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1. Introduction and Context 

1.1 Introduction 

1.2 Country Background  

.  
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1.3 Methodology 
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2. Irish Aid Country Strategy 

2.1 Strategy 
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Table 1: Summary of Irish Aid Budget by Programme for CSPs 2004-2006 and 2007-2009 

Programme 

Area 

CSP 

2004-2006 
/1

 

CSP 

2007-2009 

1. Macro-

Economic 

Support 

 

 

PAF GBS 

28m 

PAF 

30m (Base scenario) 

2. Security, 

Conflict 

Resolution and 

Disaster 

Management 

Peace initiatives  

Emergency and Recovery Assistance 

(HQ) 

 

5m 

Peace initiatives  

Emergency and Recovery Assistance 

(HQ) 

 

5m 

3. Governance 

 

JLOS  

LGDP/PAF 

Juvenile Justice 

Civil Society – ICMPS 

District support  

Governance (Various) 

 

24m 

JLOS 

 Legal Aid Fund  

 Uganda Human Rights Commission 

Public Sector Management 

Deepening Democracy Programme 

Civil Society Fund 

 

28m 

4. Human 

Development 

 

Education PAF 

Education ESIP 

Primary Education Reform Programme  

Karamoja Post-Primary Education 

Adult Literacy/NGO 

Health HSSP/PAF 

AMREF Health Training 

HIV/AIDS Country Programme 

39m 

Education Budget Support 

Curriculum Reform Teacher Devt. Prog. 

Karamoja PPET Programme 

Adult Literacy 

Mainstreaming HIV in Ministry of 

Education 

Health Training Institutions 

Primary Health Care Training  

HIV/AIDS (including Uganda AIDS 

Commission, Local Govt. and Civil 

Society Basket Fund) 

63m 

5. Enhancing 

Production and 

Competitiveness  

NAADS  3m 

 

N/A 

Total Budget 96.5m 120m 

HQ Spend No details Civil Society 3m 

Emergency 4m 
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MAPS 11m 

Missionaries 1m 

Regional 8m 

Private Sector 13m (shared with Zambia) 

Total 41m 
/1  

CSP 2004-2006, page 38

2.2 Interventions  
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2.3 Spend and Non-Spend Activities 

Budget versus Expenditure Irish Aid Uganda 2007-2009
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2.4 Programme Management 

Figure 2: Irish Embassy Team Structure 
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3. Findings  

3.1 Relevance 
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2008 Funding Modality

Projects, 

13,850,000, 

30%

PAF, 
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47%
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18%

3

Figure 3: Irish Aid Funding by 

Aid Modality in 2008 
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Figure 4: Goal, Objectives and Pillars of the CSP 
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3.2 Effectiveness 
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Figure 8

Figure 5: Kamaiba Primary School, Kasese District 
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Figure 6: Primary Two Class at Kamaiba Primary School, Kasese District 

 

 

 

Figure 7: New Classroom Block at Kangole Girls’ Secondary School, Karamoja 

Figure 8: Bursary Students at Moroto Secondary School, Karamoja 
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Figure 9: Zonal Distribution of Approved Sub-Grant Recipients for Provision of OVC Services 

through  Civil Society Fund  in 2008. 

 

Kampala

Northwest ZONE

Northeast   Zone

Sout hwest Zone

W estern Zone

North Central 

Zone

Eastern Zone 

SO)
Central Zone

East Central
Zone)

1  District and 103 CSOs

Supported

5 District s and 485 CSOs
supported

2 Districts and 187 CSOs Supported

4 Districts and 787 CSOs

Supported 

3 Districts and 707 CSOs
Supported

4 Districts and 205 

CSOs Supported

3 Districts and 215 CSOs

Supported 

6 Districts and 997 CSOs
Supported

Priority districts

Underserved districts

High scoring organizations serving 

underserved CPAs

KEY

Source: CSF Technical Management Agency, 2009
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Figure 10: Proportion of Total Aid by Donor by Aid Modality
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3.3 Efficiency 
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3.4 Impact and Sustainability 
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4. Lessons and Recommendations 

4.1 Lessons 
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4.2 Recommendations for next CSP 
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Evaluation of the Irish Aid (Uganda) Country Strategy Paper, 2007 – 2009 

 

1.  Background 

The Irish Aid (Uganda) Country Strategy Paper (CSP) 2007-09 was developed in the 

context of Uganda’s Poverty Eradication Action Plan (PEAP), the Uganda Joint 

Assistance Strategy (UJAS), and the Ugandan Division of Labour exercise which was 

designed to streamline donor support for the PEAP. The Irish Aid CSP significantly 

focused on support for the Poverty Action Fund (PAF) within the national budget, 

and for three sectors – Education, HIV and AIDS and Governance. (A decision had 

been made to withdraw support from the agriculture and health sectors). Within the 

three chosen sectors for support, efforts were made to reduce the number of 

interventions and the number of partners with whom Irish Aid engages.  

 

Within the overall goal of Irish Aid (Uganda) of supporting the Government of 

Uganda in its efforts to reduce poverty and promote sustainable development for 

Ugandan men and women, a number of strategic objectives were elaborated and 

further developed in business plans. Those objectives are: 

 

• To support the delivery of quality basic services to the poor; 

• To promote good governance, including transparency, accountability, equity 

and efficiency; 

• To promote HIV/AIDS reduction, gender equality and environmental 

sustainability; 

• To promote increased aid effectiveness; 

• To encourage synergies across Irish Aid’s development interventions in 

Uganda. 

 

An internal mid-term review (MTR) of the CSP was undertaken in June 2008. This 

was an opportunity to analyse the development context in which the CSP has been 

implemented, reflect on the CSP objectives, assess performance using the Irish Aid 

(Uganda) monitoring and evaluation framework, and work out a road map for 

preparing a new CSP for the period 2010-14. The main findings of the MTR exercise 

were: 

 

• The context for development in Uganda presents a mixed picture with some 

positive factors balanced by some areas of concern. However, significant 

opportunities exist to engage with country processes in a constructive manner 

and to support the country’s political, economic and social development.  

• The CSP is an example of how modalities can be mixed in a complementary 

way. One of the strong points of the Irish Aid programme is the mixture of 

support to the national budget through the Poverty Action Fund and sectors, 

pooled-funded programmes, and support for selected projects, including with 

civil society for which an Irish Aid (Uganda) civil society strategy was 

developed. More needs to be done to improve the linkage between practice 

and policy.  

• The Uganda Joint Assistance Strategy (UJAS) in general, and the PEAP 

monitoring and evaluation system in particular, did not take off as expected 
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and this affected the overall Irish Aid response in the first period of the 

CSP’s implementation.  

• Nevertheless, there has been an increasing push towards a focus on results, as 

part of the Management for Development Results agenda, in Uganda. This is 

borne out in the Joint Budget Support Framework which Ireland and others 

have been developing, and closer to home Irish Aid (Uganda) has developed 

an internal M&E framework for the remainder of the CSP, which together 

with increased inter-team linkage and coherence, and a renewed effort with 

regard to chronic poverty and vulnerability and gender-based violence, is 

laying a strong foundation for the CSP which commences in 2010.  

 

2.  Purpose of the Evaluation 

 

The purpose of the evaluation is to provide Irish Aid and its partners with an 

evaluation of the Irish Aid (Uganda) CSP 2007-09 which will inform future strategic 

decision making, with particular reference to the formulation of the next CSP 

covering the period 2010-2014.  

 

3. Scope of the Evaluation 

 

The evaluation will primarily assess the strategic direction and focus of the Irish Aid 

(Uganda) CSP, keeping very much in mind the context from which the CSP emerged 

and the current reality on the ground.  

 

It should be noted that there are other important evaluations and reviews ongoing 

which will be important in helping answer questions with regard to the PEAP, the 

UJAS, and the sectors Irish Aid is engaged in, especially the PEAP evaluation, the 

review of UJAS, and various sector-specific reviews and evaluations (in education, 

HIV/AIDS, justice sector, public sector management). This evaluation of Irish Aid’s 

CSP (2007-2009) will therefore ask specific questions relating to Irish Aid (Uganda), 

while bearing in mind the outcomes of these other reviews and evaluations.  

 

The evaluation will assess the Irish Aid (Uganda) CSP using the OECD-DAC 

evaluation criteria of Relevance, Effectiveness, Efficiency, and Sustainability. 

  

In terms of Relevance, key questions for consideration: 

 

 To what extent does the CSP address the developmental challenges and 

priorities of Uganda and to the needs of target groups? 

 Has the CSP focused on issues of poverty reduction, and is it addressing 

these?  

 Has the choice of sectors been appropriate given the political and development 

contexts within which the CSP is implemented, and in light of the donor 

Division of Labour exercise? 

 Is the balance between support for government institutions and civil society, 

and between the different aid modalities (PAF, sector support, pooled 

programmes, and projects) appropriate? 

 Has the programme been designed in a collaborative manner with national and 

local authorities and in alignment with Government of Uganda and Irish Aid 

policies, as well as in a harmonised way with other development partners? 
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In terms of Effectiveness, key questions for consideration: 

  

 How effective has the CSP been in terms of achieving its stated objectives? 

 How effective are the results and performance measurement/monitoring 

systems, including annual review and business planning processes? 

 How are risks identified within the CSP, are they most appropriate in terms of 

greatest risk to the programme, and how are they managed on an ongoing 

basis? 

 To what extent has the CSP been compliant with the Paris Declaration on Aid 

Effectiveness? 

 Has the mainstreaming of Irish Aid’s four cross-cutting issues been dealt with 

effectively (HIV and AIDS, Governance, Gender and Environment)? 

 

In terms of Efficiency, key questions for consideration: 

 

 Has efficiency been maximised in the choice of the various financial 

instruments/modalities of support? 

 Has the programme been efficiently managed given existing staffing and 

resources? 

 Is there sufficient coherence, interlinking, complementarity and synergy across 

the country programme and between its component parts (including between 

the political and development functions of the Embassy)? 

 Has policy engagement with government been sufficiently strategic and at the 

appropriate levels? 

 

In terms of Sustainability, key questions for consideration: 

  

 How sustainable, in terms of continuing benefit, are the CSP programme 

interventions in Uganda?  

 What are the particular challenges, at central and local government levels, and 

in civil society, in terms of ensuring sustainability on investments made, and 

how are these being managed? 

 

While the primary focus of the evaluation is not on the impact of the programme 

it is expected that where evidence of programme impact is available (positive or 

negative) that this will be documented.  

 

4.  Methodology  
 

It is envisaged that the evaluation will consist of three phases: 

 

1) The first phase will consist of two parts. First the consultants will carry out a 

desk review of relevant programme and related documentation and some 

initial consultation with relevant Irish Aid officers who have been involved in 

the design, implementation and monitoring of the CSP. At the conclusion of 

this first phase the key issues and a refined programme of work for the second 

phase (in-country visit) will be agreed in consultation with Irish Aid. This will 

be set out in a short inception report that will identify key issues to be 

examined in the remainder of the evaluation exercise. After acceptance of the 
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inception report the consultants will engage in a wider consultation process 

with Irish Aid and continue the document review process. 

 

2) The second phase of the evaluation will involve an in-country visit to Uganda 

where relevant field work will be carried out. The nature and extent of this 

field work will be identified in the IR.  The in-country phase will consist of 

about 10 days’ work.  

 

3) The third phase of the evaluation will consist of any follow-up work with Irish 

Aid prompted by the in-country visit and final report writing.  

 

Consultants should propose a detailed methodology as part of their tender proposals 

setting out: 

 

(a) Their understanding of the ToR 

(b) A short methodology showing how they plan to approach the assignment 

(c) Allocation of consultant days across team members 

(d) Indicative timetable for completion of the assignment 

 

5. Outputs 
 

The outputs of the assignment are as follows: 

 

1) A short inception report (5-10 pages maximum) summarising key issues to be 

addressed during the evaluation and setting out a refined work plan for the remainder 

of the assignment.  

 

2) A final report (maximum 40 pages excluding appendices) that will include 

findings, analyses, key lessons and recommendations. This final report will also 

outline key challenges and emerging opportunities for Irish Aid, and should be 

structured in such a way that it clearly informs and gives direction to the planning of a 

new CSP.  

 

The report should demonstrate familiarity with the OECD-DAC Evaluation Quality 

Standards and be written to high standard, ready for publication. 
 

 

6.  Expertise Required and Selection Criteria 

 

Expertise required: A small balanced team is envisaged that will have relevant and 

demonstrable experience in the following areas:  

 

• Programme evaluation 

• Development contexts 

• Macro economy and budget support 

• Human development 

• Governance and political economy 

• Mainstreaming (gender, HIV/AIDS, environment, governance) 

• Engagement with the Paris Declaration on aid effectiveness 
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The evaluation team will have a clearly identified Team Leader with relevant 

experience. He/she should have demonstrable experience of carrying out evaluations 

of country programmes covering a number of sectors. The Team Leader will be 

responsible for the overall management of the assignment and the production of the 

final report and thus should have experience in managing multi-disciplinary teams, 

producing high quality reports and working to demanding deadlines.  

 

Consultants will be selected according to the following criteria: 

 

• Understanding of the Terms of Reference 

• Proposed methodology and planning of the assignment 

• Experience of the team in evaluation of such programmes 

• Overall balance and complementarity of team   

• Experience and suitability of the Team Leader 

• Regional Experience  

• Cost 

 

The service provider must be able to demonstrate how it can assure quality control of 

both the process and the outputs described above. 

 

7. Timeframe 

 

The evaluation will ideally commence before the end of November 2008, with the 

field visit completed in December. A maximum of 95 consultant days are available 

for this assignment. 

 

 

8. Management Arrangements 

 

The evaluation will be managed by the Evaluation and Audit Unit of Irish Aid. A 

steering committee will oversee the overall exercise and have responsibility for 

approval of all reports. Irish Aid (Uganda) will assist with all arrangements and 

logistics for the field visit.  
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Indicator  

 

1990  

 

2000  

 

Current  

 

Year  

 

Status  

 

Goal 1 :  Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger.  Target:  Halve 1990 $1 a day poverty and malnutrition rates.  

Population below national 

pov erty line (%)  

 

56  

 

39  

 

31  

 

2005/06  

 

On track  

Prevalence of child 

malnutrition (% under 5)  

 

n/a  

 

22.8  

 

20.1  

 

2006  

 

Off track  

 

Goal 2: Achieve universal primary education.  Target: 100% enrolment and completion of cycle.  

Net primary enrolment ratio (% 

of relevant age group)  

 

62  

 

84  

 

84  

 

2005/06  

 

Off track  

 

Completion rate.  

 

- 

-  

47  

 

2007/2008  

 

Seriously off track  

 

Goal 3: Promote gender  equality and empower women.  Target: eliminate gender disparity in primary and secondary by 

2005 and at all levels by 2015.  

Ratio of girls to boys in 

primary education.  

 

0.79  

 

0.93  

 

0.99  

 

2007  

 

On track  

Ratio of girls to boys in 

secondary education.  

 

0.59  

 

0.77  

 

0.81  

 

2005  

 

Off track  

Ratio of girls to boys in tertiary 

education.  

     

 

Goal 4: Reduce child mortality.  Target: Reduce by two -thirds 1990 under -5 mortality rate.  

Under 5  mortality rate (per 

1,000)  

 

156  

 

158  

 

137  

 

2006  

 

Seriously off track  

Infant mortality rate (per 1,000 

live births)  

 

85  

 

89  

 

75  

 

2006  

 

Seriously off track  

% of 1 year olds immunised 

again st measles  

 

60  

 

57  

 

68  

 

2006  

 

Off track  

 

Goal 5: Improve maternal health.  Target: Reduce by three -fourths 1990 maternal mortality rate.  

Maternal mortality ratio (per 

100,000 live births)  

 

527  

 

505  

 

435  

 

2006  

 

Seriously off track  

% of births attended by  skilled 

health personnel  

 

38  

 

39  

 

42  

 

2006  

 

Off track  

 

Goal 6: Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases.  Target: Halt, and begin to reverse, AIDS, malaria and other 

major diseases.  

Prevalence of HIV (% aged 15 -

49 years old)  

 

20  

 

6.1  

 

6.4  

 

2006  

 

On t rack  

Contraceptive prevalence rate 

(% of married women 15 -49)  

 

8.1  

 

14  

 

18.5  

 

2006  

 

Off track  

Proportion of children usually 

sleeping under a mosquito net  

   

9.7  

 

2006  

 

Seriously off track  

 

Goal 7: Ensure environmental sustainability.  Target: Integrate  the principles of sustainable development into country 

policies and programmes, reverse the loss of environmental resources, halve number of people without access to safe 

drinking water and basic sanitation, improve lives of slum dwellers.  

Access to an i mproved water 

source (% of households)  

 

50  

 

63  

 

68  

 

2005/06  

 

On track  

Access to improved sanitation 

(% of households)  

 

77  

 

87  

 

89  

 

2005/06  

 

Off track  

Reverse degradation of natural 

resources  

     

Off track  

 

Goal 8: Develop a global partnership for devel opment.  Target: Various regarding ODA, market access, debt 

sustainability, access to essential drugs and technologies.  

 

Aid (% of GNI)  

  

11.1  

 

9.8  

 

2006/07  

 

No specific target  

Exports of goods and services 

(% of GDP)  

  

10  

 

12.5  

 

2006/07  

 

No specific tar get 

Debt service (% exports of 

goods and services)  

  

12  

 

6.35  

 

2006/07  

 

No specific target  

Fixed line and mobile 

telephones (per 1,000 people)  

  

23  

 

186  

 

2007  

 

No specific target  
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 Evaluation questions (based on ToR and inception 
discussions) 

Source of 
Information 

Chapter I - Context  

Chapter II – Relevance  

 1. To what extent does the CSP address the developmental 
challenges and priorities of Uganda and the needs of target 
groups? 

PEAP, needs 
assessments and 
poverty surveys 

 2. Has the CSP focused on issues of poverty reduction and 
lagging MDG indicators? 

As above 

 3. Has the choice of sectors been appropriate given the 
changing political and development contexts within which 
the CSP is implemented, and in light of the donor Division of 
Labour exercise? 

Review of UJAS, 
PEAP 

 4. Was the balance between support for (a) government 
institutions and civil society, (b) the different aid modalities 
(PAF, sector support, pooled programmes, and projects) 
appropriate and (c) policy dialogue and output delivery 
appropriate? 

Analysis by delivery 
channel / modality; 
evidence from 
interviews, IA 
policies, UJAS 

 5. Has the programme been designed in a collaborative 
manner with (i) national and local authorities and in 
alignment with Government of Uganda policies and (ii) Irish 
Aid policies, as well as (iii) in a harmonised way with other 
development partners? 

Relevant policy 
(GoU and IA) 
documents, 
UJA0053 

 6. Has the CSP been results-focused with indicators for 
performance? To what extent has each cluster been 
designed to reflect CSP objectives? 

CSP 

 7. Has the CSP and programme interventions been 
designed to include mainstreaming issues (HIV and AIDS, 
Governance, Gender and Environment)? 

CSP and 
programme design 
documents; 
interviews with IA 
staff, GoU and 
others  

 8. How are risks identified within the CSP, and are they 
most appropriate in terms of greatest risk to the 
programme? 

CSP 

Chapter III – Effectiveness  

 9. How effective has the CSP been in terms of achieving its 
stated objectives? 

Views of IA staff, 
GoU, other partners, 
beneficiaries, 
evaluations, reviews 

 10. How effective are the results and performance 
measurement/monitoring systems, including annual review 
and business planning processes? 

IA reviews and 
progress reports 

 11. How have risks been managed on an ongoing basis? Risk monitoring 
tables, wider context  

 12. To what extent has the CSP been compliant with the 
Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness? 

Paris principles, 
IA reports and 
interviews 

 13. How well has the mainstreaming of Irish Aid’s four 
cross-cutting issues been achieved (HIV and AIDS, 
governance, gender and environment)? 

Evaluations, 
programme designs 

 14. What evidence of impact (positive or negative) is 
available from the IA programme and how attributable are 
these development changes to IA directly? 

Evaluation studies, 
implementers and 
beneficiaries  
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Chapter IV – Efficiency  

 15. Has efficiency been maximised in the choice of the 
various financial instruments/modalities of support? 

Analysis of 
programme funding 
channels/modalities 
versus costs of 
delivery 

 16. Has the programme been efficiently managed given 
existing staffing and resources? 

Staff views, PDMS 
reports 

 17. Is there sufficient coherence, interlinking, 
complementarity and synergy across the country 
programme and between its component parts (including 
between the political and development functions of the 
Embassy) as well as humanitarian assistance? 

Views of DFA 
political staff, 
Conflict Unit, IA’s 
E&R Unit 

 18. Has policy engagement with government and other 
development partners been sufficiently strategic and at the 
appropriate levels? 

Views of GoU 
officials, donors; key 
documents, 
including PEAP, 
UJAS reviews 

Chapter V – Sustainability  

 19. How sustainable, in terms of continuing benefit, are the 
CSP programme interventions in Uganda? 

Views of 
implementing 
partners and GoU, 
beneficiaries 

 20. What are the particular challenges, at central and local 
government levels, and in civil society, in terms of ensuring 
sustainability on investments made, and how are these 
being managed? 

as above 

Chapter VI – Lessons  
 
Recommendations for next CSP 
 
Recommendations for IA globally 
 

 
 
New CSP 
Guidelines 
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DCO - UGANDA          

EXPENDITURE STATEMENT    PROGRAM EXPENDITURE STATEMENT    Program Budget 2009  

For the Period Ending 31st December 2007    For the Period Ending 31st December  2008      

          

Revised Expenditur
e 

 Revised Expen
diture 

 IDC 

Budget Y-T-D  Budget Y-T-D  Approved 

PROGRAM AND ACTIVITIES 

   

PROGRAM AND ACTIVITIES 

   

PROGRAM AND ACTIVITIES 

Budget 

1. GOVERNANCE    1. GOVERNANCE    1. GOVERNANCE  

(a) Democratisation and Accountability    (a) Justice Reform    (a) Justice Reform  

- Justice Law and Order Sector 3,750,000 2,811,844  - Justice, Law and Order Sector (JLOS) 3,150,000 3,750,0
00 

 - Justice Law and Order Sector 
(JLOS) 

3,055,359 

- Legal Aid basket Fund 250,000 250,000  - Legal Aid basket Fund 250,000 250,00
0 

 - Legal Aid Basket Fund 250,000 

- Uganda Human Rights Commission 150,000 150,000  - Uganda Human Rights Commission (UHRC) 150,000 150,00
0 

 - Uganda Human Rights 
Commission 

150,000 

    Sub-total Justice reform 4,150,000 4,150,0
00 

   

          

(b) Public Sector Management    (b) Public Sector Management    (b) Public Sector Management  

- Local Government SIP 2,790,000 2,790,000  - Local Government Sector Investment Plan 
(LoGSIP) 

0 0  - Local Government SIP 1,784,206 

- Local Government Associations 60,000 60,000  - Local Government Associations 150,000 150,00
0 

 - Local Government Associations 150,000 

-Finalisation of  Support to District 
Partnership 

90,000 84,930  - Public Service Reform Programme (PSRP) 1,000,000 1,000,0
00 

 - Public Service Reform 
Programme 

1,000,000 

- Public Service reform Programme 800,000 800,000  - Financial Management and Accountability 
Programme 

1,250,000 1,250,0
00 

 - FINMAP 2,000,000 

- Financial Management and Accountability 
Program 

1,000,000 1,000,000        

          

(c) Democratic Accountability    (c) Democratic Accountability    (c) Democratic Accountability  

- Deepening Democracy Program 250,000 394,895  - Deepening Democracy Programme (DDP) 315,338 302,88
8 

 - Deepening Democracy 
Programme 

250,000 

- Civil Society    - Civil Society Fund 184,662 196,74
6 

 - Civil Society 250,000 

1. National district N/work 100,000 0        

2. ACTV 25,000 25,000      (d) Program Management 110,435 

3. KOPEIN 14,000 0        

4. Unallocated 111,000 85,176        
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TOTAL GOVERNANCE 8,450,000 8,451,844  TOTAL GOVERNANCE 7,050,000 7,049,6
34 

 TOTAL GOVERNANCE 9,000,000 

          

2. HUMAN DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM    2. HUMAN DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM    2. HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM 

 

(a) Education Sector Budget Support 6,000,000 6,000,000  (a) Education Sector Budget Support 9,750,000 9,750,0
00 

 (a) Education Sector Budget 
Support 

10,000,000 

          

(b) Curriculum Reform Teacher Devt 
Prog. 

   (b) Curriculum Reform Teacher Devt Prog.    (b) Curriculum Reform Teacher 
Devt Prog. 

 

- Support Teacher Education - TA 130,000 147,286  - Support Teacher Education - TA 150,000 162,62
1 

 - Support Teacher Education - TA 155,000 

- support Teacher Education - Road Map 270,000 243,348  - support Teacher Education - Road Map 200,000 204,45
7 

 - Support Teacher Education - 
Road Map 

200,000 

- National Curriculum Devt. Centre 100,000 100,000  - National Curriculum Devt. Centre 100,000 100,00
0 

 - National Curriculum Devt. 
Centre 

20,000 

- Education Standard Agency 100,000 87,054  - Education Standard Agency 40,000 38,222  - Education Standard Agency 95,000 

- Information and Advocacy 50,000 91,000  - Information and Advocacy(UNATU and ERTV) 0 40,000  - Information and Advocacy 50,000 

- District Engagement 60,000 76,517  - District Engagement 40,000 57,940  - District Engagement 40,000 

- ICT 40,000 34,299  - Uganda National Examination Board (UNEB) 120,000 79,316  - ICT - 

- Program Coordination 50,000 31,563  - Education Service Commission 120,000 120,00
0 

 - UNEB 140,000 

    - ICT 30,000 33,642  - Education Service Commission 100,000 

          

(c) Karamoja PPET program    (c) Karamoja PPET program    (c) Karamoja PPET program  

- Construction supervision 25,000 1,595,742  - Construction supervision 48,000 60,682  - Construction 3,670,000 

 1,578,000 0  - Construction 5,910,000 5,863,6
62 

 - Construction supervision 48,000 

- Equipment 265,000 250,151  - Northern Uganda Basaries 75,000 75,138  - Northern Uganda Basaries 75,000 

- Northern Uganda Basaries 45,000 56,807  - Karamoja Basaries 167,000 163,62
6 

 - Karamoja Basaries 165,000 

- Karamoja Basaries 120,000 147,689  Sub-total Karamoja 6,200,000 6,163,1
08 

   

- Program Coordination 10,000 4,191        

          

          

(d) Adult Literacy 50,000 50,000  (d) Adult Literacy 50,000 50,000  (d) Adult Literacy 50,000 

          

(e)  Mainstreaming HIV (MOES) 150,000 143,695  (e)  Mainstreaming HIV (MOES) 150,000 141,94
0 

 (e)  Mainstreaming HIV (MOES) 75,272 

          

(f) Health Training Institutions (Basket) 0 0  (f) Health Training Institutions (Basket) 300,000 0  (g) Program management 74,728 
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        TOTAL EDUCATION 
PROJECTS 

4,958,000 

          

TOTAL EDUCATION 9,043,000 9,059,343  TOTAL EDUCATION 17,250,000 16,941,
245 

 TOTAL EDUCATION 14,958,000 

          

(g) HIV/AIDS    (g) HIV/AIDS    (g) HIV/AIDS  

- Partnership Fund (UAC) 200,000 200,000  - Partnership Fund (UAC) 400,000 400,00
0 

 - Partnership Fund (UAC) 500,000 

- Ministry of Local Government 100,000 100,000  - Ministry of Local Government 600,000 600,00
0 

 - Ministry of Local Government 505,000 

- UN Agencies 400,000 400,000  - UN Agencies 900,000 900,00
0 

 - UN Agencies 1,000,000 

- Support to Civil Societies (Basket) 2,472,513 2,371,705  - Support to Civil Societies (Basket) 3,360,000 3,430,0
00 

 - Support to Civil Societies 
(Basket) 

4,500,000 

- Research Program 0 0  - Capacity of Irish Aid 100,000 6,490  - Program management 110,000 

- Support to Civil Societies 1,000,000 1,115,808        

- Capacity of Irish Aid 50,000 21,783        

TOTAL  HIV/AIDS 4,222,513 4,209,296  TOTAL  HIV/AIDS 5,360,000 5,336,4
90 

 TOTAL  HIV/AIDS 6,615,000 

          

(h) Health    (h) Health    (h) Health  

- Health Sector Support 3,000,000 3,000,000  - PHC Training (AMREF) 1,590,000 1,894,4
91 

 - PHC Training (AMREF) 77,000 

- PHC Training (AMREF) 512,487 512,487        

TOTAL HEALTH 3,512,487 3,512,487  TOTAL HEALTH 1,590,000 189449
1.19 

 TOTAL HEALTH 77,000 

          

          

POVERTY ACTION FUND 10,000,000 10,000,000  POVERTY ACTION FUND 10,000,000 10,000,
000 

 POVERTY ACTION FUND  

        - PAF 9,950,000 

        - Program Management 50,000 

        TOTAL PAF 10,000,000 

          

PROCESS ACTION FUND    PROCESS ACTION FUND    PROCESS ACTION FUND  

- Education 90,000 87,769  - Head of Mission 31,370  - Governance 

- HIV/AIDS 100,000 438  - General Consultancy 49,794  - Gender 

- Hom Fund 20,000 20,011  - Education 81,921  - Education 

- Governance 100,000 181,089  - HIV/AIDS 

550,000 

26,069  - HIV/AIDS 

350,000 
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- Health 40,000 0  - Health 0  - Health 

    - Environment 0  - Environment 

    - Governance 59,256  - Head of Mission 

 

    - Gender 

 

266,98
1 

   

TOTAL PROCESS FUND 350,000 289,307  TOTAL PROCESS FUND 550,000 515,39
1.71 

 TOTAL PROCESS FUND 350,000 

          

      -71,034    

COUNTRY PROGRAM TOTAL 35,578,000 35,501,548  COUNTRY PROGRAM TOTAL 41,800,000 41,666,
218 

 COUNTRY PROGRAM TOTAL 41,000,000 

 



81



 

 82 

 

                                                



 

 83 



 

 84 



 

 85 



 

 86 



 

 87 



 

 88 



 

 89 



 

 90 



 

 91 



 

 92 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

  

 
 
 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 93 

 
  

 
 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 

  

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 94 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 95 

                                                



 

 96 

                                                



 

 97 

                                                



 

 98 

                                                



 

 99 

                                                



 

 100 



 

 101 

                                                
150

 Oonyu, J C (2008). Human Resources Development for Increased Access to Primary Health Care 

Programme in Uganda, Mid-term Review Report, Development Cooperation Ireland (Uganda), Kampala. 
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Kampala

Northwest ZONE

Northeast   Zone

Southwest Zone

Western Zone

North Central 

Zone

Eastern Zone 

SO)

Central Zone

East Central

Zone)

1  District and 103 CSOs

Supported

5 Districts and 485 CSOs

supported

2 Districts and 187 CSOs Supported

4 Districts and 787 CSOs

Supported 

3 Districts and 707 CSOs

Supported

4 Districts and 205 

CSOs Supported

3 Districts and 215 CSOs

Supported 

6 Districts and 997 CSOs

Supported

 Priority districts

 Underserved districts

 High scoring organizations serving 

underserved CPAs

KEY

Source: CSF Technical Management Agency, 2009
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Although most CSOs were involved in various strategies for communicating HIV messages that embraced the broad 

ABC (Abstinence, Be Faithful and Correct and consistent condom use) strategy using approaches  such as public 

awareness meetings, mass media activities like community drama, radio talk shows,  life skills education,  peer 

education,  print and video materials, most of their effort was focused on awareness raising and sensitisation on 

basic HIV information with limited provision of  the actual skills needed to change risky behaviour.  Besides, the 

messages were not disseminated as part of a broader communication strategy; indeed, the communication objectives 

for many of the CSOs were either non-existent or not SMART. In addition to this, the majority of the CSOs that 

promote the ABC model of HIV prevention had problems with condom promotion, supplies management, and 

distribution. 

   

The CSOs that provided HCT services used mostly community outreaches and static HCT while a few used 

innovative approaches like home-based (door to door) HCT, on-site testing during training programmes and 

community camping in hard to reach areas. However, ineffective joint planning and facilitation for districts to 

conduct outreaches was reported in almost all CSOs while integration of HCT with other prevention, care and 

support services was limited. Similarly, the quality of counselling during outreaches was generally poor and HCT 

data collection and referral mechanism was weak, particularly among CSOs providing ‘on-site testing’. Indeed, it 

was found that generally, linkages and partnership with other CSOs in the delivery of comprehensive HIV/AIDS 

prevention services was almost non-existent. 

 

Many CSOs were not tapping into the support provided by district monitoring and evaluation focal persons to train 

their staff in data collection and reporting; CSOs’ activities did not feed into the districts’ monitoring and evaluation 

of AIDS activities framework; CSOs’ operations had not been formally aligned to the district work plans and were 

therefore not subjected to the host district HIV/AIDS data collection and reporting guidelines.   Besides, the 

relationship between some district-based CSOs and their Lead Agencies (LAs) was not clear, with some in Kampala 

working through regional lead agencies, making the linkages for resource flow even longer and more expensive. In 

general, too, a large proportion of the organisations did not have a functional arrangement in place for managing 

partnerships in order to share information, skills, referral activities, plans, reports, and to avoid duplication of effort 

within a district.  Modalities to evaluate partnership performance were not incorporated in most CSOs yet. 

 

In the majority of the CSOs staffing was found to be very inadequate both in number and technical skills. For 

instance, it was evident that staffing levels of lead agency offices at their head office did not match with the needs 

and responsibilities of the teams in the various districts level; consequently, the bulk of the work was being 

implemented by community resource persons and peer educators on a voluntary basis; these cadre of people in most 

cases were paid an unreasonable stipend, had inadequate training and lacked both follow-up and regular supervision 

by the technical staff.  

Source: Uganda AIDS Commission (2009). Support Supervision to Civil Society Organizations Report. January 

2009 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• Irish Aid Headquarters and Kampala Office need to agree the extent to which 

attribution of results to Irish Aid can be monitored in a situation of joint funding 

where results are attributable to all that contributed to funds and not only Irish Aid. 
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