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List of abbreviations: 

 
CBO – Community Based Organisation  
 
CSF – The Civil Society Fund 
 
CSO – Civil Society Organisation 
 
DANIDA - Danish International Development Agency 
 
DFID - Department for International Development 
 
DENIVA - Development Network of Indigenous Voluntary Associations  
 
HUGGO - The Human Rights and Good Governance Programme 
 
IDF – The Independent Development Fund 
 
IDP – Internally displaced person 
 
NGO – Non Governmental Organisation 
 
OVC - Orphan and vulnerable children 
 
PEAP - Poverty Eradication Action Plan 
 
NORAD - Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation 
 
PATC - Project Advice and Training Centre  
 
QuAM - The NGO Quality Assurance Certification Mechanism 
 
SIDA - Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency 
 
USAID - United States Agency for International Development 
 

This report builds on meetings and interviews with numerous stakeholders in Uganda ranging 
from represents in CSOs and their networks, the Royal Danish Embassy, The HUGGO 
program, individuals and others. A warm thank you to all who gave their time and shared their 
knowledge, and a special thanks to DENIVA for hosting me during my stay in Uganda and for 
taking the time to discuss issues of CSO accountability en general and the QuAM in special. 
 
It should however be noted that the responsibility for views, findings and recommendations 
stated in this report rest with PATC. 
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O. Main findings of the study 
 

General civil society composition and relation to the Government  

There is no single or simple way of describing the relationship between the Government/state and 
Ugandan CSOs. Some have called it “one of both collaboration and conflict” or “a love/hate affair.  
The long and harsh disagreement on the recent NGO legislation is one example of the sometime 
troublesome relation to the Government. On a more pragmatic tone quite many CSOs interact 
peacefully with Government institutions as they pursue their agendas related to their scope of work or 
when they act as sub-contractors in Government programmes.    
 
Most civil society policy dialogue with Government is articulated through CSO networks. However, 
the networks and CSOs in general seem not to be too well coordinated and furthermore they have 
struggled to include or truly represent their constituencies. On the other hand district CSO networks 
seem to play a positive function as role models in what some call “greenhouses of democracy” since in 
many cases they are more democratically governed than the majority of their members. The Danish 
supported HUGGO programme has been instrumental in building the capacity of many CSO district 
networks to an extent where a national CSO infrastructure is emerging.  
 

CSO Accountability  

The trust Ugandans in general have in CSOs – in the sincerity and true commitment to their own 
mission and in their ability to account for the resources they are entrusted - is not as high as it could be. 
The scepticism might more than anything reflect a general tendency in Uganda to pay little trust in each 
other and in manmade institutions. However, regardless the reason for the scepticism, CSOs ability to 
be transparent and accountable is often questioned even among persons from within the CSO segment. 
  
In terms of accountability most emphasis has been given to upwards accountability to authorities and to 
donors, but it seems that downwards or social accountability is becoming a more and more discussed 
topic. During the visit some promising examples of good practice or at least indication of social 
accountability were identified. In spite of these positive examples every one concurs on the need to 
trying out and putting much more effort into social accountability at least the same effort as is given to 
upwards accountability to donors and authorities.  
 
The NGO Quality Assurance Certification Mechanism (QuAM) is a specific Ugandan response to 
enhance governance structures, legitimacy and accountability of Ugandan NGOs. It has been 
established by national civil society organisations and is now coming to about five year of existence. 
The initiative lacks funding to really take of but it also seems to lack genuine interest from Ugandan 
NGOs which is just as crucial to its survival as is the funding challenge. 
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Local funding structures 

According to available information only two broad – or relatively broad – civil society basket funds 
with a more than a short term perspective exist in Uganda. These are known as The Civil Society Fund 
(CSF) and the Independent Development Fund (IDF). Danish funding is found in both funds.  
 
Whereas the IDF is open to CSOs own agendas as long as they are based on a right based approach the 
CSF demands from applicants to align their proposals with districts or national strategies on e.g. 
HIV/AIDS or OVCs depending on the specific call. Since the CSF operates within the health sector it 
makes good sense to promote alignment to national and district strategies. However, there is a potential 
risk that CSOs who take upon themselves sub-contracting tasks in bigger scale eventually will find 
themselves in a dilemmatic situation when or if they at the same time want to criticize the Government 
or go into e.g. budget tracking. It is somehow ironic that Northern donors with one hand open the doors 
for sub-contracting to CSOs and with the other hand expect the same CSOs to play a watchdog role viz 
a viz the Government.  
 
For recommendations related to the main findings please refer to 5.2. 
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1.  Background 
With the concept of Thematic Learning Visits (TLV), the Project Advice and Training Centre (PATC) 
attempts to build up context specific knowledge on the countries with substantial Danish bilateral and 
CSO involvement. Each visit looks at the environment for civil society operations including the Danish 
Embassy and Danish bilateral aid’s role viz a viz the local civil society. Apart from that a visit will 
normally include a specific thematic issue to study more into depth.  
 
The specific thematic issue of this trip to Uganda centres on the term Accountability in relation to 
Ugandan CSOs. The topic has been chosen partly as a continuation of a special PATC initiative on 
anticorruption. PATC has entered this issue from an organisational development angle rather than a 
strict control / punishment angle.   

This perspective has brought to a strong focus on sound internal accountability structures in CSOs - and 
between them when working in partnership. As a donor, PATC can of course not neglect formal control 
and reporting measures but the organisational development/accountability structure perspective has 
been found to be a good leverage for open talks on prevention and curbing of corruption.  
Recently, PATC has developed a webpage that promotes this perspective among other by presenting 
different dialogue oriented tools and methods for preventing corruption in CSOs1. 

It is the intention of the trip to test some of these tools along side other tools that are available. 

Development Network of Indigenous Voluntary Associations (DENIVA) accepted to partner on the 
accountability topic during the visit. DENIVA was approached because of its long-term engagement in 
NGO accountability and capacity building of CBOs. This work led some years back to the NGO 
Quality Assurance Certification Mechanism (QuAM). The QuAM was participatorily developed by 
NGOs to promote self regulation, transparency and accountability. Danida / the Danish Embassy 
supported the development of this tool. Seemingly, there were enough reasons to justify a partnership 
between DENIVA and PATC on this topic of mutual interest.   

2. Objective 
The objectives for this TLV are2: 
 

1. Enhanced knowledge in PATC and its members working Uganda on the context for CSO 
operation in Uganda 
  

2. Shared understanding  among PATC, including her members, and CSO networks in Uganda 
about how CSOs in Uganda understand  and make use of the term Accountability, 
- internally, as a way to strengthen their organisation and  relate to their stakeholders, and 
- externally, as to hold duty bearers responsible for their actions and promises.  

                                                 
1 www.corruption-agenda.org 
2 For further information on objectives of the TLV please refer to Annex 1: Terms of Reference 
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3. National context 
 
3.1 Origin and history of civil society in Uganda3 
The Ugandan civil society finds its very first origin in the first half of last century and has since then 
been shaped  by the different historical events the country has undergone. Though mass-based 
membership organisations were formed already before independence these never developed into strong 
forces either because they were overtaken by the state or oppressed by the same. Independence from 
colonial rule came relatively peacefully to Uganda and did not bring about any strong and lasting 
popular movements4 except for the political parties. During the Amin period Uganda suffered a total 
breakdown of law and order as well as atrocious violations of fundamental human rights and freedom. 
Consequently, space for civil society engagement only allowed for primarily local charity organisations 
to operate often on a self-help basis.   
 
After The National Resistance Movement government took over power in 1986 Uganda saw a period 
of reconstruction and relative freedom that provided space for the emergence of indigenous CSOs 
including NGOs, CBOs, self-help farmers’ groups and many other types of voluntary associations. The 
rapid growth especially in the number of NGOs (from very few in 1986 to about 8.000 today) is also 
due to the fact that many donors came to Uganda during this period offering funding opportunities.  
 
During this period traditionally excluded groups such as women, persons with disabilities, and youth 
have been successful in obtaining recognition and political representation. Especially after year 2000 
more advocacy and rights based organisations and networks have emerged and it is often these 
organisations that are referred to when the notion of civil society is brought out.  

3.2 Current CSO organisation and network 

There is a rather clear distribution on types of CSOs in terms of location and scope of work shown in 
the table bellow.   
 
Location Type Scope of work 
Kampala / national level National networks and coalitions 

International NGO’s 
Advocacy and policy 
Capacity building of members 

District / national level National and international NGO’s 
 
 
District CSO networks 
 

Sector based service and 
advocacy 
 
Capacity building of CBO’s 
Coordination with local 
authorities  

Sub-county / village level CBO’s and local associations Service delivery 
Organising general population  

                                                 
3 For a more fair and thorough description please refer to the two civil society studies (see 3.5) which this chapter builds 
upon.  
4 This process has continued even after 1986 where 80% of the labor force was unionized; today only 20% remains 
unionized.   
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Kampala / national level 
In Kampala we find the national network and coalitions of CSOs. They are mainly engaged in 
advocacy and policy dialogue. For some time they have been challenged by the Government in 
explaining from where they get the mandate to speak, criticize and bring out opinions. According to 
some, these organisations have in fact negotiated with the Government without much consultation with 
the grassroots. However, the recent “Citizen’s Manifesto”5 initiative can be seen as a sincere effort 
aiming at bringing the Kampala based network organisations in closer connection with grassroots and 
laymen around the country.  
 
Examples of organizations at this level: 
 

Human Rights Network-Uganda, HURINET. Established in 1993, has 35 member organizations. 
 
National Association of Women Organisations in Uganda, NAWOU Established in 1992 with a 
member base of about 70 national NGOs and many more CBOs . 
 

Advocates' Coalition for Development and Environment, ACODE. Established in 2000 
 
Uganda Debt Network, UDN, established in 1996 with an actual member base of 10 organisations 
plus individual members 
 
The National Union of Disabled Persons of Uganda NUDIPU, an umbrella NGO of Persons With 
Disabilities formed in 1987. 
 
The list is not exhaustive, but can not be finalized without mentioning the two major national and non-
sector based CSOnetworks: The Uganda National NGO Forum (known as NGO Forum) and 
Development Network of Indigenous Voluntary Associations, DENIVA 

 

DENIVA:    NGO Forum: 

Founded in 1988, 700 members Founded in 1997, 400 members 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
5  The National Citizen Manifesto is the outcome of a consultative process held last year with five interest groups - namely; 
farmers, women groups, youth, teachers and cultural resource persons. The consultations were held country wide and spear 
headed by NGO Forum. 

More grassroot 
 
 
CBOs  NGO’s 

 
 

     More Kampala and   
     advocacy / policy 
 
        International  NGO’s 

Capacity building of 
member organisations 
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The two networks overlap in many ways but have still a unique origin and profile each allowing them – 
at least in principle - to complement each other. NGO Forum includes international NGOs as members 
and it is very engaged in policy dialogue and advocacy. DENIVA is also engaged in policy dialogue 
and advocacy but do not seem to be as active for the time being. On the other hand DENIVA is known 
to be grassroots oriented e.g. by having CBOs as part of her constituency. 
The two networks do not seem to be divided on any political or other ideological foundations and 
indeed many organisations have dual memberships. Never the less, and though down played to 
outsiders, of course competition and strive for recognition and funds do take place and to the same 
outsiders the most logical development would call for a merger between the two networks which 
according to one informant also has been discussed but so far failed.  
 
District level  
At district level we find a wide range of both Ugandan and international NGOs. Some international 
NGOs like Action Aid Uganda and CARE Uganda work through local organisations and by doing so 
they nourish at least in principle the growth of locally based organisations. However, the role of the 
local organisation is often that of a sub-contractor paid strictly on basis of achieved results6. Other 
international organisations implement directly in what some sees as an unfair competition with local 
organisations.  
 
In most districts NGOs and to some degree also CBOs are organised in networks. For historical reasons 
some networks are linked to NGO Forum and others to DENIVA, often the first will end their name 
with  “-NGO forum” where as the latter will end their name on “–net” or “-network”.  
These networks vary in terms of strength and impact with some of the defining factors being related to 
level of financing obtained and probably the number of CSO’s in the district. At this period of time the 
networks in the northern part of Uganda are known to be strong because of funding from the 
international community and the apparent need for coordination as relief aid turns into development 
assistance after the IDP camps have been left. 
 
It has been said that nationally about 80% of the districts have some kind of formal network and as 
such they constitute a national CSO infrastructure though probably with all sorts of communication 
challenges. It must be assumed that the figure dates back to before the most recent raise in the number 
of districts.   
 
Sub-county/village level  
At this level we find a myriad of locally based organisation forms in the shape of farmer groups, 
women groups, youth groups, more formal associations of the same groups. Most of these groups will 
strive to be registered with the sub-county authorities as a CBO which gives them sufficient legality to 
be called for meetings, to receive any eventual support or to be considered in governmental 
programmes and so on. 
 

                                                 
6 This is more the case with CARE than with Action Aid as I have understood it.  
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3.3 Relation to the Government and local authorities 

There is no single or simple way of describing the relationship between the Government/state and 
CSOs. Some have called it “one of both collaboration and conflict” or “a love/hate affair7. 
There is probably no doubt that the Ugandan Government recognises CSOs role as providers of 
services related to development and during the preparation of the PEAPs8 CSOs and networks like the 
Uganda Debt Network were invited to give inputs. However, it is also obvious that the Government and 
state institutions are concerned over the advocacy role and activities of some, mainly, Kampala based 
CSOs.  
 
Previously NGO Forum was denied their registration with the explanation from the NGO Board that 
they believed it was a political party and CSO leaders and religious leaders have been warned not to be 
too political. Just recently at least 16 people who distributed a joint statement on behalf of several 
CSOs were arrested, and detained. They represented a campaign under the slogan “Return our Money”  
a reaction to a parliament approved payments of 20 million Uganda shillings (US$8,500) to each of its 
nearly 330 members as part of a supplementary budget allocation to fill the vague created from 
excessive spending related to the recent general elections.  
 
Most Ugandans have a gut feeling of the limits of the “repressive tolerance” of president Museveni’s 
Government and (to some observers) this might keep organisations from undertaking advocacy and 
more critical stands.  
 
One of the more prominent and recent successes of civil society engagement happened in 2007 when a 
spontaneous campaign with the aim of saving a rainforest close to Kampala from being sold by the 
Government to the sugar industry. Continuous protests and active demonstration from a coalition of 
NGOs that was widely supported by people from various sectors of society resulted in suspension of 
the plans by the Government.  
 
Never the less, two persons interviewed from the Kampala based networks concurred in seeing 
Ugandan CSOs as being not courageous enough to touch the real difficult and dangerous issues like the 
type of governance at national level, the discussion on the new oil reserves found in the western 
Uganda, the criteria for creation of new districts and even the succession of President Museveni.   
On the other hand it is also a fact that quite many organisations are more interested in looking for sub-
contracting opportunities within Governmental programmes or mere cooperation than criticising the 
Government. Some sectors of civil society like the disability movement – or rather its umbrella 
organisation has pledged loyalty to the NRM Government in a kind of gratitude for the political 
representation disabled people has achieved at all levels.   
 

                                                 
7CSI study  p. 49 
8 Since 1997, Uganda has been implementing the Poverty Eradication Action Plan (PEAP). The PEAP is Uganda's 

national development framework and medium-term planning tool. 
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3.4 The NGO ACT of 2006 

The full story about the NGO act of 2006 is too long and complicated to cover fully here. However, 
when read and analysed indeed the word ‘draconian’ which has been used to describe parts of the 
regulations is not too strong. If there was sufficient capacity to implement the act fully it can be seen as 
tool to “shrink the space” of civil society, but as it is often the case in Uganda many acts are not 
implemented and hopefully this will be one of them9.  
 
Another aspect is the mismatch between the NGO policy of 2008 and the NGO Act of 2006 (normally 
a policy would come before and act!). The policy is less rigid and is more appreciating the role of civil 
society which has soften the relation around this issue.  
NGO Forum, HURINET and other CSO networks have been vocal, active and constructive in 
proposing and protesting during a long period of time. Last year even a petition to the Constitutional 
Court was made with the hope that the court would rule as unconstitutional several aspects of the NGO 
Legislation and thus provide a basis for a review. So far the court has not found time to deal with the 
petition.   

3.5 Available CS analyses 

The most comprehensive analysis of Ugandan civil society remains the CIVICUS Civil Society Index 
study from 2006. It carries the title “Civil society in Uganda: at the crossroads?”. The title steams from 
the conclusion which end like this: In a sense, Uganda’s civil society is at a crossroads. Will it confine 

itself to a somewhat docile role, focusing on service delivery and sub-contracting from government? Or 

will it further develop its capacity to question the socio-political make-up of Uganda, striving to 

augment its autonomy, its sense of independent identity, its cohesion and its local ownership? 

Probably the question posed in the conclusion is still valid though it seems some CSOs are becoming 
less docile.  
 
Another comprehensive and thorough but still older study is NORADs’ “Report of a study on the Civil 

Society in Uganda” from 2002. It is an example of a study which has been made with the aim of 
guiding Norwegian support to the civil society in Uganda in a way similar to the one proposed in the 
Danish Civil Society Strategy. 

3.6 Funding mechanisms including basket, pool and other modalities 

According to available information only two broad – or relatively broad – civil society basket funds 
with a more than a short term perspective exist in Uganda. These are known as The Civil Society Fund 
and the Independent Development Fund. Danish funding is found in both funds.  
 
 

                                                 
9 Just one example of a rigid and unrealistic clause: Regulation 13 states that “an organization shall, in carrying 

out its operations … not make any direct contact with the people in their area of operation in Uganda unless it 
has given seven days notice in writing of its intention to do so to the local councils and Resident District 
Commissioners of the area”. The Resident District Commissioner is the top Governmental appointed district civil 
servant. The irony is that at local level most often CSOs are already informing local authorities about their 
activities.  
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The Civil Society Fund 
The Civil Society Fund (CSF) was established in June 2007 under the Uganda AIDS Commission to 
support national action plans on HIV / AIDS and Orphan and Vulnerable Children and it the financial 
resources are pooled by Irish Aid, USAID, DFID and DANIDA, SIDA, and Italian Cooperation and for 
the period 2012-2014 the fund has 46 million US$ to disburse through calls of 10-15 million each.   
The calls are arranged in such a way that proposals must chip in to the national plans and strategies e.g. 
by aligning to specific district plans whereby the grantees can be seen as subcontractors to national 
plans.  
 
The well known and biggest national HIV / AIDS organisations are among those who receive the 
biggest grants (called the big nine) but smaller organisations are also considered either on ‘their own’, 
in coalitions or under the wings of the bigger organisations. So far 124 small or medium sized 
organisations have received project support. A capacity building programme is connected to the facility 
and different models are tried out to include all grantees in both trainings and supervision. One of the 
models is to let one of the “big nine” take care of the training of several smaller organisations.  
 
The CSF is administered by three management agents each responsible for technical management, 
financial management and monitoring and evaluation respectively. According to the Danish Embassy 
this is a rather expensive solution and they hope to find another solution for in the future.  
 
The Independent Development Fund 
Compared to the Civil Society Fund the Independent Development Fund (IDF) is even broader and 
open to applicants own ideas and priorities. According to IDF it “aims to give grants and grant 

management support to CSOs that will work to promote a human rights approach, support and 

facilitate citizens to access and understand laws and Government policies that impact on their human 

and civil rights”.  IDF has been established as an organisation of its own and on the board we find 
representatives from CSO networks (3) and the donors (4). The donors are for the moment Royal 
Danish Embassy, DFID, Swedish Embassy/Sida, Government of Ireland/Irish Aid and Royal 
Netherlands Embassy. 
According to Niels Hjortdal from the HUGGO programme and on the Board of IDF the fund is meant 
not to grow too fast in order to secure good practices and sufficient capacity. The fund has become 
known quite fast and in the first year of operation it received 157 applications. 18 of them got support. 
In 2009 the number of applications doubled to 318. Still only 21 were approved for support. The 
percentage of awarded grants is much lower than with the CSF (where it has been said to be 50%) and 
trust and interest in the IDF might fall when so few applications are met.  
 
The average support is USD 100,000 and covers normally 2-3 years. Again according to Niels Hjortdal 
the relative small grants are purposely kept small to avoid too much interest from bigger NGOs who 
could quickly outcompete the smaller organisations.  
  
Grantees are offered training in financial management and other topics and they are visited by IDF staff 
during implementation.   
 



13 
 

3.7 Danish Embassy practices 

According to the Danish Embassy Ugandan Civil Society Organisations are key partners to Danish 
bilateral assistance to Uganda. The civil society focus is found in the different modalities supported by 
DANIDA / The Danish Embassy like the two funds mentioned above. The HUGGO programme is 
another good example of resources allocated to civil society initiatives. It did not really become clear if 
or how civil society organisations are invited to take active part in the planning or implementation of 
sector programmes supported by the Embassy. As for the water sector programme civil society 
organisations are invited on board more in the capacity as watch dogs e.g through district 
anticorruption coalitions also supported with Danish funds.  

The Local Grant Facility is used in a way that fits strategically with the Danish Country Programme 
whereby it will not support initiatives which lies in sectors that are not part of the Danish programme. 
Due to limited human resources at the embassy few but relatively big grants are given – around three 
each year with a total sum of 15 million DKK. At the Embassy they find the Local Grant Facility useful 
because it can be used to test new ideas, partners or approaches. These principles of usage of the Local 
Grant Facility are more important than it being used strictly with civil society. Danish organisations 
and their partners are always welcome to present proposals to the embassy but in forms of concept 
papers.  

The Embassy is happy to participate in the NGO forum meetings. It is recognised that the Embassy has 
some responsibility in securing that the meetings are held, but in accordance with the Danish 
organisations present in Uganda these take turns in organising the meetings. The meetings do not seem 
to be highly prioritized by nor the NGOs or the Embassy but they are welcomed when held.   

3.8 The HUGGO Programme 

The Human Rights and Good Governance Programme has through its 5 years of existence been very 
instrumental in support to Ugandan civil society. It is broadly perceived to be a DANIDA programme 
but it is in fact a multi donor facility but with DANIDA as lead and also covering the main part of the 
expenses. The HUGGO Programme has a high stand among many CSO networks due to its inclination 
towards core funding rather than project funding. The HUGGO Programme has also been very 
instrumental in the setup of the Independent Development Fund with Niels Hjortdal serving on its 
Board since it commenced. At district level the HUGGO programme has supported 25 district networks 
throughout a 5 years period through the District Support Programme. The support has been directed 
towards infrastructure of these networks and to capacity building of both members and their own 
governance structure.  
 
As the programme took of it was handed over to the NGO Forum to administer10 and the coordinator 
Alfred Nuamanya is pleased to explain how 12 of the networks today have secured about 75 % of their 
funding from other sources which will enable them to continue their work after support from HUGGO 

                                                 
10 Only district with one network could be considered to be part of the programme. The intention is /was to promote 
unification between the two network tendencies as described above. However, in Soroti the coordinator of the DENIVA 
related network claimed that Soroti did not become part of the programme because NGO Forum had hurried to set up their 
own network. Whether the full story or not it shows a glimpse of the rivalry between NGO Forum and DENIVA.   
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has ended. Only three of the networks under the programme still depend 100% on the HUGGO 
funding. 
 
The HUGGO programme is closing down in this moment of writing but will re-emerge in some form 
but lead by a committee of bilateral donors. Niels Hjortdal remains firm on the Governance aspect of 
the effort so far since ‘bad governance’ to him is one of the reasons for low efficiency of Governmental 
programmes. He also supports to invest efforts in understanding the cultural and historic context of 
Uganda in order to set realistic goals of what can be achieved. As he puts it; “there are social dynamics 
much stronger than the HUGGO Programme, in spite of its relative big size”.  
 

4. Observations on thematic issues 

4.1 CSO accountability  

The topic about CSO accountability turned out to find a strong resonance in all the people met and after 
a short introduction on the topic most interviewed would start giving their open and sincere thoughts 
without the need to prop much more. 

4.2 General perception of CSOs in Uganda 

The general perception of CSOs is that it is believed to be a provider of services to poor people – first 
and foremost. This perception dates back to the time when church based charity or development 
institutions were some of the only non-governmental entities working for (or with) poor people. The 
conflict and post conflict situations Uganda has lived through has only reinforced the general 
perception of CSOs as primarily service providers.  
 
The trust people in general have in CSOs – in the sincerity and true commitment to their own mission 
and in their ability to account for the resources they are entrusted - is by many interviewed said to be 
low. This has been a somehow strong and often repeated statement and is of course of high importance, 
when we talk about accountability. A CSO can be accountable by all standards but it is ‘up hill’ if 
peoples general perception is one of scepticism and mistrust.  
 
But where does this perception come from? When the Government argues for the importance of having 
a rigid NGO legislation they bring up examples of fake NGOs who cheat both beneficiaries and donors 
or they claim to have examples of subversive groups dressed up as NGOs. Probably no one knows the 
proportions of fake NGOs in Uganda, but when talking to people they all seem to know more than one 
concrete example.  One of them will often be the same about an NGO apparently sat up with the 
purpose of helping children one or the other way but initially asking for some registration money from 
parents or caregivers. Soon after this preliminary ‘resource mobilisation’ the organisation disappears 
from the surface and people have lost their money – and another bit of trust in organisations claiming to 
work for them.  
 
Even the motives of people starting organisations affect the perception of CSOs in general. Uganda is 
by all means a poor country and to set up and organisation, to be on the board of one or to work in one 
is seen as a way of survival or self employment. Many are the organisations started by jobless 
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professionals hoping to get hands on experience in their professional career as they earn money to cater 
for their family.  
 
There is absolutely nothing wrong with this, but the perception of organisations as ‘business 
opportunities’ exist both inside and outside the sector. It is probably up to the sector to strike a balance 
here so the potential personal gains do not overshadow the value oriented basis of each organisation.  
One employee from the Kampala based networks gave the example on how staff from Kampala based 
organisations go from workshop to workshop each time getting sitting allowance dressed up as 
‘transport refund’ and this on top of a monthly salary which others would envy them. He saw it as a 
barrier to the practice of sound accountability principles and affecting the way people perceive CSOs 
and the work they are doing.  
 
In fact, it seems like the perception of CSOs as providers and the relative low trust combined with the 
‘business’ notion of CSOs all contribute to the low interest from beneficiaries and potential 
stakeholders to give their time and other forms of support without getting something in return.  This 
can be taken to an extreme where even a district network without funding is unable to gather a 
minimum quorum of member organisations to discuss issues of common interest. The same network 
invited its member for a training in financial management by Mango but since there was a minimum 
fee of 5.000 ush. pr. person only a small handful turned up for the learning opportunity.  
 
The coordinator of the network gave the explanation that members of the network understand the 
network as a provider in the same manner as ordinary people see CSOs as providers.  

4.3 Internal accountability structures 

Most informants and scholars see Uganda civil society as relatively weak in terms of internal 
governance .Since civil society is rather young, many organisations still depend a lot on the founding 
father(s) or mother(s). This means they might not have institutionalized the values and original mission 
of the organisation. In many cases internal structures might be there but might also be more formal than 
real or at least not properly respected. Rose B. Namara, PhD and lecturer at Uganda Management 
Institute with speciality on NGO management, sees management in NGO’s as ‘situational’ rather than 
marked by ‘rule of law’ to a degree where private sector is a head of civil society organisations in this 
respect.  
David  Manyonga from Anticorruption Corruption Coalition Uganda believes the main problem has to 
do with boards without sufficient capacity or understanding of their roles in the organisation. This issue 
was repeated by staff in several occasions and during the final workshop as a common problem here 
often presented as a problem of board members taking to much part in daily management and 
sometimes too little in strategic and policy planning.  
 
During the trip an opportunity to witness a general assembly in a small network organisation was given 
and in spite of the overall positive impression it was telling that when it came to election of board 
members the number of members were raised from 6 to 9 members by the say of words of the 
chairman. The constitution at hand for all participants clearly stated that the Board consists of 6 
members. No one questioned the decision or at least asked for a formal revision of the constitution. The 
question is now which of the 6 members are illegally members of the Board! But probably another 
situational management action will resolve the question should it be raised.  
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However, according to David  Manyonga and others there is a generation shift in several mayor NGO 
networks allowing for new thinking. Two recent examples of important networks that have gone 
through an organisational development process with focus on internal accountability structures were 
also met during the study.   
 
The support to district networks given through the HUGGO programme has as one of its objectives to 
be what has been labelled “greenhouses of democracy” because of the good learning opportunity in 
democracy and accountability principles they provide for the members to take home to their own 
organisations. And in deed the best functioning networks visited seemed well structured and well 
governed.     

4.4 Social accountability 

In Uganda the notation “downwards accountability” is nearly completely substituted by “social 
accountability”. There is a high level of understanding of what this is about namely the importance of 
being accountable to those whom you are supposed to work for or with. At the final workshop the 
challenges in living up to good practice on social accountability was stated and it was even testified by 
one participating CBO that all though they do there very best to be open, transparent and allow for 
participation in planning they meet unrealistic demands from beneficiaries in a manner that reflects the 
mistrust described above.  
 
Action Aid Uganda is probably one of the organisations meet that is trying hardest – or at least the 
most systematic way – to live up to vey high standard on social accountability. They work according to 
what they call the ALPS - Accountability, Learning, and Planning System. The system is complex and 
comprehensive but it has the accountability to poor and excluded people, especially women and girls as 
its pivotal point. Participatory and transparent planning processes matters as does the attitude and 
behaviour of each individual of the organisation.  
According to Henry Nixon Ogwal from Action Aid Uganda employees’ complicated attitudes towards 
working with beneficiaries has in more than one occasion let to the termination of a person working 
with Action Aid Uganda. Nixon denies there is any contradiction in the very notion of social or 
downwards accountability referring to the fact that poor people never has given the mandate to NGOs 
to work for or with them. He sees accountability to be a rights issue and a value based task you commit 
your self to adhere to.  
 
The Children at Risk Action Network (CRANE) is offering a capacity building programme to (some 
of) the more than 120 organisations in the network. The programme is called Quality Improvement 
System (QIS) and consists of six training modules given in the time span of two years11. It was 
explained that the content of each module has the end beneficiaries – the children – as focal point, so, 
when they train in governance or any other topic, it is with the purpose of securing a better programme 
for the children at risk - in their own words, a way of enhancing the social accountability of the 
organisations in the network. The training has a coaching aspect and includes sharing of experience and 
building of trust among the participants. At the end, the organisations are awarded a certificate if they 
have shown “commitment to quality” which is assessed by an external body. In this way it is 
                                                 
11 People care, Governance, Child protect, Financial accountability, Project planning, Child wellbeing 
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comparable to the QuAM (see below). CRANE does not provide any allowance or benefits and 
participants even bring their own lunch. In spite of this the demand is bigger than what CRANE can 
offer for the moment.  
 
Two CBOs (Lunyo Orphan Support Project and Child Friendly Initiative both partners to Seniors 
Without Boarders) explained how they try to formally be accountable to the communities where they 
work. Being CBOs one would think they have a local member base but they don’t. Formally the 
organisation consist of the seven persons serving on the board but both organisations explain that as 
they constitute themselves and as they might adopt new members on the board they will do this in front 
of the community at a meeting allowing community members to comment on the composition of the 
board. This is indeed a capable alternative to the traditional association or NGO organisational model. 
However, the practice is not stated in the constitution of either of the organisations which again opens 
for the situational management described above.  
 
Two somehow similar examples on practices which can be presented under social accountability was 
“Community Integrated Development Initiatives”, partner to Caritas Denmark, working with livelihood 
development in Soroti and “UPENDO, Community training in skills”, partner to NETOP working with 
arts and crafts for income generation in Lira. The similarities in spite of many obvious differences have 
to do with the confidence, participation and apparent ownership shown by community members. It 
might be speculative but as well likely that this positive impression could steam from the long term 
commitment of the two organisations and their transparent and inclusive practices towards the primary 
target groups.  
 
In spite of these somehow promising examples every one concurs on the need to try out and put much 
more effort into social accountability at least the same effort as is given to upwards accountability to 
donors and authorities.  

4.5 Holding duty bearers accountable 

The study trip did not bring about many examples on CSOs or networks working on methods to 
holding duty bearers accountable. However the most prominent examples are related to the district 
networks that are well placed to take upon them such tasks.  
In both Lira and Gulu the district networks play an important coordination role between the CSOs and 
vis a vie the district authorities. In both places they have their offices on the premises of the district 
administration and they are nearly regarded as a department of the district administration.  
 
This proximity to the local authorities could impede them from fulfilling their role as watchdogs but in 
both cases they had good examples indicating that it is not the case. For example, they will report 
wrongdoings and cases of corruption in police and army, but as it was important for the coordinator in 
Lira to stress that they always report ‘with evidence’. By so doing they claim to have avoided many 
conflicts in escalating. It is of course important to remember the post conflict situation in this part of 
Uganda, where so many conflicts have existed and continue to exist. In Soroti the district network has 
been engaged in a Human rights programme both monitoring and reporting the situation but also meant 
to train local police force.  
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The district networks plays an additional role related to this issue. Civil servants do now and then 
report wrong doings they have witnessed or been aware of in the public administration to the networks. 
From their position they might not be able to address the issues inside their own organisation, either 
because of fear or some kind of loyalty. NGO Forum in Kampala has a good example of this practice 
form Palisa District where the mayor had got money to go to China. Eventually he never went further 
than to Kampala and saved the money for him selves that way. Someone from his office found out 
about it and reported it to the network and after a long process he had to pay back this public money. 
He was not re-elected at the next opportunity.  

4.6 The QUAM  

The NGO Quality Assurance Certification Mechanism (QuAM) was an initiative brought about in 
continuation of the Civil Society Index exercise (see above). It is “designed to promote adherence of 

generally acceptable ethical standards and operational norms.  The QuAM sets principles and 

standards of behaviour for responsible practice, to protect the credibility and integrity of NGOs and 

their networks in Uganda”
12

.   
 
The development of the QuAM has taken place simultaneously with the rise of NGO Act 2006 and it s 
regulations and by that the QuAM  is an intelligent counteraction from the CSOsector in proposing a 
voluntary and more positive and constructive alternative to the rigid Governmental legislation.  
 
To PhD candidate Sinead Walsh, the QuAM is one of the most serious attempts worldwide to create a 
national CSO accountability or self-regulatory system and one interesting aspect of this study trip was 
to assess to what extent the QuAM has “taken off” and if it is been owned and demanded by 
organisations in Uganda.   
 
Both NGO Forum and DENIVA are behind the QuAM and they have a dual ownership to it with the 
national secretariat being hosted by DENIVA since it came into existence in 2009.  
Some effort has been given to create District QuAM Committees – so far in about 25 districts and a 
National QuAM committee has also been established. Efforts has also been invested in raising 
awareness and understanding of the mechanism vis a vie the CSOs.  
 
However, the there has not been a strong demand by NGOs wanting to go through the process. So far 
only five organisations have been awarded a certificate. None of the five are typical Ugandan NGOs. 
Four of them are networks and one is Plan Internationals’ Uganda office. One of these networks, 
NAWOU, and Plan Uganda were visited and they both concurred in finding it rewarding and a good 
process to go through the certification.  
 
In fact, except one, all people met acknowledge the good initiative that QuAM represents and they 
want to see it come forward. When asked why the demand by the organisations to become certified is 
not stronger some of the responses where similar to these:  

- The organisations are “cleaning there house” to become ready. 
- They find that they don’t even meet the minimum standards (E.g. do not conduct AGM or have 

no proper board…).  
                                                 
12 Note that the QuAM is not meant for CBOs or similar relatively small organisations.  
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- People have not understood the importance and the benefits. They feel it is enough to register 
with the authorities – that it gives them sufficient credibility to operate.  

 
It was not the purpose of the study trip to evaluate the QuAM as such but some thought on how to 
possibly create more interest in the QuAM was shared with QuAM and DENIVA staff e.g. to look for 
ways to combine the certification process with capacity building, possible in a peer process where 
organisations mirror themselves and learn from each other as they prepare themselves.  
 
A recent publication called “Civil Society Accountability: Principles and Practice. A toolkit for civil 

society organisations in Uganda” is by DENIVA seen as a helpful tool to unfold the content of the 
QuAM and by this providing guidance in becoming ready to go through the QuAM process. However, 
the tool is of 91 pages and still calls for someone to facilitate the use of it.   
 

5. Outputs and Dissemination 

5.1 Outputs 

This report in it selves constitute several of the expected outputs apart from that it was foreseen to test 
several accountability tools, and some experience was gained:  
  

1. The simple tool of drawing the different layers in an organisation and use it for discussions 
about internal accountability structures showed its strength in several occasions. At the final 
workshop it was also applied in a group work session which brought some participants to ignore 
the call for lunch.   

2. The Accountability Dialogue Tool developed by PATC did not come into use as much as 
hoped. In two otherwise planned occasions it failed because the orgnisation visited had not 
received the tool on beforehand, due to some misunderstanding. The tool was briefly presented 
and handed out at the workshop and some positive immediate response was given.  One officer 
in one of the networks has taken the effort to send back detailed feedback and suggestions for 
improvement. 

3. The CIVICUS four squared accountability model13 was used in two occasions. In the first 
occasion an organisation visited was asked to explain about themselves guided by the model. In 
the other occasions it was used to explain who PATC is to the workshop participants. In both 
occasions it proved to bring about information you instinctly want to get about an organisation 
in order to assess not so much ‘what it does’ as ‘who it is’.   

 
5.2 Recommendations related to main findings 
  
General CSO composition and relation to the Government – recommendations:  
 
1. Networks: 
PATC staff and her member organisations should always look out for cooperation opportunities with as 
well sector network organisations as well as geographically based network organisation. The networks 
                                                 
13 Gives you the opportunity to investigate to whom you are accountable upwards, downwards, inwards and outwards 
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represents lots of knowledge and can also further refer to other stakeholders e.g. member organisations 
that could strengthen foreseen project activities.  In annex 3 the district networks supported by the 
HUGGO programme is listed.  
 
2. The NGO Act  
PATC and Danish organisations could follow and discuss more closely the status of registrations 
procedures and enforcement of NGO legislations. In case the matter becomes critical a joint statement 
by Danish CSOs could make a difference.  
 
CSO Accountability - recommendations:  
 
3. CSO Accountability  - general perception 
PATC and Danish organisations should continue to discuss critically with Ugandan partners the use 
and potential overuse of allowances, (inflated) transport and pr. Diem rates.  
 
4 CSO Accountability – internal accountability structures  
PATC and Danish organisations should continue to promote capacity building relating to issues of 
governance, management, internal controls, internal democracy, transparency and so forth – but not 
forgetting to use the opportunity to reflect on own situation in order not to have miss match between 
what we preach outside and what we do at home.  
 
5 CSO Accountability – downwards accountability  
PATC could develop training sessions on the Social Accountability – or eventually integrate more 
about it in already existing courses.  
Danish organisations could pay more attention to the social accountability aspect in dialogues and 
project planning sessions with their Ugandan partner(s).  
 
6. CSO Accountability – upwards accountability 
PATC and Danish organisations should not loose out on the opportunities district networks and sector 
based networks represent in terms of e.g. knowledge on budget tracking in relation to ones area of 
interest – hence the networks could be alliance partners on advocacy components of specific projects or 
programmes.   
 
7. CSO Accountability – QuAM 
PATC and Danish organisations could promote the QuAM with their partners and suggest including a 
QuAM certification process as a capacity building / organisational development aspect of a project. By 
doing so Danish CSO cooperation could be instrumental in bringing more life to the QuAM initiative 
which must be the first thing before thinking of any possible revision.  
 
Local funding structures – recommendation:  
 
8. Local basket funds 
PATC should continue to monitor different practices on local funding structures in order to identify 
advantages and disadvantages of the different types of setups.  
 



21 
 

5.3 Dissemination  

The findings from the study trip is disseminated by: 
 

- The Internet Blog (in Danish) fed mainly during the trip 
- A special meeting with all colleagues of PATC (May 2011) 
- A Uganda network meeting held both in Århus and Copenhagen (August 2011) 
- The making and dissemination of this report (posted on the Uganda Blog, and the Uganda 

Networks Homepage, posted on the PATC web-page, send to all people met in Uganda) 
- Feeding the PATC database with Uganda specific information – to be linked to our web-page 

when feature is developed. 
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Annex 1: ToR 

Project Advice and Training Centre (PATC) 
- Danish Platform for popular development co-operation 

 
ToR for TLV visit to  

Uganda, March-April 2011 
 
1.  Background PATC 
PATC is a Danish umbrella organisation that has more than 250 members among Danish civil society 
organisations. All of these organisations work with international development. The focus area of PATC is 
capacity building of the Danish CSOs through training, counselling and discussions. 
 
Besides, PATC advocates on behalf of the member base regarding the general framework for Danish civil 
society organisations and attempts to stage relevant debates and discussions among the members and 
Danish civil society in general. 
 
In order to understand the context that PATC members are working in through partnerships in the global 
south PATC attempts to build up context specific knowledge, relating this to an area of interest for 
members in Denmark, their partners in the Global South and PATC. 
 
Thematic Learning Visits 
So far consultants from PATC have carried out five Thematic Learning Visits (TLV’s). Each visit has 
looked at the specific context of civil society in the particular country. This has been done in order to build 
capacity within PATC in order to enter into dialogue about the implementation of the Danish Civil Society 
Strategy14 with PATC members and their local partners and the Danish Embassies in the involved 
countries. 
 
Experience from the five visits reveals that there is a need to sharpen the focus of the visits, to concentrate 
on one or two relevant issues in the particular context and to plan the visits as part of an inclusive and 
participatory process, where the participation and the dialogue form an important part of the eventual 
outcome. 
 
Factors of relevance in choosing Uganda include: 

- Danida Program Collaboration 
- 40 of PATC’s member organisations work in Uganda 
- 17 active projects financed through PATC 
- MS-ActionAid, Danish Red Cross, Dan Church Aid , Red Barnet and Care Denmark – large 

Danish / International NGO’s are active in Uganda. 
 
 
 

                                                 
14 The Civil Society Strategy – Strategy for Danish Support to Civil Society in Developing Countries, Danida Dec. 2008. 
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2. Objective 
The objectives for this TLV are: 
 

3. Enhanced knowledge in PATC and its members working Uganda on the context for CSO 
operation in Uganda 
  

4. Shared understanding  among PATC, including her members, and CSO networks in Uganda about 
how CSOs in Uganda understand  and make use of the term Accountability, 

- internally, as a way to strengthen their organisation and  relate to their stakeholders, and 
- externally, as to hold duty bearers responsible for their actions and promises.  

 
3. Output 
1.1 Initial mapping of Danish organisations’ activities in Uganda, including organisations that work 

with own funds and Danish Frame-organisations 
1.2 Mapping of the status of Ugandan civil society including: 

o Overview of existing civil society analyses’ 
o Available basket funding mechanisms for civil society organisations  
o The general organisation of Ugandan civil society, including existing civil society networks 
o The Danish Embassies engagement with civil society, including support to basket funds, 

use of local grant authority and support to Civil Society Organisations through various 
bilateral sector or programme modalities.  

4.1 Several Accountability tools tested together with a number of Ugandan CSOs (primarily partners to 
members of PATC). 

4.2 Findings on how Ugandan CSOs understand and make use of the term Accountability discussed 
with Ugandan CSO networks and members of PATC involved in Uganda.  
 

4. Thematic issues for the visit and partnership with DENIVA 

The specific thematic issue of the trip centers on the term Accountability in relation to Ugandan CSOs. 
This topic has been chosen partly as a continuation of special initiative of PATC on anticorruption. PATC 
has entered this issue from an organisational development angle rather than a strict control / punishment 
angle.   

This perspective has brought to a strong focus on sound internal accountability structures in CSOs - and 
between them when working in partnership. As a donor, PATC can of course not neglect formal control 
and reporting measures but the organisational development/accountability structure perspective has been 
found to be a good leverage for open talks on corruption.  
Recently, PATC has developed a webpage that promotes this perspective among other by presenting 
different dialogue oriented tools and methods for preventing corruption in CSOs15. 

It is the intention of the trip to test some of these tools along side other tools that are available. 

Development Network of Indigenous Voluntary Associations (DENIVA) has accepted to partner on the 
accountability topic during the visit. DENIVA has been approached because of its long-term engagement 

                                                 
15 www.corruption-agenda.org 
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in NGO accountability and capacity building of CBOs. This work led some years back to the NGO 
Quality Assurance Certification Mechanism (QuAM). The QuAM was participatorily developed by NGOs 
to promote self regulation, transparency and accountability. Danida / the Danish Embassy supported the 
development of this tool. Seemingly, there should be enough reasons to justify a partnership on this topic 
of mutual interest.   

5. Stakeholders to be involved in the visit 
The journey will include contact and dialogue with the following main stakeholders: 
 

- Danish CSOs involved in Uganda 
- Ugandan organisations who are partners to Danish CSOs involved in Uganda  

- Development Network of Indigenous Voluntary Associations (DENIVA).  

- Anti Corruption Coalition Uganda (ACCU) 
- NGO Forum of Uganda 

- The Danish Embassy and Danish supported programmes such as HUGGO in Uganda 
 
6. Plan of work 
The journey will be based on the following main activities: 
Before take of: 

- Meeting in Denmark with CSOs involved in Uganda 
1st period in Kampala: 
 Mutual planning with DENIVA and visits to a number of stakeholders 
 Introductory meeting with the Danish Embassy and HUGGO 
Up-country study trip(s)  

- Visit to a number of CSO’s in different locations 

- Visit to local branches of NGO-Forum, Deniva DENIVA and ACCU 
 
2nd period in Kampala 

- Workshop on accountability and on findings from study trip. Proposed participants:  
Representatives from CSO’s with Danish partners and representatives from Ugandan CSO 
networks 

- Debriefing with DENIVA 

- Debriefing with the Danish Embassy 
 
7. Dissemination  
Experience from the journey will lead to the following dissemination activities for our members: 

- Presentation of perspectives and discussion on possibilities with Danish member organisations – 
February and March 2011 

- Follow up and presentation of findings in Denmark, May – June 2011 
- The final report of the learning visits, as well as an oral presentation, is part of the systematisation 

of experiences in the board of Project Advice and Training Centre (PATC), the secretariat, and the 
Project Fund’s Assessment Committee. 

- Finalisation of the PATC draft tool “Health Check on Accountability Structures in CSO’s and 
promotion of it. 

 



25 
 

 
9. Budget 
PATC covers all expenses – budget on a separate sheet. 
 
 
10. Contact details 
During the journey the consultant can be contacted on these details: 
 
Namirembe Guest House 
P.O. Box 14127 
Plot No. 1085, Willis Road 
Kampala/Uganda 
 
Ph: +256-41-4273778  
 +256-41-4273981 (Reception) 
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Annex 2: People met  

Organisation Name Position 

Danida, Human Rights and Good 
Governance Programmes 

Niels Hjortdal,  Head of Programmes 

Deniva Misuera Mukasa,  Asst. Executive Director, 
programmes 

Deniva Peter Wandera  Asst. Acting Executive Director, 
Director Finance & 
Administration 

Deniva Bonnie Kiconco K. 
Mutungi,  

National QuAM Coordinator 

Royal Danish Embassy Sanne Frost Helt Counsellor  
ACCU David  Manyonga  Advisor 
Plan Uganda Elizabeth Amuge Country Finance Manager 
Plan Uganda Anne Gabagaya  Executive Assistant 
Acction Aid Uganda Henry Nickson Ogwal Manager – Impact Assessment 

and Shared Learning 
NGO Forum Alfred Nuamanya Bushitsya Team Leader, National District 

Networks Support Programme. 
Deniva Harriet Namisi-Onyanga Programmes Co-ordinator 
Civil Society Fund Shekila Coutinhou  

 
Denis Bwayo 

Chief of Party Technical 
Management Agent  
HIV/AIDS Care and Support 
Specialist 

Argric Stock John Rwibasira Executive Director 
National Association of Women 
Organisations in Uganda 
(NAWOU) 

Peace T. Kyamureku General Secretary 

Jidnet, Jinja District NGO/CBO 
Network 

Henry Ibanda Coordinator 

Child Friendly Initiative,  Sarah Nasjaa 

 Various   
Coordinator 
 Board and volunteers 

Heidi Jacobsen  Marple Country Director  
Community Integrated 
Development Initiatives (CIDI) 

David  
Various 

Branch Manager 
Staff 

Caritas Danmark Maj Forum Programmedarbejder 
Soroti Development Association 
& NGOs Network-SODANN, 

Omiat Moses 
 

Coordinator 

Lira NGO Forum David Okello Coordinator 
UPENDO Community training in 
skills (UCTS) 

Angom Florence 
Various 

Coordinator / manager  
partners and director 

Gulu NGO Forum Eunice Labeja Act. Programme Coordinator 
Voluntary Initiative Support Apio Sarah Noancy  Programme Coordinator 
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Organisation Oola John Paul Programme Officer 
Youth Strengthening Strategy Alice Bougomine Coordinator 
Womens Development Centre. 
Diocese of Northern Uganda 

Rev. Willy Akena 
Various 

Project Coordinator  
Teachers and students 

Uganda Red Cross Society - 
Gulu 

Alex Onzima Programme Officer, Regional 
Manager 

London School of Economics / 
Irish Aid 

Sinead Walsh PhD Candidate Department of 
Social Policy  

Viva, Together for Children &  
CRANE 

Mim Friday 
 Faith Kembabazi 

Quality Improvement System 
Consultant  

Leve Børnene Arne Kristensen Intl. Program Director 
 

Joint Energy & Environment 
Projects 

Ruth N. Kiwanuka 
Various 

C.E.O 
Staff and Board members 

Uganda Parents of Children with 
learning disabilities (UPACLED) 

Patrick Owaga Executive Director 

Lunyo Orphan Support Project 
 

Lynnet Walira 
Mr. Rumalah 

Coordinator 
Board member 

Seniorer Uden Grænser Max Schrødder 
John Nielsen 

Projektansvarlige 

Uganda Management Institute Rose Nemara,  PhD, lecturer 
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Annex 3. List of districts 

List of district with networks supported by The National District Networks Support Programme 
 
Bugiri  
Bugisu  
Bushenyi 
Kabalore  
Kaberamaido  
Kalangala  
Kanungu  
Kapchorwa  
Katakwi  
Kibaale  
Kiboga 
Kisoro  
Kitgum  
Kumi  
Kyenjojo  
Lira  
Luweero  
Masindi  
Moyo  
Namutumba  
Nebbi  
Pader  
Pallisa  
Riamriam  
Tororo  
  
 


