USAID/Uganda Monitoring and Evaluation
Management Services

ORI AN SRR

EVALUATION OF THE UGANDA PARLIAMENT
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROJECT (UPTAP)

December 2003

Submitted to:
Elizabeth Regan Kiingi and John Ander son, USAID/Uganda

Submitted by:
David Hirschmann, M Sl
Kintu Nyago, M S

The views and recommendations expressed in this report are solely those of the
MSI MEMS Team and are not necessarily those of USAID or the U.S. Government.

1 Contract No. GS-23F-8012H, Order No. 617-M-00-03-00007-00

600 Water Street, S.W. 202/484-7170
Washington, D.C. 20024 Fax: 202/488-0754

USA mfanning@msk-inc.com






Table of Contents

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ...ttt sttt saesneese e enee s enaessessesseans 1
LIST OF ACRONYMS ...ttt e ettt s ae s besreenesaeena e e e nsessesaeeneaneenennneneas Vv
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..ottt sttt st st besae s e naensastesaesnennens Vil
|. BACKGROUND AND OBUJECTIVES......cocceteeriesistesie st see et ee e sae s sse s e 1
1. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY ....cccviiiieieieriesieste st stessesseesaesae e ssessesseesesssesessessassessessenns 3
. EVALUATION FINDINGS......cccoiiiiiiiirieieie st sttt sae e nnesne e 4
A. Achievement of ODJECLIVES..........occiiiiic e 4
B. Summary of Qualitative and Quantitative UPTAP Project Results..........cccccevvevieennne 12
C. UPTAP-Parliament Relationships and their CONSEqUENCES.........cccveveveeveereeeeeneeenen 13
D. PrOJECE COSES .. uviiiieiiiicitie sttt estee sttt e et s e et e e sbe e et e e sbeeanseesseeenseeabeesnseeareesnreens 15
S S = T T= o ] /S 17
V. CONGCLUSION......coiiiiete ettt et ee et e e te e e e e stessestesseatessessesseeseensessensesaensessessensens 21
V. RECOMMENDATIONS. .. ..ottt sttt sttt et et snesbenne s 23
V1. LESSONSLEARNED .....coooiiiiiiieieieie ettt ae sttt ese e aenaenaestesnesnennens 27
APPENDICES
Appendix 1. Evaluation SCOPE Of WOTK ........coeiiiiiiiiiiiseeeeee e 28
Appendix 2. Illustrative Evaluation Report OULIINE ..........ccveveveeneeie e 33
Appendix 3. Tentative Plan for the TPM for the SUNY/UPTAP.........cccooieieiieceee e 34
Appendix 4. Work planfor SUNY/UPTAP EvalUaion..........cccocoierieneenenie e 35
Appendix 5. Evaluation Methods............cooiiiirie s 36
Appendix 6. List of DOCUMENS REVIEWE ..........coeeiuieiicicce e 38
Appendix 7. Instrument Used fOr INTEIVIEWS..........coieiiiieiieie e e 41
Appendix 8. Individuals Interviewed by the Evaluation Team..........ccoceveninerenieneneseneniee 42







ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Gratitude is extended to dl the Members of Parliament, professond daff of Parliament, officers
of Civil Society Organizations and others who agreed to be interviewed, gave their time, and
shared ideas and information with us. A lig of the people is atached. In particular, gppreciation
goes to the following people a USAID/Uganda who assisted our investigation: Don Elliott, John
Anderson, Elizabeth Regan Kiingi and Albet Sminyu. Findly the team gppreciates the
assistance provided to it by Rosern Rwampororo, the MEMS Chief of Party, Molly Hageboeck

MSl Technica Associate, Polly Mugisha A. MEMS Democracy and Governance Specidist, and
the rest of the MEMSS project team.







co
COP
CSO
DA
DANIDA
DFID
GOU
T
LAN
LSA
NRM
OOR
OPPD
OPRI
PBO
PLRIS
PMP

PRIO
SIDA
SOwW
SUNY
uJcC
UNDP
UPTAP
USAID

LIST OF ACRONYMS

Clerk’s Office

Chief of Party

Civil Society Organization

Development Associates

Danish Development Agency

Department for International Development
Government of Uganda

Information Technology

Local Area Network

Legidative Support Activity

Nationa Resstance Movement

Office of Officid Records

Office of Professond Parliamentary Development
Office of Public Relations and Information
Parliamentary Budget Office

Parliamentary Library, Research and Information Services
Performance Monitoring Plan

Parliament of Uganda

Public Relations and Information Office

Swedish International Devel opment Agency

Scope of Work

State Univergty of New York

Uganda Joint Christian Council

United Nations Development Programme

Uganda Parliamentary Technica Assstance Program
United States Agency for Internationa Development




Vi



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 1998, USAID extended assstance the Parliament of Uganda (POU) through IQC AEP-5468-
100-6004-00. The State University of New York (SUNY) implemented this effort, which was
known as the “Uganda Parliament Technicd Assstance Project” (UPTAP) project, under three
separate but continuous Task Orders over the course of three and a haf years a a cost of roughly
$4.4 million.

In accordance with the first Scope of Work (SOW), the primary purposes of the project were to
build capacity of Parliament in two broad areas:

1) Legidaing, Budgeting and Oversight
2) Representation of Condtituencies
3) Strengthening of the CSO/POU relations

In practice the firsd purpose became the dominant one, though the firsd and third aress
contributed to enabling Members of Parliament’s capacity to represent their condituencies more
effectivdy. In 2001, a Civil Society-Parliament component was added to the program. This
involved activities ranging from inviting CSOs to Exhibitions involving the POU in linking
CSOs to rdevant Parliamentary Committees, organizing CSO/POU Diadogues and assigting with
the publication of two (2) newdetters that primarily target parliamentarians.

Project activities in support of these purposes included workshops, sudy tours, Strategic
planning, production and dissemination of publications such as directories, technical assstance,
purchase of furniture, purchase and inddlation of computers, and related equipment and inter-
and intranet connections, aswell asdl rdated training of MPs and atechnica officer.

The project focused mainly on the Paliamentary Commisson, the Board of Management, the
Paliamentary Budget Office (PBO), the Parliamentary Committees, the Public Reations and
Information Office (PRIO), the Library, Research and Documentation Center, Office of
Legidative Counsd, Office of Hansard, and on individud MPs and laer on the Office of
Parliament and Professona Development. The project dso included an internship program.

A team of two evduators, one American and one Ugandan, caried out this evauation during
June-July, 2003, which covers the period from August 1998 through May 2002, and is the first
evaduation of the UPTAP project. Document reviews and interviews were the primary methods
of data collection used in this study.

The centrd finding of the evdudion is thaa UPTAP succeeded in its major objective of
enhancing the legidative, budgeting and oversight role of Parliament. This concluson is
supported by arange of detailed findings as summarized below in the areas of

a) Activities or Inputs UPTAP caried out the numerous and various workshops, training
exchanges, publishing and consultant undertakings foreseen in the agreements with
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b)

d)

USAID as wel as the procurement and indalation of a wide range of commodities,
notably IT and assstance with connectivity.

Ingtitution building: These activities led to new or vaslly strengthened organizations
and systems, sometimes to breskthroughs, for which SUNY can clam credit. UPTAP
successes can be seen in the Budget Act, the Budget Office, the Library and
Documentation Center, the Committee system, the Research Services, the Public
Reaions and Information Office, the Legidaive Counsd, dl of these benefiting from
newly inddled IT and traning, and aso Parliamentary- Civil Society Rdlations.

Services to MPs and performance of MPs. These improvements in the functioning of
specific units within the POU succeeded in enhancing the services provided by the Staff
of Parliament to MPs and, in turn in the performance of Parliament. As a result of the
UPTAP projects, MPs now have access to the Internet onnectivity, research materids,
library services and professona budgetary advice, dl of which support their work as
legidators. Civil Society Organizations (CSO) input is adso providing them with a
helpfu new source of informaion. Some ae making use of these sources of
information and advice to rase the qudity of both Committee congderation and
plenary debae, though we are not able from this evduation to define the exact
proportion of MPs that do so.

Attribution:  While the UPTAP project played an important role in bringing about these
higher-level impacts;, they cannot be attributed exclusvely to SUNY work. After the
Adminigration of Parliament Act of 1997, there was a conducive and supportive
environment for change in Paliament.  Also with time, other donors became
increesingly involved in efforts to improve the performance of Paliament. As of July
2003, eight donors, in addition to the United States are supporting the work of the POU.
Strong and capable Ugandan input has dso played an important role in bringing about
the improvements noted above. Nevertheless, it is clear from the evidence amassed by
the evduation that the UPTAP project played a pivotd role in initiating reform and
bringing about specific changes in the way Paliament functions. It is noteworthy, in
teems of understanding these changes and their importance that the Parliament of
Uganda has attracted a number of visting Parliamentary delegations from esewhere in
Africato learn from its practices.

Sustainability: It is only a year since the project ended but, in terms of sustanahility,
most of the above-mentioned inititives continue to operate effectively. There are
exceptions to this saement. The website of Parliament (POU website), for example,
may be in danger of fdling behind schedule, and there are cdls for replacing/upgrading
of IT equipment to keep up with demands. Neverthdess, the sustainability of practices
introduced and the related improvement in quality of legidative work appear to be very
promising.

Fulfillment of Project Objectives: An important early emphass in the firs SOW on
Representation (of congtituencies, of people), repeated in the second and third Task
Orders appears to have been de-emphasized by UPTAP throughout the three and hdf
years. A few reevant events were organized by SUNY but these seem to have been
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o)

h)

sporadic, not pat of any planned srategy and without much impact. The explanation
provided by a SUNY/UPTAP officid was tha therr providing skills to MPs in addition
to linking Civil Society Organizations to the POU contributed to the objective of
srengthening parliamentarians  capacity to represent their condituencies. In addition,
little progress appears to have been made on a modest component of the second and
third SOWs focused on Parliament-Local Government relations.

Important initiative highlighted in the third SOW, namdy, to build an Office of
Professond Paliamentary Deveopment (OPPD) got off to an uncertan dat and
remains open to rethinking and restructuring.

SUNY's working relations: For the most part, SUNY’s rdations with Parliament appear
to have been congructive and helpful. The mgority of people interviewed were postive
about their relations with the UPTAP project. Neverthdess there were critidams of
some aspects of SUNY’s gpproach to working with Parliament (and USAID’s
practices), some of which provide lessons for USAID and future contractors. Most of
those lessons focus on the extent of consultation needed with lower as wel as higher
level gaff, when changes affect a whole unit or organization and with transparency of
decison making processes, for indance, with respect to the sdection of individuas for
study tours.

Costs: While project costs were dgnificant, this is not unusual in Legidative
Strengthening projects where one is the mgor early donor and which involve large
commodity purchase components; the introduction of IT, and the provison of technica
expertise from the US. While the evduation team was not able to make direct
comparisons between the costs and results of the SUNY UPTAP project and other,
amila USAID-funded legidative assstance projects in East Africa, or dsewhere, it
nevertheless appears that, given where the POU is today, compared to 1997, the money
invested in the UPTAP project was effectively spent and has produced important and
lagting returns.







. BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES

The Parliament of Uganda derives its mandate from the 1995 Congtitution, the Laws of Uganda
and its own Rules of Procedures. The Condtitution empowers Parliament to “make laws on any
matter for the peace, order, development and good governance of Uganda.” (POU Website).
Parliament in Uganda is fredy dected but operates within a context of a strong Presidency and a
dominart politica movement, the Nationd Resistance Movement (NRM). To date other palitical
parties have been given limited scope to operate.

Of centrd importance to Parliament’ s devel opment was the passing of the Administration of
Parliament Act of 1997, by the sixth Parliament (1996 - 2001). This Act established the fiscal
autonomy of the Parliament of Uganda and separated it from the Civil Service. A Parliamentary
Commission was crested with the overal responghility for its development as alegidative
ingtitution, and the power to establish committees.

In 1998 the leadership of Parliament requested donor assistance and USAID agreed. Thiswas
provided, in the first ingtance, through 1QC AEP-5468-100-6004-00, Task Order 804, awarded to
the State University of New York (SUNY to implement USAID’ s proposed program of

assgtance to Parliament from August 1998 through August 1999). This program was designated

the * Uganda Parliament Technical Assistance Project (UPTAP). The Task Order was later
extended to April 2000. At the end of the firgt eighteen (18) months, USAID issued afollow-on
Task Order 800 to SUNY to provide additiona assistance from May 2000 through May 2001. A
year later, USAID issued follow on Task Order 803 to provide additiona services through April
2002.

Theinitia budget for the Program was $1.8m. An amendment was added for an additiond $.6
million, which brought the tota cost of the first Task Order to $2.4 M. The budget for the second
Task Order was $1.2 million and the third and find was $0.8million. This makes atotd of
$4.4million for approximately 3.5 years.

The purpose of the SUNY/UPTAP program was to build the capacity of Parliament in three
broad aress 1) Legidating, Budgeting and Oversight, and 2) Representation of Congtituencies,
and 3) The gstrengthening of the CSO/POU rdations.

SUNY/UPTAP s assgting the POU legidating, budgeting and oversght functions was mainly
through nurturing internal reforms that led to the crestion of the Board of Management and the
Budget Office. This, in addition to strengthening the cagpacities of its dready exigting and newly
created departments.

The second areawas not pursued. While the third areainvolved SUNY’ s organizing CSO/POU
Exhibitions, linking CSOs to rdevant Parliamentary Committees, organizing POU/CSO public
diadogues and assisting with the publications of two CSO newd etters whose main audienceisthe
POU. The Newdetters are The Lobbyist (produced by The NGO Forum) and The Monthly
Parliamentary Bulletin produced by the Uganda Joint Chrigtian Council.




Table1l: Requirementsfor Each of the 3 SUNY/UPTAP Task Orders

Objectives of SUNY UPTAP Task Order 1 —August 1998-April 2000

0l Provide technica support for the Parliamentary Commission

02 Building capacity for members of Parliament

03 Equipment Procurement and Ingtdlation

Modifications to Task Order 1

0l Task 1 Provide technicd support and equipment to creste a Parliamentary
Budget Office

02 Task 2 Create an internship program with locd legd/political science teaching
indtitutions that will enhance Parliament’ s committee staff

03 Task 3 Improvement of the Paliamentary Office of Public Reations and
Information

04 Task 4 Expand training for Members and Staff and provide equipment to fill

exiding gaps

Objectivesof SUNY UPTAP Task Order 2-April 2000-April 2001

01 Enhance the technica capacity of the Parliamentary Commission.

02 Enhancing the representationd capacity and outreach skills of Members of
Parliament.

03 Strengthening the technical capacity of Parliament’s professiona staff.

04 Providing technicd and infradructure support for Parliament's service
departments.

Objectives of SUNY UPTAP Task Order 3-May 2001-April 2002

0 Paliamentary Capacity to provide ongoing training and daff development
inditutiondized

0 Parliamentary budgetary oversght strengthened

o Civil Society Organizations-Parliament interaction strengthened




[I. Evaluation Methodology

This report presents the findings of an evauation initiated by USAID to “assess the success of
the UPTAP program in achieving its objectives’ and to “derive lessons learned over the project
period” as outlined in the evauation Scope of Work (SOW) which is provided in Attachment 1.
Thisisthefirst evauation USAID has undertaken of the SUNY UPTAP program. The
evauation was carried out in June-July, 2003 by David Hirschmann and Kintu Nyago, asthe
first Specid Study under USAID’ s contract with Management Systems International (MSI) for
the Monitoring and Evauation Management Services (MEMYS) project.

The methods used in the conduct of this evaluation included areview of relevant documents;
interviews with gpproximately 30 key representatives of Parliament and other stakeholders, and
through observation. Additiond information on these methods is provided in Attachment 2. In
the attachments to this report, the reader will dso find three other documents that help to explain
the study methodology, i.e.,, alist of documents the team reviewed (Attachment 3); the interview
insrument (Attachment 4) and alist of the individuas the team interviewed (Attachment 5).

The Evaluation Team applied these techniques, as best it could within the time frame alowed for
the evaluation to address the seven main questions posed in USAID’s SOW.

One evauation question, however, turned out to be problematic from a data collection
perspective. Aswas reported at the briefing to USAID on July 7", it has not been possible to
satisfactorily respond to the 6 question, which queried whether and how SUNY tracked and
utilized program-monitoring information. There seemed to be no clear way of researching these
through documents and since SUNY was no longer present in Kampala, they could not help. E
mail on thistopic was sent to the two former COPs. Their response, while helpful, did not
provide sufficient materid to present an informed answer.

All other queries have been responded to in adightly different pattern which was necessitated by
the emerging logic of organizing and writing the findings, e.g., Questions 1 and 2 were combined
because at this stage (after the project has been completed) the issues of ‘ achievement of
objectives and the * contribution to the functioning of Parliament’ are very closaly interrelated.

Parts of Question 5 concerned with civil society and local government have been incorporated
into the ‘achievement of objectives questions because they were integrd to the program.
Relationship with Parliament, also mentioned under the 5™ Question gets a full section to itself
(in response to the 7" SOW question).




I1l. EVALUATION FINDINGS

A. Achievement of Objectives

This section commences with a description and assessment of UPTAP’'S main
Parliamentary institution and capacity building activities. It then compares the
non-quantifiable results required by the various UPTAP SOWs with
achievements. Thirdly it looks briefly at the achievement of quantitative results
contained in USAID’ s Results Framework.

I ngtitutional Strengthening and Capacity Building

The SUNY UPTAP program assisted Parliament’ s development through its work with specific
offices. Indtitutiona strengthening and capacity building thus tends be evident at the office levd,
but because of the environment within which the SUNY UPTAP project worked, its impact was
often fdt throughout Parliament, as exemplified by information about what changed in a number
of gpecific Stuations.

Senior Management of Parliament:

UPTAP recognized that serious inadequacies in the management structures of POU would hinder
communication and progress. Therefore an effort was made to clarify and strengthen the role of
the senior policy-making body, the Parliamentary Commission, and initiate a supportive
adminigrative body, namely the Board of Management. Based on considerable consultation with
the Parliamentary Commission, the Clerk’ s Office and with various Heads of Departments,
SUNY assisted the Commisson to draft and operationdize its first Modernization Plan, whichin
turn established the key dements of areform strategy for the POU. A senior SUNY adviser,
later to become the second COP, was attached to the POU for three months to work with these
two bodiesto devise protocols and definitions of and advise on the roles appropriate to each
organizetion. This resulted in clearer reporting lines and greater accountability for determining

the overal direction of Parliament, and of use of SUNY and other donor assistance.

The Budget Office:

The Parliamentary Budget Office (PBO) was established in 2001. This followed astudy tour in
1999 organized by UPTAP for a Parliamentary delegation to democratic inditutionsin the
United States and Canada. The indtitutions visited were the House of Commons of Canada, the
Federa House of Representatives of the United States of America, and the General Assembly of
the State of Colorado. This exposure led to Uganda s Parliamentary Commission agreeing to
support aPBO. A Private Member’ s Bill was aso tabled and it became the Budget Act in 2001.
Information from SUNY/UPTAP s COP indicates that their Research Officer provided technica
input in the process of enacting thislaw. The Budget Act dso entrusted the PBO with the role of
providing Parliament and its Committees with nor partisan, objective and timely analys's
required for economic and budget proposas and information and estimates required for the
Parliamentary budget process. Smilarly the Executive and al departments and sdlf-accounting
indtitutions were compelled to submit their budgetary proposas in a continuous timely manner to
Parliament.
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The enactment of the Budget Act radically democratized and improved the discipline of the
budgetary process and gave Parliament a sgnificant and congtructive role in nationa spending,
decisiontmaking and oversight over the Executive.

The PBO, (which today has a professona staff of €even economists) was furnished and
equipped by UPTAP with computers, a server with internet access and sophisticated software to
enhance its capacity to effectively andyze and report on the Executive s budget proposas and
expenditures to Parliament. Furthermore, SUNY provided short-term training courses and made
agreements with the Ministry of Finance and the Bank of Uganda to ensure the smooth flow of
information to the PBO. UPTAP aso strengthened the work of the Budget Committee. This
occurred through provision of training on the Budget Act.

Parliamentarians, including Hon. Bestrice Kiraso the Chairperson of the Budget Committee, and
professond parliamentary saff including Aeneas Tandekwire the Clerk to Parliament and staff

of the PBO, have dl indicated to the Evauation team that the Budget Office has tremendoudy
enhanced POU’ s capacity to andyze and respond to the Executive s budgetary proposals. They
a0 noted that in generd Parliamentarians, with the backup of the PBO, are currently better
informed and analytical on budgetary issues. To date the PBO has advised Parliament on two (2)
nationa budgets.

An interview with Samud Wanyakathe Director of the PBO reveded that prior to its
establishment, there was a tendency to submit inadequately prepared Ministeria Policy
Statements to the POU. The establishment of the PBO with its expertise in data anadysis acted as
adeterrent to thistendency. Ministries and departments of the Executive are aware of this and
are able to explain any such information to the relevant Parliamentary Committees basing on the
PBO’s advice. This has been demongtrated by better quality Minigteria Policy Statements being
presented before Parliament.

Section 10 of the Budget Act of 2001 conditions every Bill introduced to Parliament to be
accompanied by itsindicative financid implications. It's the PBO that asssts the POU to andyze
thisinformation. In turn this checks the reoccurrence of unpopular Bills being passed into laws,
as was the previous case with the Land Act 1998.

Norbert Mao, an outspoken critic of government and MP for Gulu Municipdity describesthe
PBO as a one-stop center for information about the status of Uganda' s heavy externd debt. This
information that the PBO derives from the Ministry of Finance and the Bank of Ugandaiis
disseminated to Parliament and the wider public.

Through its publications, such as the Summary of the Recommendations of the Parliamentary
Sessond Committees on the 2002/2003 Budget, MPs, CSOs and interested members of the
broader public are informed of Parliament’ s budgetary concerns. Recommendations made by
Parliamentary Committees, as aresult of PBO work, have contributed positively to the broader
process of good governance and reduced wastage. Some of the recommendations are amed a
combating corruption, for instance the cal on the Minigtry of Defense to diminate ‘ Ghost
soldiers fromits pay role. Other recommendations caled for the expeditious reforming of the
pension sector in order to provide better services to pensioners.




The Clerk's Office, Clerks Assistants and the Committee System:

The Clerks Office (CO) and the Committee system greetly benefited from the UPTAP project.
The main functions of the CO are to organize meetings a the Committee and Plenary levels,
provide procedural advice to Parliament and act as the Secretariat to Parliamentary Committees.

At thetime of SUNY/UPTAPSs intervention in 1998, the CO had seven Clerks Assigtants, with
two (2) computers. In 1999 the Parliamentary Commission recruited ten (10) new Clerks
Assgants and SUNY facilitated their training in recording and keeping minutes, report writing,
policy andys's, organizing meetings and developing work plans. Furthermore, in 1999, six (6) of
these Clerk’ s Assistants were sent on a Study Tour to the United States to the State L egidatures
of New Y ork and Maine. According to Chris Abwooli Kaija, POU’s Under Secretary (Finance
and Adminigtration), this Study Tour’s main objective was to provide amore practica follow up
to the theoreticd training that the new staff had earlier acquired. SUNY dso provided the Clerk's
Office with ten (10) computers.

Aeneas Tandekwire, Clerk to Parliament and Paul Wabwire, Senior Principle Clerk Assstant,
both agree that the above-mentioned training brought about a great improvement in the manner
inwhich the Clerks Assstants conducted their work. The two officers say thereisan
improvement in the performance of Committees, which now meet regularly and are actively
engaged in the legidative process.

Office of Public Rdations and I nfor mation:

The Parliamentary Commission, based on the Adminigtration of Parliament Act, provided scope
for the Office of Public Relaions and Information (OPRI) to fulfill its stipulated mandate for
disseminating information about POU within and outsde thisinditution.

SUNY/UPTAP asssted with nurturing the OPRI’ s revamped role through providing training to
two (2) gaff members, (including Kagole Kivumbi the Senior Public Relations Officer) in the
Page Maker Computer program, which isvita in modern publishing and printing.

SUNY/UPTAP dso provided OPRI with two (2) computers, a photocopier, machine and
furniture.

Respondents, both MPs and staff members, and those in civil society and the media, informed
the Evaluation Team that the revamped Office of Public Relations and Information (OPRI)
ensures that information flow from Parliament is considerably more ble. It was noted that
UPTAP had played a centra role in enhancing this Office' s performance through either
introducing or funding the initid publication of the following information tools

A Members of Parliamentary Directory which contains information on al the Members
of Paliament and senior daff, incduding ther tedephone numbers and -email addresses.
This directory aso has the basic rules of parliamentary procedure and parliament’'s
hisory. Over 1000 initid copies were distributed to targeted governmenta offices, CSOs
and the ditizenry. For many inditutions and individuds, this directory, whose subsequent
publishing was taken over by the
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OPRI provided the first clear link between them and Parliament.

A Vistor's Guide to Paliament provides daborate basc information on the nationd
legidature.

A Children’'s Guide to Parliament targeted the 10- 16 year age group

An inrhouse weekly Paliamentary Staff Bulletin newdetter of over 350 copies per
edition, promotes communication within Parliament, for both legidaors and daff
members, and

Parliament’'s monthly newdetter, The August House: 2000 copies are published monthly
and didributed to the Judiciary and Executive branches of government, diplomatic
missions, media houses and CSOs.

Interviewees were of the view tha these publicaions, together with training and the
computers provided by SUNY, offered this Office the skills and confidence to improve
channels of communications within Parliament and between it and other ams of
government, CSOs, the printed and el ectronic media and the public.

Office of Official Records:

SUNY/UPTAP provided support to the POU'’ s Office of Officid Records (OOR), whose
mandate is to publish Parliament’ s documentation that includes the Hansard, Parliamentary
Committee Reports and its newdetter ‘ The August House'. SUNY provided three (3) computers
and a server. According to the Editor of the Hansard, this enabled OOR to network Hansard
documenting operations, a process that enhanced the flow of qudity information. It put an end to
the origind time consuming stand aone activities method of work that involved moving from

one office to another to gather the required information during the documenting of the Hansard.
Coupled with the high professonalism of the OOR, commented on by both the Clerk to
Parliament and the POU’ s Under Secretary (Finance and Administration) the result was the
production of adaily Hansard that contains the POU’ s debates of the previous day. Thiswas a
great improvement from the previous production of these ddiberations on a monthly basis.

Civil Society’s Access to Parliament:

UPTAP played amgor rolein linking Parliament with civil society organizations (CSOs). Prior

to thisinitiative, afew of the more organized CSOs, had established contact with the POU. For
instance in 2000, before SUNY’ sintervention, the Uganda Joint Christian Council (UJCC)
managed to establish a Parliamentary Liaison Officer linking it to the POU. That same year
SUNY/UPTAP began implementing its Task Order 3 of Building Links between Civil Society
and Parliament. It established a network of more than 35 key CSOs that represent a cross section
of interestsin Uganda




UPTAP targeted primarily advocacy-oriented CSOs. Individudsin the NGO community
interviewed by the Evauation Team commented very positively on the impact of the project.
Some reported that it enhanced the effectiveness of their advocacy; others said it opened the door
to Parliament for the first time. Illustrative of UPTAP sponsored activities for CSOs are:

Two CSO exhibitions for the information of Parliament were organized. Here CSOs
displayed to parliamentarians their work products, as for ingtance printed information on
advocacy and other publications. The theme of the didogue that took place in November
2000 was ‘Civil Society and Paliament: Fogtering an enabling environment for
participatory democracy through didogue’. According to a number of CSO respondents
and MPs, these Exhibitions promoted free interaction and fuller understanding between
legidaors and civil society.

Public didogues on different topics, tha included ‘Effective Legislative Representation’
in addition to debating the Political Parties and Organizations Bill 2002 aso brought
CSO and MPstogether and enabled them to freely exchange idess.

Advocacy <kill seminars provided civil society organizations with legidative advocecy
and lobbying skills, some for the firgt time.

UPTAP efforts that helped link CSOs directly to Parliamentary Committees engaged in
their specific areas of operation.

Parliamentary publications, sponsored by UPTAP (and listed above), made a magor
contribution to mutua understanding, communication and cooperation, and, civil society
publications, supported by UPTAP, did as wel. These included a Directory of NGOs
and Experts, the NGO Forum's Parliamentary newdetter, The Lobbyis and the UJCC's
Palianentary Bulletin. This bulletin, 500 copies of which are produced each month, are
circulated to al parliamentarians, sdlected NGOs and member churches.

The evauation team was given numerous examples of the positive consequences of this UPTAP
initigtive. The Uganda Land Alliance, for example, was invited to work with the Sessond
Committee on Natural Resources on the Land Act and contributed to the Land Act Amendment
Bill’s clause 39A. This ensures the right of security of occupancy on family land by any spouse,
mae or femae. The Alliance o had an influence on the introduction of Section 40 of the same
Act, which callsfor spousal consent before family property is mortgaged. Thisinteraction aso
improved the use of gender sengitive language in parliamentary legidation.

In 2003 the Sessond Committee on Socid Servicesinvited mainly faith based hedth providers
to participate in the review of the Hedlth Sector. In addition UJCC, AkinaMama Wa Africaand
five other NGOs appeared severd times, in 2001, and submitted written memoranda to the
Committee on Lega and Parliamentary Affairs, in order to influence the contents of the
Suppression of Terrorism Bill (now Act).

A similar process was undertaken by the UJCC and the Human Rights Network when the
Politicd Parties and Organization Bill (now Act) was debated at Committee level in
Amendment) Bill, 2002 (now Act) and the NGO Regidtration (Amendment) Bill 2002 (not yet
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passed). The same type of CSO input played arole in Parliament’s consideration of the
Leadership Code Bill 2002 (now Act), the Nationad Women Council.

The Parliamentary Library:

The Parliamentary Library, Research and Information Services (LRIS) was officidly
commissioned in 1999, with a mandate to provide information services to Parliament in atimely,
accurate and non-partisan manner. Its targeted clients are MPs. It is composed of the Library, and
separate Research and Information Technology sections.

UPTAP was ingrumentd in the establishment of the Parliamentary Library. ThisLibrary

currently has a professona staff of five (5) people. The library has more than 10,000 volumes of
which 1396 were supplied by UPTAP. UPTAP adso provided it with fourteen computer terminals
accessed to Internet services.

SUNY provided the initia consultants to train those MPs who were not able to use computers.
This was an important contribution. A Commissioner of the 7" Parliament observed that up to %
of MPs had never used a computer before joining the legidature. Each MP and al saff were
assigned thelir own email accounts.

UPTAP adso took LRIS staff members on a study tour to the United States. In 1999, twelve
research assstants, committee clerks and library staff visited the New Y ork and Maine State
legidatures. They gained exposure to the diverse ways of and conducting legidative support
activitiesfor parliamentarians. Innocent Rugambwa the Legidative Librarian saysthis exposure
was helpful, as sudy tour participants had a chance to learn from well-established library and
research departments.

In terms of usage of the LRIS sarvices, The Annual Reports for the Library, asfor instance the
onefor the Financid Y ear 2001/2002 indicated arisng interest in the use of these facilities by
MPs. For instance in August 2001 there were 2681 users, afigure that grew to 5094 users during
November of the same year, while risng further to 6220 usersin March 2002. A point to note is
that though on the rise these figures do fluctuate. Furthermore, according to the Legidative
Librarian these figures point to any of the times that any individua user, that isa Member of
Parliament, enters the Library facilities, whose established purpose isto provide them with
reading materials and internet services.

Interviewees, notably MPs (including those that had been in the Sixth Parliament and hence had
an higorica perspective) and LRIS gaff, were unanimous in saying that the introduction of this
service had contributed to the improvement of Parliament and its Committees. These positive
results were redlized despite someinitia problemsthat arose when the Parliamentary Library
was in its gart-up phase. These will be discussed in subsequent chapters of this report.

Parliamentary Research Service:

With the help of UPTAP, the Parliamentary Research Service, a department of LRIS was
edtablished, in 1999. This department currently employs thirteen (13) researchers. SUNY fully
equipped this office with furniture, a Local Area Network (LAN) server and 15 computers, and
provided training in the basic skills of legidative research.




The Research Service responds to two broad types of information requests, namely Research
Reports and requests for brief specific information. The usersin both cases are individuad MPs
and Parliamentary Committees. According to the Director of LRIS, a Parliamentary Research
Report is now a detailed andytica document of investigated information provided on request by
an MP or Parliamentary Committee. The demand for this service has been on the increase since
the Research Section was formed. In 2000, 123 Research Reports were provided to individua
MPs and Parliamentary Committees. This number rose to 145 in 2003.

An interim assessment by SUNY noted some complaints that the Research Service was unable to
satidfy dl requests or to do o in atimely manner and that while the Research Service was
certainly being used, it was being used by alimited number of MPs. These issues were dso

rased by afew of the people the Evauation Team interviewed. Overdl, however, interview
respondents were of the opinion that that the Research Service was extremey useful in providing
Parliamentarians with much needed information for legidation. A few examples of research
findings being used in Parliament reported to the Evauation Team include debates on the
Amendment of the Land Act, the reped of the Government Treasury Securities Bill, and the sde
of the Uganda Commercia Bank. One MP dso gave us three examples of helpful responsesto
his personal research requests.

Parliamentary Website:

A Parliamentary Website (www.parliament.go.ug), driven by an Oracle database, was aso
designed and ingtaled for Parliament by the UPTAP project. The Website avails to the wider
public information on the history and adminigtration of Parliament, Hansards, Parliamentary
Reports, Billsand Acts of Parliament, and information on Members of Parliament. SUNY aso
helped the POU to establish an dectronic hill tracking system alowing MPs, Parliamentary staff
and the public (with internet access) to monitor progress of bills and thus make informed
decisons.

Internship Program:

The SUNY/UPTAP intervention introduced an Internship program for Ugandan university
students. It involved gpproximately 16 students a year who worked on an internship basisfor ten
weeks. The objectives of this program were to train interns by exposing them to the operations of
Parliament. It was envisaged that this program would eventualy widen the pool of personne
available to Committees, and contribute to an increased public awareness about the Parliament of
Uganda. Some of these interns have indeed been absorbed in on fulltime bass. Thisinternship
program has continued with particular departments basing on their budgetary provisons taking
the initiative to attract the services of three interns.

Parliamentary Contributionsto the L egidative Process:

Inthe find andys's, improvement in the functioning of Parliament was the primary purpose of

al of the SUNY UPTAP initiatives. Each of them — development of the senior management
system, the Budget Office, the Committee system, the library and research sarvices, training and
study vists, the introduction and application of consderable I'T, and the CSO linkages to
Parliament -- was intended to, and has resulted in animproved legidétive process.
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In addition to these initiatives, anumber of other steps were taken to improve this aspect of the
work of Parliament, including the creation of the Office of the Legidative Council in 1999. This
Office, established with UPTAP assistance, isresponsible for interpreting bills and drafting
amendments. UPTAP provided the Office with computers, training and furniture. The Head of

the Office acknowledged the importance of the SUNY contribution. She noted that— and this was
very ggnificant Satement - today, most bills proposed by the Executive branch are subject to
substantial amendment by Parliament. She gave numerous examples of bills and acts for which
the Legidative Counse had crafted amendments for use by Parliament. These included bills and
acts relating to the Disability Council, the Y outh Council, Universty and Tertiary Inditutions,
Microfinance indtitutions, Financia Accountability and the Land Amendment.

In addition to helping creete the Office of Legidative Council, the UPTAP program ensured that
MPs were provided with bill drafting skills, dong with the basic overview of the entire bill
drafting process. MPs were aso exposed to the potentia capabilities of the new Office of
Legidative Counsd, and its ability to help them amend and draft legidation.

A number of interviewees spoke of Parliament ‘defacing’ or ‘mutilating’ bills they deem
“ingppropriate’. This according to POU’s Chief Legidative Counsd in essence refersto the
concerned Bills being substantially amended, to radicaly change the origina content.

Two caveats should be added here. A number of people said that progress was not linear as had
been expected. There was a genera view that the 7" Parliament was not as strong as the 6"
Parliament had been especidly towards the end of itsterm. Whileit is agreed that Parliament
has made substantial advances, and is able to monitor and amend many of the proposals of the
Minigtries, thisis not to say that there has been a change in the balance of power. Thereisa
generd consensusthat if the Executive branch was determined to see that a bill was passed or
expenditure incurred it would get itsway.

Unfinished/I ncomplete Business:

An important early emphasisin the first SOW on Representation (of congtituencies, of people),
repeated in the second and third task orders appears to have been de-emphasized by UPTAP
throughout the three and haf years. A respondent from SUNY/UPTAP pointed out that the
provison of skillsto MPsand POU g&ff, in addition to CSOs being linked to parliament went a
long way in fulfilling the objective of enhancing the capacity of parliamentarians to represent

their condtituencies more effectively. Though the question of level of capacity provided to the
MPsin this regard remans unverified.

Little progress appears to have been made on amodest component of the second and third SOWs
focused on Parliament-Local Government relations. One meeting was held in reation to
investigating reevant issues but not much more. The team could not adequately get the reasons
why some SOW items were dropped.

One important initiative, contained in the third SOW, namely, to establish a new Office of
Professond and Parliamentary Development (OPPD), and more importantly, to inditutiondize
within that Office Parliament’s own capacity building function got off to an uncertain sart and
remains open to rethinking and restructuring. SUNY provided the support and infrastructure
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necessary to establish this new Office. However the Office has faced a number of problems,
including lack of clarity about its reporting systems. OPPD is now the subject of a study by
UNDP and DFID and recommendations will be communicated as soon as they are available,

B. Summary of Qualitative and Quantitative UPTAP Project Results

Asthe foregoing discussion of indtitution building accomplishments and ardatively few
unfinished tasks indicates, The SUNY UPTAP project made substantia progressin achieving its
primary objective of strengthening POU’ s capacity to legidate, budget and oversee the executive
branch. In anumber of cases, offices and services in the POU which had been non-existent or
bardy operationd, were now playing an active and congtructive role in enhancing the functions
of the legidature.

From atechnica standpoint, it is aso reasonable to highlight the degree to which SUNY’swork
conformed to qualitative and quantitative expectations set forth in its Task Orders from USAID.
USAID’ s expectationsin its Task Orders were largely quditative. In addition to these task
gatements, USAID established quantitative objectives for the SUNY project in the Misson's
Performance Monitoring Plan (PMP) against which SUNY  had to report on three indicators.

With respect to the qualitative task statementsin the three SUNY Task Orders as earlier
mentioned in Table.1 and the modification to Task Order one, the Evauation Team summary of
findings indicates that:

Task Order 1. All the tasks were achieved and one of the main purposes, namely the first
was subgtantidly advanced. Much less attention was given to the second purpose and

USAID gppearsto have concurred in this.

Modification to Task Order 1: All of the tasks were fulfilled.

Task Order 22 All of the above were fulfilled and the purpose of more effective

legidative, budgeting and oversight etc was again subgtantially advanced.

Task Order 3: Task 1 was implemented but confronted problems and did not make much
heedway. The rdevat new office, OPPD and the role of inditutiondizing internd
cgpacity building was not clearly established. There are dructura issues to clear up, and
other donors namdy UNDP and DIFD ae carying out sudies in preparaion for

improved management arrangements.
Tasks 2, 3 and 4 were fulfilled with positive outcomes.

Asindicated above the second purpose related to representation of people or

Constituencies were also very much the secondary purpose, and only a few initiatives

wer e taken specifically to advance this purpose.




On aquantitative bad's, againgt USAID/Uganda performance indicators, the SUNY UPTAP
project was exemplary. Accomplishmentsin terms of Misson performance indicators show, for
example, that:

For Indicator, IR 5.3 * Executive Branch sponsored Bills amended or rgjected by Parliament,’ the

target set was 9. The find number was 22.

The target for IR5.1 now IR 9.1.2 in the new Integrated Strategic Plan * CSOs making
submissions to Parliamentary Committee hearings was 40. The final count was 101.

No target was set for ‘ Parliamentary Committees that request data and informeation on budget
matters from the PBO and PRS' but the find count of requests was 53, which is a pogitive
outcome.

While such quantitative measurements can only partidly represent the complexities of the
challenge and the UPTAP response, they nevertheess add to the sense of positive achievement
of the Program.

C. UPTAP-Parliament Relationships and their Consequences

The Evauation Team examined the working relationship between SUNY/USAID and the POU
to establish whether there were any consequences and lessons learnt from that relationship that
might affect UPTAP project results or future relaions.

While one can learn from these findings about working reationships, it isimportant to keep in
mind that much of the information given depended upon people s memory, which can be faulty
or mere hearsay. Unfortunately SUNY personnel were not readily available to respond to each
Satement.

A good number of key informants who were familiar with and had worked with SUNY were
contacted. The mgority of what they said was positive about the way SUNY worked, often
supporting their opinions with examples of helpful and consultative interactions, both forma and
informd.

There certainly were criticisms, and afew of them were made with some sense of annoyance.
These criticisms are interrelated and categorized as follows:

Lack of Consultation:

Concern was raised about the lack of consultation with end-users. While SUNY may have
discussed new initiatives with Parliamentary leaders, it did not aways discuss these initiatives
with the end-users. Notable here is the purchase of computers, software, furniture, carpets.

It was adso observed that SUNY sometimes failed to consult with the relevant Heads of
Departments in its salection of people to participate in study tours and or workshops.

The most notable reference to lack of consultation (by people who had been involved directly
and by others who were not) was the decision to locate the library in the basement of one of the
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Parliamentary buildings, and the air conditioning system ingtaled to service it. SUNY is reported
to having opposed the change to move the library to another more convenient location. Itis
important to note that while the opinions of some concerned people may have been overlooked
or ignored, other key senior people in Parliament concurred with the decision to locate the library
underground. Secondly, the location to which the library was later moved (in the North Wing)
was not available a the time the initid decison, in which SUNY was involved, was made.

Another issue raised as acriticism of the SUNY project focused on civil society strengthening
activitiesin what was seen as alegiddive srengthening project. ThisUSAID initiativeis
viewed as having been added to the UPTAP project to conform to USAID mandates, and was
reportedly added without much consultation with Parliament.

Lack of Transparency:

Two respondents to the Evauation Team observed the need for thorough consultations and
transparency in project design, in assessing bids, and in the selection of a project implementer.

Others made it clear that they would like to see project and contract documents that make project
objectives, aswell as congraints and other stipulations, clear. They said that sometimes SUNY
would say that it was not alowed to do something by USAID policy or that atask was not
included in their contract. Parliament was not in a position to chalenge this, asit had no access

to the terms of the contract. The MPsfound it difficult to judge if SUNY had achieved its
objectives or not Since those objectives had not been shared with them.

A few people complained that they had caled for an evauation of the SUNY project at an earlier
stage but had been turned down by USAID. Theseindividuds reported thet they fdt this
demonstrated alack of transparency.

There were dso a number of complaints about non-transparency in the selection of people for
study visits abroad. The process and the criteria used in sdlection were not made clear. This left
people with a sense of suspicion about the project.

Lack of respect for POU systems and infor mation needs:

The Evauation Team was informed that UPTAP did not fully consult with Procurement Office
about purchases; by-passed POU procurement processes, and failed to provide an inventory of
commodities purchased for the record and for management. The team was shown an inventory
that had just arrived; thus suggesting thet this had been done for the benefit of the evauation.

Therewas asmilar complaint about alack of information and consultation made by the Human
Resources Office, which isrespongble for saff development. The Officeis responsible for
preparing and monitoring a plan for saff cgpacity building. It is aso responsible for monitoring
and dealing with staff aosences. It pointed to afailure to consult on planning for staff capacity
development, criteria, the selection of individuals for training, and about alack of timey
information on training and other capacity development decisons SUNY made.

Findly there were complaints about a proposed protocol between donors and POU aimed at
regularizing donor technica assistance to Parliament. It was said that USAID had taken the lead
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in pressing this on Parliament. Some of the issues concern travel and living alowances when on
sudy vidts. For example, USAID pays economy class airfares and the same alowances for
everybody irrespective of status. Parliament sets higher amounts for senior personnel. It was not
only the content of the proposal, but aso the pressure placed on Parliament to agree, that
accounted for some of theirritation. The Evauation Team was informed that Parliament
forwarded the document to the Attorney Generd, to the displeasure of USAID.

There were dso afew charges of someill chosen phrases (and an example was provided) that
had annoyed people and according to one person demonstrated the ‘arrogance’ of the UPTAP
implementer. It was claimed too that on one occasion the implementer tried to intervene to
change a senior person in the Parliament. This was seen as excessive interference.

To baance these reports, the Evaluation Team contacted both former leaders of the SUNY
UPTAP project. By e-mail these two former SUNY Chiefs of Party (COP) explained their
approach to the SUNY contract and the consultation process. Apparently SUNY’s approach was
carefully planned and conforms to the descriptions given of SUNY’sworking style by many of
those interviewed. Feedback from the two SUNY COPs aso refers to a disconnection between
SUNY’s Task Orders and POU’ s absorptive capacity. The issue hereisthat USAID’ s contract
required SUNY to deliver results irrespective of Parliament’s capacity. This probably explains
why the SUNY team fdlt aneed to be *assartive’ and the possibility of some recipientsfeding
that there might be less than full consultation. Incidentally, there were afew people who
expressed appreciation for the * assartiveness of SUNY,, saying that this was the only way to get
things done. It isaso clear from SUNY’sfind report that it too was experiencing a number of
its own problems with the 7" Parliament, and that thistoo may have led to amore assertive style,
which, in turn, may have been negatively interpreted by somein Parliament.

Except in the case of the library, where health conditions were cited, there was no evidence of
any practical harm that was caused by any of SUNY’ s actions or decisions. Nevertheless,
criticisms voiced should not beignored. SUNY’s perceived, lack of consultation has left a sense
of disgppointment among some people, and the lack of transparency about SUNY’ s objectives
and the provisons of their contract provides a negative image that USAID should avoid. It is
safe to say that no long-term harm has been done to the working relationship between Parliament
and USAID. Even in the case of the library, the Parliament itself found aworkable solution; and
it had dso solved some complications about computers and Internet services that arosein
connection with the UPTAP project. For the most part, respondents were pleased with the way in
which SUNY worked with them. It should be made clear that some of the complaints the
Evauation Team encountered refer to SUNY’ s working style and othersrefer to USAID’s
requirements and preferences, over which SUNY had no contral.

There are some lessons to be learned from this experience, which, if gpplied, might help to avoid
or reduce unnecessary misunderstandings in the future. These are dedlt with at some length in the
discusson of Lessons Learned, in Section 6 of this report.

D. Project Costs

Theinitid budget for the UPTAP Program was $1.8 million; an amendment was added which
cost $0.6 million and this brought the total cost of the first project to $2.4 million. The budget for

MS] C



the second project was $1.2 million; and the third and fina was $0.8 million. This makesfor a
total of approximately $4.4 million spent over approximately 3.5 years.

To try to put this amount and the scope of UPTAP into context other USAID legidative
strengthening project documents were used for comparative purposes. Such documents were
drawn from Namibia, Maawi, El Sdvador, Poland, Nepa and Bolivia; USAID’ s Handbook and
Lessons Learned, SUNY’ s own summaries of its numerous projects, and some UNDP lessons.
Only afew of these provide information on costs, but clearly the Uganda project fitsinto a
particular mode of legidative assstance. Not dl USAID-funded legidative assstance projects
are as commodity oriented as UPTAP wasin the earlier stages; and not dl included civil society
and itslinks to Parliament, which UPTAP did in the later stages. Three comparable projects on
which there is expenditure information are in El Savador ($1.8 million for the first stage),

Balivia ($2.4 million for four years and another $1.8 million for afurther 2 years, for atotd of
$4.4 million) and Poland ($2.25 million and a sharing arrangement with two other countriesin a
regiond project worth $1.7 million). These projects were similar in scale to the UPTAP projects.
The cost of the Boliviaproject is the same asfor UPTAP, but it lasted longer. Other projects for
which funding information was found appear to have cost somewhat less. Former SUNY
UPTAP project staff confirmed that this project was somewhat more expensive than Smilar
projectsin Africa

Expenditure on legidative strengthening is certainly expected to be rdetively high by

comparison with many other democracy/Governance projects since there is often a heavy
emphasis on equipmentsin the early sages. UPTAP’s SOW required purchase and ingtdlation of
computer technology, hardware software, connectivity, training of various users etc aswell as
complete outfitting of offices and committee rooms including photocopiers, tables, chairs,

carpets and air conditioning for the library. The firss UPTAP COP guesstimated that about one-
third of all project expenses were on commodities.

In discussions of project costs with USAID staff, it was noted that al projects administered by
U.S. based organizations are expensive rdative to contracts with local organizations. That aside,
individuas the Evauation Team interviewed suggested that contracts amed a strengthening
legidatures tend to be expensive because of the nature of the project. From what the respondents
had observed of the UPTAP project, i.e., itsrecord of events staged, consultants employed,
hardware purchased, two members of the USAID Contracts Office said that they felt the money
was well spent, compared to other projects with which they were familiar. The USAID officers
gave their opinion, not necessarily as experts, but as informed citizen observers who dso have a
sense of the expense involved.

While a project like this appears large by democracy/Governance standards, there may be cost
concernsfor USAID to consder in working with this type of contract arrangement, the
Evauation Team concurs with those in USAID who view the UPTAP money as having been
effectively spent. For example, amore effective Budget Office (which SUNY was insrumenta
in establishing) that is able to challenge budget plans of the Minigtries and monitor
implementation, in itsdf is bound to save the GOU and the country congderable sums of money.
UPTAP investments may aso be seen as having been effective in leveraging financid support: a
far larger group of donorsis actively asssting the Parliament today than was the case before
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UPTAP. Asaresult USAID isin a podtion to subgtantidly reduce its expendituresin this field,
if it so chooses.

E. Sustainability

Context for Sustainability: Sustainability of Parliament as an effective actor in the ream of
nationd palitics, policy formulation legidative contribution, and oversight of the Executive
appears to be more assured than it wasin 1997. Parliament, both its political and its Saff
leadership, gppears serioudy committed to performing as an effective Parliament, and alarge
number of donors are now interested in supporting this ingitution. Increased donor interest itself
isameasure of USAID’ s successin Uganda

While USAID and other donor activities are a necessary part of legidative strengthening, they
can never be sufficient. Future effectiveness will aso depend on the broader political context.
Thisincludes trends and patternsin the role of the Executive, the Presdent (including the issue
of the third term), the NRM and civil society, the qudity of incoming MPsin the 8" Parliament,
the conflict in the North and the dynamics of preparing for and living with amultiparty system.
One possible scenario is that Parliament may become more effective in the overdl legidative
process but find itsalf congtrained in areas considered vita by the Executive Branch. Given the
opportunity, the Parliament of Ugandaiis capable of enhancing itsrole.

The Sustainability of Specific SUNY UPTAP Initiatives:

The SOW for this Evauation distinguishes between ‘ achievement of objectives and ‘the
functioning of Parliament’ contribution’ (see Section 4.1 of our Findings) on the one hand and
‘sudtainability’ on the other. Achievements and sustainability are rdatively easy to differentiate
conceptudly. They are sometimes less eadly distinguished in practice particularly with a project
that ended 14 months before the eva uation. For example, a contribution to Parliament that is
aready unsugtainable will hardly qualify as an achievement. There may be some repetition of
examples and illugrations in the two sections.

Senior Management:

The two components, the Parliamentary Commission, which UPTAP helped strengthen, and the
Board of Management, under the Commission, which UPTAP hel ped establish, continue to
operate regularly and effectively. Nevertheless there are two studies being undertaken by other
donors, namely UNDP and DFID, into the POU management structures, specificaly the OPPD.
Thisimplies, and not surprisingly o, that there is thought to be room for improvement.

Budget Office:

This appears to be working effectively. The Office is reported to operate well insofar asit assists
the Budget Committee and Parliament to question the internd consistency of budgetary
proposds, the budgetary impact of al bills and monitor the record of expenditure of the
executive branch. Representatives of the Office gave aclear expostion of their work and
contribution and examples of issues on which they have successfully helped the Budget
Committee and Parliament chalenge the Executive. They aso readily availed the Summary of
the Recommendations of the Parliamentary Sessional Committees on the 2002/2003 Budget
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(November 2002), which reflects detailed questioning of the executive by both the Budget Office
and the Budget Committee. This contribution was confirmed by the Chair of the Budget
Committee and by every MP and other respondents continued technological changein the
Budget Office generated an ever growing demand for more advanced and powerful equipment;
and it is uncertain that Parliament itself has the resources to keep up with the demands.

Committee System:

On average it can be said that the committee system isworking effectively. There are about five
or 9x meetings scheduled per day and displayed on the committee notice board, which is
updated regularly. During the eva uation some committees were in action. Interviews with some
committee chairpersons confirmed that the committees were working. A few CSO interviewees
indicated that the committees with which they work were operating and they gave us examples
of recent useful contact with committees. With respect to committee functioning, the Evauation
Team noted that there was a comment mentioned by USAID (in one of the SUNY UPTAP
SOWs) that an atendance rate in some Committeesis poor. The Evauation Team was not able
to verify this one way or another, nor could it determine whether committee attendance has
changed since the SUNY project ended.

Parliamentary publications:

What is possbly the most important publication, The Hansard Reports on the Legidative
assembly, is congstently up to date. The August House, which is relied upon by a strengthened
Public Relations and Information Office is a publication for public consumption. The Hansard
and The August House were started under UPTAP and continue to be published regularly.
Volume 3 Issue 2 March 2003 of The August House contains useful information on upcoming
bills, laws passed, MPs etc. The production of the latest edition of the Directory of Parliament
was funded by UPTAP. This raises questions about the sustainability of the publication.
However it is reportedly extremey useful to parties (including the evauation team) interested in
tracking down and gaining access to information on Parliament. The team wastold that it isvery
likely to be updated soon.

Parliamentary contributionsto legidative enactments:

Asregards the introduction of Private Members bills, there are few of these. This s better than
nothing but probably less than hoped for. A serious limitation is Article 93 in the Ugandan
Condtitution that stipulates that Private Members' bills cannot incur additional government
expenditures. Until that is changed the niche for this type of bill remains very congtrained. As
regards substantial amendments to Executive sponsored hills, Parliament continues to make
frequent and substantive amendments. Examples included amendments to the budget proposals
of the Executive branch. 1t was aso suggested that only alimited number of MPsare adle (i.e.,
have the will or/and familiarity with procedures and issues) to effectively chalenge the agenda
of the Executive. It was not possible to independently test this proposition.

Civil Society accessto Parliament:

There were at least two MPswho said that the link between CSO and the Parliament had
weakened in the months since the SUNY contract ended. It is possible that they were referring to

8 MS]




some aspects of the SUNY program such as the CSO Exhibitions for the benefit of MPs. Inits
find report SUNY was optimistic that the CSOs would manage to set up an exhibition on their
own, but this has not yet occurred. Neverthdess, in terms of mutualy useful connections
between CSOs and Parliament, the relationships are cordia and there is evidence to support this.
The evidence relates to land, gender, security, electora laws and politica parties. Thereis gtill a
full time CSO liaison officer located in Parliament whose task it is to kegp CSOs informed of
Parliamentary activities. Thisis an important contribution to CSO-POU rdations. The April -
May 2003 issue of the Parliamentary Bulletin produced by UJCC included up to date, useful and
user-friendly information induding a summary of theissuesinvolved in legidation under
consderation, and examples of CSO initiatives. One person observed that the future of Civil
Society- Parliament relations would depend partly on how the NRM and the Executive Branch
work with Parliament.

It continues to buy books and periodicals and the place is clearly well organized and utilised.
Computer/email/internet use is considerably higher than book use. When Parliament isin sesson
al of the gpproximately 14 terminas are in use and there are people waiting. A vist to the
Library on aMonday, when MPs were not present, showed two of the terminalsin use. Another
visit on aWednesday showed seven terminasin use. During these viditsit was noted that some
computers could not be used. Photocopying services arein heavy demand. As mentioned earlier,
the Library tracks the servicesit provides. These data were presented early in our Findings
section. .

Research Services:

With 12 researchers the Parliamentary Research Services continues to serve MPs and
Committees. It tracks the record of reportsit provides in response to demands. While the number
of Research Service reports continues to grow — from about 120 to about 150 over three years,
thisisless of an increase than one might expect. Also with 305 MPs and numerous Committees,
this number represents continuity rather than substantive progress since the end of the SUNY
contract. However the Research Service aso responds to alarge number of on-the-spot requests
from MPs or thelr assstants. There are many of these and are time consuming but not recorded.
Despite the fact that this Office is working with old and underpowered computers, respondents
spoke highly of the continuing quality of the Research Service swork.

The Internship Program:

This program continues to operate. We were introduced to two professiona officers who first
came to Parliament as interns. Unfortunately it was not easy to set an exact number of interns
working in Parliament, as there does not seem to be a centralized process any longer. The Team
noted in this regard that there no longer appears to be a specid program for the interns who work
in Parliament.

I nformation Technology:

Not surprisngly we got various opinions about the sustainability of the I T introduced by
UPTAP. Sugtainability in relation to I'T is complex. Success inevitably leads to demands for
better and more powerful equipment; and consequently to some dissatisfaction. The technology
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itself advances rgpidly generating further demand for training. Maintenance too is expensive.
Also the more advanced technologicdly the individua, the more critica and frustrated he/she
tends to be of the state of IT. Asreported earlier, there was agreement that the equipment and
systemsthat SUNY ingalled were helpful and appropriate at the time and made a mgor
contribution to changing the way Parliament operates. We were informed that nearly al (one
opinion) or most (another view) of the origind computers are il in service dthough some had
been ‘ passed down’ to employees whose main need was for word processing. Other donors have
reportedly provided a number of new computers to Parliament and other had been purchased by
the POU itsdlf. The Evauation Team isnot in apostion to verify this Satement. To ensure that
itsIT resources function, Parliament has established a maintenance team and additiona
maintenance work is outsourced. Despite this, frustration was expressed by afew of thekey IT
users (e.g., in the Library, the Budget Office, Research Services, MPs) at irregular maintenance,
which in turn affects their performance.

The Parliamentary Website:

The dectronic legiddive tracking system is not working. While one can find some of the
legidation under consideration and access the contents of those bills, thereisfar lessinformation
available than say in ether the CSO or Parliament’s own printed publications, and website
tracking of progress of abill does not appear to be operating. Also Hansard on the Web has
fdlen behind.

L ocal Government:

We noted thet little progress had been made in strengthening Loca Government- Parliamentary
relaions. It therefore seems premature to expect any sustainability in this regard.

Office of Parliamentary and Professional Development:

Finaly the OPPD and therole of indtitutiondizing internd capacity building and donor
coordination, as anticipated in the Find SUNY report, has not gotten off to a good start, let lone
made progress towards sustainability. Tasks foreseen for this Office are potentially important
ones, over which Parliament needs to exercise increased and better-informed control. OPPD has
experienced a number of dructurd problems. some relaing to lines of responghility, othersto
the exact role intended for the Office. These issues remain unclarified. As noted above, two

other donors are carrying out astudy of the management structure of Parliament including the
future of functions for which OPPD was intended to take responghility.

Overdl the record of sugtainability of the various components of UPTARP in cooperation with
POU isadtrong one.




V. CONCLUSION

UPTAP succeeded in its major objective of enhancing the legidlative, budgeting and oversight
role of Parliament. This concluson evolves from the assessment of every aspect of the project
examined. Discrete eements of the project, and conclusions reached concerning them, are
summarized below.

Activities or Inputs Itisclear that UPTAP carried out the numerous and various workshop,
training, exchange, publishing and consultant undertakings foreseen in the agreements with
USAID aswdl asthe procurement and ingtallation of awide range of commodities, notably IT
and assstance with connectivity.

Ingtitution building: These activities led to new or vastly strengthened organizations and
systems, sometimes to breakthroughs, for which SUNY can clam strong attribution UPTAP
successes. The Budget Act, the Budget Office, the Library and Documentation Center, the
Committee system, the Research Services, the Public Relations and Information Office, the
Legidative Counsd, improved Parliamentary-Civil Society Relations are some of the outcomes
benfiting from newly inddled IT.

Services to and performance of MPs.  These improvements in turn succeeded in enhancing the
services provided by Staff to MPs and in the performance of Parliament. In support of their work
MPs now have access to the Internet connectivity, research materids, library services and
professona budgetary advice. CSO input is dso providing them with a hel pful new source of
information. Some MPs are making use of these sources of information and advice to raise the
quality of both Committee consideration and plenary debate. It may be that change istaking
place within alimited sphere of policy making but, compared to the situation before the 1997

Act and UPTAP, the legidature is chdlenging the Executive more effectively and congtructively
than it did before the project commenced.

Attribution: Not dl of these higher-level impacts can be atributed solely to SUNY and the
UPTAP project, however. After the Adminigtration of Parliament Act of 1997, Parliament
provided a conducive and supportive environment for change. With time, other donors have
become increasingly involved in assisting Parliament; and of course there has been a strong and
capable Ugandan input as well. Nevertheless, SUNY played a pivotd rolein initiating reform, in
fogtering change, and in what have proven to be lasting achievements. These successes and a
high levd of attribution to SUNY were confirmed in the interviews with Ugandans, the vast
mgority of whom were very positive about the impact of the project.

USAID’s comments and measures. USAID acknowledged ‘excellent progress at the end of the
first project, in its 2" Task Order for the UPTAP project. At the end of the second Task Order,
USAID observed that the Parliament of Uganda was much stronger than its regiona

counterparts. Results that USAID darified and quantified in its Results Framework and

associated targets, including a count of substantial amendments initiated by Parliament, were
achieved and even exceeded under the UPTAP contract. Further, USAID/CDIE, the Agency’s
centrd Evauation Office, included three results of the UPTAP project, namely the Budget

Office of the Ugandan Parliament, the committee system, and the library among its success It is
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aso noteworthy that POU has attracted a number of visiting Parliamentary delegations from
esawherein Africato learn from its practices. USAID’ sinvestment has also attracted eight
other donors who now share in the effort to strengthen Uganda’ s Parliament.

Sustainability: Itisonly ayear since the project ended but, in terms of sustainability, most of
the above-mentioned initiatives continue to operate effectively. The website might be in danger
of faling behind, and there are calls for replacing/upgrading of IT equipment to keep up with
demands. Sugtainability of practicesintroduced and the related improvement in quality of
legidative work gppear to be very promising.

Unfinished/Incomplete Tasks: Animportant early emphasisin the first SOW on Representation
(of congtituencies, of people), repeated in the second and third task orders has not been
emphasized by UPTAP throughout the three and haf years. A few rdevant events were

organized by SUNY but these were sporadic, not part of any planned strategy and without much
impact. Work with CSO-UP relations can certainly assst in better representation, but there is

more to representation than this.

Little progress was made on a modest component of the second and third SOWSs focused on
Parliament-Local Government relations.

One important initiative, contained in the third SOW, namely, to build the OPPD, got off to an
uncertain start and remains open to rethinking and restructuring.

SUNYsworking relations: For the most part, SUNY’ s relations with Parliament appear to have
been congructive and helpful. The mgority of people interviewed were pogtive about this.
Nevertheless there were criticisms of some aspects of SUNY’ s gpproach to working with
Parliament (and USAID’ s practices), some of which provide lessons for USAID and future
contractors.

Costs Intermsof codts, the project appears to have been dightly more expensive than some
other legidative strengthening projects USAID has supported, but high costs are not unusud in
legidative strengthening projects where oneis the mgor early donor and which involve large
commodity drops, introduction of IT, purchasing technica expertise from the US, starting from a
low leved of ‘modernization,” and in which many of the rates are set in Washington DC. Given
where Parliament is today compared to 1997 our assessment is that the money has been
effectively spent.




V. RECOMMENDATIONS

USAID’s current legidative strengthening project, managed by Development Associates, is
consderably smdler in scae than the SUNY program. In contrast to the Situation when the
SUNY UPTAP project wasinitiated. There are now seven other donors involved in efforts to
grengthen Parliament. There is more donor coordination and plans for a‘basket’” mechanism to
ded with donor funds and it is expected Parliament will be directly involved in this coordination.
Thisisthe context in which the Evauation Team' s recommendetions are being made. In one
sense the current context islimiting, in that it no longer encourages USAID to make large
investments. On the other hand the current Situation represents possibilities, because the donors
working together with each other and Parliament have the resources to achieve a grest dedl.

Process

Conaultation & multiple levels, trangparency, and informeation sharing is key to an effective
legidétive strengthening program.

A caeful Stakeholder Analysis should be carried for each initiative in this type of project,
laying out winners and losers, measuring the impact on specific groups of stakeholders.
This type of thinking through various project actions and steps can reduce a sense of
disgppointment and suspicion among those who are “left out” when other individuds or

other offices are sdlected for attention.

Need to take explicit steps to consult and inform those who are indirectly affected by any

decisons made as well as those who must participate in the decision-making processes.

Any possble steps that can be taken to enhance consultation and transparency that are
compatible with USAID regulations should be gpplied.  For example, increasng
transparency in processes for sdecting people for short vidts and in the sdection of loca

trainers for workshops would be a step in the right direction.

Criteria of sdlection of loca trainees should be made clear and key supervisory persons

should be consulted and informed.
Representation

Thiswas amaor objective of UPTAP, but received much less attention than the other objectives.
The reasons remain unclear. Improved representation of people and constituencies (or MP-
condtituent relations) is Sgnificant to a meaningful democracy. It is however a chdlenging,
possibly formidable and long-term task. There is dso one specific and maor problem that MPs
face as soon as they are dected which hinders Parliament and democratic processes. Immediately
after they are dected, MPs are seen as service ddiverersto individuas and families, and an

entire range of expectations of persona patron-client relationships are established between them
and their condituents. The client in this arrangement has significant influence in the sense that

the threat from the condtituency is. if you do not deliver (assistance say with coffins, weddings,
school fees etc) you will not be re-dected. The outcome in Uganda has been that very effective
MPswho play a congructive role in Parliament (including on behaf of their condituency asa
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whole) have been defeated, and replaced other representatives, who are not necessarily more
effective aslegidators. A number of very able MPs have been discouraged by this and said they
would run not again because of this Stuation. Expectations of this sort can aso lead to

corruption, snce most MPs do not have the resources to meet al the demands placed on them by
condtituents. These patterns suggest the need for a separate sudy showing the setbacks that MPs
face and a plan for improving the Stuation to be undertaken, and then public education on civic
rights and obligations should be promoted. At the loca government level, USAID should be
working to improve Parliament— Locd Government Reations possibly through its

decentrdization project.

Per for mance M easur ement

It was found that the performance measurement function somewhat uneven. USAID in its Task
Orders gave SUNY arather vague set of result statements. At some stage there was agreement
that USAID would select indicators for its Results Framework and R4 reporting and these would
apply tothe UPTAP project.  Inthisvein thereis evidence in some of the quarterly reports of
counting of amendments and private members bills and committee meetings. But this does not
appear to have occurred on aregular basis and USAID does not seem to have made much of it.
In the future it might be appropriate for USAID to be more specific about its expectations for
performance measurement by implementers. Given the contingencies of palitics thet lie outsde
donor hands, it might be appropriate to establish performance targets under two scenarios, one
more optimistic and one more pessimidtic. It is aso becoming more difficult to attribute results
to USAID projects that support Parliament, since USAID is now asmaller player inamore
complex field of donors, some of whom are contributing to a*basket fund”. Thiswill require
USAID to look more thoughtfully ‘plausible association’ of itsimplementer’ s actions with
outcomes, and be willing to step back from an expectation of ‘ direct attribution.” One approach
might beto include quditative components indices that assess Parliamentary improvement,
gnce, for example, Parliament might be making an impact on large numbers of hills, but be
ignored or consstently defested by the Executive on the few important ones.

Big-Ticket Items

In the course of the evaluation, a number of people asked the Evauation Team for further
professond training. It was said that the training to-date had redlly been exposure training,
focusing on goplication of expertise to the dynamics of Parliament but that there was no
professiona enhancement. A number of people we spoke to requested and made strong
judtifications for further professiond training such as Masters and even Ph.D. degrees for people
in their departments. Fields such asinternationa relations macro and microeconomics and socid
science research are dynamic and changing. Parliament could easily find itsdlf fdling behind.
The other big item is more advanced I T as has been discussed in thisreport. Again thereis
vdidity to this case. Given the rapidity of change, Parliament could soon fdl behind in its
capacity to work with large quantities of information and data sets. We agppreciate the expense
involved and that this category of assstance probably does not fit into present USAID proposals
but the points made have vdidity and donors as a group might wish to give them the attention
due.
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The Website

Progress on the website isfaling behind. USAID, in consultation with other donors, should give
atention to working with Parliament’s I T section to find out what the problems are and help to
solve them sooner rather than later, as the Stuation could decline even further if not addressed.
Asit gands, the system isloging its currency and legitimacy because outdated information, say
in the bill tracking system, is worse than no information.

Dealing with *turnover’

Over 50% of those trained in the 6™ Parliament failed to return in the 7" Parliament and this has
benefits but it aso has costs and it provides chalenges to sustained capacity building in

Parliament over time. There are no easy answers but donors might look into finding systemic
responses. One answer isto give atention to the professond staff of Parliament, but in the end

it isthe MPswho are dected by the people and who need the capacity to chalenge the executive.
This pointsto returning to and cdls for the need to emphasizing ‘ inditutiondized’ capacity
building of Parliament, an ideainitiated under the third UPTAP Task Order.

Additional Recommendations from | nter viewees

(These are not included in the above, as they are not recommendations made by the Evaluation
Team. They are smply listed here without comment.)

Refine exchange vidts. It was suggested that if there are future exchange vigts, they

should be more specificaly focused on individua needs and less generd.

Committee clerks need more support and training (in recording, report writing, €etc) to
enable them to record deliberations and report them accurately and timely fashion. The
inadequate training of assstant clerks adds an unnecessary burden onto  Committee

Chairpersons.

Paliament should experiment with an interactive webgte which will provide another

channd for citizen input into public debates and decison meking

To accompany the program to strengthen loca government, there is a need to build civil
society capacity at the local level. Local Governments have power to make by-laws and
these decisons affect people directly. People need to have a sense tha they ae

participating.
Civil Society exhibitions for the information of Parliament should be repested.

MPs, especidly new ones, need training in legidative drafting, public spesking and dso

in how to negotiate.

Parliament needs an eectronic voting system
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Civil Society includes large busness and indudria federations. These should be
included in the USAID’'s CSO work as these kinds of organizations play an important
role in economic policy formulation.

A meeting should be held with the successor implementer to see how the main lessons and
recommendations of this report might be helpful to its work.
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VI. LESSONS LEARNED

Lessons learned from this evaluation are intended to carry forward to future projects in Uganda

A parliament is not a homogeneous unit. It needs ‘unpackaging.” It has many departments,
committees, levels of seniority, systems and, of course, relaively large number of eected MPs
who have varied agenda, demands and levels of ambition. Therefore a quite genuine consultation
with one component or one level of Parliament might well look like lack of consultation to
another. For example, leading MPs and professonds (end users) will see things differently and
both will require consultation.

Another related lesson isthat in alegidative strengthening project there are going to be winners
and losers. Given the Sze of the ‘community’ in a parliament the losers will be fully aware of the
decisons and will be disgppointed and digpleased, sometimes even suspicious. Thisrefersto
both individuas (say in the selection for overseas exchange vists) and departments (say in the
ingalation of advanceIT). Thisisinevitable. But steps can be taken to reduce the sense of
excluson and disaffection.

Donors may be able to improve the capacity (information systems, research services, committee
system, and public speaking and policy analyss skills of MPs etc) but they may not be able to
change the balance of power between the executive and the legidature. What they are doing is
essentid but it is not necessarily sufficient. The outcome of legidative strengthening projects
depends on a context that is outside the project’s control and is heavily influenced by the agenda
of Presidents, the Executive Branch, politica partiesetc. 1t can also be affected by the qudity of
MPs, which can change from one e ection to another.

Technology is advancing rapidly. Success leads firgt to improvements and then appreciation and
then soon to frustration and demands for more and better equipment. Demands grow too as
people come to understand the potential and as technology continues to advance. This providesa
chdlenge to sustainability. Ensuing recurrent costs on an initiad investment will not only need to
cover maintenance but the additional expense of constant upgrading, renewal and re-training.

To some extent competition between the Executive and the legidature may be seen asawin-lose
game. Given the srength of most Executives, donors are often in the position of sding with, and
empowering, the legidative branch, a the expense of the Executive Branch, including the
country’s leedership. Efforts need to be made to work closaly with the Executive to reduce some
of the suspicion and to help it see some of the advantages.

MPs have to look in two directions; toward the executive branch, and towards the people who
elect them. In looking towards the ‘ peopl€e’ they are confronted by another dudity: people asa
congtituency (who want to receive ‘public services such asroads) and individuds (who want to
receive ‘private goods such as school fees). This raises some serious chalenges for
representation, exacerbates potentia for corruption, and can affect the quality of those who
choose to stand for dective office.
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Appendix 1

Evaluation Scope of Work

STATEMENT OF WORK FOR THE EVALUATION OF SUNY/UPTAP ACTIVITY
(1998-2002)

Background

The Sixth Paliament of Uganda was eected for a five-year term commencing in 1996. Two
years later, the leadership of the Sixth Parliament contacted USAID with a wide-ranging request
for assstance. In 1998, USAID agreed to provide assistance through 1QC AEP-5468-1-00-6004-
00. Following standard procurement practices for the IQC, the State University of New York
(SUNY) was awarded Task Order 804 to implement USAID’s proposed program of assistance to
Parliament from August 1998 through August 1999. This program of assstance was designated
the “Uganda Parliament Technicd Assgtance Project” (UPTAP), and the Task Order completion
date was later extended to April 2000.

At the end of the first 18 months of the SUNY/UPTAP Activity, USAID/Uganda issued follow-
on Task Order 800 to SUNY/UPTAP to provide additiona assstance from May 2000 through
May 2001. One year later, USAID/Uganda issued follow-on Task Order 803 to provide
additiona services through April 2002. The Scopes of Work for SUNY/UPTAP Task Orders
804, 800, and 803 are attached as Exhibits A to this Statement of Work. A summary of
accomplishments under those three Task Orders is attached as Exhibit Bl. Some of the
capacities and indtitutiona structures of Parliament set up by SUNY/UPTARP activity include:

* Increasing the ability of members and committees to access information through the
provision of research and reference services (library)

= Paliament’s direct link to the Internet, Internet web page and ingdlation of computers to
provide better technical information from which to develop policy positions and legidate.

» Paliamentary budget office to provide professond budget andyss to inform the review
of the executive-driven budget process.

In 2001-2002, USAID/Uganda designed a successor activity to UPTAP that would include
additiond eements of support related to legidative drafting, anti-corruption, and eection law
reform. This successor activity was designated the “Legidative Support Activity” (LSA). In
January 2002, USAID/Uganda issued RFP No. 617-02-004 under 1QC AEP-1-00-00-00003-00.
Following standard procurement practices for the 1QC, Development Associates (DA) was
awarded the Task Order to implement the LSA Activity.

1 Documents will be obtained from MEMS officein Kampala.
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Objective of the Assignment

Although the successor LSA Activity is now wdl underway, USAID/Uganda’s man objective
for this assgnment is to conduct an evduation of the SUNY/UPTAP program covering the
period August 1998- April 2002, to derive lessons learned over the project period: The mgor
issues to evauae include:

Activity Results:

The success of the program in achieving the objectives gstated in the Task Orders,
(804, 800, and 803), that is the progress towards achievement of expected results of
Task Order activities.

The contribution of the overdl program to the functioning of the Parliament of
Uganda, the drengthening and sudtainability of the inditution, and  whether SUNY
activities contributed to the efficiency and effectiveness of Parliament as a legidative
body.

The cost-effectiveness of the overdl program, i.e, was the cost reasonable relative to
the effects it produced, i.e, greater or less than initidly anticipated, consdering not
only the origina planned cogt, but changes in the cost of the program incorporated
into follow-on task orders.

Evidence of the sudanability of activity-led changes, based on the period from the
end of the SUNY/UPTAP project to the present.

The Processes, which may help, explain results and from which lessons may be derived:

The vaious working rdationships edablished with and within Parliament; eg.
SUNY’s reationshipgmeetings with other draegic patners, its handling of
development initiatives linking parliament with loca government and civil society.

Whether and how the SUNY team not only tracked but dso utilized information
about progress towards planned results based on activity led benchmarks and
indicators.

Assess what was effective or counter effective with the way USAID asssted
Parliament, including the cost effectiveness of the program

Existing Performance I nfor mation Sour ces

The following are some of the information sources:

The Scopes of Work for SUNY/UPTAP Task Orders 804, 800, and 803 and a summary
of accomplishments under those three Task Orders.

Annud/quarterly reports running from August 1998- October 2001
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»  Paliamentary Proceedings
= Paliamentary Library Materids
Evaluation Methods

The Consultant’ s eva uation should be based upon:

Information from secondary sources and the contractor's knowledge of the levels of
development and effectiveness of other Paliaments in Africa — and paticulaly in
Eagt Africa— and recent improvements in the performance of such Parliaments;

Reviewsof dl SUNY/UPTAP program documents, assessments, and reports;
Reviews of data from Afrobarometer opinion polls conducted in 2000 and 2002
Interviews with USAID/Uganda staff and contractors;

interviews with Paliament of Uganda daff; and members of sdect Parliamentary
committees;

Interviews with other donors supporting inditutiond development of Parliament, who
include DFID, EU among others.

Other methods deemed appropriate and proposed by the consultants.
Deliverables

The Conaultants shal produce a short written evauation (no more than 20 pages of text in the
body of the report, plus an Executive Summary and annexes) of the SUNY/ UPTAP activity
addressing the topics listed aove. The report shdl avoid extensve repetition of the history of
the SUNY/UPTAP program, and shdl instead focus on evidence required to answer the
questions posed by this SOW, including specific examples of activities that illustrate the degree
of effectiveness, codt-effectiveness, and sudtainability of the activities implemented. In addition,
the report shal identify changes in legidative performance over the period of time since SUNY’s
progran began in those areas of legidative function or peformance that the SUNY program
focused on, and shdl evduate the degree to which those changes in performance attributable to
SUNY programmatic activities or interventions. Changes that have been sustained beyond the
teem of the SUNY program, without additiona externad assstance, should aso be noted.
Findly, the report shadl include a lig of gpecific recommendations as to how future programs of
support to the Parliament of Uganda could be structured so as to be more effective, or more cost
effective, or to produce more sustainable results.  Through the Monitoring and Evaudtion
Management Services (MEMYS) project, the Consultants shal provide to USAID/Uganda one
hard copy and one dectronic copy (in Microsoft Word 97, Times New Roman 12 point font) of
the Final Report.

A suggested format for the forma evaluation report is provided in the form of MEMS illudtrative
Table of Contents for an Evaluation Report (Attachment A).

0 MS]




Team Composition and Participation

USAID/Uganda anticipates that this evauation will require the combined skills of:

One senior evauaor from outsde Uganda with broad experience in Evaduation and
Parliamentary strengthening; and

One locd evduator from Uganda with strong background and knowledge of the
Ugandan political system, the chdlenges facing the Paliament of Uganda and
Africanin generd.

Both of the above should collectively have good evaduation methods and data collection skills.
The team members should maintain the objectivity and independence of an evauation; specid
care should be taken by the team members to have no evident conflicts of interest. That is no
potentia biases or vested interests in the evauation's outcomes. In addition, the team should
ensure that as awhole, the evaluation is balanced and represents various points of view.

Reporting and Dissemination

MEMS project on behdf of its client USAID/Uganda will be responsble for overseeing the
operations and effectiveness of this assgnment. The team shal execute the assgnment in close
consultation with MEMS' Chief of Paty (COP) or the Technicad Director and the key liason
person for Democracy/governance. The consultants shall ensure that reports are handed over in
good time to dlow enough time for comments and feedback. The Consultants will dso be
required to make an ora presentation of their key findings to MEMS, USAID and other relevant
stakeholders.

Procedures. Schedule and L ogistics

This evduation shal commence on/about 24th June and will be completed by 16th July 2003. It
is anticipated that the internationad evauator will need to be present within Uganda for a
maximum of 12 working days. The consultants shdl be availed office space & MEMS office, 3¢
floor, Cotton House, 15 Clement Hill Road and a cdl phone will be placed at their disposa for
the duration of the fidd work period of this evduaion. MEMS will facilitate a one-day, on site
Team Panning Megting (TPM) for this evduation in its Kampda offices (Attachment B.)) The
Evduaion Team will be expected organize its own program of work and interviews following
the TPM, working within the parameters of the illusrative work plan provided for this
evduaion. (Attachment C) MEMS receptionist will asss the Evduaion Team in making
appointments, as needed. The contractor shall be required to deliver a draft report to the MEMS
Technicd Supervisor for this evduation, Mr. Polly Mugisha, who will, in turn, submit it to
USAID/Uganda on or before July 17, 2003. USAID/Uganda will review and provide MEMS
with comments on the draft evauation report within one week of its recept, and the consultants
shdl be required to submit to MEMS a find verson of the report tha is responsve to
USAID/MEMS comments on or before July 28, 2003. The fina report will be submitted in both
hard copy and dectronic form. Three bound copies of this report will be provided to
USAID/Uganda by MEMS.  Electronic submisson to USAID is intended to facilitate
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compliance with USAID’s requirement for the ddivery by USAID operating units of an
€electronic copy of every completed evauation to USAID/PPC/CDIE a cdie_acg@usaid.gov.

Termsof Payment

International and locad consultants assigned to this evaduation will be paid in accordance with
ther individud contracts with MSI and the MEMS field office, respectively, but in no case will
fina payment beissued prior to MEM S acceptance of the fina report on this evaluation.

Budget (in Man days)

No. [ Activity I nternational Local Consultants
consultant
Preparationinthe US 1
0 Days of travel (Air) 35
1 Document review
2. TPM, Initial Meeting with USAID 12 13
3. Data Collection and Analysis 4
4, Oral briefing for USAID
5. Prepare draft report
6 Review fina report 1
Total 17.5 17
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Appendix 2

[llustrative Evaluation Report Outline

Cover Page [Standard M S| format: identify the title of the project/activity evaluated, the date of the evaluation and
both recipient’ s name and those of the members of the evaluation team.]

Table of Contents

List of Acronyms

Lists of Charts, Tables or Figures [Only required in long reports that use these extensively.]

Project/Activity Summary [Stand-Alone, 1 page, providing background information on program being evaluated.]

Executive Summary [Stand-Alone, 1-3 pages, summary of report. This section may not contain any material not
also found in the main part of the evaluation report.]

Main Body of the Evaluation Report

1. Introduction/Background and Purpose [Overview of the project/activity and where this evaluation falls in
the project cycle. Summarizes the development problem addressed and the kind of assistance provided.
Covers the purpose and intended audiences for the evaluation and their main concerns as identified in the
SOW.]

2. Evauation Approach and Methods [Brief summary. Additional information, including instruments should
be presented in an Annex]

3. Findings [This section, organized in whatever way the team wishes, must present the basic answers to the
evaluation questions, i.e., the empirical facts and other types of evidence the evaluation team collected.]

4. Conclusions [This section should present the evaluation team’s interpretations or judgments about its
findings].

5. Recommendations [This section should make it clear what actions should be taken as a result of the
evaluation?]

6. LessonsLearned. [In this section the evaluation team should present any information that would be useful
to people who are considering replicating or scaling-up this activity or any part of it in Uganda or
elsewhere. Other lessons the team derives from the study should also be presented here.]

Annexes [These may include supplementary information on the project itself; further description of the data
collection/analysis methods used; data collection instruments; lists of persons interviewed; statistical tables, an other
relevant materials.]

2 Recommendations may include suggestions for the distribution of the evaluation report, pursuant to
USAID’ s policy to openly share and discuss evaluation findings with relevant customers and partners as well as
other donors and stakeholders, unless there are compelling reasons not to do so.
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Appendix 3

Tentative Plan for the TPM for the SUNY/UPTAP

Wednesday, June 25, 2003

8:30am.

10:00 am.

12:00 am.

4:00 p.m.

Preiminary discusson with MEMS Technica Supervisor for the evduation, the
cdarity of the SOW; technicd questions and issues; logigtics for the evauation;
MEMS expectations for the evduation report; the importance of sorting out team
roles and responsbilities at the start of the process.

Meeting with USAID. Briefing from USAID on SUNY/UPTAP, the evduation
purpose and audiences, priority SOW questions from USAID’s perspectives.
Discussion of any issues.

Evduation planing sesson:. SUNY/UPTAP evduation team opportunity to
devdop a detaled a plan for responding to the evauation scope, including
proposed approach, methods and instruments for data collection; data andyss
plan, including andlysis methods to be used.

Evduation team presentation and discusson with MEMS daff of its proposed
goproach to the evduation, including data collection methods, timing, etc., and its
plans for data andyss. The team should make clear in this sesson how much
additiond time it will spend refining its plans and insruments before beginning to
collect data through direct interviews, observation, etc. This presentation should
aso cover team roles and respongbilities as the team has worked them out.




Appendix 4

Work plan for SUNY/UPTAP Evaluation

No. | ACTIVITY VENUE DATES
1 Pre-evaluation set-up, e.g., document reproduction, preparation of June 23, 2003
potential list of names and phone numbers of potential evaluation
interviewees, e.g., offices’committees of Parliament and their staff,
MPs, other donors, etc., for discussion with USAID. [Concurrent
with travel of international member of the evaluation team.]
2. Team review of SOW and SUNY/UPTAP reports and other relevant
materials, e.g., Afro barometer opinion polls conducted in 2000 and | MEMS' office June 23-24,
2002; USAID CSP in force during SUNY/UPTAP work period, etc. 2003
[Team may elect to start making data collection appointments with
individuals they are certain they need to see.]
3. TPM for the SUNY/UTAP Evaluation, including discussion of the | 8:30 MEMS' office
SOW with USAID. Evaluation Team develops field data collection | 10:00 USAID June 25th
plan, including relevant instruments; data analysis plan and relevant | 12:00 — 5:00
forms/tables; divides roles and responsibilities, prepares detailed | MEMS office
Evaluation schedule; and report preparation/writing schedule and
assignments. Interview scheduling for data collection continues.
4, Data collection in Kampala, i.e., at Parliament, with other donors, June 26™ — July
etc. 3rd
5. Analysis of findings evaluation findings; formulation of conclusions | MEMS' office July 39— 5th
and recommendations/lessons |learned; preparation of a PowerPoint
or Flip Chart presentation, or a typed summary of Findings,
Conclusions and Recommendations for USAID.
6. Oral briefing on the evaluation results for USAID 2:00 p.m. July 7 2003
USAID office
7 Report writing (Draft) [Starts concurrent with the departure of the | MEMS' office July 8M-111
international consultant.]
8. International consultants review of draft evaluation report Consultant’s
“home base” July 10 - 23"
9. | MEMS staff technical review and submission of report draft MEMS office 14™-15™ July
10. | USAID comments incorporated into final version of the evaluation | MEMs office July 16™ - 17th

report; final report submitted to USAID by MEMS




Appendix 5

Evaluation M ethods

Documents Reviewed

Given that the evauation team was encouraged by USAID to concentrate more on broad issues
and achievements than on detailed events, the key documents studied were the three scopes of
work that USAID prepared for the UPTAP project implementer, the project budget documents,
the three find reports prepared by the implementer and a written record of achievements
provided by the Undersecretary of Parliament.

Although we focused on broad issues we nevertheless took the detail serioudy. For this purpose
the quarterly reports of the implementer were studied. They provided consderable information
of the numerous events and activities undertaken, of commodities ingaled, publications issued,
and processes managed by SUNY. We dso read sdectively some of the numerous attachments
to the reports to get a sense of the content and quality of, and reactions to, the workshops and
study tours, and the content of some of the consultants' reports.

By way of background we read periodicas and newspapers, referred to the POU webste (which
contains information on the higory and adminigration of the Parliament), the USAID webste,
the second Afrobarometer study and various related studies. To get a sense of comparable
projects we dso read some USAID CDIE legidative evauations, as well as a few other USAID
funded eva uation documents. (See attachment 1 for alist of documents to which we referred.)

I nter views Conducted

We caried out 36 interviews with key informants. We gave mog atention to Parliament. We
sought to get a reasonable baance of paliticians and officids, a mgority of them senior, and
familiar with or/fand beneficiaries (either persondly or as members of an office or committeg) of
the UPTAP project. We sought to get a least one person closdly familiar with each of the SUNY
intiatives. We aso interviewed a few donor representatives, including USAID, to get their sense
of the issues involved in working with UP. In this case a few key donor representatives were out
of country. Findly we met with one person from the NRM and a few CSO representatives who
had worked with SUNY . In afew cases peopl e represented more than one category.

Given USAID advice to us tha one of the most important aspects of the study was to find out
wha the Ugandans thought and to let them determine what success meant and whether it was
achieved, interviews were a very important pat of the evauaion. In seeking opinions and
perspectives we aso pressed respondents to give us concrete examples and materias to back up
their case. The study is essentialy quditative in nature. This involved careful ligening but it dso
involved interpretation. For example, people from different offices may have had different
experiences. People who had been sdected for training may have different opinions from those
who were not. People with greater technologica ingght might make different assessments from
those less technologically advanced. People supportive of the NRM might have perspectives that
vary from people sympathetic to other parties. We aso gave attention to the quality of evidence

* MS]




or illugration provided by the interviewess. We certainly did not tak to everyone we should
have but in five days dlotted for the task we believe we spoke to a reasonably baanced group of
informed people. (See Attachment for alist of people interviewed)

Since SUNY was no longer present in Kampala we emailed a set of questions to the two people
who had served as Chief of Party during the duration of the project.

Observation and Reality Testing

In addition to asking interviewees to give specific examples in support of points made, we aso
asked for performance data where it was available, examples of publications and reports and we
tried to observe processes in action. This was particularly relevant in seeking to respond to the
guestion of sudainability. Items we checked on incuded: publications of Parliament, including
Hansard, and of CSOs, the UP Web dste, dectronic legidative tracking system, Hansard on the
Website, the Committee Notice Board, Committee rooms, state of furniture and equipment, use
of thelibrary and the computersin the library.
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Appendix 6

List of Documents Reviewed

Freedom House, Uganda. Washington DC, post 2000 taken from the internet (no specific
reference).

Jean Paul Emmert et d, Parliament Strengthening in Nepd, Washington DC: CDIE USAID
Impact Evauation, 1996.

Ha Lipmann and Jod Jutkowitz, Parliamentary Assstance in Poland (Title to be checked,
Washington DC CDIE: USAID Impact Evaudtion, 1996.

Ha Lipmann and Jod Jutkowitz, Legidaive Strengthening in El Savador, Washington DC
CDIE: USAID Impact Evauation, 1996.

Carolyn JLogan, Nansozi Muwanga, Robert Setamu and Michadl Bratton, AFRObarometer.
Uganda Round 2 Afrobarometer Survey Report, Kampala, 2003.

National Democratic Ingtitute, Namibia: Consolidating Parliamentary Democracy in Namibia,
USAID Co-Operative Agreement No 690-A-00-98-00228-00, Septemberl, 1998 to December
31, 2000.

Norad, Country assessment, Corruption in Uganda, June 2003, http://www.nord.no/ default.asp

Ochieng Henry, ‘MPs give Musaveni 14 daysto explain UCB scandd,” AfricaOnline 12 Aug
2001. http:/Amww=>africaonline.com/ste/Articles/’1,3, 19092.jsp

Parliament of Uganda, A Directory of Uganda s Seventh Parliament, 2001-2006,
SUNY/Parliament of Uganda, Kampaa, 2001.

Parliament of Uganda, Summary of the Recommendations of the Parliamentary Sessondl
Committees on the 2002/2003 Budget, Parliamentary Budget Office, Kampaa, 2002.

Parliament of Uganda Information and Public Relations Office, The August House, 1, 1, 2000.

Parliament of Uganda Information and Public Relaions Office, The August House, 4, 5 May
2003.

Parliament, Republic of Uganda Higtory of Parliament http:/Aww.parliament/go.ug/ history.htm

Parliament. Republic of Uganda Parliamentary Committees,
http://mwww.parliament.go.ug/sess onal %20committees.htm

Parliament. Republic of Uganda, Adminidration of Parliament,
http://mww.parliament.go.ug/admin.htm




Parliament. Republic of Uganda, Business Transacted by the 7" Parliament,
http:/Amww.parliament.go.ug/Business _session2mtg2.htmadmin.htm.

Republic of Uganda, Conditution of the Republic of Uganda, 1995, Government of Uganda,
Kampala, 1995

SUNY/IDG Uganda Parliamentary Technical Assistance Project (UPTAP) Find Report to
USAID Uganda on Contract No OUT AEP-1-804-96-00004-00. Task Order 804. Submitted by
Marc Cassidy, COP, June 2000.

SUNY/IDG Uganda Parliamentary Technical Assstance Project (UPTAP) Final Report to
USAID Uganda. Contract No AEP-1-800-00-00003-00. Task Order 800. May 2001.

SUNY/IDG Uganda Parliamentary Technica Assistance Project (UPTAP) Combined Fourth
Quarterly and Find Report to USAID/ Uganda. Contract: OUT AEP-1-803-00-00004. Task
Order 803. Submitted by Donna Bugby, COP, April 2002.

[Plus asdection of SUNY/IDG Quarterly Reports and Attachments]

United Nations Development Program, Parliamentary Reform in Africa and the World. Latest
Trends, http://Aww.udp.org/surf-wallinks’ NEPA D/parliamentrarians/docsery reformen.htm.

Uganda Joint Christian Council, Monthly Parliamentary Bulletin, February- March 2003.

Uganda Joint Chrigtian Council, Monthly Parliamentary Bulletin, April-May 2003.

USAID/CDIE Impact Evauation, Modernizing Bolivia s Legidaure PN-ABS-537 no 1, 1996.

USAID/CDIE, USAID’s Experience in Strengthening L egidatures. (downloaded/details not
provided)

USAID Activity Data Sheet. Program Uganda 21 June 2003
http:/Aww.usai d.gov/pubs/chjOafr/ug/617-005.html

USAID, Maawi: Srrengthening Parliament and Civil Society, USAID Grant No 612-G-00-94-
00005-00, April 1, 2000 to September 30, 2000, Semi Annua Report

USAID Program Data Shest, Program Uganda, 21 June 2003
http://Aww.usai d.gov/pubs/chjO0afr/ug/617-009.html

USAID Uganda, Firgt Scope of Work for the Implementation of USAID/Uganda s Capacity
Building Program for the Parliament of Uganda, August 21, 1996 — April 10, 2000.

USAID Uganda, Second Scope of Work for the Implementation of USAID/Uganda s Capacity
Building Program for the Parliament of Uganda, April 11, 2000 — April 30, 2001.

USAID Uganda, Third Scope of Work for the Implementation of USAID/Uganda s Capacity
Building Program for the Parliament of Uganda, May 1, 2001 — April 30, 2002.
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USAID Uganda The Uganda Parliamentary Technical Assistance Project (UPTAP), Prepared by
USAID-Uganda Strategic Objective 09, January 2002.




Appendix 7

I nstrument Used for Interviews

Interviews carried out with gtaff and Members of Parliament during this evauation dl followed
the generd line of explanation and set of questions provided below:

We ae carying out an evauaion for USAID of the work of SUNY which worked with
Parliament from 1998 till 2001. The purpose is to find out what worked and what did not work
and why and to learn useful lessons from that experience — lessons that may be hepful to USAID
and Parliament as they provide guidance to the new implementer and look to the future - so that
future programs can be more effective.

SUNY’s mandate was to provide training, technicd assstance, sudy vidts and ingdl equipment
(particularly furniture and information technology for purposes of eectronic communication and
internet access) dl amed a drengthening the capacity of Paliament to play its role more
effectivdy. In particular SUNY focused on the Parliamentary Congressiona Committee, the
Committee System (including helping civil society have access to the Committees), the Budget
Office, The Library and Documentation Center, the Legidative Counsd and the Research
Service.

We aretrying to find out if the SUNY program worked and would like to ask
1) didyou participate directly in any way (seminar, study tour, training, equipment)

If so Do how did you asess the work of SUNY a the time (in training, providing
equipment)? Did you benefit (a lot, some, not much, not a dl) from the program? — in wha
way?— What did you do differently/better as aresult — please give examples

2) Did ‘your’ office or committee benefit in any way. (a lot, some, not much, not a dl ) in
what ways — what did you do differently or better as a result — please give examples and
provided any evidence

3) Did Parliament benefit in any way ( a lot, some, not much, not a dl)? in what way ? What
did you do better or differently as a result — please give examples or provide evidence.

4) Of the changes that took place are they 1) or 2) are they working but not very effectively
or 3) have they dopped? Can you suggest reasons why? If they are ill operating
reasonably well are other donors supporting them?

5) What was your generd impression of SUNY ?
6) How should they have done things differently?

7) What recommendations would you make about what should be done to improve /enhance
any future legidative assstance program funded by USAID?
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Appendix 8

Individuals I nterviewed by the Evaluation Team

Respondents I nterviewed During the SUNY/UPTAP Evaluation

No Name Designation
Parliamentarians
1 Hon. John Kazoora Seventh Parliamentary Commissioner
2 Hon. Beatrice Kiraso Chairperson Budget Committee
3 Hon. Nobert Mao Member: 1) Public Accounts Committee 2) Legd
and Parliamentary Affairs
4 Hon. Christopher Mbdibulha | Committee  Member:  Agriculture,  Animal  Industry
and Fisheries
5 Hon. Augudtine Ruzindana Former: 1) Inspector Genera of Government, 2)
Charperson  Public  Accounts  Committee 6"
Parliament. Member: Budget Committee
6 Hon. Johnson Nkuuhe Member: 1) Budget Committee 2) Agriculture
Animd Industries and Fisheries
Subtotal | 6
Parliamentary Staff
1 Mr. Aeneas Tandekwire Clerk to Parliament
2. Mr. Chris Abwoli Kaija Under Secretary, Finance and Administration
3 Mr. Manud Pinto Director  Office of Paliamentaly  Professond
Deveopmernt
4 Mr. Samuel Wanyaka Director Parliamentary Budget Office
5 Mr. Assuman Golooba Senior Economist Budget Office
6 Mr. Hunington Asaba Economist Budget Office
5 Mr. Aloysius Makata Director Library, Research and Information
6 Ms. Margeret Ndawula Chief Legidative Counsd
7 Mr. Innocent Rugambwa Legidative Librarian
8 Mr. Ahmed Kagoye Sergeant At Arms
9 Mr. Paul Wabwire Senior Principle Assstant, Clerk’ s Department
10 Ms. Victoria Kaddu Senior Personnd Officer
11 Mr. Enoth Tumkwasibwe Principle Research Officer
12 Mr. Kagole Kivumbi Parliamentary Public Reations Officer
13 Ms. Ranny Ismall Parliamentary Information Officer
14. Ms. Ester Mwambu Parliamentary Publications Officer
Subtotal | 14
Civil Society
1 Rev. Canon Grace Kaiso Executive Director: Uganda Joint Christian Council
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No Name Designation

2 Ms. Jackie Assmwe | Co-ordinator: Uganda Women's Network
Mwesige

3 Ms. Margeret Rugadya Programme Officer; Uganda Land Alliance

Subtotal | 3
Non-Parliamentary
Paliticians

1 Mr. Abu Mayanja Former: Parliamentarian: 2™ and 57 Parliaments, and

Former Deputy Prime Minister and Attorney Generd
2 Ms. Margeret Oumo Oguli Director of Information Movement Secretariat, and
Member FIDA

3 Mr. Onyango Kakoba Former Member of Parliament 6" Parliament

Subtotal | 3
Donors

1 Mr. John Anderson USAID

2 Mr. Don Elliot USAID

3 Ms Liz Kiingi USAID

4 Mr. Albert Smunyu USAID

5 Mr. Patrick Mugabo USAID

6 Mr. Samudl |banda UNDP

7 Mr. Tom Wingfied DFID

Subtotal | 7
SUNY/UPTAP

8 Mr. Dick Cassidy Formerly with SUNY/UPTAP
(Communicaied by emall)

9 Ms. Donna Bugby Formerly with SUNY/UPTAP
(Communicated by email)

10 Ms. Betty Byanyima Formerly with SUNY/UPTAP
(Communicated
Tdephonicdly)

Subtotal | 3

Grand 36

Total




