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This raises a fundamental question: What informed the

. exclusion of Buhweju? If the stated criteria were applied

consistently, the district should have been a clear candidate

. for inclusion. Ensuring equitable development requires that

the most vulnerable are not overlooked.

I hope this concern prompts a review of the selection
process and that future interventions will address areas of
greatest need. Buhweju, like many such districts, deserves a

 fair chance at benefiting from national development.
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