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Security and rule of law



Activity 2013 Implemented by Rio marker Gender marker

Number Name Actual expenditure Name Organisation channel mitigation/adaptation significant/principal significant/principal



Result Area 1 Human Security

Result Question 1.1a: To what extent did security sector institutions and the 

security sector as a whole provide services that serve the needs of (various 

social groups within) society? (outcome, country-level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 1.1b: To what extent has your programme contributed to 

this result? (output, programme-level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 1 Human Security

Result Question 1.2a: Is there progress in developing a functioning and 

coherent security sector as a system? (outcome, country level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 1.2b: To what extent has your programme contributed to 

this result? (output, programme level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 1 Human Security

Result Question 1.3a: To what extent are separate security sector 

institutions and the security sector as a whole internally and externally 

accountable for their performance? (outcome, country level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 1.3b: To what extent has your programme contributed to 

this result? (output, programme level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Assessment of results achieved by NL across the entire Result area 1 Human Security

Reasons for result achieved:

Implications for planning:



Result Area 2 Effective Rule of Law

Result Question 2.1a: To what extent did justice sector institutions and the 

justice sector as a whole (incl. traditional/religious justice systems) provide 

services that serve the needs of (various social groups within) society? 

(outcome, country level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 2.1b: To what extent has your programme contributed to 

this result? (output, programme level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source
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Result Area 2 Effective Rule of Law

Result Question 2.2a: Is there progress in developing a functioning justice 

system that operates as a system? (outcome, country level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 2.2b: To what extent has your programme contributed to 

this result? (output, programme level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 2 Effective Rule of Law

Result Question 2.3a: To what extent are separate justice sector institutions 

and the justice sector as a whole internally and externally accountable for 

their performance?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 2.3b: To what extent has your programme contributed to 

this result?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Assessment of results achieved by NL across the entire Result area 2 Effective Rule of Law

Reasons for result achieved:

Implications for planning:



Result Area 3 Inclusive Political Processes

Result Question 3.1a: To what extent are the political and peace processes 

within the target area of your programme effective and inclusive?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 3.1b: To what extent has your programme contributed to 

this result?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Assessment of results achieved by NL across the entire Result area 3 Inclusive Political Processes

Reasons for result achieved:

Implications for planning:



Result Area 4 Legitimate and Capable Government

Result Question 4.1a: To what extent are government institutions better 

able to perform their core tasks, in your programmes target area?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 4.1b: To what extent has your programme contributed to 

this result?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 4 Legitimate and Capable Government

Result Question 4.2a: To what extent has the transparency of the 

government improved in your programme’s target area? And is corruption 

being addressed?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 4.2b: To what extent has your programme contributed to 

this result?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 4 Legitimate and Capable Government

Result Question 4.3a: Has progress been made in supporting democracy, in 

your programme’s target area?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 4.3b: To what extent has your programme contributed to 

this result?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Assessment of results achieved by NL across the entire Result area 4 Legitimate and Capable Government

Reasons for result achieved:

Implications for planning:



Result Area 5 Peace Dividend

Result Question 5.1a: To what extent has employment opportunities (self-

employment and wage employment) improved? If possible, disaggregate 

by gender, and specify for former combatants, displaced people and young 

people (up till age 25). Explain regional differences.

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 5.1b: To what extent have your programmes contributed to 

this result?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 5 Peace Dividend

Result Question 5.2a: To what extent has the availability of basic services 

improved? If possible, disaggregate by gender. Explain regional differences.

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 5.2b: To what extent have your programmes contributed to 

this result?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Assessment of results achieved by NL across the entire Result area 5 Peace Dividend

Reasons for result achieved:

Implications for planning:





Result Area 1 (remaining indicators) Human Security

Result Question 1.1a: To what extent did security sector institutions and the security sector as a whole provide services that serve the needs of (various social groups within) society? (outcome, country-level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 1.1b: To what extent has your programme contributed to this result? (output, programme-level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 1 (remaining indicators) Human Security

Result Question 1.2a: Is there progress in developing a functioning and coherent security sector as a system? (outcome, country level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 1.2b: To what extent has your programme contributed to this result? (output, programme level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 1 (remaining indicators) Human Security

Result Question 1.3a: To what extent are separate security sector institutions and the security sector as a whole internally and externally accountable for their performance? (outcome, country level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 1.3b: To what extent has your programme contributed to this result? (output, programme level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 2 (remaining indicators) Effective Rule of Law

Result Question 2.1a: To what extent did justice sector institutions and the justice sector as a whole (incl. traditional/religious justice systems) provide services that serve the needs of (various social groups within) society?  

(outcome, country level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 2.1b: To what extent has your programme contributed to this result? (output, programme level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 2 (remaining indicators) Effective Rule of Law

Result Question 2.2a: Is there progress in developing a functioning justice system that operates as a system? (outcome, country level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 2.2b: To what extent has your programme contributed to this result? (output, programme level)

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 2 (remaining indicators) Effective Rule of Law

Result Question 2.3a: To what extent are separate justice sector institutions and the justice sector as a whole internally and externally accountable for their performance?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 2.3b: To what extent has your programme contributed to this result?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 3 (remaining indicators) Inclusive Political Processes

Result Question 3.1a: To what extent are the political and peace processes within the target area of your programme effective and inclusive?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 3.1b: To what extent has your programme contributed to this result?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 4 (remaining indicators) Legitimate and Capable Government

Result Question 4.1a: To what extent are government institutions better able to perform their core tasks, in your programmes target area?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 4.1b: To what extent has your programme contributed to this result?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 4 (remaining indicators) Legitimate and Capable Government

Result Question 4.2a: To what extent has the transparency of the government improved in your programme’s target area? And is corruption being addressed?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 4.2b: To what extent has your programme contributed to this result?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 4 (remaining indicators) Legitimate and Capable Government

Result Question 4.3a: Has progress been made in supporting democracy, in your programme’s target area?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 4.3b: To what extent has your programme contributed to this result?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 5 (remaining indicators) Peace Dividend

Result Question 5.1a: To what extent has employment opportunities (self-employment and wage employment) improved? If possible, disaggregate by gender, and specify for former combatants, displaced people and young  

people (up till age 25). Explain regional differences.

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 5.1b: To what extent have your programmes contributed to this result?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source



Result Area 5 (remaining indicators) Peace Dividend

Result Question 5.2a: To what extent has the availability of basic services improved? If possible, disaggregate by gender. Explain regional differences.

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source

Result Question 5.2b: To what extent have your programmes contributed to this result?

Baseline Target 2015  Result 2012  Result 2013 Result 2014 Source
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	Baseline 1: 
	Taget 1: 
	Source 1: 
	Baseline 2: 
	Taget 2: 
	Baseline 1b: 
	Taget 1b: 
	Source 2: 
	Baseline 3: 
	Taget 3: 
	Source 3: 
	Baseline 4: 
	Taget 4: 
	Resultb: 
	Result 2: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	1b: 
	2b: 
	3b: 
	1a: The overall goal of the Justice Law and Order Sector (JLOS) Strategic Investment Plan (SIP) III is to promote the rule of law and to make sure that people have access to, are satisfied with, and have confidence in JLOS services. This SIP specifically targets the poor and vulnerable people and aims at linking informal and traditional justice systems to the formal justice system.  All reports confirm that there is increasing evidence that the service provision of  the JLOS has slightly improved in 2013 in terms of its capacity: 11 Grade One Magistrates, 17 Judges and 11 Justices of Appeal were appointed and deployed to ensure functionality of Courts and to address the high caseload of judicial officers. The courts recorded 89.12% disposal rate of registered cases (disposing off 112,996 cases to the 126,781 cases registered). The disposal rate in Chief Magistrates Courts stood at 92% of registered cases, while Grade one and two Magistrates Courts registered 95% and 97% respectively. As a result, the sector registered an improvement in the average length of stay on remand for capital offenses. However, Uganda still ranks below the majority of countries in the region in all dimensions of rule of law: government accountability is weak and administrative agencies are inefficient and affected by corruption; protection of  fundamental human rights is weak (in particular the right on privacy); and, although relatively independent, still too many courts are under resourced, slow and not sufficiently accessible. 
	bbb: Without the JLOS and DGF support the results under 2.1a would not have been achieved. The JLOS funding is in particular essential for staff training of local and informal justice systems and inspection, as well as for for the development of complaint and disciplinary systems. DGF funding is used to expand non-state provision of legal services through its Legal Aid Program (LEAP). The MTR of the LEAP program is scheduled for mid-2014. The overall assessment of the program is positive:  it has contributed to the expansion of legal aid services by its partners into 59 districts in Uganda and to the provision of legal aid services to vulnerable groups. The program also contributed to shaping the legal aid policy in Uganda and impacted the lives of many Ugandans. Specific contributions of DGF's partners in legal aid service delivery, including the Uganda Law Society and the Foundation for Human Rights Initiative, have been setting a precedent in criminal jurisprudence in Uganda by representing 182 death row inmates whose death penalty sentences were commuted to life imprisonment, as well as representing approximately 136 death row inmates (known as the Kigula beneficiaries) who wanted to have their sentences mitigated. Another DGF partner, Paralegal Advisory Services, has contributed to reducing the remand population in 13 sites in Uganda, dealing with about 30,000 prisoners per year in the last four years. Another partner of this component is the International Law Institute supporting Local Council Courts in collaboration with MoLG and JLOS.
	2a: Some progress has been made in 2013. Since JLOS was established in 2000, mechanisms for dialogue and consultation were developed among and between the 17 JLOS institutions and services have increasingly been decentralized. Where the JLOS was first focusing on criminal justice only, it now covers both civil (family, land) and criminal justice, and includes 17 institutions, from the Law Reform Commission, to the Human Rights Commission, the Tax Appeal Tribunal and migration services. It reaches out to the district level, where District Chain Linked Committees - existing of local police, DPP, prisons, civil society organizations and local government - regularly meet to discuss obstacles in the justice process. One of the ambitions in SIP III is to link informal and traditional forms of justice to the formal systems. At the same time, it needs to be noted that there is still a mismatch between the new physical facilities - all JLOS institutions under one roof at the District level - and the actual functioning and performance of the different JLOS institutions, mainly because of lack of adequate staffing, support and supervision.
	2bb: The JLOS program in particular has contributed to a large extent to the results under 2.2a. In spite of the decreased funding levels of the JLOS due to the suspension of budget support by donors in response to a fraud scandal in the Prime Minister's office, the geographical coverage of complete chain of core JLOS services at the Distrct level continued expanding through construction and/or repair/upgrading of JLOS Houses and other infrastructural facilities. Though progress has been made, it needs to be noted that the expansion has been slower than expected due to administrative weaknesses as was concluded by the Auditor General. A manual has been completed on JLOS procurement and contract management by a consultancy firm, contracted by the Netherlands Embassy, to address these weaknesses and risks .

	Baseline 3b: 
	Taget 3b: 
	Result 3: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	1b: 
	2b: 
	3b: 
	1a: One of the policy priorities of the GoU is to strengthen the confidence of the Ugandan population in democracy and in the judiciary, in particular in Northern Uganda (where many people were victims of armed conflict). In thiscontext, Transitional Justice is one of the instruments with a key role for truth finding and compensation schemes. However, most of the atrocities committed in the past have not been subject of serious investigations. Political processes are further complicated by the existence of parallel - traditional - tribe-based local governance structures and mechanisms. According to the Democracy Index of the Economist Intelligence Unit,  the Government of Uganda is qualified as a 'hybrid regime', moving slowly towards a 'flawed democracy'. To what extent the inclusiveness of the political process will be further enhanced - and more significant progress will be made towards achieving the status of a flawed democracy -  depends amongst others on how the (preparations of) next presidential elections in 2016 will unfold.  
	1b12: DGF has played a significant role in bringing about the changes outlined under 3.1a. In particular through its partner organizations working under component 1  (deepening democracy) and 2 (rights, justice & peace) DGF has created an active network of civil society organizations throughout the country with an increased capacity to mobilize public interest, to inform people about basic principles of democratic governance, to facilitate dialogue and consultations between CSOs and to strengthen their capacity to raise their voices.  

	Taget 2b: 
	Baseline 4b: 
	Source 4: 
	Taget 4b: 
	Result 4: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	1b: 
	2b: 
	3b: 
	1a: Coverage of basic services is expanding but access to quality and affordable services (health and education + infrastructure)  is still a big challenge, in particular in the more remote parts of the country. Uganda has made important progress towards the Millennium Development Goals and achieved halving the proportion of people living below the poverty line. The poverty gap has also reduced across all regions of the country. Economic growth has been closely linked to an expansion in more secure and productive forms of employment for poorer households and has therefore benefited Ugandans across the income distribution. The country scores 65 out of 100 in the 2012 Open Budget Index, a significant improvement from 2010, when it scored 55. This score indicates that the government provides substantial information to the public on budget processes. According to the Budget Survey 2012, budget oversight provided by the Auditor General is fairly strong, but it could be further strengthened if the institution received the appropriate level of resources for its activities and to hire additional skilled and qualified staff for sector-level audits (International Budget Partnership, 2013). The Uganda Revenue Authority (URA) missed its tax revenue collection target for the 2012/2013 financial year but reported a 15% increase.
	1b12: To some extent. Macro-economic policies and performance are not on the JLOS/DGF agenda, nor the MDGs. On the other hand, as concluded by the MTR (2013), the interventions ( as supported by the DGF) in the areas of voice and accountability (anti-corruption; governance and transparency and service delivery) have strengthened the public demand for better performance of government in these areas. Partner organization that play a significant and visible role in strengthening the public voice for better services are: Platform for Citizenship Participation and Accountability, Public Affairs Centre Uganda, Radio News Network Limited, the NGO Board, Uganda Government Monitoring Platform, Uganda Women's Network, Uganda Women's Parliamentary Association, Uganda Youth Network, Advocates Coalition for Development and Environment and the Agency for Cooperation and Research in Development . 
	2a: Transparency of the Government is improving in terms of information sharing and communication through government websites and public events. Likewise, Uganda continues improving its ranking on the Open Budget Index. However, increasing transparency does not yet lead directly yet to increasing accountability: there is no evidence of corruption being addressed effectively, in spite of the work of the Anti-Corruption Commission, civil society organizations such as the Anti-Corruption Coalition and other stakeholders. At the same time, there is improvement in the quality of financial statements, according to the Auditor General, partially attributed to remedial actions undertaken under the High Level Actions Matrix, aimed at restoring fiduciary assurance in the GoU systems following the OPM and MoPS fraud scandals that led to the suspension of donor aid in November 2012. In the PFM reform strategy FY 2014/15 - FY 2017/18  a number of key reforms and actions have been included to sustain this improvement. The general picture also applies to the JLOS institutions: over FY 2012/13, 6 of them received an unqualified opinion, 5 a qualified opinion and one, the Ministry of Justice and Constitutional Affairs, got a disclaimer opinion (for the second year in a row).  
	2b13: JLOS aims at addressing corruption in those JLOS institutions currently known as most corrupt -policy and judiciary- by increasing checks and balances. This is part of the efforts of GoU to improve its public finance management (see also 4.2a). Some of the the DGF partners play a particular strong and visible role (advocacy, research, training and public debates) to address critical issues such as accountability and corruption (Anti-Corruption Coalition, the Uganda Law Society, Law Development Centre, African Parliamentary Network Against Corruption, Teso Anti-Corruption Coalition, the Apac Anti-Corruption Coalition, Transparency International Uganda, Uganda Debt Network and many others. Recently the Anti-corruption Coalition Uganda published a report "Temples of Injustice" with the results of an investigation in 2013 into the conduct of selected magistrate's courts across the country that revealed rampant corruption. 
	3a: The Economist Intelligence Unit's 2013 democracy index ranks Uganda 95th out of 167 countries; a deterioration of one place on its ranking in 2012. The country's overall score (out of 10) improved marginally from 5.16 in 2012 to 5.22 in 2013. Uganda maintains its place among countries considered to be "hybrid regimes", which include other African countries such as Tanzania, Kenya and Mozambique. This ranks it behind other African states such as South Africa, Namibia, Ghana and Botswana, which are classed as "flawed democracies". Mauritius remains the continent's only full democracy.NRM has with 264 seats (out of the 386 seats) an overwhelming majority in Parliament and the opposition (FDC, UPC and DP) has very little power. Substantive development discussions take to a certain extent place when the annual budget is presented. 
	3b13: Relevant DGF partners in supporting democracy are: Uganda Parliamentary Forum for Youth Affairs; the Uganda Youth Network; the National Forum of People Living with HIV/AIDS Networks in Uganda; Uganda Government Monitoring Platform; Platform for Citizenship Participation and Accountability; Citizens Coalition for Electoral Democracy in Uganda, etc. The financial and administrative/technical support from DGF has strengthened the capacity and the position of these partners to address publicly critical issues about the role and functioning of Government, democracy and politics. The transition from a 'hybrid' regime to a 'flawed' democracy is a long process that will not succeed without the voices from civil society. The extent to which  the DGFprogram contributes to result 4.3a cannot be specified at this moment but it is evident that strengthening the voices from civil society is a necessary contribution. 

	Source 1b: 
	Baseline 2b: 
	Source 2b: 
	Source 3b: 
	Source 4b: 
	Target 1: 
	2a: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 

	3a2: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	3b2: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	Result  1: 
	2a: 
	2: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 

	1: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 

	3: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 


	3a: 
	1: 
	02: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	2: 
	02: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	3: 
	02: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 




	Source 1 1: 
	2a: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 
	02: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 



	Baseline  1: 
	2a: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 

	3a: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	Source 1b2: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 

	Baseline 1b2: 
	2: 
	1: 
	3: 
	0: 

	Taget 1b2: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 

	Resultb2: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 

	Result 22: 
	02: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	Baseline 1b3: 
	02: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	Source 1bb2: 
	02: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	Indicators 2: 
	1: 
	0: Standard Indicator: Development of the RoL re judicial process, judicial independence, sanctions, transfer of power and property rights
	1: Indicator 1: public satisfaction with JLOS services
	2: Indicator 2: proportion of districts with complete chain of core JLOS services.
	3: Indicator 3: # clients receiving legal representation and # of clients receiving legal aid/advice
	4: Indicator 1: Projects are based on needs assessments and baselines
	5: Indicator 2: Activities are undertaken to raise awareness about rights, particularly among specific groups within the population.  Aware of right to freedom to fair justice
	6: Indicator 3: Activities are undertaken to raise awareness about rights, particularly among specific groups within the population. Aware of right to freedom of expression
	7: Indicator 4: Activities are undertaken to raise awareness about rights, particularly among specific groups within the population. Aware of right to freedom from domestic violence

	2: 
	1: Standard indicator: Civil justice: free of improper government influence
	2: Criminal Justice: free of improper government influence
	3: 
	0: Standard Indicator: The judiciary (and other justice sector actors if applicable) are functioning independent (e.g. from the executive and legislative powers in the state). Judiciary is indepent
	7: Indicator 5: A structure for dialogue between the various institutions within the justice sector exists.
	6: Indicator 3: Infrastructure (e.g. court rooms, police offices, equipment) has been provided
	5: Indicator 2: Regular training scheme for justice sector staff is implemented
	4: Indicator 1: Adequate salary system for justice sector officers exists

	3a 2: 
	2: 
	0: 
	0: Standard Indicator : independent auditing
	1: Standard Indicator : Non-governmental checks
	2: 
	3: 




	2: 
	1a Baseline: 
	0: n.a.
	1: 60% (2012)
	2: 30%
	3: 2871908 (2011)

	1a Target: 
	0: n.a.
	1: 65% (2017)
	2: 45%
	3: n.a.

	1a Result: 
	0: 16
	1: 60%
	2: 30%
	3: 34813040

	1a Result 2: 
	0: 15
	1: most likely no change
	2: 35%
	3: 3337 25.127 (rise due to ADR mechanisms)

	1a Result 3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1a Source: 
	0: Mo Ibrahim Index [ranking out of 52] [1 is good; 52 is bad]
	1: Data 2013 expected MTR December 2014
	2: JLOS annual reports
	3: JLOS annual reports

	1b Baseline: 
	0: Yes, both JLOS and DGF (2011)
	1: Male: 7,8%Female: 4,9%(2012)
	2: Male: 11,4%Female: 6,7% (2012)
	3: Male: 1,0%Female: 2,4%(2012)

	1b Target: 
	0: n.a.
	1: n.a.
	2: n.a.
	3: n.a.

	1b Result: 
	0: Yes, both JLOS and DGF
	1: Male: 7,8%Female: 4,9%
	2: Male: 11,4%Female: 6,7%
	3: Male: 1,0%Female: 2,4%

	1b Result 2: 
	0: Yes, both JLOS and DGF
	1: n.a.
	2: n.a.
	3: n.a.

	1b Result 3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1b Source: 
	0: Annual Plans JLOS and DGF
	1: JLOS MTR 2014
	2: JLOS MTR 2014
	3: JLOS MTR 2014

	2a Baseline: 
	1: 0.54  (2012)
	2: 0.60 (2012)
	3: 
	0: Confirm:Men: 43,8%Women: 32 (2012)

	2a Target: 
	1: n.a.
	2: n.a.
	3: 
	0: n.a.

	2a Result: 
	1: 0.54  
	2: 0.60
	3: 
	0: Confirm:Men: 43,8%Women: 32,1%

	2a Result 2: 
	1: 0.49
	2: 0.46
	3: 
	0: Civil Justice highest score 0.51 RoL Index factors

	2a Result 3: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 

	2a Source: 
	1: World Justice Project Rule of Law Index [scale 0-1] [ 1 is good; 0 is bad]
	2: World Justice Project Rule of Law Index [scale 0-1] [ 1 is good; 0 is bad]
	3: 
	0: World Justice Project Rule of Law IndexJLOS Annual Reports

	3a  Baseline: 
	0: 
	0: n.a.
	1: n.a.
	2: 
	3: 


	3a Target: 
	0: 
	0: n.a.
	1: n.a.
	2: 
	3: 


	3a  Result: 
	0: 
	0: 0.36
	1: 0.47
	2: 
	3: 


	3a  Result 2: 
	0: 
	0: 0.43
	1: 0.35
	2: 
	3: 


	3a  Result 3: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	3a  Source: 
	0: 
	0: World Justice Project [scale 0-1] [1 is good; 0 is bad]
	1: World Justice Project [scale 0-1] [1 is good; 0 is bad]
	2: 
	3: 


	3b Baseline: 
	0: 
	0: Responsible body (JCS) for vetting fully constituted
	1: 457 (2011)
	2: 0 (2011)
	3: Yes, Parliament and Judiciary are independent


	3b Target: 
	0: 
	0: n.a.
	1: 28%
	2: 4
	3: n.a.


	3b Result: 
	0: 
	0: Judicial Service Commission (JCS) vetted new judges
	1: 24% (348)
	2: 0 (behind target)
	3: Yes, Inspectorate of Government not fully constituted


	3b Result 2: 
	0: 
	0: 33 new judges and 36 magistrates were appointed
	1: 11.6% (407)
	2: 0 (behind target)
	3: IGG fully operational, supported by acts


	3b Result 3: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	3b Source: 
	0: 
	0: JLOS Annual Report 2012/13
	1: JLOS M&E 2012/13;Uganda Human Rights Annual Report 2013
	2: JLOS Annual Report 2012/13
	3: IGG Annual Reports


	3b Indicators 2: 
	2: 
	4: 
	0: Indicator 1: Vetting programmes for justice sector officers have been promoted
	1: Indicator 2:  Percentage reduction in complaints of human rights violations against the UPF
	2: Indicator 3:  Number of institutions with functional performance management systems
	3: Indicator 4: Legislation and procedures in place for civilian oversight



	1a 2 Indicators: 
	0: Female police officers have been appointed and other gender sensitive measures implemented
	1: Human rights and RoL are evenly protected
	2: Civil Justice: accessible, affordable, effective, impartial and culturally competent
	3: Criminal Justice: capable of investigating & adjudicating effectively, impartially and without improper influence, ensuring the protection of the rights of vicyims/ 

	1a 2 Baseline: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	1a 2 Target: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	1a 2 Result: 
	0: 
	0: Judiciary 36%Police: 22%
	1: 20
	2: 57
	3: 69


	1a 2 Result 2: 
	0: 
	0: Judiciary 36.4% Police: forthcoming  SGBV protocol
	1: 22
	2: 59
	3: 72


	1a 2 Result 3: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	1a 2 Source: 
	0: 
	0: JLOS Annual ReportsData female police officers forthcoming
	1: Fragile States index [ranking out of 178] [1 is bad; 178 is good]
	2: World Justice Project [1 is good; 99 is bad]
	3: World Justice Project [ranking out of 99] [ 1 is good; 99 is bad]


	1b 2 Indicators: 
	0: Indicator 3: Obstacles (financial, practical, legislative) for reporting crime have been reduced. Total reported crimes per 100,000 persons
	1: Indicator 3: Obstacles (financial, practical, legislative) for reporting crime have been reduced. Caseload per detective
	2: Indicator 3: Obstacles (financial, practical, legislative) for reporting crime have been reduced. Caseload per state attorney
	3: Indicator 4: Female police officers have been appointed and other gender sensitive measures implemented

	1b 2 Baseline: 
	0: 
	0: 302 (2011)
	1: 18 (2011)
	2: 820 (2011)
	3: 


	1b 2 Target: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	1b 2 Result: 
	0: 
	0: 305
	1: 23
	2: 820
	3: Total Judiciary: 36%, Police: 22%


	1b 2 Result 2: 
	0: 
	0: 304 (increased use of community policing)
	1: 21 (increase in personnel)
	2: 699 (new recruitments undertaken)
	3: Total Judiciary: 36.4%, Police: 22%


	1b 2 Result 3: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	1b 2 Source: 
	0: 
	0: JLOS M&E and JLOS Annual Report 2012/13
	1: JLOS M&E and JLOS Annual Report 2012/13
	2: JLOS M&E and JLOS Annual Report 2012/13
	3: JLOS Annual Report 2012/13


	2a 2 Indicators: 
	0: Extra indicator...
	1: Extra indicator...
	2: Extra indicator...
	3: Extra indicator...

	2a 2 Baseline: 
	0: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 



	2a 2 Target: 
	0: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 



	2a 2 Result: 
	0: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 



	2a 2 Result 2: 
	0: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 



	2a 2 Result 3: 
	0: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 



	2a 2 Source: 
	0: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 



	2b 2 Indicators: 
	0: Indicator 6: Promotion of multi-institutional (budget) support and projects
	1: Extra indicator...
	2: Extra indicator...
	3: 
	0: Extra indicator...
	1: 
	0: Extra indicator...
	1: Extra indicator...
	2: Extra indicator...
	3: Extra indicator...
	4: Extra indicator...
	5: Extra indicator...
	6: Extra indicator...
	7: Extra indicator...



	2b 2 Baseline: 
	0: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	4: 
	5: 
	6: 
	7: 





	2b 2 Target: 
	0: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	4: 
	5: 
	6: 
	7: 





	2b 2 Result: 
	0: 
	0: 
	0: SIP III priorities determined and agreed upon
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	4: 
	5: 
	6: 
	7: 





	2b 2 Result 2: 
	0: 
	0: 
	0: Techn & annual review, Budget Framework Paper
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	4: 
	5: 
	6: 
	7: 





	2b 2 Result 3: 
	0: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	4: 
	5: 
	6: 
	7: 





	2b 2 Source: 
	0: 
	0: 
	0: JLOS M&E 2013/14Budget Framework Paper Circular and Institutional Priorities
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	4: 
	5: 
	6: 
	7: 





	2b Source: 
	3: JLOS Annual Report 2012/13
	2: JLOS Annual Report 2012/13
	1: JLOS annual Report 2012/13
	0: Ministry of Finance Policy Direction 2013/2014

	2b Result 3: 
	3: 
	2: 
	1: 
	0: 

	2b Result 2: 
	3: JLOS growing in strength: Chain Link Committees
	2: 85% repaired, remains congested 
	1: JLOS formalized strategy based on Gender audit
	0: Yes, payroll updated

	2b Result: 
	3: Yes
	2: Court rooms: yes, Prison system sufficient: 85%
	1: Gender audit conducted, start implementation
	0: Yes, budget increased to 175 bln Shs.

	2b Target: 
	3: n.a.
	2: n.a.
	1: n.a.
	0: n.a.

	2b Baseline: 
	3: JLOS increased coordination and cooperation
	2: n.a.
	1: n.a.
	0: Sector wage budget: 107 bln Shs. (2008)


	Result  2: 
	3a: Most institutions have internal accountability mechanisms. However, their effectiveness is still very limited and the overall picture is not convincing. The Uganda Police, the institution that receives most complaints, established a Professional Standards Unit in 2007 to handle complaints of misconduct by police personnel from members of the public. The Uganda Police also elevated the Human Rights Desk to a Directorate level to monitor and address human rights breaches. The Uganda Prisons Service has established more than 200 human rights committees involving the membership of inmates to address abuses of inmates' rights. External accountability is through sector institutions like the Inspectorate of Government/Ombudsman, Parliamentary and Legal Affairs Committee, Parliamentary Accountability Committee, Parliamentary Human Rights Committee, Office of the Auditor General and the Uganda Human Rights Commission. 
	3b: The results under 2.3.a. can be completely contributed to the JLOS and DGF programs, since financial and technical/administrative support is provided through these programs to those institutions that play a pivotal role in strengthening internal and external accountability of the justice institutions and the justice sector as a whole. The Netherlands and the other relevant development partners are actively engaged in policy dialogues at the diffrerent levels to reinforce the urgent need for more substantial improvement of the overall perfomance of these institutions and the sector as a whole. 

	Indicators 3: 
	1: 
	1: Standard Indicator: Increased trust in the political or peace process by different groups and citizens. Trust in Parliament, Army, Ruling Party
	2: Standard Indicator: Increased trust in the political or peace process by different groups and citizens. Country is going in the wrong direction
	3: Standard Indicator: Level of probity and integrity of political bodies. Corruption levels either remained as bad or increasedcompared to the previous year
	5: Indicator 3: percentage of women who have participated in peaceprocesses and dialogues OR number of peaceprocesses in which gender-related aspects or perspectives are taken into account.
	6: Indicator 4: Percentage of meditation  cases disposed agaimst total cases referred to mediation
	7: Indicator 5: Participation in elections is promoted 
	0: Standard Indicator: Increased trust in the political or peace process by different groups and citizens. Country is a full democracy/democracy with minor problems
	4: Indicator 2:  Number of improved mechanisms (and the description thereof) for interaction between government, groups and citizens. Progress on developing and implementing a comprehensive transitional justice policy that includes reconciliation and reparations.


	3: 
	1a Baseline: 
	1: Parliament: 57%Army: 56%Ruling Party: 64%
	2: 20% (2011, pre-elections)
	3: 88,2% (2011)
	0: 71% (2011, pre-elections)

	1a Target: 
	1: n.a.
	2: n.a.
	3: n.a.
	0: n.a.

	1a Result: 
	1: n.a.
	2: n.a.
	3: 82%
	0: n.a.

	1a Result 2: 
	1: Parliament: 67%Army: 65%Ruling Party: 65%
	2: 74%
	3: 88%, Police & Judiciary perceived as most corrupt
	0: 52%

	1a Result 3: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 

	1a Source: 
	1: World Economic Forum Global Competitiveness Report 2013-2014, DGF Baseline Study 2013, Afrobarometer 2013
	2: World Economic Forum Global Competitiveness Report 2013-2014, DGF Baseline Study 2013, Afrobarometer 2013
	3: Afrobarometer 2013, Freedom House 2013, Transparency International East African Bribery Index 2013, DGF Baseline Study 2013
	0: World Economic Forum Global Competitiveness Report 2013-2014, DGF Baseline Study 2013, Afrobarometer 2013

	1b Baseline: 
	1: n.a.
	2:  26% (2011)
	3: n.a.
	0: No TJ policy in place (2011)

	1b Target: 
	1: 2016: At least 30% 
	2: 42%
	3: n.a.
	0: n.a.

	1b Result: 
	1: 15% of participants are women
	2: 28%
	3: n.a.
	0: No TJ policy in place, draft report being discussed

	1b Result 2: 
	1: 27% of active participants are women
	2: 26%
	3: Launch of Citizens' Electoral Reform Agenda
	0: Draft TJ policy released + DGF initiatives

	1b Result 3: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 

	1b Source: 
	1: DGF Annual Report 2012-2013
	2: JLOS Annual Report 2012/13
	3: DGF Annual Report 2012-2013
	0: DGF Annual Report 2012-2013, JLOS Annual Report

	1a 2 Indicators: 
	0: Standard Indicator: Diversity (sex, religion, geographical representation, ethnicity, political parties) in representation in important institutions (lawmaking bodies, executive power, army, justice institutions) 
	1: Indicator 1: Presence of political and social conflicts (extent to which conflicts between parties  are resolved peacefully/reduction in violent incidents between groups). Functioning inter-party dialogue mechanisms
	2: Indicator 4 : Adequate participation in elections and public governance (for example systemic exclusion of groups) 
	3: Extra indicators...

	1a 2 Baseline: 
	0: 2011 entrance of female Speaker for Parliament
	1: IPOD meetings held, NCF non-operational
	2: 2011: EOM recommendations
	3: 

	1a 2 Target: 
	0: 
	1: National Consultative Forum
	2: Democratic checks and balances in place
	3: 

	1a 2 Result: 
	0: Male lawyers 71.1%; Female lawyers 28.9% 
	1: 
	2: EOM recommendations not implemented
	3: 

	1a 2 Result 2: 
	0: 35% of parliament is female due to affirmative action
	1: NCF effectively started its work, 
	2: EOM recommendations not implemented
	3: 

	1a 2 Result 3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1a 2 Source: 
	0: DGF Baseline Study 2013, MDG Progress Report 2013
	1: UNDP Annual Report 2013
	2: Election monitoring, HR reports
	3: 

	1b 2 Indicators: 
	0: 
	0: Extra indicators...

	1: 
	0: Extra indicators...

	2: 
	0: Extra indicators...

	3: 
	0: Extra indicators...


	1b 2 Baseline: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1b 2 Target: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1b 2 Result: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1b 2 Result 2: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1b 2 Result 3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1b 2 Source: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	Indicators 4: 
	1: 
	0: Standard Indicator: Perception by civilians that the quality and quantity of basic government services has improved
	3: Indicator 3: Government is increasing its revenues as a proportion of GNP      
	1: Indicator 1 : Government (at national, regional, local level) is actively pursuing and implementing plans to broaden the provision of basic services (education, health, housing, transportation, employment)
	2: Indicator 2: The budget has been approved by parliament in time.

	2b: 
	3: 
	2: Indicator 3: feedback in newspapers, facebook, twitter etc
	0: Indicator 1 : Number of meetings with stakeholders
	1: Indicator 2: visibility in the (social) media 

	3: 
	1: Indicator 1: There are effective arrangements for protecting office holders who signal fraud and corruption (regulation for whistle-blowers). 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: Standard Indicator: There is transparency in the budgetary processes (formulation, allocations, monitoring of expenditure)

	4: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: Indicator 3:Number of corruption cases instigated

	3a: 
	0: 
	0: Standard Indicator: Citizens, men and women, including those from minority groups, are  equally participating in political decision-making processes
	1: Indicator 1 : Political parties, including those in the opposition, engage in substantive development discussions 
	2: Indicator 2: Participatory role of youth in democratization process has increased
	3: 


	3b4: 
	0: 
	0: Indicator 1 : Number of activities geared towards youth and minorities
	1: Indicator 2: visibility in the media of major events organized by DGF and its partners
	2: 
	3: 



	4: 
	1a Baseline: 
	0: 2.4 out of 10, Rank 143 out of 182 (2011)
	1: n.a.
	2: n.a.
	3: n.a.

	1a Target: 
	0: n.a.
	1: n.a.
	2: n.a.
	3: n.a.

	1a Result: 
	0: 29 out of 100, Rank 130 out of 174
	1: n.a.
	2: Yes
	3: n.a.

	1a Result 2: 
	0: 26 out of 100, Rank 140 out of 177
	1: Important progress towards MDGs since 2010
	2: Yes
	3: 15% increase in tax revenues

	1a Result 3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1a Source: 
	0: TI corruption perception index en IDEA
	1: UNDP Human Development Report/Annual Report/ UNICEF country and comparative reports/ICRC
	2: 
	3: IMF/World Bank/national statistics bureau/ Global Witness

	1 b Baseline: 
	0: n.a.
	1: n.a.
	2: n.a.
	3: 

	1 b Target: 
	0: n.a.
	1: n.a.
	2: n.a.
	3: 

	1 b Result: 
	0: n.a.
	1: n.a.
	2: n.a.
	3: 

	1 b Result 2: 
	0: NL chaired DGF Board, numerous meetings held
	1: Most, if not all, major events were reported in media
	2: DGF sometimes 'accused' of political interference
	3: 

	1 b Result 3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1 b Source: 
	0: Annual Reports, minutes of Board meetings and of SC meetings
	1: Annual reports, reports of workshops, 
	2: newspapers 
	3: 

	2a Baseline: 
	1: Whistle blowers act approved (2011)
	2: 
	3: 
	0: Open Budget Index: 55 out of 100 (2010)

	2a Target: 
	1: n.a.
	2: 
	3: 
	0: n.a.

	2a Result: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: UHRC report: Lack of a Witness Protection Law 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: Open Budget Index: 65 out of 100

	1: 
	1: No progress: the Witness Protection Law got stuck
	2: 
	3: 
	0: Budget oversight by Auditor General is fairly strong

	2: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 



	2a Source: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: International Budget Partnership

	2b Baseline: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 17% (2010)

	2b Target: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 50% (2016)

	2b Result: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 20%

	2b Result 2: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 41,2%, 28 public officers were arrested

	2b Result 3: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 

	2b Source: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: IGG Data Tracking Mechanism Report

	3a Result: 
	0: 
	0: 
	0: 
	0: Economist Democracy Index: 5.16, Rank 94/167
	1: n.a.
	2: n.a.
	3: 


	1: 
	0: 
	0: Economist Democracy Index: 5.22, Rank 95/167
	1: NRM MP: 264/386, Opposition has little power
	2: Youth divisions quite active within political parties
	3: 


	2: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 




	3a Baseline: 
	0: 
	0: n.a.
	1: n.a.
	2: n.a.
	3: 


	3a Target: 
	0: 
	0: n.a.
	1: n.a.
	2: 2016: 2500 youth electoral candidates trained 
	3: 


	3a Source: 
	0: 
	0: Economist Democracy Index
	1: newspapers
	2: newspapers
	3: 


	3b Baseline: 
	0: 
	0: n.a.
	1: n.a.
	2: 
	3: 


	3b Target: 
	0: 
	0: n.a.
	1: n.a.
	2: 
	3: 


	3b Result: 
	0: 
	0: n.a.
	1: n.a.
	2: 
	3: 


	3b Result 2: 
	0: 
	0: Several DGF initiatives for  youth & minorities
	1: Regular updates of website and feedback on twitter
	2: 
	3: 


	3b Result 3: 
	0: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 


	3b Source: 
	0: 
	0: Progress and annual reports of the partner organizations
	1: DGF Annual report 2013
	2: 
	3: 


	1a 2 Indicators: 
	0: Extra indicator...
	1: Extra indicator...
	2: Extra indicator...
	3: Extra indicator...

	1a 2 Baseline: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1a 2 Target: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1a 2 Result: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1a 2 Result 2: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1a 2 Result 3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1a 2 Source: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1b 2 Indicators: 
	0: Extra indicator...
	1: Extra indicator...
	2: Extra indicator...
	3: Extra indicator...

	1b 2 Baseline: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1b 2 Result: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1b 2 Source: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1b 2 Target: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1b 2 Result 2: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	1b 2 Result 3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	2a 2 Indicators: 
	0: Extra indicator...
	1: Extra indicator...
	2: Extra indicator...
	3: Extra indicator...

	2a 2 Baseline: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	2a 2 Target: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	2a 2 Result: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	2a 2 Result 2: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	2a 2 Result 3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	2a 2 Source: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 

	2b 2 Indicators: 
	0: Extra indicator...
	1: Extra indicator...
	2: Extra indicator...
	3: 
	0: Extra indicator...
	1: 
	0: Extra indicator...
	1: Extra indicator...
	2: Extra indicator...
	3: Extra indicator...
	4: Extra indicator...
	5: Extra indicator...
	6: Extra indicator...
	7: Extra indicator...



	2b 2 Result: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	4: 
	5: 
	6: 
	7: 



	2b 2 Baseline: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	4: 
	5: 
	6: 
	7: 



	2b 2 Target: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	4: 
	5: 
	6: 
	7: 



	2b 2 Result 2: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	4: 
	5: 
	6: 
	7: 



	2b 2 Result 3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 
	1: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	4: 
	5: 
	6: 
	7: 



	2b 2 Source: 
	0: 
	1: 
	2: 
	3: 
	0: 
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	Organisation: Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands, Kampala (Uganda)
	Date: August 2014
	Reporting period: 2013
	a Activity number 1: 24617
	a Activity name 1: JLOS Secretariat
	a Actual expenditure 1: 7.488.000
	a Name organisation 1: JLOS Secretariat
	a Channel 1: [Government]
	a Mitigation 1: [Not applicable]
	a Significant 1: [Not applicable]
	a Significant 1b: [Not applicable]
	a Activity number 2: 23803
	a Activity name 2: Democratic Governance Facility (DGF)
	a Actual expenditure 2: 4.500.000
	a Name organisation 2: DGF
	a Channel 2: [PPP or network]
	a Mitigation 2: [Not applicable]
	a Significant 2: [Not applicable]
	a Significant 2b: [Significant]
	a Activity number 3: 23811
	a Activity name 3: JLOS SWAP
	a Actual expenditure 3: 580.799
	a Name organisation 3: JLOS Secretariat
	a Channel 3: [Government]
	a Mitigation 3: [Not applicable]
	a Significant 3: [Not applicable]
	a Significant 3b: [Significant]
	a Activity number 4: 23810
	a Activity name 4: Support Fund Good Governance
	a Actual expenditure 4: 23.692
	a Name organisation 4: EKN
	a Channel 4: [...]
	a Mitigation 4: [Not applicable]
	a Significant 4: [Not applicable]
	a Significant 4b: [Not applicable]
	a Activity number 5: 20735
	a Activity name 5: ACODE - budget tracking
	a Actual expenditure 5: 218.739
	a Name organisation 5: ACODE
	a Channel 5: [NGO]
	a Mitigation 5: [Not applicable]
	a Significant 5: [Not applicable]
	a Significant 5b: [Not applicable]
	Select results Area 1: [Select results (A/B/C/D)...]
	Results 1: Outside the scope of MASP Kampala
	Implications 1: Outside the scope of MASP Kampala
	Select results Area 2: [C.    Results achieved poorer than planned]
	Results 2: As a consequence of the suspension of budget support in response to the fraud scandal at the Office of the Prime Minister in 2012, donor funding (especially budget support) decreased substantially, leading to an almost complete dependence of JLOS on Dutch funding in 2013. The DGF mid term  confirmed positive trends and increased momentum in terms of the number of new projects taking off. At the same time, it was also noted that more efficient administrative procedures within DGF would have allowed more robust progress.
	Implications 2: The Auditor General has found serious delays in the delivery of results within the JLOS system, in particular with regard to construction. More realistic planning is needed as well as more vigorous supervision, monitoring and applcation of sanctions where contract conditions are not met. With regards to teh DGF, the monitoring and reporting on results in the field will get more priority since not many new activities will take off in 2014.
	Select results Area 3: [B.    Results achieved as planned]
	Results 3: Although several reports indicate that public trust in the political and peace process is fairly low, positive signals emerged in 2013 as a result of the different activities supported by JLOS and DGF to enhance the image of governmental bodies and to increase trust by different groups in the political and peace process. Trust in Parliament, the Army and Ruling Party has risen. The reasons why these results could be achieved are the following: there is broad public interest  and awareness of the importance of politics and peace since Uganda experienced many traumatic years of dictatorship, armed conflicts and instability. In addition, there is no doubt that some of the strategic DGF parners have been working effectively on the issue of political inclusiveness and the position of vulnerable groups in society. This, in combination with a conducive Government's policy, has created an enabling environment for constructive dialogue and consultations. Finally,  advocay for political inclusiveness is also enhanced by the representatives of so-called 'marginalized' groups are present as MP (youth, disabled, women) in Parliament. 
	Implications 3: Both the JLOS and DGF programs will have to focus on maintaining and/or capitalizing upon the momentum of positive changes in the sector. Two thematic areas will receive more and more attention: oil and lan governance - as potential or actual drivers of conflict - and the elections that are scheduled for 2016. As for DGF more in general, preparatory analytical work needs to be done for the assessment of the results of the Program so far, the lessons learned and to prepare a roadmap for the design of DGF II.
	Select results Area 4: [C.    Results achieved poorer than planned]
	Results 4: There are several reasons why the results achieved are poorer than planned. The overarching reason is the weakness of the government in terms of its administrative and executive capacity. Uganda aims at becoming a middle-income country and its development plans are clearly focussing on that aim. However, political leadership and commitment are insufficient for fundamental public administration reform which is required for efficient and transparent service delivery by the State. This, in turn, would require also a fundamental shift in the political culture.   
	Implications 4: DGF Board will continue addressing critical issues related to democratic governance and its members )HoM's) will use their bilateral channels to convey their messages diplomatically. DGF will maintain its focus on strengthening civil society and its capacity to play a critical and constructive dialogue with GoU. Oil governance will be one of the top priorities on the agenda for the coming years, in particular because it is expected that oil exploration and production will be drivers of conflict and could impact political and social stability. 
	Select results Area 5: [Select results (A/B/C/D)...]
	Results 5: Outside the scope of MASP Kampala
	Implications 5: Outside the scope of MASP Kampala
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