandir lrcd
Kajara Aston Petermn

Kan:untu Ephraim

Khiddu Makubula Edwffd
Khiddu Makubuya Edward

Khittdu Makubuya Ertward

Khiddu Makubuya Edward

Kfiiddu Ma&ubup &lward
Mbaguta Sezi

Mbagut Sczi
Mukitale Biraahwa Srephen
Adyecri
Mukitale Biraahwa Stephen
Adyceri

Mwesige AdolfKasara

Mwesige Adolf lGsaija 
.

Mwesige Adolf Kasaija

Mwcsigyc Ruhindi Hopc

Nakadama Isanga Lukia

Nakadama Isanga Lukia

Ruhindi Freddic

Ruhindi Freddie

Ruhindi Freddie

Rwakimari Bcatrice

Rwamrranla Kanyontorc Bright

Points of Order. Any Member of Parliament rnay raisc a point of order if they feel that for some reason

the cur€nt proceedings are not in line with the Rule of Procedur€ of the Horse. A point of order is most

often raised when atr MP objects to a comment made by another MP and suggests that he or she is out of
order for giving false infonnation or making unsupported accusations. However, merely having I point of
order brought sgainst one does not necessarily indicate wrongdoing. It is up to the Speaker to decide

whether or not the MP violated the Rules ofProcedure and either adopt or reject the point oforder.

Amendments. Any MP may present an amendment to the House for consideration and debatc.

Amendmeots to bills, which ma1, add to or alter the content of the original bill, are presented after the

second rcading of the bill before the House. ln this session, 25 different MPs presented 16l amendments.

This is a decrease over las! year in which 25 different MPs presentcd 285 amendments.

6l



Ll this session, 66 ditfercnt MPs brought 156 points of order against 83 MPs. Of thosc, 36 werc

adopted. 46 rvere rcjectcd and the remaining 74 art' pending. Therc were fewer points of order raised by

fewer MPs against thc same amount of MPs this session compared to last session, when 79 MPs raised

i64 points of order against 83 MPs. Table 2.1 lists the MPs who raised more than four points of order

while Table 25 liss the MPs who had more than four poins of order brought against them.

Teble 24: MPs Who Raised More'fhan Four Points of Order

Atim O. Beaaice FDC Shadow Cabinet

James NRM Backbencher 9

Husscin

Kabakumba tabwoni Masiko
Princcss

JEEMA Shadow Cabinet

NRM Minister

8

6

Okumu Ronald Reagan fDC Shadou Cabilet

Table 25: MPs Wbo Had More Than Four Points of Ord€r Brought Against Them

)

Nandala Mafabi Nathan FDC Shedow Cabinet I

Otafiire Kahinda NRM Minister 5

Byandala Abmham James NRM Commi$ee Chairperson 5

Petitions. Aiy MP may present a petition to Parliament to request action on a particular issue on behalfof

a group of citizens. However. in the 2009 - 2010 session. only 8 MPs presented petitions, and each one

only presented one petition. This is exremely , especially when compared to the figures from 2007 -
2008 when 17 MPs filed 22 petitions, and 2008 - 2009 when l0 MPs filed l0 petitions. Table 26 below

lisa the MPs who presented a petition.
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'l'able 26: MPs Who Presented Petitions

NRM Backbencher

Backbencher I

Erias DP Shadow Cabinet

Okecho William Backbencher

Presenlation of Papers. When a bill, resolution, cornrnittee report, the budget, or any other item brought

before the house requires additional background or supplementary information not contained within the

item itselt aII MP-most often a minister or state minister-may present papeN to the House. In this

session, 23 different MPs presented 47 papers. These figures arc similar to those from the last session

when 43 MPs presented 57 papem.

Procedural Motions. Any Member of Parliament may make a procedural motion to help keep the debate

on topic, running smoothly, and in accordance with the Rules of Procedure. However, in practic€,

procedural motions are generally not made by backbenchers. This year, 29 MPs made 120 procedural

motions. This reprcsents a small change from last year when 39 MPs made I l2 procedural motions.

7 A NOTf, ON THE SPEAKER, DEPUTY SPEAKER, AND EXOFFICIO MPS

Wlile we have used these measures o assign grades to nearly all MPs, the Speaker and the Deputy

Speaker have special responsibilities that prevent them from carrying out the duties normally required of

MPs. Io fact, the Rules of Parliament specifically prohibit the prcsiding officer from taking part in any

parlismentary debate or voting on Bills before the House. Thus, it would be inaccurate !o measure the

performance of the Speaker and the Deputy Speaker on the same scale as that ofall other MPs and would

likely under reprcsent the performance ofthe Speaker and Deputy Speaker.

However, while the Rr-rles of Parliament may in many cases prevent the Speaker and the Deputy

Speaker's from participating fully in the business of Parliament in a manner that would be reflected in this

Scorecard, both of these Membes are integral to the fhctioning of Uganda's legislature. Indeed, no

session of Parliament may proceed until the Speaker, the Deputy Speaker, or the Deputy Speaker is
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present. Furlher, the presiding officer is charged with the responsibility of preserving order and decorum

in the Housc, and he or she holds the final auttrority conceming questions of order and practicc. Thus,

whilc AFLI has decided not to include any measures of the performance of the Speaker or the Deputy

Speaker in this Scorecard, this shou.ld be seen not as a criticism of their performance, but rather as a

reflection oftheir unique official roles in Parliament.

In addition, ex officio MPs - selected most often to frll Ministerial positiors - have unique rights

and r€sponsibilities that allow them, in some cases, to perforrn in ways that other MPs csnnot, for

example by presenting official govemment business. For this reason, while we have graded the 9

unelected MPs on the same measures ar the rest of Parliament, we do not include them in tbe percentile

calculations, but instead rank them only against the other ex officio members.

8 LIMITATIONS OF OUR DATA

AFLI is comrnitted to producing an objective, transparent, and nonpartisan evaluation of parliamentary

performance. At the same time, the Scorecard camot captue every r€levant aspect of MP perform&nce.

Readers should keep a few caveats in mind when assessing the dsta reported here.

First, because AFLI strives to remain an obj€ctive observer of Parlisment's activities, none of the

measures in the Scorecard assess the relevance or quality of contributions made by MPs. Participation snd

debate influence scores are based only on the quantity ofcontributions made by tbose representatives and

on the length ofthe debate following those contributions. Peer assessment scores are based strictly on the

evaluations provided by other MPs ofa given MP's performance. Failing to maintain impartiality would

make it impossible !o produce a puely objective evaluation. Similarly, our m@sures do not reward or

penalise the particular positions MPs take on any issues. While we have coded contributions as

"Govemment" or'Opposition", we do not assign a grade for these positions or claim that either

perspertive is superior.

Secon4 there are areas in which the data available to us are incomplete, making it difEcult to

produce a comprehensive Scorecard. Not all of the MPs retumed the survey we distributed to them (only

38 retumed the survey this year). Alfiough we were able to collect a large number of comminee

attendanc€ logs, we were unable to obtain atte[dan@ logs for seven committ€es. Irr addition, some of
Parliament's work is not capturd in offrcial records. Votes in plenary sessioos are not recordo{ the

archives of committee reports with signatures are incompletc, and there is no ofricial committee lhnsard.
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In all of these areas, improved records would help us make our measures more prccise. It is important to

emphasize that ou.r ability to collect complete and accurate datr depends on Parliament's willingness to

assist us in this endeavour.

h addition', some work is well documented but is conducted behind closed doors, and thus the

public cannot access the records. we cannot know, for example, which MP first raised an issue in a party

caucus meeting. Because parties caucus in secret, we are unable to include participation and debate

influence at these conferences in tbe Scorecard. This points to one of the limitstions of trarspsrency - not

alt activity can be fully transparent and available to voters. In such instanc€s in which voters cannot

observe the activities of their representatives, they need to use otber criteria - such as the extent to which

ultirnate policy outcomes reflect the voter's goals - to determine the effectiveness of their representation.

Some of the information we collected is impossible to veri!. Although we report the Mps'

responses about how they spent their CDF money, we are unable to know with any certainty how truthful

these responses were. It is also difficult to veriry afi€'ndsnce as it is possible that some MPs sign in and

then leave or ask a fiiend to sign them in.

Finally, we recognise that each MP's situation is different, which may make any attempt !o

compare the performance of all MPs imperfect. The constitutioMl requi€ments of certain MPs, zuch as

the Speaker or Deputy Speakef make them inherently incomparable to other MPs ud prevenr them from

participaring in the daily debat€ and firlfilling other duties that all MPs normally perform. The unique

circumstances of individual MPs are infinitely varied and m.y affect their score in any number of ways.

For example, each MP has a different relationship with his or her local councilors atrd other lesders,

meaning that some MPs attend many [,C-V meetings, while other choose to boycon the me€tings in

protest - or may simply not be invited. Still other MPs may take advantage of wonhy opportunities to

travel or otherwise work on behalfof the constituencies at the cost of comnittee or plenary sessions - for

example, some MPs have been invited !o represent Parliament at the Juba peace tall6 or at meetings of

the East African Parliament. In each of these cases, we have anempted to coll€ct data thst would allow us

to take these differences into accounl In some c8s6, though this is simply not possiblc, as data are not

availsble.

One anomaly we have taken pains to accoutrt for in the Scorecard r€lates 0o MPs who were

elected through by-elections and those who were ousted or died during the term. It is not accurate or fair

to compare MPs who have taken office during the Eighth Parliament or lefr office before the end of the
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session to MP's who have had a full temr in ottce. Thus, MPs elected and ousted in by-elections and

MPs who have died are scored against the full set of MPs, but only for the period in which the MP has

been in ollice. For example, if an MP has served since April 20t0 (i.e. for the last two months of the

fourth year of the Eighth Parliament) his or her percentile scores will be based on a comparison of his or

her performance to all other MPs based on that two month period alone.

In recognising that there are limitations inherent in any attempt to assess MPs according to

consistent criteriq we emphasise again that the Scorecard is a tool to start a discussion about the best way

to recognise the work of MPs and inform voters. We encouage voters, members of the media, and

govemmetrt ofricials alike to query their repr€sentatives on the scores laid out here. It is possible that

some aspects ofan MP's performance are not captured fully by our measuf,es, and thus that some MPs

have received lower scores than are waranted. Ofcoursc, it is also possible that some MPs have received

scores higher than their overall perforurances merit. The Scorecard should not be taken in isolatio4 nor

inlerpreted as encoruagement to vote for or against any particular Members of Parliam€nt. It should

simply be tak€n for what it is - accurate and objective information on many of the activities that MPs

perform on behalfoftheir constituents, and indeed ofall Ugandans.

9 LOOKING AHEAD

The methodology, measures, and layout of the 2009 - 2010 Scorecard represent the culmination of four

yean of coosultation and revision and will serve as the model for all furure iterations of the Scorecard.

The information contained in the Scorecard will be up&ted, published, and distributed around the country

annually until at least the 201 I election and hopefully beyond.

Throughout the next few weeks leading up to the elections, we will organise and hold the

remaining workshops. The workshops bring together local leaders, community members, and MPs,

allowi[g constituents to view and understand thc Scorecards and to question thet MPs on the data

contained in them. In addition we also plan to disseminate a cumulative scorecard in the final week of
January with the goal of allowing voters to see the improvement of their MP over the course of the 86

Parliament.
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IO CONCLUSION

Every voter who casts a vote based primarily on the performance of his/her representative contributes to

the strengthening of democracy in Uganda. Unfortunately, rnany voters lack the requisite information to

votc on this basis. The Scorecard seeks to empower Ugsndans to make informed decisions about who is

best lit to rcprBsent their constituency in Psdiament by providing accurale and objective information

about every MP's past performance. r e are dedicated to producing the most complete and rigorous

Scorecard possible every year, and we believe this year's reforms to the Scorecard and Scorecard

metlrodology will enable us to do that. However, the Scorecard is only useful if the information reaches

voters, so we hope you wilt join us when the Scorecard forum comes to your constituency. With your

help, we can make Ugandan deinocracy stronger.
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1.1.1 Atlcndanc. t g D.aa

The attendance lots ate the official records of whether an individual MP is present in parliament. An individual i6
r€corded as being Present in Parliament for a Siven day if his or her presenceis re(ordd in the official log o, if he or
she has m.dc an intervention of the fl<xrr of parlament that has been re.corded in the official Hansard.

1.7.2 Ofhcirl Leave Date.

The list oI official leave, maintained by the Speake/6 office, is the offi<ial record of whether an Mp was excused ftom
attendance in the House for a Particular time p€riod. An individual is recorded as being excrrsed if the Speaker
resPonded to the MP's request for Permission to be absent; this permission is recorded in a letter from the Speaker to
the MP. The PAD records tlre number of plerrary sittings for which thc Mp was excused.

1.1.3 Plemry Hansard Det.

Appendix A: Techtical Notes

The purpns+ of this aPPendix is to describe the exact methodology used to calculate every statistic or indicator
developed as part of the Parliamentary Performancc S(orccard.

1 Drt.retg

All df the me.sules provided in the scorecard are derived from one of three datasets: the plrrury nctiviti5 dntoset
eAD), the.ortl,iittee aclioiti{s dalrst (conAD), a d t1e @nstitu.nry octioiti?s dotosct (conAd). Ws describe each in
tum.

1.1 The Plmery Activiticr Deuaet (pAD)

The PAD contains data from three sourcts: official attendance log+ the record of official leave, and the plenary
Hansard.

Much of the information in the PAD is derived from coding of the official parliamentary Hansard by a team of
enumerators- Every line of the palliamentary Hansard is read and entercd into the pAD. The database records
inlormation about everything said on the floor of Parliament during plenary sittings. The process for coding the
Hansard is as follows.

a llcms: when an MP makes an intervention (proposes a bilr, raises a point o( order, etc.) this item is $ven a
c)de and is recolded in the PAD. The rume of the MP that makes the intervention is recorded along with a
unique ID number for the item, and, where relevan! the [D number of the item it is referring to. In addition
we r.{ord thc toPic oI the item (see Paragraph 0). In all cases in which the item under debate is something that
MPs vote upoll" the F,sirior taken by the Mp is recorded (see paragraph O).

b. Line Nu'rber Refcren.6. Importanfry, for every mtervention by an Mp a.d for every item in the pAD we
rl'cord the filst and last lines in the Hansard to which thc itcm corresponds- As a rssult it is possible to rcfer
back to the original banscripts of parliamcnt to check every piece of data in the pAD.

c Structure of the D.tab.ser The PAD Pr€serves information on the rclation of each intervention to othe.
interventions to which it ref€E, directly o. indirectly. This is done by recording for each item the i|em (i, any)
to whiclr it refers As an illustration in the following chan, each node represents one Mp,s conkibution in the
Hansard, and one corresponding entry in the database. From this exampre it can be seen that item.s aIe

2! Although we were uoable to obtaio this <lata this ycar, we incrude it in rhc methodology bo:ause it will be
included in the Scorecard should Parliameot pmvidc it in the futurc.

68

I



1.2 The Com.E ttec Activitie6 Dataset (CornAD)

The Committee Activities Dataset conta.ins data t om thrce sour(r.s: official attmdance logt records of olficial leave,
and committ€e transcripts. We have worked lo improve our covenge of these records, and we have been 6uc!r66fu1:
While in the 6rst year we only had transcripts for 25% of committee meetings, this yeiu we arc able to report on
about ilo"d of me€tings.

1.2.1 Attendance LoB Data

The attendancc logs art the of6cial records of whether an individual MP is present in committee meetints. An
individual is reco.ded as being present in a Biven cornmittee meeting if his or her presence is recorded in the official
log or if he or she has made a conkibution in the meetin&

The list of ofncial leave, maintained by the Speaker's offict, is the ofhcial record of whethe! an MP was excus€d from
attendane in the Housc and committ!'e meetings for a particular time Frcriod. An individual is recorded as bcing
excused if the SPeaker psponded to the MPs request tor permission to be absenu this pemission ir r€corded in a
letter from the SPeater to the MI'. The ComAD records the number of committee meetints for which the MP was
r'xclrsd.

1.2.! Committce T.anscript Dat

All of the information on participation in the ComAD is derived, again from coding done by AFLI'S enumeEtors.
Every line o( every committlt transcript we ltavc is rcad and cntered into the ComAD. Thc process for coding
transcripts is as follows.

a. Contributiong: When an MP sp€ak in a committ€e meetint of which he or she is a member, this item is givm
a code and is recorded in the ComAD. The name of the MP that makes the intervention i6 recorded along with
a unique ID numbcr for the item. Note that we go no further in the ComAD; we do nol for examplg record
position or the item to which a contribution in committee rcfers.

b. Line Number Refercn.ee. As in dle PAD. Ior every MP contribution in the ComAD we rccord the 6rst and

last lines in the hanscdpt to which the iteql corresponds.

26 Although we wcrc unablc ro obtais this dala tbis year, wc includc it in the rDetbodology bccause it will be
included in thc Scorccard should Parliamcnt providc it in the future.
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Ecorded irl a rrre: for example, contribution ,25.oct.05.0800 itself relers to a point o, order (cutribution
,125.Oct.05.0785) which in tum refers to an amendment (r25.Oct.05.0584 and a biu (item ,25.Oct.05.0010).

1,2.2 Ofri(ial Leave Datar.
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c. Structue oI the Databasel The ComAD is oruch simpler than tht PAD. In fact, the database ensists solely of
a list of all contributions made by MPs during comrnitt.e meetirlgs-

1.3 The Constituency A(tivitieg Datasel (ConAD)

The Constituency Activities Datoset contains data from four sourcts: officia! LC-V attendanc€ log+ a research
exercise desitn€d to measure an MPs ac.essibilit , oltrcial CDF accounting r€(!rd9 and field researclu

1.3.f LC.V Attend.nce Lo8 D.t.

The LC-V attendancc lo6s are *rc official recltd6 of whether an individual MP is prcsent at LC-V (diskict level)
nteetinSs. An individual i6 re(orded as bein6 Present at thc LC-V meetinE for a given day if his or her presence is
recorded in the official log.

1.3.2 Ac.BoibiliryD.aa

We s€nt a field researcher to every constituency MPs and districl woman rcpres€ntative's constituency in the
countD/ to ct,lled dnta on drc MPs' aeessibility to their constituentE. To measure the MPs' accessibility, the
res€arche.s asked five randomly selected participants to sFnd the day trying to obtain their MIvs phone number,
The dat obtained through this Nsearch exercire comprise thE accessibility data. We record data about every

ParticiPanfs Political affliation, gender, age, and education as well .6 whether or not the individual retumed at the
end of the exercise, and whether or not tlte individual retumed with a con€ct phone numb€r {or the MP.

1.33 CDF Accountint Data

f.3.4 Field Rese.rch Dat

We sent a survey to aU MPs Equesting inlormation about whether or not they maintained a local olfice and a

Political assistant durint the sc6sion and if so, how we could locate each oI thes€. Thc& we s€nt a 6eld rc6earcher to
every con6titumg/ bo verify this info.mation and to collect iniormation about MPs who did not retum surveys. The
infomration our field researdrers coU€cted on the MPs' staff and offices comprises the field reseaEh data. The
ConAD dataset includes data obtained from lo<nl party oficls. local counol offices, and the MPs office (where the
MP maintains an office) about the locatign oI every MPs offic and contact information for every MPg assistanl

lndi(ato.s

2.1 Score and Percentiles

21.1 A Note on Rankings and Percentiles

Most indicatols arc calculated in a thr€e6tep proe6s. First, a raw score for cach MP is calcldat€d sudr a6 dE tot l
number of lines tlEt an MP spole in all Hansard6. Secpnd, eadr Mp i5 ranked accolding to thi6 raw score. Third, the
rank is tumed into a cortesponding percentile. ln all ca!€s, each MPg lanl is calorlatad as 1 + tlre numb€r of M?s
who have a higher raw rore; thus, all MP6 who ti€ in terns of aaw s(ore at€ givm the same ran!.
Exeaplt lf for some indic6ior two MPs' raw score is t0, one Mp6 score is & and thee Mps' score is z their
re6pective rankhgs would b€ 1. 1, 3, 4 4 4.

The percentile is calculated as

(Tolal #of MPswith Lowet RawScore

(Torql iof MPt)
Date Petcentile =100x
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all MPs who officially a$ounted for their CDF spendinS.



Thus, a percentile score of 30 mearls that this MP did better than 30% of all Mps.

2.1.2 Average6 of perc€ntileo.

The overall scores (ior plenary and committae performance) rise inlormation about the darrag.s of individual
percentile scorcs. The resulhng scores differ from a simple ar,€rage in two resp€cts:

. FirsL the basc Percentiles atc modified in order to ensurc that thc averagc percentile fo. a given s{ore is exactly
50. Normally this is the case but it might not be iI theE are rnany ties; in such cas.,s, tlre ties can result in a given
s(ore receivin8 a less than equal weiSht in the ov€rall scote. To prevent this from happening we use modified
perentile $ores for each measure defined as follows:

ttuild Per.entilc - tu - 50 xqo/ Ws dth lnNur Ra,, yore - ll .of m with Higher RdN/ S.orul
Totot t of m

. Second, after the average of the modified perentiles i6 taker! the perentile rank of thes€ averages is talen. This
p€rc€ntile of the average of the modified pe.centiles i6 then what is reported.

As a simple cramplq imagine that there are l0 MPs and they have scorcs on two issucs as follows

MP 72345678910
Sclre onltem 1 I I I z 2 3 4 5 10 l0

Scoreon ltem 2 l0 9 I 1 4 4 3 6 8 l0

ln this case we can calculate the pe(€ntile6, thc modified pe.c8ndles and the overall percentile scor€6 as follorc

MPt23{5678910
Percenlile on ltem 1

Percentile on ltem 2

00030305060m8080
807000303020505080

Modified Percentile on
Item I

Modified Percentilc on
Item 2

15 15 15 40 ,lO 55 65 75 90 90

75 l0 l0 40 ,10 25 55 55 90

Avcragc Modifi!'d
Perentile

90

52 45 13 25 ,!0 48 45 65 n 90

Overell Percentile A 30 0 l0 20 50 30 70 80 90

As can bc seen lrom the examplq the overall percentile s.ore dilierg in Eeneral from the average percentile. For
example, MP 10 scored 80 on both is6ues r€flecting the fact that he tied for first place on both. His average score
would then b€ m. However his overall pertetrtile score is hi8her than this. He receives an overall score of 90 because,

althouth he tied on both issue areas, he did better overall than both of the MPs wi*r whom he tied. For other
individuals, the overall perc€ntile score is lower than thcir average; ,or examplg MP 5 did bette. than 30% of the
other candidates on both issues but only did better than 20% of people overalli this is because many of the people he
did better than in some areas did much better than him in other areas.

For CDF, Office, and Staff percentiles, we u.se a slithtly diffurent version of this modified percentile formula. For
these thrce measutts, we do not calculate a regular percentile; we only calculate a modified percentile defined as

follows:
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For MPs whose offielStalf/CDF score is Yes:

. (t ol MPs roho do not hde ofrces br staf or CDF)
Modified Prt.cnlile = 50 +

For MPs whose OIfice/Staf f/CDF smre is Noi

(, of MPs uho haoe ofrces br staf ot CDF)
Modifed Pctcertile = 50

Total I of MPs in thc *nplc

It is important to note that the total number of MPs in the sample is differcnt for OIficl/sta(f and CDF. For office and
6taft the s6mple is compos€d of only constituency MPs and district woman repres€ntatives. For CDF, the sample is

composrd of all MPs who received tlre CDF monsy for 2006 - 2m7.

2.2 Plenrry Indicators

2.2.1 Attendancc

Attendance is reported as the shate of the 80 plenary sittings which an MP attended as givcn in the data des(.iH in
paraFaph 1.1.1. A perctntile score is then calorlated accordint to the method described in paragraph 2.1.

2.2-2 Official Leave'

Absences during official leaves are not (ounted a8ainst MPs. tnstead, we ctedit MPs for havin8 atEnded sittings o{

the Hous€ at which they were actually absent if these absences wete exqrsed by the Speaker. To do this, we add the

number of abs€nces during official leaves to the numerator in the attcndance score. In addition, for each MP we

report the number of absences during officia.l leaves in the Plenary attendance s€ction of the Scorecard.

2.2.4 Debate lnfluence

Quantiffing influene in Parliament requircs a Er6bm for comparing ttre level of initiative shown by ihtoducint
dil{erent itesu, indudiry bills resolutions, petitions, amerdments, and points of otder. Rather than assiSning an

arbikary "deb.tre inJluence value" to every itetr A.FLI assumes that the length of the debate on an item is a

reaEonable, if imperfect, indication of its Eignificance. Tht6, each MP6 raw debate inlluence scol€ is $ven by the sum

of the number of lines in the Ha satd that are devoted to debating items he or she initiahrd or cgmmittt e lePorts that

he o. she signed. Exduded from thG sum are lines the MP contribuEs directly to his or her own item. This exclusion

r7 Although wc wcre{nablc lo obtaitr this data this yea., we mclud! ll to the rnclhodology bccausc it wiu b€

iDcludcd in thc Scorcaard should Parlisment provid€ it in th€ futurc.
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Tolal I ofMPs i lhe sar plc

we now descibe each of the individual comFnents of the plenary score.

2.2.3 Participation

The raw 6core for participation is the total number of lines each MP speals in the Hansards plus the number oI lines

spoken during tlE presentation of any commjttE reports that the MP siSned, whether or not that Pr€sentation is

made by the MP. The raw score is then .€po ed as a share of the total lines spoken in Parliament (136,638). A
percentile scole is then calculated accordint to the method des€ribed in paratraph 2.1. We tive qcdit to MPs for
commitbec reports that they signed, because these .eports de the responsibility of the entiE committ€e that Produ!'ed
them and not simply of the individual that reads them. We alter lhe methodology slightly for MPs who left office

before the end of the session or who werc by-€lected aller lhe stafi of the s.ssion. For part-yeat MPt the raw scot€ i6

reported as share of the total lines spoken in Parliament while that MP was in offic€ rathcr than as a sharc of the total

lines spoken in Parliament throu8hout the session.
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is made in order to avoid double countinE (an individual's own intewentions are alrcady counted in his participation
score) and to reduce the sc.ope for manipulation (an individual cannot make interventions simply to increase his own
debate inr'luence scsrc; rather, he must truly influence thc debate). The raw debatc influencr score is then divided by
the tolal number of lines spoken in Parliarnent during the session. A pcrcentile score is calculated ac(ording to the
method described in paragraph 2.1. As with Patictpatio& the methodology for calorlating debate inlluence is alte.ed
slithtly for part-yea. MPs For part-year MPs, debate influence is calorlated by dividing the raw debate inlluencc
s@re by the total number oI lines spoken durinS the period the MP was in office.

2.3 Committcelndicators

Committel, indicators arc calculated usinB the ComAD as follows:

2.3.1 Attendance

The clmmittle attendance hcasuru is given by the percerit of .ll conmittce mGr.tints of vrhich this MP is a rnember
(actording to records provided by Parliament) wlrere the MPs signahille app€a$ in the 106 book o. where an
intervention by the MP G recorded in a transcript. Th€ denominato. for this pe.centage is Biven by the number of
heetings of committees of which the given MP was a m€mber for which we h.ve either log book or transcripts for
dates matching those in the tog boob.

2.3.2 Official Leaver

lI Parliahent provides us with offcial leave data in the fuhrre, absences during official leaves will not be cotrnted
against MPs. Instea4 we will credit MPs for having attended committee meetings at which they we.e actually.bsent
iI thcs€ absenc€s were excused by the Speaker. To do this, we will add tle number of abserces during ofGcial leaves

to th€ numerator in the attendance s{ole. ln addition, for eac}r MP we will rcJ,ort the number of absences dtrring
official leaves in the coftmittee attendance section of the Scorecard.

L3.3 Pa.ticip.tion

The raw score for corBmittee participation is the number oI lines that each MP 6peak at committee meetings. No
scote is calculated for MPs who ca.nrtot be members of committrcs (notably Bovernment ministers) but participation
scor€s ar€ calorlatd lor MPs who can but choose not to serve on committees. For byrlected MPt the comnitt€e
participation score is multiplied by the reciprocal of the fraction of plenary sittints during which Ote MP held office.
Thus, an MP who was only in office for 10 (out of 80) sittin8s of Parliament will have hi8 participation scoE
multiplied by 8. Becatrse we have an incomplete sct of trarEcripts for committee meetings in Parli.meIt, there mitht
be clnctm that this measlrre unlairly penalizes MPs who sit on comdrittees fo. whjch we have fuw transcripts. We

explored an altemative measure of committee participation which adiu6ted MPs' rores to accolmt for the ext€nt of
missing transc.ipts on their committees. The correlation between this altemative meagure and our final measuE is
0.87- As these measures are so similar, we elected to proceed with the simpler measure.

2.4 ConBtitucncylndic.torg

Constituency indicators are calcu.lated using the ConAD as follows:

2.4.1 LC-V Attendance

The LC-V attendance measure ir givc'n by the share of all district l€vel metin8s which an MP was officially r€('ordcd
by the derk to council as having attended. Since different diGtricts hold different numbeN of di6l.ict level meetingt

18 Although wc were unablc to obtain rhis datrthrs yrar, $E inrlu& it rn thc rDEtbodology bocaqse it wilt bc
includcd ia the Scorecard should Parliamcnl providc it in tho fuhue.

t
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the denominator differs for every MP. Onty meetings held during an MPs term are induded in the denominalor. A

percentile score is calflrlated based on this score according to the method described in Para8laPh 2.1.

2.t.2 Acceosibility

Thc acccssibility scor€ shows the sharc of participants in lhr'research game derribed in para8raph 1.3.2 who wcre

able to obtain a correct phone numbea for their MP. For most MPt this score Is recorded as some number over five

because in most constitucncies, five constituents participated in thc exercise. l';or a few MPs, the denominator is foui
because the Iield res€archer was unable to find five willing participants. ln no ca6e did fewer than four constituents

participate in thc game. Acossibility data is only availablc for constitumcy MPs and disEict woman reptes€ntatives

who were in office at the time of the exercise, as the exemse was not carried out for sFcial interest MPs or MPs who

wer€ no longer in officr at the md of the session. A p€rcentile score is calculated based on the acct6sibility score

according to the method deE<ribed in paragraPh 2.1.

2.4.3 CDF A.courting

The CDF accountint score i6 recorded as a simple "yes" or "no" depending on whether or not an M-Ps name

app€ared on t}le official CDF Accounting list obtained from the Clerk to Parliament. For MPs who did not rc(eive

CDF money in 2005 - 2007, we report "ry'a" and exclude the CDF ac@untin8 comPonent when we calolatc their

constituency grade. A percentile is calculated although it is not re.orded on the xorecard, for all MPs who received

CDF money in 2006 - 2007 based on whether or not they actounted for their sPendinS.

2.4-4 Local Office

The local officr score is rec(trded as "yet" or "non-veifiable" dePendint on whether or not ou! field rcsearchers were

abld to verify that an MP maintained a local of(icr. durint at least part oi the session. A percentile is calculated -
although it is rut recorded on the Storecar4 for all constitueng MPs and district woman repres€ntatives who were

in oflice at th€ end of the session, accotdinS to the method des.riH in paragraph 2.1. For speci,al hterEst MPs who

tumed in survcys, thc local officc score is r€ported as "yes" or "non-veri6able." For sPecial interest MPs who did not

tum in surveys, the local office score is reported as "rVa." It is important to note thou8h that we do not include .ny
special interest MPs'scores in the p€rcentile calculations. The local offict data we rcport for special interest MPs is

purely qualitative; it does not factor into any quantitative scores.

2.4,5 PoliticalAssistant

Like the local office s(ore, lhe political assirtant score is tEcorded as "yes" or "non-r'erifiable" dePendint on whethet

or not our field researchers were able to verify that an MP maintained a political assistant during at lcast part of the

sossion. A percentile is calculatcd - although it is not rccordLld on thc Scorccard, for all constitucncy MPs and district
wohan epres€ntatives who were in office at the end of the sessioo accordinS to the method des(ibed in ParatraPh
2.1. For sp€cial interelt MPs who tum€d in surveys, the political assistant scrrre i,s rePorted as "yes" ot "non-

verifiable." For special interest MPs who did not turn in surveys, the political assistant scorc is reported as "rva." It is
important to note though that we do not include any sFcial intct€st MPs's.ores in the PeKcntile calolations. The

political assi6tant data we rEpon for special interest MPs i5 pu-rely qualitative; it does not factor into any quantitative

scpres.

In addition to the above indicitors, all of which are combined into the MPs grades for plenary and committee work,
information from the plenary Harsards is used to measure some factors ttrat arc not included in the grade.

71

2.5 Non-Craded Frctors



I

I

2,5.1 MP's Position

Position scores are generated through the following Procedure.
1. During data entry, cach MPs contribution to items that .re voted upon (bills, amendments, etc.) i6 Sraded on

a scale between I and 5, wheE I indicates that the Ml'strongly suptrc.ts the item, 2 indicates weak support,

3 - neutral, 4 = weal oppositior! and 5 = strong opposition. The enum€rato$ also record their certainty about

the position on a scale of I (totally uncertain) to 5 (comPletely c€!tain).

2. Thea. atl new items for which we collecd this position information are gtaded either "Covernment",

"Oppositiqn", or "neutral", according to t}E po*folio of the individua.l who inEoduced the item. ff tl|e

individual is a cabinet memkx (minister or etate mini6ter), the NRM Chiel Whip or the Prime Mhiiter, then

the item is traded "Govemmenf. On the other han4 if the item i6 introduced by . membet of the shadow

cabinet or the trader of the Oppositioq it is graded as "OpPo6ition". Finauy, i, the initiator i6 neith€t a

m€mber of the ruling patty leadetship nor of the shadow cabinet, the item is graded "neubal". In exceptional

cirfum6tances, euch as cleady partisan items proposed by backbenchert, AFU Etall nay assiSn a

Governm€nt or Opposition position to an item that might otherwise, undcr the above rules, be graded

"neutral".'
3. The po6ition inlormation on all contributions to Opposition items i5 thm inverd (5 becomes l, 4 b€<omes 2,

etc). Doing thi6 ensures that a s(ore of I means either "suPPortive of I Govemmert Position" or "oppooed m

an Opposition Position" .

{. We then discard inlormation i( (1) the items to which an intervmtion tefers are themselves Muttol gt (2, il
any of the thrce enumeratotB' ertainty.but hi6 or her gradinS is below { on a gcale froEl I to 5 ot if th€

average oI the first two enumerators' clrtainty is below 4., This conservative approach is intended to ene[e

that only data for which we have Sreat confidenct i6 used for these measurcs.

5. Any item that do{.s not refur to.nother item that was vod upo& but that is initiated by a frcritb€lrder, ir
assigned a position score concomitant with tlrc frontbenchels caucus. Opposition cabina members will

receive a position s.ore of 5 for their own new items, and Govemment leaders wiu r€(eive a scorc of I for

their ncw item6.

6. Finally, we aveftrt€ each MPs r€maining positions to 8et their raw Position s.ore. We only rcPort fte6€

ecores in the firal scorecard ii w€ have two or more Posi[on data Poinh for a Siverr MP.
/

MPs are then graphed on a continuum between l and S whert l - shong Govemment suPPort and 5 - st on8

Opposition 6upport. Rank and peE€ntile are not used. However, averaS€ Positions for C,ovemment OPPositior! ald
tndeFadent MPs are marked on the graph for each member.

, For erample. the Erolution on 26lune 2m6, $ankint lhe Pr€6ident for his State of the Nation addr€ts, i! deally Panilan in rEture

- e 'Govenulc rt- iEfl - even thouth it w.3 Put forth by i b.clbettder.
! E dr t-L^ra!d ir gr.ded by two di6e llt enurnet tors, ttrr those *Parab databasee are <ombircd into th. Mesler drtabae, with

.notl€r enumerato; er.aminiry a d reencillng an, di6crepdncies bcfir€en tlle two. For a pGition 64o!e lo be cound on rn

lndividual ile'! the rver.ge of tha flist two enumeraiors' cedrinde! murt be { or hEhet, and t}€ 6nal cert inty in th. trl,sEr

datibss€ mtrlt 6160 be { or hi8fur. Thc pGition in the marte! datrbage is uae4.nd ole PoaitioN enEred by the 6t9t two

€'rultrefatoE lle disaanled.
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2-5.2 PePr As!€ssment

Every MP was asked to rate 15 other MPs' pcrtbrman(e from I to 5 (1 being tlle worst and 5 the best), in six different
areas: quality, analysis, teamworlq oversight, intra-palty inlluencc, and public conduct We received surveys from
113 MPs, giying us enough data to report p€er ass€ssmenl scorcs for almosl 90o,{, of MPs. Because not all MPs handed
in surveys, however, we do not have slrfhcient data to report peer assessment s(ores for some MPs. We report "rva"
for any calegory for which an MP was graded by two or fewer other MPs,

We adjuat every scor€ for party bias by setting the averag€ scotE every Mt'Jgives to the 15 MPs a.isigned to him to
zero and by sefting the variation to one. Thi6 rH€nterin8 process ensurcs that no MP can be a higher grader on
average than other MPs and that no MP can scoE members of his own party hiSher on avera8e than members of
other parties. Grce the scone6 are E-centered, we calculate percutiles fot each MP based on the re-centered rorcs.
We report both individual percentiles for each category and an overall perctntile for all categorie6. To calculatc thc
overall p€rcentile, w€ first averaSe the re<enter€d scores for each MP and then calculate perc€ntile6 ba8€d on the
averaged re{entered scores.

2.5.3 Topicrsectors

Each item in the PAD is .ssoci.ted with one or two o[ the following topics or s€cbors
. The Economy

. Envircnment and Natural Resources

o Foreign Affairs
. Covemance

. Human Development

. Inhastructure

. Intemational Security

o Social tssues

In many cases, the assignrnent of items to categories was clear, but in some caset iudgements were unavoidable. For
example, one could diruss unemploy.arent as a social issue, emphasisinB education and social programs to help the
unefiployed, in whictl case it would fall under Human Development and Social lssues. One could also digcuss

unemployment from an economic pe$pective, and advmate expanding manufacturing to solve the problenr, in
which case it would fall under Agriculture, Industry, a.d Trade. To handle such 6ituations, a sin8le item may be
classified as pertainin8 to up to two (but not more than two) categories.

tn cages in which the item refers to another item, the topic or s(oF is typically inherited from that other item with
exceptions made whenever in the course of a debate therc is a substafltial chan8e in topic.
The total number of lines each MP contributed to items of each topic is thm summ€d with lines beint $r,en half
weitht for a given topic in cases in whic-h th€ lines refer to two topics. The shar€ of lines spoken by a dven MP on a
given topic are then calculad and compared to that of the average MP.

2.5.4 MFe Report

In the survey we distributed to all MPs, we asked them how they sp€nt their CDF money Io. 2005 - 2007. The MPs'
responses arc rcportcd in the MPs Report sechon of the Scorecard.

t
I

i
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Appendix B: Glossary of Terms

Session: One year o[ Parliament. Tl,ere will be 5 sessions of the Eighth Parliatrlent. The 2007 - 2mB session is the
sccond scssion of the Eighth Parliament.

Plenary Sitting: A meetin8 of the whole house of Parliament. There were 80 plenary sittings ifi the second session

Committe. MeetinF A mertin8 of a smau group of Parliament assi8ned to investig.ie matters relaM to . specific
topic. TheE werc 28 standin& sessional and select committes in the second session which met b€tween 4 and 128

times.

Constituency MP: MPs elected to Epres€rit ge,ographic constituficieE. There we.e 221 constituency MPs during the
s€<ond session

Diskict Woman Repr€sentrtiv€: MPs elected to reprcsent the interests oI the women in a district. The.e we.e 78

district woman Epresentatives during th€ second session.

Sp.cial Inter"6f MP: MPs elecH to represent dlarginaliz€d or fiinority groups. Therc arc 4 troups of special inter€st
MPs: Workers (r€pres€nted by 5 MPs), Youth (represented by 5 MPs), People with Disabilities (represented by 5

MPs) and UPDF (represented by l0 MPs).

Beckbencher: Any MP who does not hold a leadership position (such as minister, shadow ministet or @srmin€e
chairperson). There were 224 backbenchc'rs durinS the s.-..ond session.

Frontbendl€r: Any MP who holds a leaderclup position such as minisler, shadow minjster, or commithe
chairperstm.

Minist€r A Govemment MP who G a leader in his/her party and has been Srand special responsibilities in a

particllar area, sut'h as Education. A minister's area of .esponsibility is listed in thc Portfolio section of the MP
P.ofile on every Scorecard.

Sh.dow Minister An Opposition MP who is a leader in his/he. party and has been granted special responsibilities in
a partiorlar area, such as Intcmal Affairs and Human Rights. A shadow minister's alea of lesponsibility is listed in
the Portfolio section of the MP Profile on every Scotecard.

Committee Chairpe.0on: The leader of a committee. There is one committee chairper6on and one dcputy chairp€rson

for every committee.

LC.V Meetings: Dirtrict council meetings. Every district has a local council (LC-V), cuprised of locally elected

leaders who are supposed to sclve the interests of the district. Thcre were between 2 and 20 LC-V meetings held in
every districl durinS the second session.

Ey.Elecled: Not all MPs serve a full term. Sometimes MPs leave office before the end of the s€ssion becauEe they ale
sick or because they pass away. Other times MPs are removed from offfce becaus€ a court mled that theit academic

papers were illegitimate or that therc was an irretularity in the election. In such cases, a bytlection is held to elect a

new MP to serve the rest of the term. Th€6e MPs are called by<lecled MPs.

I
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Appendix C: Constituency MP Workshop Informetion

't20GNov-10 No NoMancha CountyA.droa Onzirna Alcx

No N/ARub.[da Esst | 5-Jun- 10
Ahabwc Codfrcy
P6cze

No No 96Bukolo East 0l4ct- l0
Alintumr Nsrrnbu
John.C

Ycs t20Kumi Counly 24-Jun-10 NoAmuriat Oboi Patrick

22-Scp- | 0 N/A 83
Erutc County
Nonh

Angiro Gutomoi
Charl6

Yes I t2Wcsl Moyo County 03-Nov-10 NoADilinsE Moses 'fako

N/A E508-D€c- 10 YesAraDkissa Yckko John Kwc.n County

No I l0
Mbarars
Municipality 07oct- l0ArimDa Kisyagi John

N/A t05
Mdi4kollo
County l8-Nov-10Arumadri John Drazu

N/A06-Jul- l0 No NoAsiimwc Brian Chris Ntoroko cDunty

| 9-Nov-10 N/A N/ABuiumba CountyBadda I rcd

N/A t0820-Jul-10 YcsB.ka MurBbi Stephcn
Bukooli Coulty
Nonh

I I -May- 10 Ycs N/A N/ABulaoflaizr CountyBalcinc Mabcl L. K.
N/ARubanda wcst lo-Jun-10 NoBanyenzaki Hcnry

Ycs N/AI|.ara Counry wcst 0t-Jun- l0 No
Bozatrr Krbwe&rcrc
Tr$ir

I t003-Nov-10 NoBucyanayandi Trcss
Bufumbir. County
South

N/A t4625-May-10Bukcni Oyabi Frcd
Bubulo county

103
Bufumbira Couty
Esst 02-Nov-10 NoButrm Nsaba Jernca

96lo-Apr-10 No N/A
Bwcaerc Kssolc
Lwanga Edward Buwekula County

No Ycs 91lhanda Soulh 0l-Aug-10Byabagambi John

Yes 21004-Auc- l0 NoByarnukanra Nulu
Kit gwerda
County

Ycs N/A 96Bunyole Counry 0?-Dec-10
Dornbo Lumala
Emmaoucl

lg-Nov-10 No Yes |2Okoro CounlyDUjanga Giv Simon

Ycs N/A 60Maruzi Apac 08-Jul-10Ebong David

0l-Dec- 10 No No t32Ec\reru Musa Francis Amuri! Counly

Yes t40Ekanya Ccofrey Tomro County 2l-Jul-10 No

I
I

I
t
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Did 6c MP' At&d?
Did thc MP Scod A

Rc?rlsratativc?
Total

Attcfidarlcc



Epetait Francis NSora County 2t-Jun-10 No t60

NoKaahwe Ens, Ammoli BuruliCounty 0l-Dfc-! 0 Ycs t20

l8-Nov- 10 No
K6buusu Mos€s

Wagaba Kyarnuswa county Ycs N/A

No

Krddumulcase S6ozi

Jcrome

Mityana County

Soulh 2l -Scp l0 99

Butrmbsla County l2-Nov- l0 No Yct NiA
KldduMbbi LubeSE

Ibrehim- I

Kakoba Onyango

Buikwc Courty
North 07-Dcc-10 Ycs N/A r06

Kakooza Jarcs Kabula County 09-Nov- l0 No Ycs N/A

I9-May-10 No No N/AKaliba Steven

Forl Portal

M unicipality

lo-Jun- l0 Yc-s N/A
Krr|aods Bataringsya
Cos Bwamba Counly

N/A t60Kibuku County 21-May-10

N/A t25Kakuuto Counfy 29"Oct- l0 YcsKasamba Mathias

9624-Scp l0 No NoKarongole Badhul Kyak6 Counry

21905-May-10 No YcsKanrntu Abdu Bugwcn

800:-D)c- 10 No No
Khiddu Makubuya

Ed\*,ard

Katiklmu County

South

89l4-Jul-10 No
Kib$zsnga Chri3ooph6

M-

Buso0Sors County
Nonh

t04
Bunya County
South l4-May-10 NoKyeyago Jowali Kakwa

No Ycs ?

Bukomansimbi

County 29-Scp l0Lubyal lddi Kisiki

92No
Magulufisali Mugumys

Erasmus 30oct- 10

N/A N/ABughcndcra 07-Jul-10 Yes
Motte Jos?h
Sibalingana

t

)
I

)

)
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Nanle constituctrcy Dalc of
Wo*shop

Did thc MP
Artetd?

l)id thc MP Send A
RlTms€abtivc?

Total
Atlcodsncc

Kamba Salch M.w.

Kooki County
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Mbabazi Arnama Kinkizi Wcst lo-Nov- l0 No N/A

Mug.mbe Kifomu$na
J6cph Nakifuma County l5-Apr-10 t50

Mu$r.[lyi
Rutunwcbwa Msly

NysbuBhozi

Courty I GJun- 10 No No N/A

Muhwezi lGtugugu Jim Rujlmbur. Colnty I l -Nov-l0 N/A

Mujuzi Pius Kyotcra County I l -Nov-10 No r5t

Mukis. Frod DouShs

Mwsnja

Bukooli Couoty
C6rtral l9-M!y-10 Yes N/A 107

Murcvcni Jand
Katsrhs Rlrhrsnu County 2l-Oct- 10 No 109

Muwulizc NoBrro
Ibrshim

Builwc County

0l -Dec l0 No No t21

Mwcbaza Sarah

Srmia-Bugwc

Cnty. No.Ur l0-Dcc- !0 No No I t0

Mwcsige Adolf Kssara

Buny&gabu
County l6-Jul- 10 N/A I l5

N8sssira John Kaza County l7-Jun- l0 No No N/A

Nduhuura Richard lgsra County E6s( l3-Nov-10 No Ycs It0

Ngabirano Chodcs Rwampara County 06-OcFl0 No No 9l

Nyeko Ocula Mich8el Kil.k Co{rnry 2l4cr l0 No 9t

Nyombi Nalsubugs

Ssllh
Ntojcfl County

North 2l -Apr- 10 No Ycs l2'7

Nyombi Thembo

Gco.gc William Krsanda South 0?-May-10 No No N,/A

Obua Bcnson Ogwal Moroto County 2,1-S+10 N/A 9E

Odit John

Erutc County

South 23-S+10 N/A 95

Odonga Ono Jr.S Aruu County 07Ocr- 10 No No I l0

I

1

(
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Wo*dlop

Did Ue MP
Auend?

Did O9MP S6od A
Rcprr3€!brivo?

Totsl
Atte,ldance

No



Oduman Albcrt Charlcs

Okcllo Bukqlca County 2l-Jlm-10 No No t00

Ogenga Latigo

Morris.w Agsgo Counry 06oct- ! 0 No uE

Ogwang John Kole County Io-Jun- 10 No No 180

Okecho william
We6t Budama

Cnty. North 24-Jul-10 Yes N/A 99

Okello OkclloJohn
Livingslooc Chua County 08oct- 10 No Ycs 15

Oleg! Ashrsf Noah Aringa County 04-Nov-10 No Ycs 92

Ormlo Pctcr Somti County 26-Jun-10 Ycs N/A 60

Oncl Obalokcr Hilary Lamwo County I ll{)ct- l0 No No 85

Opio Csbriel No
Sa0ia-Bugwc
Sourh Il-Dec-l0 Yes 9t

Otrala Emmanucl

West Budama

County Souti 22-Jul- 10 No I t0

Otto lsha, AmiTa
Oyam County

South I l-Jun-10 Yes N/A r02

Owor Amooti Otada Kibanda County N/A N/A

Oyer Sirhon Nwoya County 204cr-10 Ycs N/A 78

Rukutana M*csigwe Rushenyi Counry No Ycs 99l2-Ocr-10

Rwamirama

Kanyonlorc Bright lsingiro Nonh l9-Nov-10 Ycs NlA

Bamunsnil(a

County NoSckysnzi Ndawula Ali Ycs 2

T&rhobys N. Stephen Kajara Colrlty 2l -Oct- 10 No Ygs t07

Tibsnunya UrbaD P.K Kashari County 08oct-10 No No 9l

N/A r02Toolil Sinlon Ake.ha ortom County 22Oct- 10

I
I

8l

i'

Nsmc Coultitucncy lhrc of
worl(rhop

Did rhc MP
Atefld?

Did thc MP Scnd A
Rcp&ledtltivc?

Toal
Attlodsncc

0+May- l0

t0l

09-Apr-10



,

I

t

NoKibrlc County ll-N{ay'10
Tumwcbazc tkgiigi
Frark

No Ycs 120

Oyam County

Nonh 07-Jul- l0

No Yes 86Tercgo Couoty l7-Nov-10Wsdri Kassiano Ezati

t2'730-Sep l0 NoYiga Anthony

Kalungu County
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.{ppendix D: District Woman MP Workshop lnformation

I

Accn Rhoda

Aciro Concy

Akiror Agnes
ECunyu

Akol Ro6e Okullu
Alisemera Babiha
Jane

Aol Betty Ocsn
Atim Ogwal
Cccilia

Auru Aone

Baba Diri Margaret
Bako
Abis

Christine

Barumba Beatrice
Rusaniya

Boona Emma

Busingye Karooro
Okurut Mary

Hashala
Kabahweza
Florence

Kayagi Sarah

Netalisire
Kiboij.na Mar8sct
N.
(yatuhcire

Bundibugyo

Bundibugyo

Bundibugyo

Gulu

Dokolo

Moyo
Koboko

Bushenyi

Bushen)/i

Bushcn;-i

Krmwengc
Kamwenge

Manafua

Ibanda

Kanungu

03-Dec- l0
2t{ct-10
204ct-10

24-Jun-10

25-Jun-10

23-Jutr-10

09-lul-10

03-Nov- l0
05-Nov-10

lS-Nov- 10

06-Nov- l0
I ?-Nov-10

2l -May- 10

04-Aug- l0

25-May- 10

03-Aug-10

lo-Nov- 10

Amuria

Amuru
fuIu
Kumi
Kumi
Bukedea

No
No
Ycs

No

Yes

No

No

No

Ycs
No

No
Yes

No

Ycs

No

07-Jul- 10

3o-Jun-10

06-Jul-10

22-Oct-10

No
N/A
No
Ycs

No
No

N/A

Yes

N/A
Yes

Anra
Arua

Arua

Kiruhura

Kiruhura
Mbarars

Mbarara

Mbarara

l7-Jun-10

l6-Jun-10
O8-Oct-10

07oct-10
o@ct-10

No
No
Yes

Ycs
Ycs

l3-Nov- 10

l3-Nov-10
08-Jun l0

No
No

No

No
No
No

No
No
No

No

No
N/A
N/A
N/A

Yes

Yss

Ycs

Yes

N/A

No

N/A

Yes

No
No

No

No

102

N/A
N/A
93

lt0
91

2t0

t46

91

N/A

No
No
No

105

86

N/A
I t0

N./A

N/A

29-Sep-10

0l4ct-10
30-Sep-10

Mutagamba Maria
Lubega Emily

I

Masaka

Raksi 29-Oct-10

E]

No 125

Did the MP
An8nd?

No

No
No

Did the MP Send
A Repres€ntative?

Yes

Yes

No

Attendance
Total

N/A
N/A
N/A
102

t32
95

78

120

160

100



Mutagamba Llaria
Lutrg,a Emily Rakai

Rakai

30-Ocrl0
i l-Nov-10

No
No

92

r5t

Yes

Yes

No

N/A

Namirembc
Bitamszirc
Geraldine M l2-Nov-10

20-Jul- l0

No

No

Yes

No

N/A

160

N/A

':
,.1

Nankabirwa
Sscnlamu Ruth

Nmmstta Lutaya
Ka!,uma Ruth Kalangala lg-Nov-10

l8-Nov-10

N/A t27

No

No

. Yes

Yes

Ycs

N/ANo

Oburu Grace

Ssinabulya Sylivia
Namabiddc
Tubwit8 BEgEya .

Gracc Bukorya

N/A
NiA
NIA22-Jnl-10

Mityam 2l-Seplo

Nakssongola 23-Nov-10 No

99

108

I

84

Najiunra Faridah
Kasasg

District

Mubende

Lyanlondc

Nakaseke

Date of
WorLsbop

30-Apr- l0
07-May- 10

09-NoEl0

27-Apr-10

Did thc MP
Attcnd?

Did the MP Send

A Repr€senasaive?

Total
Attendance

r5l

I

!

Mubende
I

96

N/A
N/A

I-libosa

I

I

I

I

I

(
I

Kayung 2l-Apr-10

I



I

Number of Transcripts

Appointments 0 0

Rules 1 20

Public Accounts 26 47

Budget 5 26

National Economy 4 )q

Equal Opportunities
,|

Govemment Assurances 3 0

Commissions 14 46

Local Government 7 65

HIV/AIOS J 0

Science & Tech 0 4

Business 0 0

rcT 4 44

Defense 10 1

lnfra structure 0

Gender 4 17

Finance 5

Social Services 11 54

Foreign Affairs 3 tt
Presidential Affairs 3 15

Leqal & Padiamentary 19 70

Public Service 3 51

Agriculture 0 29

Natural Resources 4

Trade
Police Probe 0 0

Land 0 22

85

App€ndix E: Committee Transcripts and Attendance Logs Ohtained by Commitlee

Committee Number ot Attendance Loos

10

JJ

3

0



Appendix F: Map ol Corstituencies atrd Key*
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'Constihtencies included in the workshops sample are shaded gray.



t

Constituen(y Na c Distri(t Map lt) Constituency Namc District [{rp lD
I Ibanda Counlv Norrh il

East Moyo County 2 lbanda Countv Soullr li,and.r .15

Ki(}g.t C.)untv I Btlgweri Cornty lganIr
l,n,nuri., ,l Luuta C,,unh Ig.rn*il 47

Kapcfubyon,{ Counh KiBulu Countv South IBanxa ls
Kilak Countv Ki8ulu County Norlh Isang.

Buk!nga County lsrngiro
Kole County I Isingiro North Isingiro 51

Kwania County Isinsift, SoLrth Isingiro 't2
Maruzi Countv l0 Butcmbe County Iinta

tl Kagonra County hnja 54

Madi-kollo Counlv l2 ,inja Mun. East J'nta 55

TeBto County II Iinja Mun West linja
Vurra County l4 Dodoth C:ounty KaabonB a7

M.1r!ch.t Co(,nty l5 Kabdlc

l6 Rub.nd.: East KJbrl,
Budata County 17 m
Maniiya County lJu.lrrda l6 ItrrkiEa Counly Kabnle 6l
Bukooli Ccntral DuFiri l9 Ndorw. County EIsI Krbalc n2

Bukooli North BuSiri 20 Kabalc Municipalih K.baL, t'j
BukmliSorth Uuxrri 2t Bunyangabu Countv Kabaml€

Bukedea Count\ Bukeder 12 Eurah]'. Countv Kabnrole 65

Kong.sis County 23 fort Podal Mu^.
Buliisa County Bulisa 2.1 Kahramaido Counlv 67

Bwnmb. Countv BundibuBy-(, KalakiCountv
Bughendera Eundibl'xvo lh Buiumba Counw Kalanxala

Nbroko Countv Bundit'u,aro 27 Kvamuswa Countv KrlanBaia 7\)

Buhwetu Cotmtr Eushmvr 2l{ Bul.rrnoIr CounW Kaliro 7t
Ruhindd Grunf\ 29 Ccntral Division Kampala

Shemd tuulh Bushcnvr 30 N,)kr$'a Divi.'ion Kampala

Bun!,anrBuru County Eu!hcn\ i 31 Kanrprla 7t
lSara Counh Last 32 ItubaB. South 75

Sht'tma \onh Bushenvi Rubaga Norih I(ampala

lgard Countv West Bushcn!i :]4 Mnkindvc EJst Krmp,rl,r n
Somia-Bugwc Norlh BusLl -li Kawemp( North
Samia-8t'g!v{South 3t' KawcmpcSouth

Bunyole Count!" Butn,eJa 37 Budiope Counry Kamulr ttr)

Dokolo Countl Dolol,t 38 Buzaava Countv Krmuli \l
(;rlu l9 Busdbulr South K;:mL,li

Culu Muni(ip,rlit\ Culu {o Bugabula North Krmuli 6l

BuBahya Countt'
4l
.r2 KiLrSwenda CounW

Kinliizi County Eisl
It5

rJ6BuhaguziCounty 4l Knnungu

I

7

lludrk.l

76



Consrituencv N.me Distrid Ilap II) Constitu€ncv Name District Map lD

KinkiEi County West 6; 130

Kween County Kalunf,u Counq [lsl Mils.ika l3l

Tinsey County 81) Bukotd Countv Wesl

oul.,nto [r5r Bukok, County East l3l
Bukot.) County South 134

EusonEora North Kasesc 92 Bukolo Central r35

Busonaora Sou0r 93 Bukoto Mid-Wesl Masaka !16

Usut County Katakwi 94 Buienie County M.surdi 137

Bbaalc County Kayunsa c5 Buruuli Countv Masrndi 138

NlEnicru North Kairn*a Kibanda County 139

Ntenieru South Ka),unga Sunyn County Frst t,lu

Bugangaia County Kibale 98 Bunya County West MayuIe 141

Euyaaa Cou^ty Kibaalt: Bunya County South Mayua€ 142

Buyania County Kibaalr Bungokho North Mbalc t43

Kibogn County East Kthoga 10t 0unsolioSouth Mbale 144

Kiboga County West Kiboga r02 Mbale Municipality Mbal0 145

Kazo County l0:j Kashan County Mbarnra l:16

Nyabuslozi County Kiruhura 104 ilrbarara Mun Mbar . tli
BLrfumbira East Kisoro 105 Rwampara County l,r8

Kisoro I0f) Busujiu County l.l9

Bufumbira North Kisoru 107 Mityana North Mitvana 150

Chua Counly Kitgum 108 Mityana South lvlityana 151

l,.mwo Countv Kitgum 10.) Bokora County 152

Koboko County Kobolo I l0 Morolo Mu,ricIpality 153

lieCounty Kotido l Matl*niko Countv tg
KumiCounty Kumi ll2 Obongi County Moyo 155

NBora County Kumi 113 Wesl Moyo County IUoyo 155

Kyaka County Kycnioil) Butamhala Countv Mpiri 157

Mwenxe North Kycniojo 115 Comba County I!'lpi*i 158

MwenB€ tuulh Kymioio I 16 Mawokot.] North Mntxt 159

Erute Countv North I-ira tt7 Mawokota South Mpigi t(a

Moaoto County Lrra l lrl Buwekuli Countv Mubende l6t

Otuke County Lrra Il9 Kdssnnda South tb2

Lnr Municipalih LirJ 1?0 Kassanda North Mubrnd€ 163

Erutir County South 121 Buikwe No(h 164

Bamunanrka County )22 Bul.rrma County 165

Katikanu South t23 r66

Katikamu North 124 Euikwe Soulh

Kabul. County 168

Bubulo CountY East Manr[wn 126 Nakifuma County Mukono 169

Eubulo County West 127 Mulono Soulh l?0

Bukomansimbi Cnw Masaka 128 ChekwiiCo!nty Nakapiripirit 171

Masaka I'lurucipnlrty 119 Upe County Nakaprriprnl

t

8lJ

I

100

114

Lira

t67

t72



Constitu.ncy Nalne Di6trict MIP ID
IJian Cot'nty Nakapiripirit
Nalaseke County 171

BuruliCounty Nakasongola

Busiki County lTtJ

,onam County Nebb,

I'adyereCounty Nebbi t78

Okoro Counly Nebbr 179

Kaiara County l,{0

Ruhaarna County Ntungamo l6l
Rush€nyi Counly Nhrngamo I tr2

Oyam County North Oyam 183

Oyam County South Oy"* 184

Anru Counly Pader 185

ABaso County 18tJ

Butebo County Pallisa 1U7

Kibuku Countv Pallisd r88

Patlisa Countv Pallisa t89

Kakuuto Counly Rakar

Kooki County Rakai 19t

KyoEra Counlv Rnkai 192

Rubabo County Rukungrri 1C3

Ruiumbura County Rukunsiri 194

Budadiri Counly East Sironlo 195

Bulamtltlli County Sironko 196

Budadiri we$r 5ift)nko 197

Kasilo Countv So.oti 19E

Somh Munrcipality Soroli 199

Soroti County S$roti 200

Sorer€ Countv Soroti 201

Lwemiva,{a County Scrnbabult' 20?

Mawogola County 203

Tororo County 204

Tororo MlmicipaLitv 205

west Bud.ua County g,uth 201)

West Budama Counly North 707

BusiimCounry East 208

8uliim Countv North 2U)

Blrsiirc County South 210

Kyadondo County Edst 2ll
Kv.dondo Counly North 212

Kyadondo Countv South 2t3

Entebbc Mu'ricipality :14

Arinaa Counly 215

89

)

I

I
I

i

i

173

175

r90



Appendir G: N{ap o( Districts and K€y

'11

t7

8

I

39

,51

57
65

6't

18

78

20

53

l)

33

12

'lt

21

I

(

(

t5

26
70

9r)

i

% 76

59

4,

2

4

3t 6l

66
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Districr M.p It) Dirtricl M.p lD
I Kyenj,),) 46

2 Lira 1;

I

Ilrs.rI.r il
lJud.rk, :2
BuBrr i,l
BLr k!!r N'll,r h 5.r

l\rLsa 10 I'lbJrrr.) :5
Bunditugyo
Aushony' l2 a7

t:l 5r
I4 !lprXr

ULrl,rl!lJ It \rub.nd(' 60

D,,kok) l6 I'l
(irlu t; N.rk.piriprrir

l\
,bind:r N.rh$ngoln (}l

2U Ntbt,i
li,,i.) 2l
(a;bong 12 6?

Xrbalc 2l
24

25

I'.rll,s.)

Itakar 70

lsinIiro 26 RuLunXiri ;t
K.rl.rnIJl.r 2; 72

KJliro ?tr Sironlo 7l
Xampala l9 7.t

Xrnrrli .]0 75

.ll 7lt

K.irDnsu 3l
3l llu(ludn

-]4

ia 80
KnyunX.r :r6

K,b.rlc
ill

4i)
.tl

Kilsunr ,12

.ll
K(1lrd(. ,t,l

I'tlmi l5

,'

I

\

9l

l

t'2

77

K,hoSa



;



\F LI Website: wrvrv..r fl ia.org

rsBN l1?040?0 r-L

lllil
97ta 0l1

a

Afrlca L.adctshlp lnstltut (AFLI) 13 an lndopcnd.nl' Pan Alrlcan publlc pollcy

thlnk tanI wholo purPoro 13 to lntorm doclrlon meklng ln tho are!3 of govtmsnco'

peaco and roclo-oconomlc devclopmont. AFLI envlrlon3I lttblo, domoclatlc and

prorpcrour Afilca rootod ln apptoprlsto Pollclos .nd declrlonl champlonod by an

effocllyo rnd sccountEblo hadonhlp.

I

AFLI

t

lI


