CARTE ADMINISTRATIVE DU DISTRICT DE KICUKIRO

[ umte de diztiot
Umte de sedtenr
[ oAdanEA

HYAR IRHKG &

1 o 1 2 Ml meters




TABLE OF CONTENTS

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ittt 3
2. INTRODUCTION AND DISTRICT CONTEXT ....ooooissssssssnssssssssssne 5.
3. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ...t 10

4. CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNT ...t 14



1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Rwanda’s Economic Development and Poverty Redu@&iostegy (EDPRS) is both a document and a process.
As a document, the EDPRS developed in 2007, saheutountry’s objectives, priorities and majoripiels for

the next five years (2008-2012). It provided a roagdp for government, development partners, theaRriv
Sector and civil society and indicated where Rwandated to go 2012, what it needed to do to getthHeow

it was going to do it, what the journey was goiagtdst and how it would be financed. The strategyiped a
medium term framework for achieving the countryad term development goals and aspirations as eedbod

in Rwanda Vision 2020, the seven year GovernmeRvednda programme, and the Millennium Development
Goals.

EDPRS is a different way of doing things: Sets namorities for government operations embodied in 3
Flagship Programmes:

+ Growth for jobs and exports
+ Vision 2020-Umurenge
+ Governance

And advocates consolidating and extending decezdtadn with robust accountability mechanisms adl a®
recognizes the key role of the private sector cebrating growth to reduce poverty

Accelerating the progress to Vision 2020 and achignt of the MDGS through effective implementatidn
EDPRS (2008-2012) programmes has been the drivargefbehind Kicukiro districts’ planning and
implementation efforts for the period 2008-2011.

The self assessment exercise on the EDPRS proipesfore provides Kicukiro district the opportiynio
look behind and discover the distance travelleghéright direction, existing challenges and gamsg as well
as a basis for designing an appropriate way fahw@address the relevant concerns.

According to the guidelines provided by the EDPR® Ministry (MINECOFIN), the aim of the DistricteH-
assessment is to create space for Districts teatefin the achievements of EDPRS, document institait
learning over the past three years (2008-2010/m¢. assessment is also being done so as to helmirhe
preparation of EDPRS 2 and revision of Vision 2@2@ets.

The Economic Development and Poverty Reduction&jya(EDPRS) had reached its completion phase, when
the Kicukiro DDP was elaborated; this provided @agropportunity to link district and national prias in the
planning process.

The assessment therefore examines the level chdak between national level priorities and distiestel
priorities and the achievement of this in Kicukdistrict.



The assessment has revealed impressive progresmmkey aspects as shown below:

Development of agriculture

-Area developed for agricultural use:

-Mineral Fertilizer usage (MT): DAP, URENPK 17 17 17.
- Farm households 13,144 (26.3%)
- Extension services ratio: 11 Agriculturalists,\i€erinarians, and
Percentage of livestock under zero grazing: 13482383 (33%)
Soil conservation-% of land terraced...188ha /3h@2(9.7%)

Land use planning and settlement
- Percentage of District forest cover: .737a (4.425%)

- Number of land titles issued: . 59,833/160 (81.7%) (Difference comes from the cotdlitase)
-Proportion of registered privately owradd no data available at District level ( Cfr: iatl Land center)

Infrastructure development

- Electricity distribution .76,4.% in 2008 and%12011
- Road network:73,5% (349/475 km)

- ICT coverage :40%

Promotion of Health

Infant mortality as % of live births 1,6%

Percentage of women aged 15-49 using modern ceptiaes: 31%

Under 5 Child mortality ratgper 1000) 0,01

% of Children vaccinated against measles 84% ddlien vaccinated against BC@8.4%

Under 5 mortality attributable to confirmed maladiecreased fror@in 2008 to approximatelyin 2010
Percentage of under five children with diarrhea wdeeive ORT treatment within 24 hou?gt6 = 0.82%
Maternal Mortality rate (per 100,000 live birth6%6

Percentage of assisted births in an accreditedhhizaility:.75 %

Nutrition: % of children who have chronic malnutit: 125 (0, 41%)

Percentage of children Under 5 who receive 2 dokegamin A per yearl1.6%.

HIV Control (Prevalence of HIV among 15-24 yearslsolas proxy for incidence in general population).
148,039%people tested

Condom utilization rate amongst youth (15-2499,600 condoms distributed

Percentage of population covered under health ameg mechanism94.8%

Percentage of population with access to clean ohgnwater (within 500 meters in rural areas 62%ad &200
meters in urban areas): 81%.

Promotion of Education

Total Primary school completion ra®9.78%

Primary school completion rate for girs2.54%%

Primary school pupil to qualified teacher ratd: /teacher

9YBE classrooms 2008 in 2011188 classrooms.;

% age achievement of targ&s%

Percentage of students in science streams takingaB6nal exams who pass with a minimum for public
university entrance to study a science discipi@igo




Poverty Reduction

The percentage of households in the bottom twogoates of extreme poverty according to UBUDEHE
classification:17.3%

Percentage of eligible households granted publidksid2%

Percentage of eligible households granted dirgapat in VUP Sector24%

Percentage of VUP sector adult population with etiva account in financial services (e.g umurengecs):
8%

Number of new non- farm jobs creatd®,495 people

service delivery and sustainable local developrtegets achievement leved8%

Percentage of corruption cases processed by thesaduaw:73%

percentage of genocide convicts (condemned to &@&guting or having executed their TI5450

Participation of non-governmental stakeholders’elsvindicated by number of JADF reports and JADF
meetings per yealtl47 Non —Govt stakeholders; 4 meetings per year

While the implementation has been successful owtiwe key challenges were:
+ Lack of data (baseline) ;
+ Weak coordination between Sector Ministries andri2is especially in planning budgeting, Monitoring
and Evaluation ;
+ Inadequate District resources to meet assigneddreijilities ;
+ Inadequate training of Staff (Capacity building )

And key recommendations to facilitate better impdatation in the future are

Harmonize the planning process (Between Centralc&llGovt ); M&E and reporting system;

Conduct a baseline survey at District level

Promoting a continuous participatory process, imwvg Line Ministries, to define LG needs and
priorities;

Revise the budget allocation formulas and incréas®istrict budget ;

Enhancing LG capacity to attract, recruit, motivased retain a critical mass of technical and
professional skills ;
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2. INTRODUCTION AND DISTRICT CONTEXT
2.1 Introduction .

Rwanda’s Vision 2020 aims to transform the coufrioyn a low-income to a middle-income Country by @02

It defines six pillars for development: Reconstimectof the nation and its social capital, Transfation of
agriculture, Development of an efficient privatectse, Comprehensive human resources development,
Infrastructural development, Promotion of regioeednomic integration and cooperation.

The EDPRS is the medium-term overall policy framswfor 2008-2012.

It draws on Vision 2020 and the MDGs and is comgetary with the Long-term Investment Framework.

Attempts have been made to synchronize Sectoligiggand strategies with the EDPRS. Key elemehtke
EPPRS are: A public investment programme aimegsiematically reducing the operational costs ofiress
and increasing national capacities to innovate strehgthen the financial sector, various measweelease
the productive potential of the poor in rural aressch as public works, promotion of cooperativaedit
packages and direct support, Building on Rwandgpsitation for a low incidence of corruption anckgional



comparative advantage in “soft infrastructure”. g those aspects of governance, such as weflatkef
property rights, efficient public administrationansparency and accountability in fiscal and regujamatters.

The EDPRS was to be implemented through governimeestments intended to maintain momentum in the
social sectors, education, health, water and gamtaAdditionally it would target agriculture, traport,
information and communication technology, energysing and urban development, good governanceuad r
of law, proper land use management and environrhpratection.

According to the guidelines provided by the EDPR® Ministry (MINECOFIN), the aim of the DistricteH-
assessment is to create space for Districts teatefin the achievements of EDPRS in the contextisibn
2020, MDGs, District Development Plans (DDPs), attter strategic plans, to document institutionalhéng
by Districts from the process of implementing theHRS 1, over the past three years (2008-2010/119. T
assessment is also being done so as to help irtfeerpreparation of EDPRS 2 and revision of Visi@2@
targets. It will accomplish this objective by exaimig the relevance, effectiveness and sustainglofiEDPRS

1 and the efficiency with which it has been impleteel so far.

The terms of reference (TOR) further stipulate tha Self-Assessment exercise is expected to geovi

 Learning opportunities for the Government of Rdarand its partners on the challenges associatéd wi
implementing the EDPRS (2008-2012);

* Findings and recommendations that can be pumtoddiate use in the development of the second EDPRS
Sector Strategies and District Development Plans;
* Information for implementing partners (includidgvelopment partners) for their own future prograngnm
It also assess the level of linkages between ahteement of national level priorities and distrietrel

priorities in Kicukiro district considering that éhelaboration of the DDP was done at a time when th
Economic Development and Poverty Reduction Stra({@dyPRS) had reached its completion phase, which
provided a great opportunity to link district anational priorities in the planning process.

At the time of designing the DDP 2008-2012 thedwaihg main problems had been identified in Kicukiro

District:

Lack of land structural exploitation chart;
Inadequacy of infrastructure and equipment in akdawater and sanitation, energy, health, education
commerce and transport, administrative managenmotmation and communications technologies (ICT),
sports and culture and food crop processing;
Employment affecting rural people, mostly the yoatid even the rare few who manage to get a job do
have enough skills to respond to labour market steed
Outdated farm and animal resource production systamd very few off-farm job opportunities;
Degradation of natural resources;
Many vulnerable people in need of assistance;
Low ownership of programmes dealing with commurhigalth, gender and family promotion, and child
rights and environmental protection.
The DDP therefore was designed with a focus tccatffely respond to the above concerns as well lasrstnot
directly mentioned but very relevant towards:
consolidating and extending the strong achievesiarnttuman- development
Promoting Growth for Jobs and Exports
Promoting integrated rural development initiativeseradicate extreme poverty and release the ptivéu
capacities of the poor and promoting Good Goveraanc



The self assessment terms of reference facilitegeatioption of a methodology that relies on a @adtory
approach so as to ensure ownership by all staketsidvolved in the implementation of Kicukiro DI2B08-
2012. The assessment has therefore adopted tbevifodl approach:

(DAnalysis of the district context through its kedcal units, partners and administrative sectors;

(||)AnaIyS|s of the following documents:
Budget execution reports, facilitated by the budiiter

DDP Implementation, facilitated by the planningic#f
Annual Progress Reports, facilitated by plannifiger
JADF reports, facilitated by PS JAF

Imihigo reports facilitated by the Planning office
Other relevant survey reports and literature.

( ii) Tracking performance of planned activiti¢grovided in the DDP log frame) to find out whether
implementation was on- or off-track, towards achimeent of stipulated EDPRS, MDGs and Vision 2020

targets.

(iv) Focused group questions, relevant to efietyi responding to the evaluation concerns as daisghe
T.0.R guiding the self assessment exercise.

All this was intended to assess whether there wgrsfisant contribution of implemented activities the
period 2008-2011 towards attainment of vision 202DGs; and more specifically EDPRS 2008-2012 target

The self assessment identified key assessmenttivigjetelow:
I) To offer policymakers and other stakeholders amodppity to assess the effectiveness of the EDPRS
along various dimensions;
I) To enable the government to understand whetheEDERS has delivered as a strategy, and also
whether the environment has been supportive entughable the EDPRS to deliver;
[II) To enable policy makers understand the reasonsithéie sub-optimal results, where they occurred and
provide corrective actions.
iv)  To determine the relevance, effectiveneffigiiency and sustainability of the first EDPRS atadlearn
lessons for the EDPRS 2.
This EDPRS self assessment report is organizetvénplarts: The first part presents the executivaraary,
then the introduction and District context, follaiviey the findings and recommendations, then theclbsions
and lessons learnt and finally the annexes.



2.2. DISTRICT CONTEXT

2.2.1 The District Vision, Mission and overall deMepment objectives:

A. VISION

Kicukiro District, as a decentralized administratentity or Local Government of the City of Kigallapital of
Rwanda, has the following Vision

«Quality services for the wellbeing of the wholepadation ».

GARTE ADMINISTRATIVE DU DISTRICT DE KICUKIRO
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A. Mission of the District

As decentralized administrative entity or Local @&mment, enjoying legal personality as well as
administrative and financial autonomy, Kicukiro Dist is politically administered by three main art,
namely: the District Council, the Executive Comettand the Security Council.

As regards District actions coordination, theseanosgare technically assisted by the Executive &g@eof the
District and by the Community Development Commité¢he District.

Kicukiro District has six administrative Sectorsbdivided in 41 administrative Cells which are, umrrt,
subdivided into 333 Villages or administrative lmgdidu.

The District discharges thenission assigned to it by the law and regulations with eespto policy,
administration, economy, social welfare and culture



Kicukiro District's main duties and responsibilgiare as follows:
- to implement GoR policy;
- to deliver services and help administrative Sedimideliver quality services;

- to draw up, coordinate and implement developmengrammes;
- ! ! n

C. Kicukiro District development objectives

District development objectives come down to 4 gl of GoR Programme and according to organic
framework of local Government and are in line wititional objectives. These overall objectives idetu

1. Promoting good governance to be characterized hgresed basis structures and delivering quick and
quality services;

2. Developing sustainable infrastructures so that thesgome the development driving force for Kicukiro
District ;

3. Promoting productive and diversified economy, cashion the private sector;

4. Reducing unemployment by organizing vocationahirey sessions adapted to labour market;

5. Mobilizing and increasing the standing of all th@ces of country in an inclusive and sustainable
manner;

6. Promoting the wellbeing and personal developmenthef community through easy access to health
care, education for all and socio-cultural and spactivities.

2.2.2. General information about Kicukiro district

The Kicukiro District is one of three Districts vahi constitute the Kigali City and is situated ie thouth-East of
the City of Kigali, the capital of Rwanda. Is conspd of ten (10) administrative Sectors, 41 Celld 383

Imidugudu or administrative villages. Kicukiro Dist extends over a total area of 166.7 km2 witbudl248.375
inhabitants, i.e a gros density of 1,495 inhabggrer km2

Kicukiro District was established by Organic Law28f2005 organizing the administrative entities bé t
Republic of Rwanda, at the start of the second @lodslecentralization in January 2006. Therefdregsulted
from the merger of former Gikondo, Kanombe, Kicokidistricts and former Municipality of Kabuga.

The administrative office of Kicukiro District i¢ated in the administrative Sector of Kagaramaeclm the
national road linking Kicukiro District to Bugeselastrict of the Eastern Province.

As decentralized entity, Kicukiro District enjoysghl personality and, consequently, both admirig&aand
financial autonomy

No | SECTORS VILLAGE | CELLS | Population by| Number of Households
Sector by Sector
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3. EFINDINGS, CHALLENGES AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

The Self-Assessment guided by the TOR to the sss®d, drew on the administrative reviews contaimed
reports of budget execution reports, Annual Pragfsports, JADF reports, Imihigo reports and surnesylts
as found relevant to effectively respond to thedeld assessment questions. It also utilized lairavailable
qualitative reports that provided explanations dfetther performance was on- or off-track, againgukited
EDPRS, targets. These were essential for improumdgerstanding of current implementation challengied
creating a common platform for moving forward witie preparation of EDPRS 2 (2013 to 2017).

The findings below indicate the mains issues fgdiicukiro District (and most likely many othercial
governments) as relates to achievement of EDRIRB-2012 set targets and suggests recommendatoyns
meeting the challenges in the future. It provides Kigali city, and National level steering commés, and
other stakeholders with in-puts to facilitate effee designing of EDPRS 2013- 2017 for the achiesmetnof
Vision 2020 objectives and MDGs.

Emphasis will be on set targets by the districthe key areas of concern; progress, challengesrenavay
forward as a result of discussions and furthersassent/analysis as presented below:

3.1. POLICIES AND STRATEGIC FINDINGS:

The national and sector wide priorities and stiatedpave been clearly defined and aligned to viglfof0,
MDGS and EDPRS but their funding was inadequatkeaDistrict level.
While the global objectives of the DDP 2008-2012aveery well aligned to the wider EDPRS and theéowvis
2020, the actual designing of programs was in nmaggects aligned in design but lacking in impleragon.
The estimated budget of Kicukiro DDP 2008-2012, wasl Billion FRW; however mobilization of enough
resources to finance the annual budgets was véigutli this affected the level of DDP implementati
The Annual action plans have consequently refletttedDP priorities to a level slightly above 60%.
The District priorities changed over the period elgging on priorities from the Central Governmentv(K
retreat, annual national dialogue, 7 years GovemifReogramme and other factors.), under such cistamees
the DDP was not the main tool consulted for prisation. Some of the new priorities were very digant, and
not all.
The DDP was not totally consulted during Imihigeearation. This was partly due to inadequacy oélloc
funds, and activities to plan in Imihigo were recoended by central Government institutions.
Some Ministries were not involved in DDPs preparaticonsequently some specific sector prioritiess a
missing in DDPs; for example Some targets in Etloca and Health sectors need to be revisedyefamwere
set based on the Millennium development goals,
To improve: in order to improve targeting therenised to carry out regularly self assessment on BIDG
progress and DDP activities. This requires thaplatas for reporting be designed.

(



M&E in Imihigo depends on the availability of fundg is also noted that cross cutting prioritiese ar
mainstreamed in the budget. Similarly accordingat@iled information and data District prioritiesear
appropriate to about 70% level. The major encouttterrisks and challenges in implementing of DDReha
been inadequate resources to meet assigned rdsiibesias well as technical capacities to contimly adopt
to changing circumstances.

3.2. REPORTING AND OPERATIONAL FINDINGS

During the planning process, the District inclugeannual plans some activities related to EDPR§etay
unfortunately, we don’t assess regularly the adm@snts in light of what is expect in EDPRS.

The District hasn’t the capacities to self evaluzsed on EDPRS targets and not all intended sesnitt targets
have been achieved.

The District did not find it easy to operationalitee DDP, this is partly because the District swifefrom a
high turn-over of staff, both political and techalicand to some level they left due to the fact smme of them
weren’t able to operationalize the existing DDP.

Some of the central government structures havéeen supporting the district as it should, for epkensome
Ministries have not provided the tools for implertaion (eg: :reporting ,TORs not existing at alWdés, In
education and health sectors there exists steictilvat permeates to the local levels of governamueh
facilitates implementation. It is worth noting treime best practices in decentralization duringempntation
of Imihigo were exercised.

There seems to be no known monitoring and evaludtamework in place except in performance contacts
management.

The current M&E framework enables progress agaihgctives to be monitored on an annual basis ionas
far as performance contracts, or other programge@iror important) such as Nyakatsi, One cow perilja
rural settlement, are concerned because they avrelde spans with specific measurable results.

For this to be improved all Ministries and cenggavernment Agencies must work in close collaboratvith
District technicians to design for the districe tthesired M&E framework

The main challenges are that Cen@Galvt minimally facilitates the district to accebg iheeded aggregated data
for reference purposes. Additionally there hashsan;

A comprehensive Capacity need assessment heneeityapuilding stil  a major challenge and Local
organisational structures are not harmonized. Anditaring indicators are not measureable and \adriéi and
the indicators did not base on adequate baselines.

The experience with adopting national level indicatto the decentralized level was to provide guigato the
District and compliance with all existing natiorssandards and requirements in planning.

Lessons learnt in the process of developing indisafior assessing performance, key challengeshatesbme
indicators are not verifiable; due to lack of aadiaank.

Unfortunately, to date, EDPRS reports do not fpligvide feedback on the adequacy of District weations
Overall, several best practices emerged while sexaenples of ‘bad’ practices include setting the esaangets
to all Districts while realities are different (e.dand use consolidation for dominantly rural afaminantly
urban sectors.)

In order to improve on the reporting to make ittéethere is need to Design reporting templatealbgentral

Govt institutions and pilot them with the Distriatiministrative structures determine their effecta®s in a
consultative manner. Some suggested improvementeporting include harmonizing the reporting sysiem
LG in order to avoid making the same report onedéht formats to several CG institutions.

Key lessons here are that it is possible with inpdoreporting to be able to measure progress aridrpence
and make informed decisions on the future of theiridi.



3.3MANAGEMENT AND RESOURCES FINDINGS/ANSWERS

The District does not have adequate human anddialaresources to implement its strategy. Therempa in
terms of technical capabilities of staff though e@mparison in most cases is based on numbers aglg ra
quality of personnel.

While a mechanism for aiding in the implementatadrDDPswas designed previously in the DDP, it has not
been applied. There has been a high turnover andlow retention capacity partly due to low incees
coupled with low salaries in relation to the woidbat the district.

There were gaps in skills/capacity that were idmti that affected implementation especially some
decentralised programmes require specific skillentplement yet There were gaps in skills for examnphe
new recruited staff who unfortunately did not b@nieom relevant training. These gaps have sigaiitly
impacted upon performance because some projectsdeayed due to poor skills (e.g.: infrastruciunrgects,
procurement procedures ...) in spite of JADF primgjdechnical guidance and support in some cases.
Generally the overall District management and cioattbn is very satisfactory under the circumstansech
thatall programmes that have been implemented at Disével have been reported to the relevant higalée
While MINECOFIN (NDPR and NBU) and MINALOC providegquired technical support, for example the
NBU (Minecofin) and MINALOC provided technical sump in planning and budgeting, Monitoring
&Evaluation but not always in a timely manner.

3.4. _PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION AND COORDINATION FI NDINGS

Program implementation was not always well coongidebetween some central government institutiorts an
decentralized levels. Donors have not yet fullgrdid their support with DDPs and Imihigo More oftaay
don’t consult the DDP and Imihigo. Some Donors’dgle to finance the district have not honoured their
pledges. It's not easy to measure but around 80&6wdrs’ budget up to today is used by themselves

In order to improve alignment and timely deliverfyresources in future it is recommended that MINEDD
work in close collaboration with Minaloc and Dists to facilitate better coordination and alignment

The annual budget execution rate is about 72% lasdatffects the attainment of the set targets aadj result,
the District performance. Additionallytagh turn-over of staff and inadequate financialowgces to finance the
budget affected to a great extent the implementaifadhe DDPs .

Lessons learned here are that unless resourcgslép@nances and materials) are properly aligriéslmot easy

to effect change.

3.5. PARTNERSHIPS —FINDINGS

Was there adequate understanding and ownershifl pgréners of the policies, strategies and priesi? All
partners were not adequately aware of the exigtoligies, strategies and priorities. There is agrage level of
awareness: Policies (70%); Strategies (68%); Riesr{75%)

There has been 2 joint reviews undertaken withnpast since 2008 to 2011. And monitoring reportsewer
prepared once every year. All 50 INGOs working vidibukiro District received monitoring reports bdid not
adequately responded to them. The participatiomled those NGOs in the evaluation committee (World
vision represents NGOs) and it is worth mentiorhiege that their participation was effective.

In order to enhance their participation in fututteere is need to set rules and regulations at medtievel to
strengthen the cluster groups especially thosentlagtbe having problems.



The private sector participates in implementatiod assessment of programmes or projbatsnot frequently
though their participation proved effective. To anbe their participation in future, is desired tovyide proper
rules andregulations with high level of sensitization to mate them get involved in all District activities
(Planning, M&E). During implementation of the EDPRfe other districts Which Kicukiro worked most sty
with are Gasabo and Nyarugenge Districts.

Key challenges encountered in working with othestiits include but are not limited to Unavailatyiliof
Funds (Budget).Collaboration with other Districemde improved Through improved IT skills and erdeal
channels of communication; To meet regularly anndasgets together .

3.6. _SWGS FINDINGS

The District worked closely with Human Developmant social sectors (Health and Education); Whilpiah
Development & Directly Productive Sectors (Infrasture, transport, Energy, ICT) were challengingvtark
with. The overall experience of working with the §@/involved Exchanging information and harmonizing
plans. To improve working relations with SWGs thisr@aeed to hold regularly meetings to discusaetivities

in each sector, plan together and evaluate togethierall partners. Those responsible for crosshogtissues
could be motivated to participate through Condagutar discussions, meetings, and sharing infoonati

3.7. STAKEHOLDERS FINDINGS

The following stakeholders were involved in thebelation of the i) EDPRS and the ii) DDPs: Civiceay,
Private sector, INGOs, LNGOs while, Civil sociend Private sector were involved in the iii) ongpin
monitoring and evaluation of progress.

Similarly the Civil society, Private sector, INGQNGOSs, Public Sector are involved in the JADF and

Local &International NGOs are involved in producithgs report.

Overall, the lessons learned through partnersioipsfplementation at the District level are that:

Through partnership, sustainable development wnested, there was no duplication in implementirmgpams
and optimum utilization of Resources took place.wleer partnership as a strategy to achievement of
objectives involves a lot of bureaucracy in impletagion of plans; the partners are focusing th&ores in
rehabilitation while the District is consideringrtmued development. On the plus side they brosgletial
expertise, especially in Medicine, and they haweoduced new activities such as: support in coottn of
social infrastructures.

3.8. THEMATIC AREAS FINDINGS:

As already noted the DDP addressed the thematas dtdly though the effectiveness has been at & oat
slightly above 60%.

As a result of the strategy, there has been $ugmif progress on each of the following key areasistruction

of Houses to vulnerable groups (Masaka and Gaharg# cow per family, Education for all throughWEE,
Ubudehe programme the major resource constramgi@®s to achieving greater results was the icseificy of

the budget. Other challenges included: Unexpectedrammes which were not in DDP; and in some cases
Prioritisation was not based on DDP. The key pastder various thematic areas were INGOs, Privaig a
public institutions.



The level of success could be rated as fair withcettions of improving as the interdependencerengthened.
Were the partnerships? Due to lack of proper rateguidance (regulatory framework), some partnemsdver
failed to fulfil their obligations.
The strategy has greatly reduced poverty (inccbaseal incomes) and increased access to educdteaith
and other social services especially through VUBudehe, 9YBE, Saccos, mutual health insurance, the
poverty has been reduced (Increased rural income )
The two main challenges in the implementation &f #trategy are Inadequate budget to finance the DDP
programme; and M&E tools that are not sufficieratisailable while the key lessons learned are diocassful
achievement of EDPRS the implementation of varjougyrammes has to involve all partners at all leaid
competent human resources is a key factor in tbeess or failure in the implementation of the paogmes.

While the implementation has been successful owtiwe key challenges were:

+ Lack of data (baseline) ;

+ Weak coordination between Sector Ministries andrigts especially in planning budgeting, Monitoring
and Evaluation ;

+ Inadequate District resources to meet assigneddrsgplities ;

+ Inadequate training of Staff (Capacity building )

And key recommendations to facilitate better impdatation in the future are

+ Harmonizing the planning process (Between Centridc&l Govt ); M&E and reporting system;

+ Conducting a baseline survey at District level

+ Promoting a continuous participatory process, imvg Line Ministries, to define LG needs and
priorities;

+ Revising the budget allocation formulas and inceehs District budget ;

+ Enhancing LG capacity to attract, recruit, motivated retain a critical mass of technical and
professional skills ;

4.0. CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNT

The Self-Assessment guided by the TOR to the ass®d, drew on the administrative reviews contaiimed
reports of budget execution reports, Annual Pragfsports, JADF reports, Imihigo reports and sumesylts
as found relevant to effectively respond to thedeld assessment questions. It also utilized ladiravailable
qualitative reports that provided explanations dfether performance was on- or off-track, againgukited
EDPRS, targets. These were essential for improumdgerstanding of current implementation challenged
creating a common platform for moving forward witle preparation of EDPRS 2 (2013 to 2017).

Findings generally show that the strategy has lyresgduced poverty (increased rural incomes) awteased
access to education, health and other social ssnd@specially through VUP, Ubudehe, 9YBE, Sacetngual
health insurance, the poverty has been reducece@sed rural income )

The two main challenges in the implementation &f #trategy are Inadequate budget to finance the DDP
programme; and M&E tools that are not sufficieratisailable while the key lessons learned are diocassful
achievement of EDPRS the implementation of varjouggrammes has to involve all partners at all leaid
competent human resources is a key factor in tbeess or failure in the implementation of the paomgmes.

This self assessment exercise has been very irsttaimin improving the understanding of current 3P
implementation challenges and creating an inforeg@dmon platform for moving forward with the prepéa

of EDPRS 2(2013 to 2017).



ANNEX: 1: TABLE OF SELF ASSESMENT FINDINGS

1. POLICIES AND STRATEGIC
ISSUES/QUESTIONS

FINDINGS/ANSWERS

1.Were National and sector wide Priorit
and strategies that guided district plann
clearly defined, aligned to Visio
2020,MDGS and EDPRS and funded
District level?

dhe national and sector wide priorities and stiakegvere
iniparly defined and aligned to vision 2020, MDG @ &DPRS
hout their funding was inadequate at District level.

at

2. Was the DDP well articulated and align
to the wider EDPRS and the Vision 2020?

&dhile the global objectives of the DDP 2008-2012raveery
well aligned to the wider EDPRS and the vision 2GB6 actua
designing of programs was in many respects alignetkesign
but lacking in implementation.

3. Were the DDPs fully costed? If yes, did t
form the basis of the budget?

Nivie estimated budget of Kicukiro DDP was 75.1 Biiliand it
was very difficult to get funds for DDP implememndbat

4. To what extent did Annual Action Pla
reflect the DDPs and priorities?

nBhe Annual APs reflected the DDP at 60%

5. How have the District priorities chang
over the period?

ethe District priorities changed over the period eleging on
priorities from the Central Govt (Kivu retreat, ioeal
dialogue,7 year Govt Pgme,....) , the DDP was m®tain tool
consulted for prioritisation

Did significant new priorities emerge at
why?

n8ome of the new priorities were significant, antdlfioo all.

Was there alignment between Imihigo g
DDPs?

iiithe DDP was not totally consulted during Imihigepearation,
This was due to reasons of inadequacy of funds,aatidities
to plan in Imihigo were recommended by Governm
institutions.

ent

Was there alignment between SSPs and D
and Vision 20207
If not, what were the omissions?

D totally aligned, and the omissions were:

All key actors were not involved or consulted (P
Participatory planning );

The Districts were not involved in SSPs preparation
Poor monitoring system

Some Ministries were not involved in DDPs preparat
consequently some SSPs priorities are missing iR£D

DOr

Are the Vision 2020 District targets st
relevant? Should they be revised?

[Bome targets should be revised (Education, Health)

In what ways did the MDGs guide DDPs a

Mile set out targets based on the Millennium Dvptgoa

Imihigo development and what can 3o improve:

improved in this respect? To carry out a regularly self assessment on MD@ggiss
and DDP activities, ;
Design templates for reporting and M&E

Were cross cutting issues of gendd@he 4 cross cutting issues were fully covered irFDD

HIV/AIDS, environment and Social inclusig

n




adequately covered in DDPs and Imihigo?

In Imihigo, it depends of the availability of soarof funds

Were the cross-cutting priorities represente

the budget?

(Tine cross cutting priorities are represented irbtlndget.

To what extent were the District priorit
appropriate?

i€80%

What were some of the risks and challenge

implementing DDPs?

$Risks and challenges in implementing DDP were:
Inadequate resources to meet assigned respomsgilit
Lack of data (baseline)

Recommended programmes from C.Govt not in alignn
with DDP

n

What were the lessons learned?

Through the existing, policies &strategies, the tis
improved the public services delivery and the pafpah
welfare

ent

2. REPORTING AND OPERATIONAL
ISSUES:
QUESTIONS

FINDINGS/ANSWERS

How did the District perform in relation t

EDPRS targets?

Were programmes defined in an integrataessess regularly the achievements in light on whaixpect in

way between the central and decentrali
levels?

@®uring the planning process, the District includeannual plar
some activities related to EDPRS targets, unfotaipawe don’t

AEDPRS.
The District hasn’'t the capacities to self evaluadsed EDPRS
targets

Were intended results and targets for
District achieved? Were any uninten
results of implementing the EDPRS?

d

tNet at all, All intended results and targets havat been
ethieved.

Were Districts able to easily operational
their DDPs?

Zéne District was not easily to operationalize tHef)

District suffered from a high turn-over of staffhth political and
technical, and due to that reason, some of theneniteable to
operationalize the existing DDP

Was the central
framework) favorable for implementation?

structure (institutior

dhe central structure was not favourable to Distrisome
Ministries have not provided the tools for implension (eg
‘reporting ,TORS)

Were the decentralized structur
(institutional framework) in place to facilita
implementation below the District level?

structure which facilitate in implementation

Did any best practices on decentralizat
emerge?

¥es, some best practices indecentralization du

implementation of Imihigo

Was there a monitoring and evaluati
framework in place?

Glle know any one, except in performance contact

Does the current M&E framework enak
progress against objectives to be monitg
on an annual basis?

©nly to performance contract, the M&E frameworkalkele
m@ogress, or other programs (urgent or importantghsas

&t existing at all levels, In education and heaéector exists

D

ring

Nyakatsi, One cow per family, rural settlement,.etc




How could it be improved?

All Ministries and Govt Agencies must design fostdct the
M&E framework and work in close collaboration wibistrict
technicians

What are the
institutional

requirements)?

main challenges
responsibilities,

(e
dat

4. Central Govt doesn’t facilitate LG to get data reskd
a Capacity building need assessment;
Local organisational structure not harmonized

Were monitoring indicators measureable &
verifiable?

NGt at all,

Did the indicators have adequate baselineg

Rlot at all,

What indicators have
success/successful results

pointed

t8ome Indicators in health, agriculture and eduoatictor

What was the experience with adopti
national level indicators to the decentraliz
level?

Ade experience with adopting national level wasptovide
gdidance to District and compliance with all exigtinational
considerations in planning

What are the
Lessons learnt
indicators?
Were indicators SMART?

in the development

Assessing performance ;
of

What are the challenges?

Some indicators areearditable ; lack of data bank

Did EDPRS reports provide feedback on
adequacy of District interventions?

INever

Overall, did any best practices emerge?

Yes

Were there any examples of ‘bad’ practice?

’Setting the same targets to all Districts whilelities are
different (e.g.: land use consolidation )

Are there any ways in which reporting cou
have been better?

Ild Design templates of reporting by all central Gawtitutions
and share with District representatives ;
Hold Discussion meetings between CG and LG andigeq
feedback after reporting

What could be some suggested improvem
in reporting?

BntsHarmonize the reporting system in LG in order twidy
reporting one report to several CG institutions

What were the lessons learned?

To be able of measuring the progress and perforenand
make decisions on the way forward

3. MANAGEMENT AND RESOURCES

Did the District have adequate human 4
financial resources to implement its strateg

aifde human and financial resources are not adeqUibtze’s a

jap

responsibilities to District

Was there a favourable mechanism for aid
in the implementation of DDPs?

INg mechanism. Even it was designed previously iPDD has
not been applied

What was the experience with turnover &
retention?

nd

Were there any gaps in skills/capacity t
were identified that may have affect
implementation?

hdhere were gaps in skills whereby, the new readugaff did
edot receive (benefit) an induction course and wentb some
decentralised programmes requiring specific skillsnplement

in terms of staff though we compare the asdigne



Did these gaps have significant impact
performance?

dhese gaps have significant impact to performamoalse som
projects have delayed due to poor skills (eg: siftecture
projects, procurement procedures )

(1)

Did JADFs give technical guidance a
support to the implementation process?

NPADF give technical guidance and support

How was the overall District managems
and coordination?

Mb coordinate all programmes implemented at Distacel and
report to high level

Did MINECOFIN (NDPR and NBU) an
MINALOC provide required technica
support in a timely manner?

Not all the time , the NBU (Minecofin) and MINALO@rovide
\sometimes technical support in planning and budge
Monitoring &Evaluation

4. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
AND COORDINATION ISSUES

Was  program implementation
coordinated between the central
decentralized levels?

W6

A

g

2N ot well coordinated to all decentralized levels
\nd

How effectively did donors aligned the
support with DDPs and Imihigo?

How timely was the donor financial supp
pledged directly to the Districts (not throu
central government)?

iNot effectively, More often they don’t consult tH2DP and
Imihigo.

DIt

ghis not easy to measure that, but around 80% obdobudget is
used by themselves

D

What can be done to improve alignment 4
timely delivery of resources in future?

ahde MINECOFIN should work in close collaboration thv
Minaloc and Districts

What is the annual budget execution rate?

72%

Did it affect the attainment of the set targ
and, as a result, the District performance?

gD course yes

Did any other budget and human relg
issues affect the
DDPs?

tadhigh turn-over of staff affected sometimes theliementation

implementation of tloé the DDPs and also lack of inadequate budget

What are the lessons learned?

5. PARTNERSHIPS

Was there adequate understanding
ownership by all partners of the policie
strategies and priorities?

2gnd priorities. There is a minimum on the 3 categgor:
Policies(70%); Strategies(68%); Priorities(75%)

aAll partners were not aware of the existing pokgistrategies

How many joint reviews (JADF) wit

2 joint reviews

partners were undertaken since 2008 to 20

117




Were monitoring reports prepared?

Yes once inaa ye

Who received and responded to monitor
reports?

Afl 50 INGOs received but they didn’t respond

Which NGOs or members of civil socie

tyhose who are in evaluation committee (World visiepresen

participated? NGOs)
Did their participation prove effective? Yes
What can be done to enhance their Setrules and regulations at national level,

participation in future?

- To group them into categories (Health, educatignand
discuss together group by group

Did the private sector
implementation and assessment
programme or projects?

participate
of

iMes they do but at a small rate (Not frequently)
any

Did their participation prove effective?

Yes

What can be done to enhance th

participation in future?

eir Proper rules and regulations with high level ofsitiration
To involve them in all District activities (PlangnM&E)

Which other Districts did your District wor]
most closely with during implementation
the EDPRS?

IGasabo and Nyarugenge
of

What were the challenges encountered
working with other Districts?

Unavailability of Funds (Budget)

How can collaboration with other Districts
improved?

pe Through improved IT skills and enhanced channels
communication;
To meet regularly and set together the targets

6. SWGS

Which SWGs did the District work close
with?

$WGs of Human Dvpt and social sector ( Health athdcBtion )

Which SWGs were challenging to work wit

nZTapital Development & Directly Productive Sectors
(Infrastructure, transport, Energy, ICT )

What was the overall experience of worki
with the SWGs?

rExchanging informations and harmonize plans.

What can be done to improve the worki
with SWGs?

plan together and evaluate with all partners

A hold regularly meetings to discuss all actigtie each sector

How can those responsible for cross-cutti@@nduct regularly discussions meetings and shamiiogmations.

issues participate?

7. STAKEHOLDERS

Which stakeholders were involved in t
elaboration of the i) EDPRS

I@ivil society, Private sector, INGOs, LNGOs,

Which stakeholders were involved in t

I@ivil society, Private sector, INGOs, LNGOs,

elaboration of the ii) DDPs

of



Which stakeholders were involved in the

Civil society, Private sector

iii) ongoing monitoring and evaluation of

progress?

Which stakeholders are involved in th@ivil society, Private sector, INGOs, LNGOs, PulSiector
JADF?

Which stakeholders are involved |ibhocal &International NGOs

producing this report?

Overall, what were the lessons learnekhrough partnership, we built sustainable develepmit was

through partnerships for implementation
the District level?

abdted that there was no duplication in implemenprmgrams.

What were some of the key outcomes of
partnerships engaged in (and wh
partnerships were most fruitful)?

the Proper utilization of Resources ;
eh Avoidance of duplication efforts ;

Did any partnership strategy
achievement of objectives?

impe

de There’s a lot of bureaucracy in implementation lahg ;
The partners are focusing their efforts in rehtdditbbn while
the District is considering the development

Did partners bring any special expertise tifdtey brought special expertise, especially in Miedicand they

was not available to the District/JDA
otherwise?

Rave introduced new activities such as: suppoitingpnstruction
of social infrastructures.

8. THEMATIC AREAS

Did your DDP address the thematic ar
fully)?

HHs obvious, the thematic areas were address&DR

How effective has been the DDP

addressing this themes?

iih was effective on the rate of 60%

What significant progress has your Dist
made on each of the themes as a result o
strategy?

ietouses in Settlement constructed to vulnerable pgdasaka
ahd GAHANGA) , one cow per family, Education fol @rough
9YBE, Ubudehe programme

Were there any resource or managementThe budget was inadequate ;

challenges in implementation of the DDF
programmes on various thematic areas?

P’s  Unexpected programmes which was not in DDP ;
Prioritisation not based on DDP

Who were the partners for various thema
areas?

atic INGOs, Private and public sector

How successful were the partnerships? W
there any partnerships that did not work we

@fhee partnership was fair. Due to lack of propeesubr guidance
B@me partners failed to fulfil their obligations

Would you say that the strategy has redu
poverty (increased rural incomes)
increased access to education health and
social services?

arnlde poverty has reduced (Increased rural income )

dddough VUP, Ubudehe, 9YBE, Saccos, mutual heakbriance

ther

What would you say were the two ma
challenges in the implementation of t
strategy? What were the lessons learnt
general? What were the two most import
lessons learnt?

1IN Inadequate budget to finance the DDP programme;
he M&E tools not available;

in

ant




ANNEX II: Methodology (including number of meetings held and how recommendations
were agreed upon)

KICUKIRO DISTRICT WORK PLAN OF 2008-2011 EDPRS SELF-ASSESSMEN

o
M= | Activity Timeline Responsible
1 Attend the Meeting of All Districts ES organized by | Thursday 3= MNov | «  District Executive Secretary
MINECOFIN (Topic : EDPRSSelf Assessment ) 2011
2 Official dissemination of ToRs toall Districts key | Friday 4% Now =  Planning Unit
Actors fInterveners 2011
3 Presentation of the ToRs in Management Meeting | Monday 7* Nov =  Planning Unit & District ES
and discussion on the way forward 2011
4 Collection of information on key issuesfguestions | 10°-11* Nov = District Units, Representative
as per the ToRs by the formed teams. 2011 of All sector Ministries in
Prepare a draft report for different sections of the District, Executive committee
working document
5 Tohold a Meeting and discuss on the available Wednesday 9* s Technical team
datafinputs and compile draftreport with data Mov 2011 (JADF PS, District Units,
from different Unit of District and JADF partners Representative of All sectors
Ministries +Cok Represented )
] Data Analysis and draft of the report Tuesday 15* Now *  Technical Team [Composed by
2011 the District Staff and
development Partners & Cok +
Minecofin
7 Presentation of the first draft of the finding for | Wednesday 16% Firsthlanagementmestmg of
recommendations, observations and inputs Mov 2011 the technical team
8 Awail and distribute the working document to all 12* November Report drafting team
key actars (EXCOM, JADF, Sectors ES) 2011
9 JADF inputs onworking document from different | 28 November 2011 | All JADF Members
partners
10 Hold a meeting to discuss on the draft report with | 30 November 2011 | Technical team + District council
all Presidents of the District council commissions commissions
11 Hold a meeting to discuss on the draft report with | 1*Dec 2011 IADF members + Technical team
all IADF Members
12 Insert and Incorporate the comments and inputs 4% Dec 2011 Technical team
from JADF and collect additional relevant data
13 Hold the last meeting tovalidate the final report | 85 Dec2011 All Key actors (District and its public
& private partners
14 Collections of the critical issues raised during 9= to 13° Report Drafting team
report validation and inclusion of December 2011
recommendations
15 Submission of Final report to MINECOFIN 14* December Repaorting team
2011
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ANNEX Il :DOCUMENTS CONSULTED

Vision 2020 final version

EDPRS 2008-2012 document

KICUKIRO DDP (2008-2012)

Budget execution reports( 2008,2009,2010)

DDP Implementation (2008-2010)

Annual Progress Reports (2008, 2009, 2010.)

JADF reports (2010)

Imihigo reports (2009,2010)

MTEF 2008-2011

Economic Development and Poverty Reduction StraiEigyRS (2008-2012) by André HABIMANA
Director of Development Planning (MINECOFIN 26 JWl#97)
2011 KIVU Retreat Resolutions.



ANNEX 1V: Final guestions answered and rationale ér omission of questions given in
these ToR (See Annex 1)




ANNEX V: List of JADF members taking part in the assssment and Stakeholders consulted
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Joint action development forum/ Kicukiro district










