[image: image4.jpg]Report 7/2003

October 2003





Norwegian Support to Civil Society in Uganda

A Report to

Norwegian Embassy in Uganda and

NORAD, Oslo

From

Stein-Erik Kruse

Santa V.I. Kayonga

Trine Rønning Mathisen

Kristine Roslyng-Jensen

October 2003

Center for Health and Social Development (HeSo)

Oslo

Table of Content

3Acronyms


iExecutive Summary


11. INTRODUCTION


11.1. Background and Purpose of the Study


11.2. Key Issues and Questions


21.3. Methods


42.0. DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION WITH UGANDA


42.1. Norwegian Bilateral Cooperation


52.2. Civil Society Support


63. 0. PARTNERS IN UGANDA – AN OVERVIEW


63.1. Who are the Projects and Partners?


63.2. Thematic Profile


73.3. Funding Priorities


103.4. Operational profile


113.5. Balance between Service Delivery and Advocacy


123.6. Target Groups


123.7. Origin and Age


133.8. Status of the Organisations


133.9. Size and Structure


143.10. Coverage and Location


153.11. Level of Networking.


153.12. Funding


174.0. REPONSES FROM NORWEGIAN NGOS


174.1. Uganda a Priority?


174.2. Future Plans – Expansion and Consolidation


174.3. Coordination between Norwegian NGOs


184.4. Donor Coordination


184.5. Consultation and Coordination with the Embassy


184.6. Links to Norwegian Bilateral Programme


194.7. Links to National and Local Authorities


205. 0. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS


205.1. Compliance with Norwegian aid Priorities


225.2. Relevance to National Problems and Priorities


235.3. Added Value


255.4. Performance and Effectiveness


265.6. Institutional and Financial Sustainability


27Annex 1: Terms of Reference


29Annex 2: Norwegian NGOs and Projects Supported in Uganda.


31Annex 3: References


34Annex 4: People Met


35Annex 5: Self Assessment Norwegian NGOs


37Annex 6: Compliance with Norwegian Aid Principles


39Annex 7:  Registration Status of the NGOs:


1Annex 8: Affiliations, Members and Staff




Acronyms

AACAN – 
Action Against Child Abuse and Neglect

ABEK – 
Alternative Basic Education for Karamoja

ANCC – 
All Nations Christian Care

ANPPCAN – 
Africa Network for Prevention and Protection Against Child Abuse and Neglect

ASC – 

Apac Scouts Council 

CBR – 

Community Based Rehabilitation

CEASOP – 
Collaborative Efforts to Alleviate Social Problems

COU – 

Church of Uganda 

CRN – 

Christian Relief Network

CRO – 

Child Restoration Centre

CSO – 

Civil Society Organisation

DENIVA– 
Development Network for Indigenous Voluntary Agencies

DETREC – 
Development Training and Research Centre

FUE – 

Federation of Uganda Employers

GMAC – 
Give Me A Chance

HIHU  - 

Hand in Hand Uganda

HURINET-U – 
Human Rights Network Uganda 

ITEK – 

Institute of Teacher Education Kyambogo 

KAD – 

Kampala Diocese Child sponsorship programme

KDG – 

Kigulu Development Group

LAN – 

Lions Aid Norway

LAP – 

Legal Aid Project

MCDT – 
Micro Credit Development Trust

MGLSD – 
Ministry of Gender, Labour and Social Development 

MLE – 

Mediated Learning Experience 

MOH – 

Ministry of Health 

MoU – 

Memorandum of Understanding 

NAD – 

Norwegian Association of the Disabled 

NASWU  - 
National Association of Social Workers of Uganda 

NCA – 

Norwegian Church Aid

NCC – 

National Council for Children

NCC – 

National Council for Children 

NOFU – 
Norwegian Friends of Uganda

NOTU – 
National Organisation of Trade Unions

NUDIPU – 
National Union of Disabled Persons of Uganda 

PCU – 

Pentecostal Churches of Uganda

PEAP – 

Poverty Eradication Action Plan

PSFU – 

Private Sector Foundation Uganda 

SCD – 

Save the Children Denmark 

SWAp- 

Sector Wide Approaches

TERUDO – 
Teso Rural Development Organisation

UAP – 

Uganda Association of Physiotherapists

UCAA – 
Uganda Change Agents Programme

UCRNN – 
Uganda Child Rights NGO Network 

UDN – 

Uganda Debt Network 

ULS – 

Uganda Law Society 

UMWA – 
Uganda Media Women’s Association

UNAB – 
Uganda National Association of the Blind

UNASO – 
Uganda National AIDS Support Organisation

UPDNet – 
Uganda Participatory Development Network

UWASNET – 
Uganda Water and Sanitation Network

UWCM – 
Uganda Women Concern Ministry 

Executive Summary

Chapter 1 explains the background, purpose and methods used in the review. The Embassy will during 2003 draw up a plan for strengthening cooperation with civil society. The overall objective of this study is to carry out a review of the current development cooperation between the Norwegian NGOs and their Ugandan partners. It is not an evaluation of the performance of individual organisations - nor of particular projects. 

Chapter 2 presents a picture of Norwegian bilateral cooperation and civil society support to Uganda: 

· Total Norwegian support to Uganda through all channels increased from 171 million in 2000 with a peak in 2002 to 192 million in 2002.

· There has been a steady increase in the support to civil society from 35 million in 2000 to 52 million in 2003 – an almost 50% increase over four years.

· Support to civil society in Uganda is channelled through 21 Norwegian NGOs. 

· In 2000, civil society absorbed 23% of total Norwegian support to Uganda while the figure for 2003 increased to 28% - meaning that almost one third of Norwegian development cooperation with Uganda is channelled through civil society.

· Save the Children is the major Norwegian NGO working in Uganda – channelling nearly 27% of all funds to civil society in Uganda in 2003.

· The other large Norwegian NGOs are: Lions Aid, CARITAS and Norwegian Association for the Disabled. In the next group comes Norwegian Red Cross, Norwegian Refugee Council, Norwegian Bar Association, Strømme Foundation and Plan Norway. Eight organisations received less than one million NOK in 2003. The “big four” absorb nearly 60% of all NORAD funds.

Chapter 3 describes the thematic profile of the Ugandan partner organisations. 

· The 21 Norwegian NGOs are collaborating with altogether 44 different partners. Norwegian civil society support consists of a wide range of activities indicating a high level of fragmentation, but there are some cross-cutting priorities: Community development, education and training, health and HIV/AIDS are all important. 

· The highest numbers of organisations cite education and training as their main area of work. Nearly 90% have activities related to education, 74% to HIV/AIDS, 60% to community development and 80 % health.  

· There has been an increasing focus on human rights and democracy among the Ugandan partner organisations. It should be emphasised that human rights are  defined broadly. There are few “pure” human rights organisations in the group– working exclusively with human rights issues. The rights-oriented organisations are mainly focusing on the rights of children and women. 

· Almost half of the Ugandan organisations promote the rights and interests of children in Uganda – including the faith based organisations, as well as several supported by Save the Children Norway. 

· Disability is an important category for the more specialized organisations. More than 30% of the organisations rated their target group as including persons with disabilities. 

· Although community development ranked third amongst the organisation’s areas of work, only a few support specific community development projects. 

· Several organisations have received support for organisational development. 

· Education is one of the most important priorities. HIV/AIDS is mentioned as a top priority by 60% of the organisations, but only three have programmes dealing specifically with HIV/AIDS. There are at least six organisations involved in child protection and rehabilitation.

· There are currently only four specific programmes on economic development funded by Norwegian NGOs. A group of organisations are supporting and promoting professional or specific organisational interests. 

· The largest percentage of the Ugandan partners perceives themselves as development oriented organisations. This means that the majority of the organisations are not among the new members of the broader civil society. There is, however, a group of organisations which gives the Norwegian NGO support a broader civil society profile. 

· The percentage spent on advocacy, lobbying and networking is on the increase, but still significantly lower than for service provision.

· Networking is an important objective for 65% of the organisations, but only 8% of the Ugandan partners are set up as networks to do advocacy work. 

· The provision of technical support to clients and partners is important to at least 46% of the Ugandan organisations. 

· Only a few other organisations are involved in relief.

· Ugandan organisations receiving support from Norwegian NGOs have on average been in existence over a long period of time.

· Up to 84% of the organisations are formally registered with the NGO Registration Board of the Ministry of Internal Affairs.

· Taken together, the organisations that returned forms have 365 professional staff. Only 4% of the organisations do not have professional staff as such.

· The largest number of NGOs has national coverage. 23% of the organisations consider themselves as local community based NGOs and 9% as regional organisations.

· The organisations rate level of networking as high. There are local, regional (country), national, regional (Africa) and international networks.

· The funding from Norwegian organisations is almost exclusively channelled directly to the Ugandan partners based on an agreed budget and procedure. It is only the Norwegian Association of the Disabled (NAD) that transfers funds through the Government system. Most of the CSOs would be against channelling funds through the Government.

Chapter 4 provides a summary and analysis of the responses from the Norwegian NGOs.

· Uganda is a priority country for most of the organisations.

· Few have immediate plans for expanding development cooperation with Uganda. This means that the total portfolio and level of funding to civil society in Uganda will remain relatively stable – if no changes are initiated by NORAD.

· There is marginal formal and informal coordination between Norwegian NGOs working in Uganda. Norwegian NGOs have established their own partnerships independently of each other and vertical relationships are dominant.

· There is marginal coordination among international NGOs funding the same organisation.

· Most Norwegian NGOs earmark their support to specific activities. Few, if any provide core support to a partner organisation with guidelines and criteria for expected performance. Project support is the preferred mode of support. 

· Most of the Norwegian NGOs state that their activities are in line with the priorities and plans in the bilateral programme – often meaning overall Norwegian aid policy. There are as far as we know no formal links to the Norwegian bilateral programme for Uganda.

· Most of the Ugandan partners interviewed reported a high level and often cordial relationship with the Government – in particular at district and sub-district local level. None of the Ugandan organisations referred to any serious conflict or confrontation with the Government – even those with a stated advocacy mandate.

· CSOs involved draw a line between political issues and “party” politics – and stay away from the latter. The advocacy is issue-specific and there is an element of strategic self-imposed discipline among the organisations, which means they steer away from the most sensitive political issues. 

Chapter 5 provides an analysis of the level of compliance with Norwegian aid principles.

· Poverty orientation: It is common for Norwegian NGOs to work through intermediary organisations at national or district level – where staff and members belong to the “middle class” – or at least not the poorest of the poor. The partnership and capacity building approach – encouraged by NORAD civil society policy - does not lend itself easily to a direct poverty focus. The poor are mostly weakly organised and cannot be reached directly. It is important to emphasise that advocacy organisations - women and child rights organisations and technical support centres represent a separate category. They depend on staff with a high level of expertise and their objectives are to affect and change policy, sensitise politicians, reach out through media with information and messages, etc. 

· Civil society: 16 of the organisations expressed strong support to civil society in Uganda. Only a few were uncertain to what extent their partner and programme could be subsumed under the civil society banner. 
· Organisational development: The support to capacity building is unanimous – organisational development is a top priority for almost all the Norwegian NGOs. 
The NORAD policy seems to favour Norwegian NGOs working with national or district based intermediary organisations and exclude – or at least give less priority to capacity building directly with communities.

· Human rights and democracy: For almost all - human rights and democracy are guiding priorities, but there are only a few of the smaller child- and women rights NGOs which have a clear human rights profile – in the sense that they have separate human rights programmes. 

· Local ownership: Norwegian NGOs are convinced they are supporting strong local ownership.
· Consultation with the Government: There seems to be a high level of consultation with Government representatives at all levels – in particular for the development oriented NGOs. It is important for NORAD to keep in mind that compliance with national plans may be a laudable objective, but not necessarily for advocacy- and “watch dog” organisations with a mandate to monitor policies and represent a critical and alternative voice to Government policies and practice. 

· Added value: There has been an increasing focus on the “added value” issue in the last few years. The overall finding is that the partnership between Norwegian and Ugandan organisations is much more than a donor-recipient relationship. Norwegian NGOs provide more than money to their partners – even if it is difficult to disentangle the “added value”, assess its quality and measure its effects.  

· Performance and results: There is evidence of results from the significant financial investment through Norwegian NGOs over a long period of time, but the lack of more systematic knowledge about short- and long-term results is a major challenge.  Evaluations are carried out of several projects and number of evaluations has been on the increase – in particular project evaluations.  Reviewing a sample of evaluation reports, however, provide mostly anecdotal evidence about results. Best information exists about inputs- and outputs and short-term outcomes.

· Institutional and financial sustainability: The partner’s technical and managerial capability is rated as high and on the increase – meaning that the Ugandan organisations have strong and capable leaders and staff to implement programmes efficiently and effectively. On the other hand, it is a nearly undivided conclusion that the financial sustainability of supported programmes is extremely poor. The Ugandan NGOs know progressively more what they want to do and are able to do it themselves, but do not have the funds. 

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background and Purpose of the Study

Support to civil society in Uganda is channelled through 21 Norwegian NGOs
 and amounts to approximately 50 million NOK per year. A broad range of activities mainly in the social sector are implemented in collaboration with more than 50 Ugandan partners. This represented about 23% of total Norwegian bilateral support to Uganda, which was approx. 214 million NOK in 2002.

A Norwegian Embassy was first established in Kampala in 1996 while most of the Norwegian NGOs had already been working in the country for several years. Uganda is currently a main partner country for Norway and a comprehensive approach for the total Norwegian support to such countries is encouraged. With an Embassy in place, there are opportunities to review and possibly adjust the present assistance to civil society through a policy dialogue with the Norwegian NGOs – assessing the need for complementary forms and channels of support to civil society.

The Embassy will during 2003 draw up a plan for strengthening cooperation with civil society. As a first step and input to this plan, a study was commissioned called "A Study on the Civil Society in Uganda" (Thue et. al. 2002), which feeds into the present work in terms of providing the framework and history of civil society in the country. This study takes one more step and is meant to map, describe and analyse the scope and characteristics of current support from Norwegian NGOs. 

The overall objective is to carry out a review of the development cooperation between the Norwegian NGOs and their Ugandan partners
. The main emphasis should be on mapping the present portfolio of assistance and review some of its characteristics: Who are the Ugandan partners and who/what do they represent? What is the added value - over and above the financial contribution from the Norwegian organisations? Special consideration should be given to the "Guidelines for the grant schemes of the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the NORAD" and how Norwegian NGOs as well as their partners meet the aims in this document. 

It is important to emphasise that this is not an evaluation of the performance of individual organisations - nor of particular projects. Examples from organisations and projects are used to illustrate overall trends and highlight important issues, but this report does not provide any recommendations for expanding or reducing support to particular Norwegian NGOs.   

1.2. Key Issues and Questions

According to terms of reference the study should address the following issues and questions:


a) Partner identification: Constituency, accountability, number of donors, working modalities, etc. 

b) How is the dialogue between NORAD and the Norwegian organisations reflected in the development cooperation? How do the Ugandan partners conceive the organisational set-up and to what extent does this set-up facilitate smooth relationships?  

c) To what extent do the partners relate to human rights and democracy issues and how is this reflected in their work in Uganda?

d) To what extent are the areas of support related to PEAP and other GoU policies?

e) The quality of assistance with focus on objectives and results taking into account the guidelines for assistance to civil society. Do the NGO and the implementation process in general follow basic principles of transparency and accountability? 

f) Has the cooperation with Ugandan partners succeeded in building partnership relations taking into account ownership and sustainability? 
 

g) Is the Norwegian NGO support coordinated with support from other donors to the same NGO and/or area? 

h) What is the added value over and above the monetary, of channelling the support through a Norwegian NGO as conceived by the Ugandan partners?

1.3. Methods

The study has been carried out in three phases:

(a) In Norway – Desk Study and Survey
All the applications to NORAD from Norwegian NGOs were reviewed including evaluation reports available in NORAD archives
. Questionnaires were also sent to all the 21 Norwegian NGOs collecting information about their current involvement in Uganda, their future plans and assessment to what extent their support was considered to be in line with key principles for Norwegian development cooperation. They were also asked to review the organisational performance of their partners. All the organisations responded except one. Some organisations were also interviewed over the phone.

The main purpose of this phase was to collect basic information about their collaboration with Uganda and their “image” of partners and their performance.  

(b) In Uganda – Desk Study and Survey
A parallel exercise was carried out in Uganda with the partners of the Norwegian NGOs. The Ugandan consultant collected information directly from the organisations. CSOs involved were asked to characterise and assess their own organisation along several dimensions. Almost 30 organisations were contacted. A sample was drawn from those Norwegian NGOs with a large number of partners (Save the Children and Strømme Foundation). A separate report was prepared from this exercise parts of which are included in chapter 3.


(c) In Uganda – Field work and Interviews
The last phase was for the Norwegian and Ugandan team to meet and carry out interviews with CSOs in Uganda. The interviews were focusing on questions about partnerships and added value, coordination and communication with donors and Government and questions relating to accountability, purpose and objectives. The interviews tried also to compare the two “pictures” painted through data and information collected in Norway and Uganda. In addition to the Norwegian and Ugandan consultant representatives from the Embassy and NORAD were also members of the team. 

A draft report was submitted to NORAD in Oslo and the Norwegian Embassy for comments. A revised draft will then be circulated to all Norwegian NGOs and their partners as a background document for a meeting in Kampala in November 2003 organised by NORAD and the Embassy. The organisations will be asked to comment on the report which will be finalised as part of the proceedings from this meeting.

The following report consists of the following chapters: Chapter 2 provides a brief overview of the background for Norwegian development cooperation with Uganda and the level of support to the various sectors and organisations. Chapter 3 seeks to describe and characterise the Ugandan organisations. Chapter 4 presents the responses from the Norwegian NGOs – their assessment and future plans in Uganda. Chapter 5 sums up major findings and discuss them in relation to the questions in terms of reference. Most of the statistical information and summaries of questionnaires are in the annexes. Individual profiles of most of the Ugandan organisations with basic information about who they are and what they do are presented in a separate report (Section 2).   



2.0. DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION WITH UGANDA

2.1. Norwegian Bilateral Cooperation

Uganda was one of the first priority countries in Norwegian development cooperation starting shortly after Independence in 1962. The first peace corpse volunteers arrived in 1963. For political reasons bilateral cooperation ended in 1973 and recommenced slowly from the end of the 1980’s – primarily through Norwegian NGOs. In 1996, Uganda became a Norwegian partner country and a Memorandum of Understanding was signed for the period 1996-2001. An Embassy was established in the fall of the same year.

The current collaboration is based on the MoU from 2001 – further specified in the “Guidelines for Norwegian Development Cooperation with Uganda 2001-2005. Three priority areas are outlined: (a) good governance, democracy and human rights, (b) economic growth and development of private sector, and (c) social development. 

The activity plan for the Embassy (2003-2005) states that the support to Norwegian NGOs and their collaboration with local organisations should continue as long as it is within the MOU and in line with the Government of Uganda’s own priorities. A plan for increased involvement and collaboration with civil society should also be developed in 2003.

· Total Norwegian support to Uganda through all channels increased from 171 million in 2000 with a peak in 2002 to 192 million in 2002 (12% increase over four years).

Total Norwegian support to Uganda 2000-2003 (in mill.NOK)

Year
Bilateral support
Civil society
Private sector
Total

2000
125,000
35,204
11,000
171,204

2001
104,600
38,348
9,200
152,148

2002
167,500
45,309
12,000
214,009


2003
140,000
52,240
n.a.
192,239

Total
537,100
171,101
32,200
729,600

· After direct Government-to-Government support, most funds are channelled to civil society followed by private sector. 

· There has been a steady increase in the support to civil society from 35 million in 2000 to 52 million in 2003 – an almost 50% increase over four years. 

· In 2000, civil society absorbed 23% of the total Norwegian support to Uganda while the figure for 2003 increased to 28% - meaning that almost one third of Norwegian development cooperation with Uganda is channelled through civil society.

2.2. Civil Society Support

The allocation of resources to the various Norwegian NGOs was as follows from 2000 to 2003:
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2003

2002

2001

2000

Total

Save the Children Norway

13 951 000

13 751 000

8 447 000

9 477 000

45 626 000

Lions Aid Norway

6 200 000

4 500 000

3 700 000

3 572 000

17 972 000

Caritas Norway

5 450 000

2 274 000

4 959 000

2 298 000

14 981 000

Atlas Alliance

4 673 000

4 501 000

4 441 000

5 430 000

19 045 000

Norwegian Red Cross

2 624 000

3 530 000

1 908 000

1 696 000

9 758 000

Norwegian Refugee Council

2 500 000

1 095 000

3 595 000

The Norwegian Bar Association

2 405 000

2 401 000

1 975 000

1 903 000

8 684 000

Stromme Foundation

2 326 000

1 181 000

1 833 000

2 586 000

7 926 000

Plan Norway

2 097 000

1 837 000

1 696 000

1 500 000

7 130 000

Pentecostal Mission of Norway

1 740 000

1 215 000

856 000

780 000

4 591 000

FOKUS

1 659 000

1 313 000

762 000

1 062 000

4 796 000

Confederation of Norwegian Business and Industry

1 500 000

2 100 000

2 765 000

553 000

6 918 000

Christian Relief Network

1 050 000

1 020 000

1 018 000

1 170 000

4 258 000

Norwegian Federation of Trade Unions

842 000

859 000

51 000

1 752 000

Quaker Service Norway

598 000

598 000

583 000

583 000

2 362 000

Norwegian Church Aid

583 000

583 000

658 000

847 000

2 671 000

Norwegian Association of the Blind

538 000

540 000

545 000

496 000

2 119 000

The Norwegian Society for Development

486 000

1 069 000

1 272 000

424 000

3 251 000

Friends of Uganda

400 000

312 000

383 000

262 000

1 357 000

Norwegian Association of Physiotherapists

367 000

360 000

225 000

-21 000

931 000

Hand in Hand Uganda

250 000

270 000

271 000

586 000

1 377 000

Norwegian People's Aid

602 000

602 000

52 239 000

45 309 000

38 348 000

35 204 000

171 100 000


· There were 22 Norwegian NGOs involved between 2000 and 2003, but Norwegian People’s Aid had only funding in 2000 – bringing the actual number to 21.

· There are huge differences in level of funding between organisations: Save the Children is the major recipient of NORAD contributions – channelling nearly 27% of all funds to civil society in Uganda in 2003 and more or less the same for the whole period 2000 to 2003.

· The other large Norwegian NGOs are (in 2003): Lions Aid, CARITAS and Norwegian Association for the Disabled (ATLAS). In the next group comes Norwegian Red Cross, Norwegian Refugee Council, Norwegian Bar Association, Strømme Foundation and Plan Norway. Eight organisations received less than one million NOK in 2003. This means that the “big four” absorb nearly 60% of all NORAD funds. If we include the top nine organisations, they receive more than 80% of available resources.

· Looking at the large organisations, all of them have increased their funding from 2000 to 2003 – except for ATLAS (with a huge cut in the national CBR programme).

· The Norwegian Refugee Council is involved in a school project in Northern Uganda after a request from the Government of Uganda. This project is large and not included in this list since it is funded directly from the Embassy and not through ASN.  

3. 0. PARTNERS IN UGANDA – AN OVERVIEW

3.1. Who are the Projects and Partners?

Norwegian organisations and names of the agreements from NORAD’s PTA system can be found in Annex 2. There are 53 different agreements, but some of them consist of several sub agreements or projects, as for instance microfinance projects funded by Strømme Foundation. 

The 21 Norwegian NGOs are collaborating with altogether 44 different partners which are listed in Annex 7. There is a broad range of organisations and the rest of this chapter seeks to describe and characterise the project portfolio from different perspectives. We have asked the organisations to characterise themselves, but also looked at the flow of funds to various categories of organisations.
3.2. Thematic Profile

For an understanding of the thematic profile, we first asked the organisations to explain what sectors and thematic areas they were involved in. The civil society support was never planned as a well integrated country programme and never meant to either, but has emerged over a long period of time – with hardly any links between the individual parts. There could, however, be some overall trends and patterns in the use of resources. The main findings from this analysis are:

· Norwegian civil society support consists of a wide range of activities as illustrated in the table below – indicating a high level of fragmentation, but there are some cross-cutting priority areas: Overall community development, education and training, health and HIV/AIDS have all a high score, although there are some differences in whether an activity represents a main area of work or is addressed moderately or more indirectly. 

Table: Percentage of organisations involved in thematic areas.

Area of work 
None
To some extent
Moderate
To a large extent

Community development 
40
3
9
48

Health 
20
14.
29
37

HIV/AIDS
26
14
23
37

Education and training 
12
11
6
71

Environment 
49
23
11
17

Agriculture and Forestry 
46
20
20
14

Income generation/prod.
25
24
20
31

Human rights/democracy
34
9
20
37

Others

74
14
3
9

· The highest numbers of organisations cite education and training as their main area of work. Those who have activities related to education are at least 88% of the organisations. 74% of them have activities related to HIV/AIDS, 60% community development and 80 % health.  

· Expressed priorities for all the organisations are as follows:

· Education and Training
 
(77%)

· HIV/AIDS


 
(60%)

· Community development
 
(57%)

· Human Rights and Democracy
 (57%)

· Income generation / production 
(51%)

· Agriculture and forestry 

(34%)

· Environment



(28%)

· Other aspects

 

(12%).

The ranking reflects the organisations own assessment and perceptions. Hence, we have looked at priorities and profile also from a different perspective.

3.3. Funding Priorities

It is also useful to follow the flow of funds and assess priorities reflected in the allocation of resources. We selected a number of categories and grouped the organisations accordingly. The categories should only be considered as analytical boxes. Some organisations did not fit in only one, but the following categories covered most of the concerns of Ugandan organisations. The column with funds indicate how much money was allocated to each thematic area according to the 2003 budget (in mill. NOK):

Thematic areas
Funds allocated:
% of total

Human rights total
11 889 000
22

     - Children rights



     -  Women rights



     - Others



Disability
11 411 000
21

Community development
7 184 000
14

Organisational development
6 882 000
13

Education
6 157 000
11

HIV/AIDS
4 377 000
8

Child protection and rehabilitation
2 600 00
5

Economic development
2 203 000
4

Professional interests
367 000
2

The findings should be treated cautiously, but provided an interesting picture.

· Human Rights

There has been an increasing focus on human rights and democracy among the Ugandan partner organisations. It should be emphasised that human rights are here defined broadly. There are few “pure” human rights organisations in the group– working exclusively with human rights issues, but several state that the end effects of their programmes are to protect and promote human rights and democratic development. There is a distinction implied between a broad and narrower definition of human rights promotion. Activities promoting human rights range from sensitisation and awareness raising, to provision of legal aid to the poor and political advocacy at high level. 

The rights-oriented organisations supported by Norwegian NGOs are mainly focusing on the rights of children and women.

(a) Child rights

Almost half of the Ugandan organisations in our sample promote the rights and interests of children in Uganda – including the faith based organisations, as well as several supported by Save the Children Norway. 

Objectives of the organisations relate to protection of children against abuse and neglect, defence of children and advocacy for better protection, information exchange and experience sharing on children’s issues, advisory services on child rights, policy dialogue with government, research, efforts to protect children’s right to education, etc. They work to enhance the “voices of children” and monitor the implementation of national and international instruments on child rights and welfare. These organisations have the widest networks – to a large extent supported by Save the Children Norway.  

(b) Women 

Women rights organisations are significantly fewer than those promoting child rights – only about 10% of the organisations. However, as indicated earlier, those organisations with programmes handling the needs of women (often combined with children) as a vulnerable group are many and reach up to 71%. 

(c) Others 

Other aspects of human rights are covered by a legal aid project for those Ugandans whose rights are being violated and have no recourse to privately hired lawyers. Organisations identified as addressing human rights issues more broadly are: the Pentecostal Church through the programme for the restoration of prisoners, the Legal Aid Project with its programmes both in Kampala and in Northern Uganda with the Norwegian Refugee Council. Give Me A Chance has a programme called “civil peace”, which is intended to persuade forces fighting the Government of Uganda to disarm and benefit from amnesty declared by Government. Among the 35 organisations assessed, up to 57% said they were involved with human rights issues as a major area of their work.

· Disability

This is also an important category for the more specialized organisations. More than 30% of the organisations rated their target group as including persons with disabilities. This is in contrast to only six organisations with specific programmes for persons with disabilities, disabled peoples organisations or government departments handling issues of disability: Uganda National Association of the Blind (UNAB) and the interest organisation for the disabled (NUDIPU),  District Rehabilitation Office Tororo and the Ministry of Gender, Labour and Social Development (Community Based Rehabilitation) and finally Ministry of Health, which holds funds from both NORAD directly and from Lions Aid Norway to support eye care. The Lions Aid MOH programme takes 54% of the funds for disability while CBR accounts for 26% of the funds. 

· Community development

Although community development ranked third amongst the organisation’s areas of work, only a few support specific community development projects. There has been limited information from some of them, but they include: Church of Uganda/Norwegian Church Aid, Caritas, Friends of Uganda (NOFU), Nakitto Foundation and Mukono Deliverance Church (HIHU) and Uganda Change Agents (UCAA). The underlying objective for most of these programmes emphasise social and economic development at community level, including health, literacy and basic education. Poverty eradication and improvements in the quality and standards of life are important objectives. For Caritas and Uganda Change Agents mobilisation and people’s empowerment have a particular focus.

· Organisational development

Civil Society Organisations and other institutions that have received support for organisational development - include Uganda Red Cross, Church of Uganda through Norwegian Church Aid and capacity building for Lira Support Unit and Child Centred Development (Save the Children Norway). The Legal Aid project also received some support for organisational development. At a different level, Uganda Change Agents is involved in developing capacity of individual members and partners, but to much less extent organisations.

· Education

This is one of the most important priorities. As indicated earlier, education ranks as a core activity for 71% of the organisations: Kyambogo University with its Child to Child Programme, ABEK (Alternative Basic Education for Karamoja) in Moroto and Kotido districts, Mediated Learning Experience in Kyambogo,  a child advocacy and non formal education programme, Muhabura diocese, Kampala Diocese and FOCUS (for vocational training), as well as others such as Child Restoration Organisation (CRO) and Vision Terudo. There are also several child sponsorship programmes in education– mainly supported by Strømme Foundation. Organisations involved in vocational training are CEASOP, Vision Terudo, NOFU and Nakitto Foundation with vocational training for girls and persons with disabilities.

· HIV/AIDS

HIV/AIDS is mentioned as a top priority by 60% of the organisations, but only three have programmes dealing specifically with HIV/AIDS - Uganda Red Cross, Pentecostal Church and Plan Uganda, which provide support to children with HIV/AIDS. This indicates that HIV/AIDS activities are not organised in separate programmes, but  integrated in others.

· Child protection and rehabilitation:

There are at least six organisations involved in child protection and rehabilitation. They are working in eastern, western and northern Uganda: Child Restoration Organisation (CRO), CEASOP, Acenlworo child and family programme, Give Me a Chance (GMAC) and Action Against Child Abuse and Neglect (AACAN). Two of them are known to be working with street children - Give Me a Chance and Child Restoration Organisation. Other organisations especially in the north, such as CEASOP and Acenlworo work with internally displaced children. GMAC works with children in conflict with the law and supports psychosocial counselling and child resettlement. 

· Economic Development:

There are few organisations directly set up to support and promote economic development. Funding of some of the organisations has been terminated by the Norwegian partner, such as the Micro Credit Development Trust (MCDT). There are currently only four specific programmes on economic development funded by Norwegian NGOs - UCA’s ECRP (Elgon Cooperative Rehabilitation Programme), micro-finance in KOKA women development, ANCC and Muhabura Diocese supported by Strømme Foundation. In addition, UCAA’s change agent training attempts to prepare its members to identify and embark on improving their livelihoods, through income generation and other activities. 

· Professional interests
Organisations supporting and promoting professional or specific organisational interests are the Uganda Cooperative Alliance (UCA), the Federation of Uganda Employers (FUE), the National Organisation of Trade Unions of Uganda (NOTU) and the Uganda Association of Physiotherapists (UAP). The objectives of these organisations are mainly to promote and safeguard organisational interests and professionalism. UAP for instance seeks to promote the interest of professionals in the field of physiotherapy. 

In the strict sense, UAP is the only professional organisation supported by the Norwegian NGOs. UCA on the other hand promotes cooperative principles and is involved in development of policy regarding the cooperative movement and at the same time building the capacity of primary cooperative societies. 

3.4. Operational profile

So far the thematic profile has been described, but how are they working? What is their operational profile?

Table: Profile of the Ugandan NGOs;


Purpose
None(0)
Some(1)
Moderate (2)
Large extent(3)

Development support 
23%
6%
25%
46%

Advocacy/ lobbying 
20%
14%
23%
43%

Relief 
69%
14%
11%
6%

Cultural/Religious 
61%
14%
14%
11%

Networking 
20%
14%
26%
40%

Provision of Technical support 
40%
11%
23%
26%

Other
 
69%
14%
3%
14%

· The largest percentage (77%) of the Ugandan partners perceives themselves as development oriented organisations (moderate + to a large extent). Only 23% did not identify development support as part of their mandate.

· This means that the majority of the organisations are not among the new members of the broader civil society.
 On the other hand, organisations like Federation of Ugandan Employers, National Union of Workers in Uganda, Ugandan Physiotherapist Association are not NGOs. Hence, there is also a group of organisations included which gives the Norwegian NGO support a broader civil society profile.
 

· Advocacy and lobbying together with networking and provision of technical support to other institutions came third in line with 66%. This is also confirmed in the new NGO sector study for Uganda (Barr 2003) stating that most Ugandan NGOs are not only service providers, but have education and advocacy in their mandate. 

· Cultural and religious objectives were a main purpose for 26% of the organisations. Several of them are affiliated to a church or Christian group, but they did not define the purpose of their programmes as religious.

· We do not have sufficient empirical data, but it seems that the bulk of the funds from Norwegian NGOs go to development oriented activities (various types of service provision). The percentage spent on advocacy, lobbying and networking is on the increase, but still significantly lower than for service provision.

· Networking is an important objective for 65% of the organisations, but only 8% of the Ugandan partners are set up as networks to do advocacy work: NCC, UCRNN and ISIS-WICCE. 

· The provision of technical support to clients and partners is important to at least 46% of the Ugandan organisations. 

· A few other organisations are involved in relief to a limited extent, making a total of 17%. Uganda Red Cross Society and Caritas are the only organisations whose main mandate involves relief.

3.5. Balance between Service Delivery and Advocacy

We asked the organisations to assess the balance between service provision, capacity building, advocacy, networking and research. The responses were:

Table: Percentage share of activities amongst the organisations:

Main Activity 
None
Limited
Moderate
Large Extent

Service delivery
27
11
8
54

Capacity building
11
6
26
57

Lobbying – advocacy 
12
11
26
51

Networking
9
23
11
57

Research– Documentation
28
26
23
23

· The highest numbers said they were doing capacity building, then lobbying-advocacy, networking and service delivery. 46% are involved in research and documentation as important activities. Other than research and documentation, which ranks slightly lower, all other activities rate over 60% as a moderate to main activity amongst the organisations. Only 9% of the 35 organisations that returned questionnaires are not involved in networking according to their own rating. 

· This presents a picture in which the organisations are involved in a broad range of interventions. The terminology is, however, broad and open for different interpretations. Application of stricter criteria might have given another picture – with a higher share of service provision. 

3.6. Target Groups

Most organisations have more than one target group and are involved in a number of activities and programmes to address the needs and interests of these groups. 

Table: Composite table showing percentage target groups of the NGOs:

Target group
How the organisation relates to / target the group 


None
Limited 
Moderate 
Large Extent

Community 
21
11
17
51

Women and children 
23
6
8
63

Youth 
34
9
20
37

Orphans 
44
8
8
40

The disabled 
38
17
11
34

Others
 
49
14
9
28

· Women and children appear to be the main target groups. 

· Target groups are more widely diversified than the categories in the table  indicate, with 37% referring to other categories, as for instance physiotherapists, refugees, internally displaced people, migrants and destitutes, government field workers, employers and children exclusively rather than children and women. 

· The largest single category, however, is children, whether targeted as part of human rights, rehabilitation, education, mitigating effects of HIV/AIDS or protection programmes.  

3.7. Origin and Age

Ugandan organisations receiving support from Norwegian NGOs have on average been in existence over a long period of time. The registration of these NGOs starts from the early 1950’s to 1996. This spans a period of 44 years from the registration of the oldest organisation to that of the youngest, which is seven years old. The older partners include the faith based organisations, a number of which are partners of Strømme Foundation, Caritas, the Uganda Red Cross, Government departments and other organisations formed by government statute, such as FUE, NOTU and Nsamizi. 

Table: Relative age of the Ugandan Organisations:

ESTABLISHED
ORGANISATIONS

1950’s
Nsamizi institute of social development; Federation of Uganda Employers; Caritas (none under the NGO act)

1960’s 
Ministry in charge of rehabilitation (Eventual CBR programme)

1970s
Apac District Scouts Council; ISIS-WICCE; National Organisation of Trade Unions of Uganda (NOTU); Uganda Association of Physiotherapists (UAP)

1980s
All Nations Christian Care (ANCC); Institute of Teacher Education Kyambogo (Child to child); National Union of Disabled Persons of Uganda (NUDIPU), Pentecostal Churches of Uganda (PCU); District Rehabilitation Office (CBR Tororo); Uganda Media Women Association (UMWA) 

1990s
African Network for Prevention and Protection Against Child Abuse and Neglect (ANPPCAN, Uganda Chapter), Collaborative Efforts to Alleviate Social Problems (CEASOP); Child Restoration Outreach (CRO); Development Training and Research Centre (DETREC), Kampala Diocese Child sponsorship programme (KAD); Diocese of Muhabura Education programme; Give Me A Chance; KOKA Women Development Programme; Kigulu Development Group (KDG); Legal Aid Project (LAP), Micro Credit Development Trust; Ministry of Health; National Council for Children(NCC); Norwegian Friends of Uganda (NOFU).

Norwegian NGOs are as a result involved with relatively well established organisations. Many of the supported programmes were developed from the mid to late 1990s and in the last 3 years. Partners seem to remain, but programmes may change intermittently.

In terms of the origin of these organisations, five categories could be found:  

(a) Organisations that came into force as a result of government statute.

(b) Government departments. 

(c) Organisations registered under the Churches.

(d) Ordinary NGOs. 

(e) Organisations that were started as networks with an interest in advocacy, those that are meant for service delivery or pursuing and disseminating Christianity. 

3.8. Status of the Organisations

Up to 84% of the organisations are formally registered with the NGO Registration Board of the Ministry of Internal Affairs. Some are established under Government Acts and in a few cases with other government ministries, such as the Ministry of Justice (NUDIPU) and that of Education and Sports (Nsamizi Training Institute for Development (NTISD)- established under the Universities and Tertiary Institutions Act. Some of the faith based organisations such as Caritas and the Church of Uganda (COU) are not registered directly, but have a blanket cover under a Trusteeship Act.  

Most of the organisations (75%) have Boards of Directors except for some government institutions which have adopted management structures such as steering/ management committees, councils or in some cases secretariats (NOTU). Inclusion of organisations with management structures brings them to 84%. This percentage could have been higher had there been no non-response from some organisations. Many of these organisations are members of other networks/affiliations with which they maintain close relationships and formally members.   

More detailed information on the status of the NGOs and institutions partnering with Norwegian NGOs can be deduced from the table in Annex 6.

3.9. Size and Structure

Only 4% of the organisations do not have professional staff as such, i.e. NOFU and UAP. Taken together, the organisations that returned forms have 365 professional staff. The most unique are ANCC with five members and 60 staff, NOFU with no staff,  but operating through a Norwegian committee and volunteering of the members professional time in addition to contracting some local community consultants. 

There are organisations that elect their board through a general assembly. Information on this was fragmented, so its not possible to quantify them.  The more common trend seems to be that the board is appointed based on a number of selection criteria. Red Cross is an example of the first, Nakitto Foundation of the latter. We have insufficient information to assess the level of transparency and democracy in the organisations, but most appear as legitimate and credible organisations in Uganda.
  

The MOH programme supported by Lions Aid is run by staff employed and paid by the Ministry of Health, as is the CBR programme of Ministry of Gender, Labour and Social Development and the District Rehabilitation Office in Tororo.

Volunteer workers (mostly social workers) are not uncommon amongst these organisations, especially with the ones handling issues of children’s rights. Organisations such as ANPPCAN also get social worker students to work with them during their fieldwork placement. Members of the organisations also give of their time. Information about staff and structure of the individual organisations are included in Annex 6.   

3.10. Coverage and Location

The largest number of NGOs have national coverage. 23% of the organisations consider themselves as local community based NGOs and 9% as regional organisations. Some of the organisations perceive coverage as relating to their partners, i.e. the extent of coverage of the organisations they support and work with. Those organisations that consider themselves national may just be based in Kampala and have affiliates in a number of districts or they may have programmes in at least 5 districts.

The Ugandan partners are widely spread throughout the country. Eastern,  Northern,  Western and Central Uganda are all represented. North Western Uganda also has some programmes. Following are a list of districts covered.

Table: Location of the Organisations

Organisation
Location

AACAN (Action Against Child Abuse and Neglect)
Lira 

ABEK (Alternative Basic Education for Karamoja)
Moroto and Kotido 

Acenlworo
Lira 

ANCC (All Nations Christian Care
Lira 

ANPPCAN (African Network on Prevention and Protection Against Child Abuse and Neglect
Arua, Kasese, Iganga, Jinja, Rakai, Kampala and Wakiso (considered national)

Apac District Scouts Council 
Apac 

Caritas 
Nebbi, Luwero, Kotido

CBR DRO (Community Based Rehabilitation District Rehabilitation Office)Tororo 
Tororo 

CEASOP (Collaborative Efforts to Alleviate Social Problems )
Lira 

CRO (Child Restoration Outreach)
Mbale (with a sister branch in Masaka)

DETREC(Development Training and Research Centre
Lira 

Diocese of Muhabura 
Kisoro 

FUE (Federation of Uganda Employers)
National 

GMAC (Give Me a Chance)
Arua and Kasese, Kampala 

ISIS – WICCE
National (Networks )

Kampala Diocese 
Kampala 

KDG (Kigulu Development Group)
Iganga and Mayuge

KOKA  Women Development Project
Kabermaido 

LAP ULS (Legal Aid Project of the Uganda Law Society)
Kampala, Gulu, Jinja and Fort Portal 

MCDT (Micro Credit Development Trust )
Kampala, Luwero, Masaka, Tororo 

MGLSD (Ministry of Gender, Labour and Social Development)
National 

MOH (Ministry of Health) Eye care 
17 districts 

Nakitto Foundation 
Mukono

NCC (National Council for Children )
National 

Norwegian Friends of Uganda 
Nakasongola 

NOTU (National Organisation of Trade Unions of Uganda)
Kampala 

Nsamizi 
Mpigi 

NUDIPU (National Union of Disabled Persons of Uganda)
National 

PCU (Pentecostal Churches of Uganda)
Bugiri, Tororo (Malaba) and Mukono 

UAP (Uganda Association of Physiotherapists)
Kampala 

UCA  (Uganda Cooperative Alliance)
Kapchorwa and national 

UCRNN (Uganda Child Rights NGO Network)
National 

UMWA (Uganda Media Women’s Association)
Kampala plus 19 other districts 

UNAB (Uganda National Association of the Blind)
Mubende and 10 other districts 

URC  (Uganda Red Cross Society)
National, Mbarara, Kampala, Katakwi, 

UWCM (Uganda Women Concern Ministry )
Mbale 

Vision TERUDO (Teso Rural Development Organisation )
Kumi 

West Ankole Diocese 
Bushenyi 

3.11. Level of Networking.

The organisations rate the level of networking as high. There are local, regional (country), national, regional (Africa) and international networks. The networks are often strengthened through the assistance of Norwegian and other donors while others are chapters of international or regional organisations. 

Many of the partnerships have been formed to influence government policy and incorporating specific interests within the national planning framework. There is limited networking with regard to sharing of resources, although some of the organisations attempt to go to different areas if their programmes are similar. 

There is limited though increasing trend of networking amongst donors with regard to the kind of support they provide to their Ugandan counterparts. Examples of consolidated reports were indicated in at least twp organisations as part of the donor coordination but for one of the organisations, this was the only method of coordination. The specialised networks (mainly child rights advocacy networks) are also joined by donor NGOs. 

3.12. Funding

Most of the Ugandan NGOs are funded by external partners – the large organisations by several partners, the smaller by only the Norwegian NGO. The smaller organisations have mostly only one external donor.

The funding from Norwegian organisations is almost exclusively channelled directly to the Ugandan partners based on an agreed budget and procedure. There were two examples of partnerships where the Ugandan organisation was not consulted in the budget process and unaware of how much money was available for activities. The Norwegian organisation paid directly for individual activities – a practice contradicting principles of transparency and accountability.

It is only the Norwegian Association of the Disabled (NAD) that transfers funds through the Government system – to the Ministry of Finance from where funds are forwarded to districts and the Ministry of Gender. This is also the only example to out knowledge where Norwegian civil society support is reflected in Uganda’s Government budget at central level and the level of the model district in Tororo.

Most of the CSOs would be against channelling funds through the Government system, but it should be acceptable for most of the organisations to report on annual income to the Government – to be reflected in national and district budgets. MOH complained about the lack of transparency among health NGOs in Uganda (Kruse 2003, SWAps and Civil Society in Uganda), but it should be an aim to work out a system of more financial transparency between CSOs and Government. 

4.0. REPONSES FROM NORWEGIAN NGOS

The following is a summary and analysis of the responses from the Norwegian NGOs.

4.1. Uganda a Priority? 

Uganda is a priority country for most of the organisations – except for Norwegian Association of the Blind and Norwegian Church Aid. The Quakers and Hand in Hand Uganda did not reply to this question. This means that there are about eighteen Norwegian NGOs considering Uganda as a main partner country and priority – many with a long history and significant experience in the country and not least future commitment.  

4.2. Future Plans – Expansion and Consolidation

Most of the organisations have no immediate and clear plans for expanding development cooperation with Uganda in terms of new projects or partners. Only four of the Norwegian NGOs have such plans: Save the Children Norway is merging with other Save the Children organisations and will from 2004 appear with a much larger programme, but not necessarily with expectations of more NORAD funding. Norwegian Society for Development intends to start a new Area Cooperative Enterprise and would like direct funding from the bilateral programme. 

Strømme Foundation is ready to expand and Norwegian Association of the Disabled (NAD) would like to replicate its CBR programme in more districts over the next 3-4 years given that the evaluation of the model in Tororo is positive. Plan Norway considers expansion, but has no concrete plans. Christian Relief Network wants more involvement in the Western region. For Lions Club, Norwegian Church Aid and Friends of Uganda decisions on future involvement are pending.  

On the other hand, it is only the Confederation of Norwegian Business and Industry that considers pulling out at the end of 2005. Norwegian Bar Association is uncertain about their future level and type of assistance. Few of the organisations have clear plans and strategies for phasing out.

In practical terms, this means that the total portfolio and level of funding to civil society in Uganda will remain relatively stable – if no changes are initiated by NORAD. Individual partners and projects may change, but most of the Norwegian NGOs intend to continue their collaboration with more or less the same partners for the next two to three years.

4.3. Coordination between Norwegian NGOs

The response was clear and with almost no exception: There is no formal coordination between Norwegian NGOs working in Uganda and informal consultations are also marginal. Norwegian NGOs have established their own partnerships independently of each other and vertical relationships are dominant. Save the Children Norway keeps informally in touch with some of the organisations, but coordination takes place with their sister organisations. Norwegian Association of the Disabled has some collaboration with Statens Råd for Funksjonshemmede. Plan Norway maintains contact with Norwegian Refugee Council and Save the Children, but not through any formal mechanisms. The Confederation of Norwegian Business and Industry collaborates with Norwegian companies and the Norwegian Trade Council. 

The lack of dialogue confirms the weak tradition of collaboration between Norwegian NGOs. Organisations with representation in Uganda meet quarterly in the Embassy and in November 2003 a joint meeting between NORAD, the Embassy, Norwegian NGOs and their partners will be organised for the first time. It is interesting to note that it is the Norwegian Government that brings Norwegian NGOs together and not any initiative from the organisations themselves.  

4.4. Donor Coordination

It is more surprising that there also seems to be marginal coordination among international NGOs funding the same organisation – even if there are two important modification to this finding. First, that the large organisations like Red Cross, CARITAS, Save the Children, Plan etc. have their own coordination mechanisms established in Uganda by the local partner. Secondly, some of the Ugandan organisations are small and the Norwegian NGO is their only partner. Hence, there is no need for donor coordination. In cases of several donors, there seems to be few contacts between the donors. 

It is also interesting to note that Norwegian NGOs earmark their support to specific activities. Few, if any provide core support to a partner organisation with broad guidelines and criteria and standards for expected performance. Project support is the preferred mode of support. Questions about accountability are thus easily restricted to project results and not organisational performance. 

4.5. Consultation and Coordination with the Embassy

The Norwegian Embassy is commended for their open door policy vis-à-vis Norwegian NGOs and there are quarterly information meetings for the organisations with representation in Uganda. It is common for NGO representatives from Norway to visit the Embassy while visiting Uganda. Only two organisations said they had no contact with the Embassy while seven reported frequent consultations. Not surprisingly, the Ugandan partner organisations had marginal direct contact with the Embassy. Such contact was mainly mediated through their Norwegian partner – except for larger organisations like Uganda Red Cross.  

4.6. Links to Norwegian Bilateral Programme

Responses vary. Most of the Norwegian NGOs state that their activities are in line with the priorities and plans in the bilateral programme – often meaning overall Norwegian aid policy. There are as far as we know no formal links to the Norwegian bilateral programme for Uganda – in the sense that partners and projects have been selected to play a role in and deliberately complement the bilateral programme – except for the Norwegian Refugee Council supporting a school project in Northern Uganda. 

Parts of the support to the national CBR programme through NAD could in principle have been funded directly by NORAD as health sector support and the same is true for Lion Aid’s district eye health care programme – since both of them work with and through the Government system. The collaboration between the Confederation of Norwegian Business and Industry and the Federation of Employers in Uganda (FUE) is funded as part of NORAD’s civil society grant, but could have been part of NORAD’s private sector development programme. 

Norwegian Red Cross underlines shared priorities (HIV/AIDS) and relief, the Norwegian Federation of Trade Unions encourages NORAD to include labour rights in the bilateral programme. Norwegian Society for Development hopes that the new cooperative project will be funded as part of the bilateral programme. Strømme Foundation would like to involve the Embassy more in micro-finance, but finds capacity in the Embassy to be limited. Norwegian Association of the Disabled would like to see the future CBR programme funded directly by NORAD and expanded to the whole country.     

4.7. Links to National and Local Authorities

Responses varied depending on type of organisation. Six of the Norwegian NGOs said they had extensive consultations with the Government of Uganda – either at national or local level – like Save the Children, Strømme Foundation, Norwegian Association of the Disabled, Lions Club etc. Another five had frequent, but not extensive consultations. For the NGOs working with and through the Government close links with the Government is obvious. 

Some of the organisations (like Norwegian Red Cross) have only contact with the Government through the local partner and the smallest have a low rating on consultations with Government – like Norwegian Council for Africa, Norwegian Federation of Trade Unions, etc.  

Most of the Ugandan partners interviewed reported a high level and often cordial relationship with the Government – in particular at district and sub-district local level. This means in practice that they inform relevant ministries about what they are involved in, often request Government officers to take part in meetings and workshops, etc. and that responses are mostly positive. The Ugandan organisations feel they benefit from Government recognition. A few organisations said they had received some contributions in kind from the Government, but fewer still have expectations of receiving public funds. Support comes in the form of recognition and as observed elsewhere – Government policies in Uganda support a strong public-private mix (Kruse 2003, SWAps and Civil Society in Uganda). 

It was also interesting to observe that none of the Ugandan organisations referred to any serious conflict or confrontation with the Government – even those with a stated advocacy mandate – except for NOTU acknowledging that the Government did not appreciate its work. This could imply that Norwegian NGOs are mainly supporting a group of Government-friendly and uncontroversial organisations. It seems correct that most of the Norwegian partners are in the group of “less controversial” . This does not imply, however, that they are completely silent and avoid advocacy work.

Save the Children Norway is supporting vocal women’s and child rights organisations. Advocacy on behalf of children and women is, however, perceived as not so  politically sensitive. Government officers attend for instance training courses organised by the advocacy organisation ISIS. The CSOs involved seem to draw a line between political issues and “party” politics – and stay away from the latter. The advocacy is issue-specific and there is an element of strategic self-imposed discipline, which means they steer away from the most sensitive political issues. We did not find organisations working for instance on issues like corruption, human rights and democracy at national level, macro-economic issues, etc. even if these do exist in the country.

5. 0. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

5.1. Compliance with Norwegian aid Priorities

All the Norwegian NGOs were asked to assess to what extent their support to Uganda was in line with Norwegian aid principles – on a scale from 0 to 4. They were clear in their response and expressed a very high level of compliance with Norwegian aid policies – meaning poverty orientation, support to civil society, organisational development, human rights and democracy, gender and socio-cultural issues, local ownership and sustainability. Only a few organisations admitted small deviation from official government policy. 

What does this mean? It could be that those principles are so broad and unspecific – making them appropriate labels for all NGOs programmes – regardless of individual idiosyncrasies. Or it could imply that NGOs have been able to package their support in politically correct terminology. Or simply that Norwegian NGOs are well in line with the best intentions in Norwegian development cooperation  - reflecting a high level of consensus between public and private development aid in Norway. There seems to be an element of truth in all the explanations.

A short summary of major findings for all seven dimensions are:

· Poverty orientation: Interestingly, five Norwegian NGOs have on this variable a low rating of their programme support (1 – only to some extent): Red Cross, Norwegian Federation of Trade Unions, Norwegian Church Aid, the Pentecostal Mission and Norwegian Physiotherapist Association. Trade Unions and an interest organisation for physiotherapists are obviously not part of the poorest sections of society and organisational capacity building (Red Cross and Norwegian Church Aid) may have no direct poverty focus. 13 of the Norwegian NGOs characterise their support as highly poverty oriented – even the Norwegian Confederation of Business and Industry with its support to the employers association in Uganda (FUE). 

Poverty orientation is a complex issue: It is clear that only a few of the smaller organisations work directly with poor people and communities at village level (Friends of Uganda, Hand in Hand Uganda, Plan Uganda etc.). It is much more common for Norwegian NGOs to work through intermediary organisations at national or district level – where staff and members belong to the “middle class” – or at least not the poorest of the poor. The partnership and capacity building approach – encouraged by NORAD civil society policy - does not lend itself easily to a direct poverty focus. The poor are mostly weakly organised and cannot be reached directly. On the other hand, most of the Ugandan organisations work with and for such target groups - including communities/children in difficult circumstances such as former abductees of rebels and children in displaced peoples camps – even if we do not have sufficient information to measure the level of poverty orientation in their programmes. 

It is also important to emphasise that advocacy organisations - women and child rights organisations and technical support centres come in a separate category. They depend on staff with a high level of expertise and their objectives are to affect and change policy, sensitise politicians, reach out through media with information and messages, etc. 

· Civil society: 16 of the organisations rated that their support expressed strong support to civil society in Uganda (rating 2 and 3). Only a few were uncertain to what extent their partner and programme could be subsumed under the civil society banner. The Pentecostal Mission has a low rating for its support to prisoners. This reflects that at least prisons fall outside the broad concept of civil society. Norwegian Physiotherapists Association has also problems with classifying its collaboration as civil society support. 
The concept of civil society has few clear boundaries – except that it should be outside Government and not part of private sector. Lions Aid’s collaboration with the Ministry of Health and NAD’s (Norwegian Association of the Disabled) CBR programme with the Ministry of Gender and Social Development seem to fall outside such a definition, except that at district level, the CBR programme supports and works with disabled peoples organisations. We have problems with Uganda Employers Association and to what extent such organisations are part of civil society. It is a non-profit organisation, but it is clearly a part of private sector development and could have been included in the Embassy’s programme for the private sector. 

As shown elsewhere in the report most of the organisations are development NGOs and not difficult to classify, but the interest- and rights-based advocacy organisations adds a civil society dimension. 

· Organisational development: The support to capacity building is unanimous – organisational development is a top priority for almost all the Norwegian NGOs. We are not in a position to assess the balance between service delivery and capacity building, but both dimensions are present. Organisational development is also one of those attractive, but unfortunately diffuse terms which require special skills to be done well. Another evaluation would have been required to assess the quality and effects of the OD efforts.  
It is also a thorny issue to what extent NORAD’s partnership and capacity building policy have certain boundaries. The NORAD policy seems to favour Norwegian NGOs working with national or district based intermediary organisations and exclude – or at least give less priority to capacity building directly with communities or small informal CBOs. Friends of Uganda are working directly with individual villages and defines their support as organisational development. Plan Norway also states that they work more directly with communities and less with organised NGOs at national and district level. Both organisations have thus a level of self-implementation – meaning staff in the field carrying out activities. Such an approach often yields impressive immediate results. It is a policy question for NORAD to what extent self-implementation should be completely avoided or if such an approach also contributes to build organisational capacity.  

· Human rights and democracy: Norwegian Society for Development gives themselves a low score on the human rights dimension – also the Confederation of Norwegian Business and Industry. For all the other - human rights and democracy are guiding priorities. There are only a few of the smaller child- and women rights NGOs supported by Save the Children Norway which have a clear human rights profile – in the sense that they have separate human rights programmes. We have not found examples of organisations working exclusively on democracy and good governance issues.
The Norwegian organisations are of the opinion that their programmes have a human rights dimension and contribute indirectly to building a democratic society and protecting human rights.

· Gender and socio-cultural issues: Only Norwegian Church Aid and the Confederation of Norwegian Business and Industry are giving themselves a low rate on the gender and cultural dimension, but we are uncertain for what reasons. NCA may feel that the Church of Uganda is too male oriented or maybe that programmes supported do not have any clear gender profile. FUE is directed by a strong woman leader, but the industries are most likely dominated by men.
· Local ownership and sustainability: The strongest and most positive rating comes to local ownership. Norwegian NGOs are convinced they are supporting strong local ownership. There were a few examples were Ugandan organisations referred to cases where Norwegian partners had pushed their own priorities – in other words tried to convince their partner to take up new types of programmes, but the overall finding was that Norwegian NGOs show a high level of respect for local decisions.
 
There is also strong support for the principle of sustainability, but we are not quite sure what the rating means. In another part of the report, it is shown that the financial sustainability is extremely low across the board – even if the institutional sustainability is more promising. There has also been a high level of stability in the project portfolio – meaning a low level of project turnover and phasing out of projects. Plans for phasing out – or exit strategies are missing in almost all the partnerships – even if there are examples of training in local fundraising.   

5.2. Relevance to National Problems and Priorities

It is a concern of NORAD that Norwegian support to civil society should be in line with national plans and priorities and relevant to expressed needs. There are several separate issues involved in this concern: First relevance: In resource poor African countries this appears often as a more academic issue. Needs have few limits among the poor and Norwegian NGOs are all well in line with what is relevant to Uganda’s development. In other words, none of the projects are irrelevant – even if some partnerships and programmes could be classified as more relevant than others. Eye health care, children in prisons, persons with disabilities, people living with AIDS, poor villagers - all have legitimate needs.

Another question is to what extent Norwegian support to civil society is in line with Uganda’s national plans and priorities – like PRSP’s, sector programmes, etc. The organisations have addressed this question in the application to NORAD – and they all reflect a high level of conformity with national plans. It is an open question to what extent it is meaningful to discuss level of compliance with PEAP in Uganda. All partners expressed support to national policies at this level and all programmes could be subsumed under one of the PEAP’s priorities.  

Being in line with PEAP does not imply Government funding. NGOs are working with several target groups like street children, the disabled, etc. – all in line with Government policies, but with no budgetary support. NGOs are often expected to take the responsibility for such vulnerable target groups.

It was also interesting to assess the extent to which Ugandan organisations consulted with the Government at national and district level – in order to be more actively in line with for instance district development plans or sector priorities. We were not able to validate what the NGOs told us, but there seems to be a high level of consultation with Government representatives at all levels – in particular for the development oriented NGOs. There are “lone riders” keeping the Government on an arm lengths distance and there are advocacy organisations with a mission to hold the Government accountable and monitor its performance. 

It is important for NORAD to keep in mind that compliance with national plans may be a laudable objective, but not necessarily for advocacy- and “watch dog” organisations with a mandate to monitor policies and represent a critical and alternative voice to Government policies and practice. There are, however, few such organisations in the Norwegian civil society support portfolio.  

5.3. Added Value

There has been an increasing focus on the “added value” issue in the last few years – or in other words to what extent Norwegian NGOs provide more than financial support to their partner’s development. The overall finding is that the partnership between Norwegian and Ugandan organisations is much more than a donor-recipient relationship. Norwegian NGOs provide more than money to their partners – even if it is difficult to disentangle the “added value”, assess its quality and measure its effects. The Ugandan organisations preferred clearly to be supported by a Norwegian NGO – compared to “receiving a cheque” from an Embassy.

Almost all the Ugandan NGOs expressed appreciation for the Norwegian support and confirmed the value added – over and above the financial contribution. Cynics may add that this is not surprising from a grateful recipient, but some of the organisations were even more positive than necessary – by calling their Norwegian partners “close friends”, unusual to be  donors (meaning flexible and supportive) and committed to a long-term partnership. 

We do not have baseline data, but it seems that Norwegian NGOs are much more concerned about added value and actually add more value today compared to only a few years ago.

The traditional supervision visits one or two times a year by the Norwegian organisation is mentioned by all, but interviews indicate that the added value from such visits is often marginal. Capacity building efforts are inserted in such visits, but Ugandan partners rated such efforts relatively low. There is a broad range of other more effective “added value initiatives”:

(a) National or regional seminars (for several partner organisations) focussing on a thematic area like strategic planning, evaluation, HIV/AIDS, etc.

(b) Direct technical or organisational support to individual organisations.

(c) South-south and north-south exchange (interesting examples of collaboration between radio stations and cultural groups and programmes).

(d) Participation in international meetings and networks.

There is also a strong element of added value in moral support and international collaboration. Norwegian NGOs provide such support to their like-minded friends – and the international connections secure funding, but also legitimacy and to some extent security.

The level and quality of added value provided by Norwegian NGOs vary a lot. An initial hypothesis was that smaller Norwegian NGOs were more involved with their partner and added more value in relative terms than the larger “professional” NGOs. There is an element of truth in this hypothesis, but only an element. Save the Children Norway for instance provides most added value of all the Norwegian NGOs and for obvious reasons. It has an office in Kampala with six programme officers working full time with supervision and capacity building. The other Norwegian NGOs with a representation in Uganda are also better equipped to provide technical and managerial support than organisations working through e-mail from Norway and occasional supervision visits.

We found, however, a few examples in which the added value from the Norwegian NGO was marginal and had become less relevant over time. NORAD needs to assess those organisations in more detail – in which the partnerships are mainly used to maintain cordial relationships and support the international airline industry. There are also a few cases where NORAD/the Embassy in principle could have supported the same partner as the Norwegian NGO – like Lions Aid and NAD, but in both cases there is significant value added from the Norwegian organisation to Government ministries.

The most typical response from Ugandan organisations to the question about added value was that Norwegian partners offered “capacity building”. Laudable as it may be – the substance of what is offered is not very clear and covered a broad range of activities – mainly training workshops, seminars and exchange visits. Capacity building represents a demanding part of development cooperation and a clearer strategy for such support would have been desirable. 

It is also an open question to what extent the added value represents value for money – in other words is it cost effective with a reasonable balance between costs and results? We do not know, but it is costly. If all the travel and opportunity costs of staff and volunteers in 21 organisations visiting Uganda two to three times a year were added up, the value added has to be very high to match the expenses. The collaboration and coordination between Norwegian NGOs is low and there should be opportunities and savings in more joint initiatives when it comes to capacity building (for instance training seminars in monitoring and evaluation, micro credit, planning).     

5.4. Performance and Effectiveness
Most of the Norwegian organisations referred to positive evidence of growth among partners resulting from their capacity building efforts – like for instance improved credibility and visibility, restructuring completed successfully, proper accounting/audit systems in place, productivity increased, broader membership base, legal act established, better village infrastructure, partner more able to handle complex projects, etc.

There is clear evidence of results from the significant financial investment through Norwegian NGOs over a long period of time, but the lack of more systematic knowledge about short- and long-term results is a major challenge. All the activities have most likely effects, but we do not know what the 50 million NOK investment adds up to in terms of impact and there is no straight forward method to collect such information. 

Evaluations are carried out of several projects and number of evaluations has been on the increase – in particular project evaluations – less programme evaluations and assessments of organisational capacity
. Most evaluations are also still donor initiated.  Reviewing a sample of evaluation reports, however, provide mostly anecdotal evidence about results. Best information exists about inputs- and outputs and short-term outcomes. The analysis of processes, relevance and specific implementation issues are also interesting. Norwegian Association of the Disabled is working on a monitoring system for the CBR programme, but the information is not yet analysed and we did not come across organisations with functioning impact monitoring systems.  

There are several methodological and practical problems involved in measuring results which will not be discussed here. It is in particular difficult to measure the results from advocacy and capacity building efforts. Save the Children Norway for instance faces a tremendous challenge in measuring the results of their rights-based programming.  

It is, however, important to emphasise that impact assessment is not impossible and much more could be done and could have been done. The overall lack of monitoring and evaluation systems can partly be explained by shortage of skills, but maybe also lack of interest. NORAD has recently given more attention to evaluation and documentation of results. Donors should have clear, but not unrealistic expectations. There is no simple answer to the value for money of a 50 million NOK investment per year – to a broad range of projects and programmes in a country like Uganda. The organisations need, however, more and better data and information about results than they have today. 

5.6. Institutional and Financial Sustainability

When the Norwegian NGOs responded to the question about compliance with Norwegian aid principles and in particular sustainability – the overall rating was positive. Maybe they were referring to policy intent, because in their own assessment of institutional and financial sustainability a different picture emerges. The partner’s technical and managerial capability is rated as high and on the increase – meaning that the Ugandan organisations have strong and capable leaders and staff to implement programmes efficiently and effectively. This assessment was also confirmed in most of our interviews – in particular with women leaders. 

On the other hand, it is a nearly undivided conclusion that the financial sustainability of supported programmes are from poor to extremely poor. The Ugandan NGOs know progressively more what they want to do and are able to do it themselves, but do not have the funds. Ugandan organisations are financially dependent on international partners and this pattern of financial dependence seems to continue. 

A few of the organisations had received small contributions (mainly in kind) from the Government, but hardly any organisation believed they would receive significant funding from the Government. This is particularly true for the advocacy and rights-oriented organisations. They depend entirely on international donors. African Governments do not fund their own opposition. NGOs working in the social sector are also extremely financially dependent. Contributions from members and local fundraising provide small additional income, but only marginal. We do not have sufficient information about the micro-credit institutions. Their potential for self-reliance is higher, but we were of the impression that this is still only an unrealised potential. 

There is no easy solution to the challenge of financial sustainability. In the applications to NORAD several of the Norwegian organisations present a promising picture – that programmes and partners will increasingly be able to support themselves. Maybe this is what NORAD wants to hear and that bleak prospects for handing over will decrease chances of funding. A better strategy could be to admit and address the challenge more directly and work out a short- and long term action plan.     

Annex 1: Terms of Reference

CONSULTANCY ON MAPPING THE PRESENT NORWEGIAN CIVIL SOCIETY SUPPORT TO AND COOPERATION WITH PARTNERS IN UGANDA 
1. Background

The Norwegian support to Civil Society in Uganda through Norwegian NGOs presently amounts to approximately 50 million NOK per year. The support is channelled through 21 Norwegian actors, who support a broad range of activities implemented together with a number of Ugandan partners (approx. 50) Total bilateral support to Uganda from Norway amounted to approx. NOK 230 mill. in 2002.

The establishment of an Embassy in Uganda 1996 came when support through Norwegian voluntary actors was well established. With an Embassy in place, there are openings for new opportunities to review and eventually adjust the present assistance through improved policy dialogue between NORAD and the Norwegian voluntary actors 

The Embassy will, during 2003, draw up a plan for strengthening cooperation with civil society in Uganda. As a first step and input to this plan, a study was commissioned: "A Study on the Civil Society in Uganda". The report from this study (July 2002) feeds into the present consultancy in terms of providing the framework and history in which civil society in Uganda operate. The present consultancy, which is a second step, will focus on Norwegian support to and cooperation with civil society in Uganda through Norwegian NGOs

2. Objectives

The overall objective is to carry out a review focussing on the development cooperation between the Norwegian and the Ugandan partners. Main emphasis should be placed upon reviewing the present portfolio of assistance, the Ugandan partners and who/what they represent. Further, to systemise and analyse the added value emerging through support by Norwegian organisations provided to Ugandan partners, over and above the financial contribution. Special consideration should be given to the "Guidelines for the grant schemes of the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation", of 8 December 2001, part 2: "Aims of the Grant Schemes".  Emphasis should be given to how the Norwegian organisations as well as their partners meet which of these aims.


3. Scope of Review
The present NGO assistance should be assessed with particular emphasis on the following subjects:


a) Partner identification: Constituency, accountability (who and what are they accountable to; and how is this reflected in their work?), number of funders, working modalities 


b) How is the dialogue between NORAD and the Norwegian organisations reflected in development cooperation on the ground in Uganda? How do the Ugandan partners conceive the organisational set-up, and to what extent does this set up facilitate smooth relationships involving all? (NORAD, Norwegian organisation, Ugandan partner, the Embassy) 

c) To what extent do the partners relate to the Human Rights and Democracy issues and how is this reflected in their work in Uganda?

d) To what extent are the areas of support given related to PEAP and other GoU policies?

e) The quality of assistance with focuses on objectives and results taking into account the guidelines for assistance to NGOs of 8 December 2001. Do the NGO and the implementation process in general follow essential basic principles of transparency and accountability? 

f) Has the cooperation with Ugandan partners succeeded in building partnership relations taking into account ownership and sustainability? 
 

g) Is the Norwegian NGO support co-ordinated with support from other donors to the same NGO and/or area? 

h) What is the added value over and above the monetary, of channelling the support through a Norwegian NGO as conceived by the Ugandan partners?

4. Composition of and Time Frame for the Consultancy Team in Uganda

The Consultancy Team should comprise four/five members out of whom one/two are local consultants (part-time or full-time according to issue and need). Representatives from the Embassy in Kampala as well as the Regional Department and the Department for Civil Society and Private Sector Development will participate in the work of the team. 

5. Outcome of the Consultancy

A preliminary debriefing addressing all the above subjects shall be made to the Embassy before the departure of the Team after visit to Uganda.

A draft report shall be submitted to NORAD and the Embassy not later than 30th September 2003. This report shall be made available to all relevant Norwegian and Ugandan partners. The final report shall be issued not later than two weeks after having been commented on by relevant stakeholders and not later than 1st November 2003.

Oslo,  May 2003

Else Berit Eikeland

Director, 

Department for Civil Society, NORAD

Annex 2: Norwegian NGOs and Projects Supported in Uganda.
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2003

From To Budget

Norwegian Church Aid

COU - Diocese of Kitgum RDP 2002 2004 486

Representation for Uganda Office 2003 2004 97

583

Norwegian Red Cross

Uganda branch-develop/Disaster prep. 2002 2006 1 166

Uganda Red Cross HIV/AIDS 2002 2006 1 458

2 624

Save the Children Norway

Support local represt. 2002 2006 729

Contingency fund 2002 2006 81

Micro Credit for Development 1996 2006 323

Adv. for  children against abuse 1998 2006 517

Child-to-child project 1998 2006 258

Child Rights Training 1997 2006 291

Alt. Basic Ed. Karamoja 1998 2006 4 073

Child Advocacy  project 1998 2006 3 070

Child Centred Developm. Training 1999 2006 130

Child Advocacy and Participation 1999 2006 227

Mediated Learning Exp. (MLE) 1999 2006 323

Child Adv. and non formal Educ. 1999 2006 258

Sexual abuse and exploitation 2001 2006 291

Re-intgr. of war affected children 2001 2006 388

Child develop. and protection 2001 2006 258

War affected children 2001 2006 336

Psychosos. support, Apac Distr. 2001 2006 310

Child Right Promotion 2001 2006 194

Action against child abuse 2001 2006 258

Miscellaneous 2003 2003

Save the Children Cooperation 2002 2006 109

Regional cooperation 2002 2006 130

Capacity buildding of partners 2002 2006 362

Lira Support Unit 2002 2006 905

Youth&child campaign on good governance 2003 2003 130

13 951

Norwegian Association of the Blind

Uganda National Ass.of the Blind 1994 2005 538

Caritas Norway

Kamwokya Community Dairy Farm 2001 2002 220

People's participation and development 2003 2007 5 230

5 450

Norwegian Federation of Trade Unions

Organisational Development 2002 2006 842



[image: image3.emf]Norwegian Society for Development

Elgon Co-operative Reform Project 1999 2002 486

Norwegian Pentecostal Mission

Restoration of prisoners 1999 2004 918

Women against HIV/AIDS 2002 2004 822

1 741

Confederation of Norwegian Business and Industri

NHO/FUE institution building in Uganda 1998 2005 1 500

Strømme Foundation

Microfinance in Uganda 2002 2007 1 394

Education in Uganda 2002 2007 932

2 325

Norwegian Association of the Disabled

Org Dev – NUDIPU 1992 2006 1 641

CBR in Uganda 1992 2006 3 032

4 673

Christian Relief Network

Give me a Chance 1997 2003

1050

Norwegian Council for Africa

Media project for women/ UMWA 2002 2006 339

Isis-Wicce 2001 2004 1 007

Vocational training to disadv. Girls 2003 2005 313

1 659

Lions International

District Eye Care Programme Uganda 1997 2002

6200

Norwegian Physiotherapists Association

Organisational Development UAP 1998 2002

340

Plan Norway

Support to children affected by AIDS 2001 2003

2097

Norwegian Bar Association

Legal Aid Project 1997 2001

1900

Friends of Uganda

Community Project 2000 2004

300

Hand in Hand Uganda

HiHU Development Programme, Ph. 2 2002 2006

250

Norwegian Refugee Council

Primary Education - Gulu, Uganda 2000 2005

IDP return facilitation - Uganda 2003 2005 2 500

Norwegian Quakers

Change Agent Training Programme 2003 2004

598

Total 52 240


Annex 3: References

AFRODAD (2002), “Civil Society Participation in the PRP Process: A Case for Uganda”. 

Barr, Abigail et.al. (2003), “Non-Governmental Organisations in Uganda. Draft”, Centre for the Studies of African Economies, Oxford University.

Biringu. Harriet et.al. (2001), “The policy on public-private mix in the Ugandan health sector: catching up with reality”, Health Policy and Planning, No. 16.

Chabal,P. et.al. (1999), “Africa Works. Disorder as Political Instrument”, Heinemann New York. 

DFID, “A Strategic Framework for working with Civil Society”. 

Dicklitch, Susan (1998), “The Elusive Promise of NGOs in Africa”, MacMillan Press, London.

Frank Cass, London. Barya, John-Jean (2000), “The State of Civil Society in Uganda: An Analysis of the Legal and Politico-Economic Aspects”, Centre for Basic Research. 

Geoffrey, Mugisha (2002), “Is Decentralisation the Key to Poverty Reduction? The Case of Uganda”, Institute for Development Policy and Management, Manchester. 

Hearn, J., “Foreign Aid, Democratisation and Civil Society in Africa: A Study of South Africa, Ghana and Uganda”, Discussion Paper 368, Institute of Development Studies, Sussex.

Hodne Steen, S., Pål Jareg&Ingvar Theo Olsen (2001), ”Proving a core set of health interventions for the poor – a systemic approach”, HeSo. 

Kasumba, G. & A.Land (2003), “Sector-Wide Approaches and Decentralisation. Strategies Pulling in Opposite Directions. A Case Study from Uganda.”, European Centre for Development Policy Management, Mastricht, The Netherlands.

Kruse, Stein-Erik (2003), “SWAps and Civil Society in Uganda”, NORAD. 

NCG (1999), “An Overview of Institutions Involved With Human Rights in Uganda”, A Report to DANIDA. 

Nsibambi, A. (1998), “Decentralisation and Civil Society in Uganda. The Quest for Good Governance”, Fountain Publishers, Kampala. 

Office of the Prime Minister, “Mapping the Road to Strengthening Government/NGO Partnership. A Concept Paper”.

Oloka-Onyango, J. et.al. (1997, “Civil Society and the Political Economy of Foreign Aid in Uganda”, Democratisation, Frank Cass, London.  

Poverty Reduction Paper (PRSP) Uganda’s Poverty Eradication Action Plan Summary and Main Objectives MoFPED March 24, 2000.

Republic of Uganda (2001), “Policy for Partnership with Facility-Based Not-For Profit Health Providers”. 

The Republic of Uganda (1999), “Vision 2025. Prosperous People, Harmonious Nation, Beautiful Country. A Strategic Framework for National Development. Main Document. Selected Economic Indicators”.

The Republic of Uganda: Vision 2025. Prosperous People, Harmonious Nation, Beautiful Country. A Strategic Framework for National Development. Main Document March 1999. Selected Economic Indicators.

Thue, Nanna et.al. (2002), “Report of a Study on the Civil Society in Uganda”, NORAD.

Evaluation Reports
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Draft Report of a Summative Evaluation of a Radio Based Campaign in Uganda – NUDIPU, April 2003. By two external consultants and the Project Coordinator.

Evaluation of a partnership process between Caritas Norway, Caritas Uganda, Caritas Kasana Luwero, Caritas Nebbi and Caritas Kotido.  Final Report. Facilitated by Henry Emoi Gidudu  (hegids@hotmail.com). 
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LAN/MoH District Eye Care Evaluation 2000 Uganda. Final Report, March 11 2001. T. Barton, A. Aboda from Creative Research and Evaluation Centre Kampala and, S. Bakeera MOH Planning Division. Facilitator David Mutayisa of LAN

Micro Credit Development Trust, Evaluation Report, John K. Beijuka, JBK Finance and Management Consultants.
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.

Annex 4: People Met

Amb. Tore Gjøs


Royal Norwegian Embassy 
Randi Lotsberg


Royal Norwegian Embassy 

Eva Keller 



Royal Norwegian Embassy 

Anne Kristin Hermansen 

Royal Norwegian Embassy 

Norah Owaraga


Uganda Change Agent Association

Jessica Nkuuhe


Isis ( Wicce

Robert K. Kwesiga


Uganda Red Cross Society

Richard Anguyo & others 

Uganda National Association for                                                                                                                                 the  Blind

Rosemary N. Ssenabulya & 

Frederic Ssekyana


Federation of Uganda Employers

Johnson Ssenyonga


Nakitto Foundation

Christine Kimathi


Child Restoration Outreach

Pascal Omella



Uganda Physiotherapists Association

Alex Imalingat


Uganda Physiotherapists Association

Nancy Egwayou


Uganda Physiotherapists Association

Esther Okullo
 


Uganda Physiotherapists Association

Victoria Tumusiime
 

Uganda Physiotherapists Association

Lyelmoi Otong Ongaba

National Organisation of Trade Unions

James Lwanga Lukwago

National Organisation of Trade Unions

Vincent B. Sebukyu


Caritas Uganda

Gloria Geria



Child to Child Uganda

Abbey E. Mudhasi


Kigulu Development Group

Mr. Msemakweli                              
Uganda Cooperative Alliance 

Martha Nanjobe (Director )

ULS Legal Aid Project 

Deogratias Yiga (Programme Director)       


ANPPCAN



Martin  and Mwesigye James




NUDIPU

 

Beatrice Kaggya





MGLSD(CBR)

Babirekere Clothilda –Team leader SMART Project
 
UMWA

Allen Ssekindi – Liaison Officer The Other Voice 

UMWA

Margaret Sentamu-Masayari – Director 


UMWA

Agnes Tiisa – Ag. Station Manager 101.7 Mama FM 
UMWA

Cato Lund 






NOFU 

Fred Isingoma






NOFU
 

Topher Bwire


District  Rehabilitation Officer Tororo

Jason Child Sponsorship Programme Officer   Kampala Diocese KAD

Mary Frances Ekemu

KOKA Women Development Project 

Dr.Sam Okuonzi

National Council for Children 

Dr. Stanley Bubikire

Ministry of Health (Eye Care)

Stella Ayo-Odongo

Uganda Child Rights NGO Network (Chairperson)

Helen Namulwana 

Uganda Child Rights NGO Network(Prog.Officer)

Annex 5: Self Assessment Norwegian NGOs

Name NGO
Uganda – a priority?
Expansion?
Added value
OD – a priority?
OD results
Coordination w/  other Norw. org.
Donor coordination
Links to bilateral

Programme
Consultations with Embassy
Consultations with Government

Norwegian Red Cross


Yes – more than 10 years
No plans
TA HIV/AIDS

Regional support

Exchange programme
To a large extent
URC restructured.

Credibility improved.
No
Within IRFRC and national society.
Share priorities in HIV/AIDS and relief – no formal links.
2- To some extent.
Only through URCS.

Save the Children Norway


Yes – selected country programme.
Yes, from 2004 after merging with other SC.
Coordination, TA, part. M&E, OD, networking
Yes, major input to NGOs and government.
OD process with NCC, Kotido and Moroto districts, UCRNN.
No, but with sister organisations.
No formally established mechanisms.
Close linkage.
3 - To a large extent.
To a large extent.

Norwegian Association of the Blind


No
No concrete plans.
South-south exchange, TA & supervision.
Top priority.
Partner become much more visible and recognised.
No
No
Possible if initiated by the Embassy. 
0 - No
2- To a large extent.

Caritas Norway


Yes. One of five priority countries.
Has been expanding up until 2003.
South-south exchange.

Seminars.

Planning processes.

Frequent visits.
Top priority.
Research and advocacy Unit established.
No
Done by CARITAS Uganda.
Supports similar objectives.
2 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent

Norwegian Federation of Trade Unions


Yes
No
South-south exchange.
Priority
Proper accounting/audit system in place. More members.
No
No
Possible. Would like to include labour rights.
1- to some extent
1- to some extent

Norwegian Society for Development


Yes
Yes, national programme for Area Cooperative Enterprises.
Regular communication. Networking and forum of exchange.
Not relevant.
No relevant.
No
To some extent with Swedish Cooperative Centre.
Fairly good. New programme is hoped to be financed from country programme. 
3 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent

Strømme Foundation


Yes. One of five priority countries in E Africa.
Yes. Ready to expand.
TA, exchange, training.
First priority.
All partners increased outreach and productivity. 
No
No, but trying.
Would like to see more, but limited capacity at Embassy.
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent

Norwegian Church Aid


No
Considered from 2005.
Technical support.

North/south friendship links.
A priority.
200 Peace volunteers trained.
No
No, but opportunities exist.
Possible in the future.
1 - to some extent
1 - to some extent

ATLAS-ALLIANSEN


Yes
Model CBR districts could be replicated and extended next 3-4 years.
TA and north-south and south/south exchange.
Key area
Significant results in public sector (representation, laws, etc )
To some extent with Statens Råd for Funksjonshemmede.
Yes. National CBR meeting.
Possible. Would like to include CBR support into PAF funding.
1- to some extent
3 - to a large extent

Norwegian Council for Africa


Yes
No plans.
Exchange.

Seminars.

TA visits-
Priority
None so far. Premature to judge.
No
No
No reply.
2- to a large extent
0 – no

Pentecostal Mission of Norway


Yes
Would like to, but depends on the partner capacity.
Norwegian personnel.
Strong priority.
Not much results yet.
Nothing formalised.
No
Possible for the prison project.
2- to a large extent
3 - to a large extent

Norwegian Refugee Council


Yes
No
Training (teachers, logistics, legal aid)
Priority
Not applicable
No
No
Possible
2- to a large extent
3 - to a large extent

Confederation of Norwegian Business and Industry 
Yes
Scheduled to end 2005.
Supervision and support to creating a broader base for FUE.
Key activity.
FUE has increased its membership base and linkages.
With private companies and Norwegian Trade Council.
No
Possible – provided political stability.
3 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent

Plan Norway


Yes
Under consideration
Global input to policy and strategy. TA Uganda. Seminars.
Area of focus – also informal and traditional structures.

Save the Children Norway and Norwegian Refugee Council
No
Possible
1- to some extent
2 - to a large extent

Hand in Hand Uganda
No reply?










Kvekerhjelpen
No reply










Lions Club International


Yes, only programme
Will be decided.
Norwegian personnel. TA + advisory role.
High priority
Significant changes at national and district level. 
No
Yes
Good
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent

Norwegian Bar Association


Yes
No
Supervision and advise
Important
Advocate Act established.
Yes, with Norwegian Refugee Council in Gulu.
No other donors.
Very good.
2 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent

Norwegian Physiotherapist Association
Yes
No
Materials and seminars. Exchange.
High
Uncertain
No
No
No reply
2 - to a large extent
1- to some extent

Christian Relief Network
Yes
Yes in the western region. 
Advise and technical support.
Important
Partner more able to handle complex projects.
No
Yes
Would like to explore.
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent

Friends of Uganda


Yes
To be decided.
Working closely with the communities.
High priority at village level.
Better village infrastructure. 
No
No
Good
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent

Annex 6: Compliance with Norwegian Aid Principles

Norwegian NGO
Poverty orientation
Civil society
Organisational development
Human rigths&democracy
Gender&socio-cultural issues
Local ownership
Sustainability

Norwegian Red Cross
1 – to some extent
2 – to a large extent
3 – to a large extent
2 – to a large extent
2 – to a large extent
3 – to a large extent
2 – to a large extent

Save the Children Norway
3- to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
2 – to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
No reply

Norwegian Association of the Blind
2 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 – to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent

Caritas Norway
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 – to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent

Norwegian Federation of Trade Unions
1- to some extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 – to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
0 - nil

Norwegian Society for Development
3 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
1 – to some extent
2 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent

Strømme Foundation
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
2 – to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent

Norwegian Church Aid
1 – to some extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 – to a large extent
1 – to some extent
2 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent

ATLAS-ALLIANSEN
2 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 – to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent

Norwegian Council for Africa
1 – to some extent
3 - to a large extent
2- to a large extent
3 – to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
2- to a large extent
2- to a large extent

Pentecostal Mission of Norway
3 - to a large extent
1 – to some extent
2- to a large extent
2- to a large extent
2- to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
2- to a large extent

Norwegian Refugee Council
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 – to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent

Confederation of Norwegian Business and Industry 
2 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
2 – to a large extent
1 - to some extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent

Plan Norway


3 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
3 – to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent

Hand in Hand Uganda
No reply?







Kvekerhjelpen


No reply







Norwegian NGO
Poverty orientation
Civil society
Organisational development
Human rights and democracy
Gender and socio-cultural awareness
Local ownership
Sustainability

Lions Club International
No reply







Norwegian Bar Association
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
3 – to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent

Norwegian Physiotherapist Association
1- to some extent
1 – to some extent
2 - to a large extent
3 – to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
No reply
1 – to some extent

Christian Relief Network
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 – to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent

Friends of Uganda


3 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
2 - to a large extent
3 – to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent
3 - to a large extent

Annex 7:  Registration Status of the NGOs:

Name of Ugandan NGO/Institution
Year of Registration
Whether it has a Board

Action Against Child Abuse and Neglect AACAN 
------
----

Alternative Basic Education for Karamoja, ABEK Kotido 
NA (GOU)
NA but has committees 

Alternative Basic Education for Karamoja, ABEK Moroto 
NA (GOU)
NA but has committees 

Acenlworo Child and Family Programme 
1994 
----

African Network for Protection and PPrevention of Child Abuse and Neglect ANPPCAN 
1995
Yes

All Nations Christian Care ANCC
1989
Yes

Apac District Scouts Council 
(1974 formation)
Yes 

CARITAS UGANDA 
1983 (Trusteeship Act) Not registered directly)
Yes

CHILD RESTORATION OUTREACH
Since 1992
Yes

Child to Child (ITEK)
NA (Govt Institution)
(ITEK mgt)

Collaborative Efforts to Alleviate Social Problems CEASOP 
1993
Yes 

Community Based Rehabilitation Programme, Tororo DRO 
N.A. (1983 est. of  dept)
Yes DSC, SCSC

DETREC
1992
Yes 

DIOCESE OF MUHABURA
COU Trusteeship Act 
Yes 

DIOCESE OF WEST ANKOLE
1977 (Registered Trustees of the COU) 
Yes

Federation of Uganda Employers FUE
Yes but not with NGO Board, under Trustees Ordinance 1961
Yes 

Friends of  Uganda WALUKUNYU VILLAGE COMMITTEE 
1994 (FOKUS)
Yes

Give Me A chance 
1997 
Yes 

ISSIS – WICCE 
1994
Yes 

KAMPALA DIOCESE (Child sponsorship programme)
Registered Under COU 
Yes

KIGEZI DIOCESE 
COU Trusteeship Act (1990 prog)


Kigulu Development Group (KDG)
(1990 year of formation)
Yes 

KIRALAMBA VILLAGE COMMITTEE
1994 (NOFU
)
Yes

KOKA WOMEN DEVELOPMENT
1992
Yes

KYAMBOGO UNIVIVERSITY (Child to Child)
Not registered with NGO Board
Under  Mgt of University

LEGAL AID PROJECT OF Uganda Law Society ULS 
1993
Yes

Micro Credit Development Trust (MCDT)
1997
Yes

Ministry of Gender, Labour and Social Devt. (MGLSD) 
Not applicable, Govt Ministry 
No, CBRSC 

Ministry of Health MOH
(1996 for programme)
N.A

Nakitto Foundation 
2001?
Yes 

National Council for Children (NCC)
1996 Statute 
Yes, Council 

National Organisation of Trade Unions of Uganda (NOTU)
1976 Trade Unions Decree
Secretariat 

National Union of Disabled Persons of Uganda (NUDIPU)
2000
Yes 

NCA
----
----

Nsamizi Training Institute for Social Devt. (NTISD)
Under Universities and other  Tertiary Institutions Act 2001
Yes

Pentecostal Churches of Uganda (PCU)
1984
Yes (NEC)

Uganda Association of Physiotherapists (UAP)
1994
Yes

Uganda Change Agent Association (UCAA)
1993 renewed 2001
Yes

Uganda Child Rights Ngo Network (UCRNN)
1997
Yes

Uganda Cooperative Alliance (UCA) 
N.A (Cooperative Devt)
Yes

Uganda Media Women’s Association (UMWA) 
1997
Yes

Uganda National Association of the Blind (UNAB)
1999
Yes

UGANDA RED CROSS 
N.A (Act of Parliament cap 125, Laws of Uganda)
Yes

Uganda Women Concern Ministry UWCM
1991
Yes 

VISION TERUDO
1983
Yes

Annex 8: Affiliations, Members and Staff

Name of Ugandan NGO
Staff
Members  
Affiliations/Networks

1. AACAN 
------
-----
-----

2. ABEK Kotido 
---
-------
------

3. ABEK Moroto 
----
------ 
------

4. Acenlworo Child and Family Programme 
-----
-----
-------

5. African Network for Protection and Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect ANPPCAN 
10
600
UCRNN; HURINET-U; ANPPCAN Africa; International Society for Prevention of Child Abuse, (IPSCAN)

6. All Nations Christian Care ANCC
60
5
National NGO Forum; UWASNET; Private Sector Development Promotion Sector Lira

7. Apac District Scouts Council 
17
----
National Scouts Association and Africa Scouts Bureau 

8. CARITAS UGANDA 
5
19

Caritas AMECEA; Caritas Africa; Caritas International 

9. CHILD RESTORATION OUTREACH
14
478

National NGO Forum; UCRNN; Bugisu Civil Society Network; UNASO; VIVA 

10. Child to Child (ITEK)
5
Primary Education Institutions 
Uganda Child Rights NGO Network

11. Collaborative Efforts to Alleviate Social Problems CEASOP 
15
40
Association of Private Training Providers (APTP), Uganda National NGO Forum, Lira District NGO Forum, Apac District NGO Forum, Uganda Debt Network,
(UDN), Uganda Child Rights NGO Network.

12. Community Based Rehabilitation Programme, Tororo DRO 
4
---
---

13. DETREC
20
62
----

14. DIOCESE OF MUHABURA
48
90,000
Anglican Churches 

15. DIOCESE OF WEST ANKOLE
3
308
The Anglican Church of the Province of the Church of Uganda

16. Federation of Uganda Employers FUE
12
161, 11, 2,176

PSFU, PEC, IOE, EABC

17. Give Me A chance GMAC
14
Says its open
National NGO forum, National Psychosocial Core Team, Coalition for Fight Against Child Soldiers (regional), Amnesty Commission/NGO implementation partners, Reception Centre Standards Sub Committee, Interagency NGO forum for children 

18. ISSIS – WICCE 
6
NA
Over 30 National, Regional and International Networks 

19. KAMPALA DIOCESE (Child sponsorship programme)
2
NA
    ------

20. KIGEZI DIOCESE 
---- 
----- 
----- 

21. Kigulu Development Group (KDG)
8
40 partner groups 
Deniva, Uganda National NGO Forum, water and Sanitation Network, Iganga district NGO forum, Uganda Aids Network, Iganga district AIDS network 

22. KIRALAMBA VILLAGE COMMITTEE
None

180
   -------

23. KOKA WOMEN DEVT
4
857
Deniva, Teso Private Sector Ltd; District HIV/AIDS implementer; District NGO Forum 

24. KYAMBOGO UNIV. (Child to Child)
5
Education Institutions

UCRNN

25. LEGAL AID PROJECT OF Uganda Law Society ULS 
15
None
HURINET, Civil Society Initiative of Legal Aid Service Providers, Uganda Land Alliance

26. Micro Credit Development Trust MCDT
30
4,796
‘Central and East’

27. Ministry of Gender, Labour and Social Devt. MGLSD 
6
NA
Government Sectors and NGOs

28. Ministry of Health MOH
----
------
NA

29. Nakitto Foundation 
1 PC
From the church and community 
----

30. National Council for Children (NCC)
7
NA
NA

31. National Organisation of Trade Unions of Uganda (NOTU)
6
346,000
-----

32. National Union of Disabled Persons of Uganda (NUDIPU)
17
60 Various 
Mwekeleowa NGO (MWENGO), Pan African Federation of the Disabled (PAFOD), DENIVA, ACFODE, National NGO Forum, Network of Uganda Researchers and Research Users (NURRU), FUE, Uganda Debt Network and Forum for Women in Democracy (FOWODE).

33. NCA
-----
-----
-----

34. Nsamizi Training Institute for Social Devt. NTISD
22

42

NASWU; ASWEA; IASSW

35. Pentecostal Churches of Uganda (PCU)
15
20,000
Fida International, Finland/PYM, Norway/Ministry of Health/Ministry of Education/Local Authorities, Communities 

36. Uganda Association of Physiotherapists UAP
---
60
----

37. Uganda Change Agent Association UCAA
19-23
1660
Not indicated 

38. Uganda Child Rights Ngo Network UCRNN
5
68
Other similar networks, but it’s a network itself

39. Uganda Cooperative Alliance UCA 
50
300(2m)

International Cooperative Alliance, ICA, International Federation of Agricultural producers (IFAP), Agricultural Council of Uganda (ACU), Private Sector Foundation (PSF) and Association of Micro Finance Institutions of Uganda (AMFIU).

40. Uganda Media Women’s Association UMWA 
7
206
CDRN; Deniva, NGO Forum; Anti Corruption Network; International Media Women Foundation, Amarc-South Africa, UPDNet 

41. UGANDA RED CROSS 
80
179
International Federation of the Red Cross and Red Crescent

42. Uganda Women Concern Ministry UWCM
9
57
NGO Forum, Uganda National Network of AIDS service Organisations 

43. VISION TERUDO
2
6
UCRNN, NGO Forum; Kumi Children’s Project (SCD); Deniva; Kumi District Local Government; Straight Talk

44. Vision Terudo 
2
6
UCRNN, NGO Forum, Kumi Children’s Project, DENIVA, Kumi District local government.

45. Uganda National Association of the Blind UNAB
7
35 (Districts)
African Union of the Blind (AFUB); World Blind Union (WBU); Deniva 

46. WALUKUNYU VILLAGE COMMITTEE 
None
180
   -------


NORADs rapportserie

Year
Nr
Title
Type

00
1
NORAD's Good Governance and 



Anti-Corruption Action Plan 2000-2001
Position

01
1
Coordination of Budget support programmes
Discussion

01
2
Poverty Reduction Strategy Processes in Partner Countries
Position

01
3
Aids handlingsplan
Standpunkt

01
4
Aids Action Plan
Position

02
1
Study on Private sector Development: Summaries
Discussion

02
2
Study on Private sector in Bangladesh
Discussion

02
3
Study on Private sector in Malawi
Discussion

02
4
Study on Private sector in Mosambique
Discussion

02
5
Study on Private sector in Sri Lanka
Discussion

02
6
Study on Private sector in Tanzania
Discussion

02
7
Study on Private sector in Uganda
Discussion

02
8
Study on Private sector in Zambia
Discussion

02
9
Ownership and partnership: 



Does the new rhetoric solve the incentive problems in aid? 
Discussion

02
10
Study of Future Norwegian Support to Civil Society in Mozambique
Discussion

02
11
Report of a study on the civil society in Uganda
Discussion

02
12
Private Sector Development in Albania
Discussion

02
13
Private Sector Development in Bosnia and Herzegovina
Discussion

02
14
Review of Christian Relief Network in development co-operation.
Discussion

02
15
Budsjettstøtte
Standpunkt

02
16
Direct budget support/
Position

02
17
Fattigdom og urbanisering
Standpunkt

02
18
Urbanisation
Position

02
19
Information and Communication Technology (ICT)
Position

03
1
Helse i utviklingssamarbeidet
Standpunkt

03
2
Principles for Delegated Co-operation in NORAD
Position

03
3
Building demand-led and pro-poor financial systems
Position

03
4
Study on Private sector Development in Nicaragua
Discussion

03
5
Study on Private sector Development and Prospects



for Norwegian trade and investment interests in Nepal
Discussion

03
6
Study on Private sector Development and Prospects



for Norwegian trade and investment interests in Vietnam
Discussion

03
7
Study on Norwegian Support to Civil Society in Uganda
Discussion

NORADs rapportserie består av to typer rapporter: Standpunkt uttrykker NORADs syn på et tema, mens Diskusjon er et faglig innspill, som ikke nødvendigvis uttrykker etatens vedtatte policy.

NORAD's list of publications comprises two categories: Position is NORAD's official opinion, while Discussion is a forum for debate that not necessarily reflects NORAD's policy.
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� In this report the Norwegian organisations are referred to as NGOs – even if two of them are not (NHO and LO). Ugandan organisations are mostly referred to as civil society organisations.


� See Annex 1: Terms of Reference.


� It appeared difficult to retrieve such reports from the archive, but a sample was identified in NORAD and from Norwegian and Ugandan NGOs.


� If emergency relief had been included, the figure would have been NOK 230 million.


� This included development of leadership and decision making skills.


� These include sports, monitoring of diocesan programmes, child participation and capacity building.


� Civil society is perceived as a broader concept – in which NGOs are one of the players and often the largest, but together with more informal groups and CBOs, media, trade unions, etc. 


� Norwegian Council for Africa is also supporting a radio station and has organised a twinning arrangement with RadiOracle in Oslo. 


� See categories outlined earlier.


� It is often said that there are several “brief case NGOs” in Uganda. One or two possible exceptions were found in the group of 21, but on the whole the Ugandan partners appear legitimate and thrustworthy.


� There are a few that are more involved with the partner organisations. A unique relationship is the one between Friends of Uganda and the village committees of Kiralamba and Walukunyu, in which the Norwegian NGO is directly involved in implementation.   





� See Evaluation report listed in Annex 2.


� Norwegian Friends of Uganda is a Norwegian NGO that deals directly with the village committees of Kiralamba and Walukunyu. It is involved in direct implementation of activities with the committees and therefore is a rather different category from the rest. 


� These are field offices rather than individual members 


� This was indicated as a sum total of the numbers of children, staff, members of the BOD, parents/guardians and a community committee.


� These are corporate bodies, sectoral associations and employers


� Have a members project committee 


� All, especially in primary 


� Staff in different fields of social development 


� Teaching staff


� The 300 are the number of Cooperative Organisations and the two million is the number of individual members.





