WFP/EB.1/2010/6-D/1 Report of the External Auditor on the Strategic Planning and Reporting at WFP Country Office – Uganda
The purpose of this report is to consider how a field operation has articulated and designed its plans to meet strategic objectives; how its plans have facilitated the targeting of vulnerable groups; and how it has measured performance. [par.4]

The review identified that the Uganda strategy followed a logical framework, engaging stakeholders to produce a coherent plan to address systemic issues in consort with the government and international aid agencies in Uganda. There were three clear priorities that were identified which have been aligned with the WFP’s strategic objectives. Given the benefits arising from the country strategies, WFP should consider accelerating the programme for delivery of the remaining strategies. [par. 3-5]



The Uganda country team were alert to risk, and effective in managing risks such as funding shortfall. However, risk management was largely responsive, given the absence of systematic and embedded risk management process. The Country Strategy should provide a means to document key operational risks which could impact on the delivery of the strategic objectives, and provide details of the proposed mitigation strategies. [par.5]

The review identified that need for improved validation process after performance data was collected at project level.   [par.6]
Developing the Country Strategy
The strategies are intended to more closely align projects with the work of other UN and aid agencies. [par.13]
The Priorities of the Uganda Country Strategy

1: Emergency Humanitarian Action

2: Food and Nutrition Security

3: Agriculture and market Support

There is currently no central mechanism to facilitate attribution of costs, which makes it difficult for WFP to assess the costs of achieving overall strategic objectives. [par.18]
Following the completion of the Country Strategy, the Uganda team and HQ staff undertook a lessons learned exercise, which identified benefits including:
· increased coherence and constituency between WFP’s various projects in Uganda;

· Greater alignment to both the corporate strategic plan and the policies and strategies of the Government of Uganda; 

· Better integration with UNDAF – UN and other agencies operating in the countries;

· Clearer understanding by government, partners and WFP staff regarding where WFP Uganda is heading, why they are heading there, and what they are trying to achieve; and 

· Redefining the scope of some projects to ensure a focus on the corporate strategic objectives. [par.26]

The development of country strategies requires significant amounts of staff time, particularly that of senior managers. It is important for WFP to assess the impact of the success of country strategies. Following the refocusing of projects in line with priority areas, WFP management anticipate that, in due course, commitments by donors would cover the whole of the proposed programme, even though that programme is more extensive than preciously announced.  [par.28]
HOW THE COUNTRY STRATEGY FACILITATES THE TARGETING OF FOOD AID TO THE MOST VULNERABLE
Obtaining and using a needs assessment

WFP Uganda has obtained evidence on vulnerable households from food security analyses and health and nutritional assessments, which have been used to develop the programme of work. A comprehensive review is undertaken every 3-5 years and assists in classifying population groups by nutritional status in order to target aid. [par.30]

Management of risk within the Country Strategy

Although individual project risks are documented within the framework of individual projects in accordance with the project approval process, we were not able to identify documented evidence to suggest that there had been a regular, formal or systematic evaluation of risk. WFP Uganda has prepared a risk register at country level covering four risks: timely delivery of food; safety and security; the accuracy of beneficiary listings; and the operation of the computer system. However, there is still an absence of systematic and fully embedded risk management process. Process need to be established centrally to encourage a consistent approach to risk management and identification at all levels. [par.34-37]

MEASURING PERFORMANCE IN UGANDA OPERATIONS

Main measure of performance is the beneficiary. Project monitoring and progress reports are prepared on a monthly basis and reported to the Country Director. [par.39-40]
Accuracy of reported data
There is no process to retain evidence that data is verified for accuracy or subject to data quality procedure. In both sub-offices visited, food monitors reported not having the capacity to carry out the recommended monitoring of their implementing partners. The current definition of a beneficiary used in Uganda effectively assesses the number food interventions, rather than the number of individuals aided by the programme. A single individual could receive food aid under several types of interventions and be counted as a beneficiary on each occasion. [par.42-45] 

Recommendations:

-establish an appropriate measure of output for non-food aid, and to move away from the use of Metric Food Tonnes as the basis for the allocation of project overhead funding where appropriate;

-bring forward the timetable for implementation of country strategies for high priority large sending countries and give consideration as to whether the Executive Board’s focus should be on the country strategy rather than country programmes to reduce duplication;

-include improved costing information, to enable a better understanding of the costs attributable to the achievement of strategic objectives to enable a measure of cost-effectiveness. Such attribution of costs would have a wider application as identified in our IPSAS Dividend Report in moving WFP towards the achievement of results based management and to facilitate the work of the Strategic Resources Allocation Committee;

-develop central systematic risk analysis processes, so that country strategies contain key operational risks which might impact upon the achievement of objectives, and articulate the planned mitigation strategies. Furthermore, the process should be used to ensure that local risks are understood centrally;

- consider refining the definition of a beneficiary to avoid the potential for double counting and to ensure that it takes account of the benefits arising from the provision of non-food aid projects, such as farming and market support; and

- establish cost-effective, consistent and reliable methodologies for measuring and validating the number of individuals assisted by projects.
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