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Executive Summary 

Different parts of Tanzania experience different types of disasters due to the differences in 

physical, social and economic factors as well as variation in geographic locations. In 1990 the 

government of Tanzania established the Disaster Management Department (DMD) under the 

Prime Minister’s Office. It works by following the top - down structure, meaning from the 

central government to local government which include regional district, division, ward, village 

and street. The structure of the DMD allows for addressing possible disasters through the local 

government structure i.e. District, Division, Ward, Village and Street. 

Apart from that, Tanzania has various national policies related to disaster management; the main 

national policies pertaining to Disaster Risk Management (DRM) are; the National Disaster 

Management Policy (2004) and the National Environmental Management Policy (1997). 

Strategies that address poverty indirectly address DRM needs as well. In the international DRM 

arena, Tanzania has endorsed the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015 and the African 

Union Regional Disaster Reduction Strategy, which clearly commit countries to addressing 

disaster risks in a proactive and participatory way.  

In the course of this community level action research and monitoring project, under the VFL 

2013 project, we have implementing our survey activities on disaster prone hotspots in both 

urban and rural areas as were identified in VFL 2011. And Community stakeholder’s 

consultation held in Dar es Salaam, Tanzania which is a focal point. The participated in the 

survey from community groups, local government and other stakeholders, who represent the 

hotspot areas where the survey was done. 

 In general the findings show that the community had limited capacity to tackle multiple factors 

that lead to different types of disasters due to several factors including low knowledge, 

competencies and information, inadequate financial sources, lack of access to resources and 

skills within the local communities, weak governance on disaster management, inadequate 
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monitoring, weak coordination of DRR policies, and limited cooperation between government 

authorities and the community. Due to widespread weaknesses on disaster management 

structure, and disaster mitigation strategies, preparedness, prevention and ineffective early 

warning systems and sustainable recovery options as well as weak implementation of policies at 

the local level. These made communities lack the capacity to prioritize the disaster strategies in 

their own, which limit them to become active participants to build disaster resiliency.   

This report consists of four main sections. the 1st section talks about disaster risk reduction in 

Tanzania and project background and approach the 2nd one provides overview of disaster risk 

reduction in Tanzania, the 3rd section focuses on the analysis of data and score overview and the 

4th one explains the case studies undertaken in the identified hotpots. 5th part is the conclusion, 

recommendations and way forward. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 DISASTER RISK REDUCTION IN TANZANIA. 

Tanzania is prone to natural and human-made hazards including drought agricultural pests, 

floods and earthquakes. Disasters affect livelihoods; destroy infrastructure and cause food 

insecurity and health problems. In recent years, disaster risk reduction has grown in importance 

on the international agenda. Natural hazards, such as floods, drought, earthquakes, tsunamis, as 

well as epidemics, have had an increasing impact on humans, due to population growth, 

urbanization, rising poverty and the onset of global environmental changes, including climate 

change. Inadequate land-use planning, poor environmental management and lack of appropriate 

institutional and legislative arrangements increase the risk and multiply the effects of disasters. 

Thus, vulnerability contributes as much to the magnitude of the disaster risk as do the natural 

hazards themselves. 

Disaster risk reduction (DRR) is a systematic approach to identifying, assessing and reducing the 

risks of disaster. It aims to reduce socio-economic vulnerabilities to disaster as well as dealing 

with the environmental and other hazards that trigger them: Disaster risk reduction is the concept 

and practice of reducing disaster risks through systematic efforts to analyses and reduce the 

causal factors of disasters. Reducing exposure to hazards, lessening vulnerability of people and 

property, wise management of land and the environment, and improving preparedness for 

adverse events are all examples of disaster risk reduction. Persistent and emerging disaster risks 

have highlighted the need to strengthen national structures in Tanzania to minimize these risks, 

prepare for potential disasters and support the building of sustainable capacities to manage a 

response in case a disaster strikes. 

In Tanzania disaster risk reduction exists through the institutional framework for disaster 

management, the key institutions at the national level for disaster management include the 

various committees and the departments. These committees and departments are; The Tanzania 

Disaster Relief Committee, Disaster Management Department and Technical Multi Sectoral 

Committees in different ministries. 
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1.1.1 Institutional framework for disaster management 

 

Tanzania has the institutional framework for disaster management. The current management 

structure was put in place on the basis of the Disaster Relief Co-ordination Act no 9.of 1990.  

The institutional framework includes the following established institutes: 

 

1.1.2 Tanzania Disaster Relief Committee (TANDREC) 

 

Tanzania Disaster Relief Coordination Committee (TANDREC).This is the body established by 

Act no 9 of 1990. It reports to the Prime Minister and also to the Minister responsible for disaster 

management on matters that require Cabinet and or Parliamentary action. The TANDREC is the 

body that has been assigned leadership and coordinating responsibilities for the nation’s disaster 

management system. Its main responsibility is to lead the country in developing and maintaining 

a national disaster preparedness and management system that helps people to protect themselves, 

their families, businesses and environment from all disasters. 

 

 1.1.3 Disaster Management Department (DMD). 

The Disaster Management Department (DMD) was established in 1990 by the Disaster Relief 

Coordination Act No. 9 of 1990. 

The DMD is made up of two sections: the Coordination and Operations Section and the Planning 

and Research Section. Each section is led by an Assistant Director. The main functions of DMD 

include; Coordination and Operations, and Planning and Research at national level. 

 

 The DMD primary function is coordination of disaster management activities in the country. It 

seeks to ensure that in times of disaster, appropriate response systems, procedures and resources 

are in place to assist those afflicted. The Department is also charged with the responsibility of 

coordinating disaster preparedness efforts and activities in order to minimize the adverse effects 

of hazards through effective precautionary measures and to ensure timely appropriate and 

efficient organization and delivery of emergency.  
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From the national level, the structure goes down to the regions, districts, wards and villages where 

there is a disaster committee at each level.  

 

Other actors in Disaster Risk Management (DRM) initiatives include government departments of 

line Ministries and central government i.e. the Vice President Officer Division of Environment, 

religious institutions, UN agencies, the media, Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs), the 

Private Sector, and Civil Society Organizations. Line Ministries are Government Ministries which 

are responsible for disaster management activities within their area of jurisdiction. 

 

 1.1.4 Regional Disaster Management Committee 

 

The Committee is created by members of the Regional Administrative Secretariat, Civic 

organizations (NGOs & CBOs), Business Community Representatives, Leaders of Religious 

Organizations and Prominent Persons in the Region. Such as; The Regional Commissioner (RC) 

chairs the Committee and the Regional Administrative Secretary (RAS) is the Secretary. 

 The committee has the subsequent responsibilities to perform within the regional the following 

functions: a) To monitor the hazards, risks, disaster threats and the conditions of vulnerable 

populations within the region .b) To conduct vulnerability analyses in disaster prone areas and 

prepare recommendations how best to reduce the vulnerability. c) To identify the training needs 

and conduct education, training and public awareness. d) To mobilize and coordinate all 

intervention from other agencies. e) To support the implementation of disaster management 

programs for the region, and f) To mobilize financial and material resources required for disaster 

management. 

 

1.1.5 District Disaster Management Committee  

 

The District Management Team (DMT) forms the disaster Committee (Management all Heads of 

Departments at the District level are members).  Other members include Civic organizations 
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(NGOs & CBOs), representatives from business community, leaders of religious organizations, 

and prominent persons in the district. The District Commissioner is the Chairman and District 

Executive Director is the Secretary of the Committee. The committee has the following 

functions; a) To monitor hazards, risks and disaster threats and the conditions of vulnerable 

populations within the district; b) To conduct surveys on disaster prone areas and prepare 

recommendations for reducing their vulnerability; c) To identify and map all hazards in the 

district; d) To identify training needs and conduct educational, training and public awareness 

programmes; e) To mobilize financial and material resources needed for disaster management; f) 

To ensure that the support is delivered promptly to the affected communities and g) To establish 

a civil protection system for disaster response. 

1.1.6 Ward Disaster Management Committee 

 

The Ward Disaster Management Committee is comprised of the Village Chairpersons, Village 

Executive Officers, and Extension officers (agricultural extension officers, health workers, 

community development workers, and adult education coordinators) religious leaders, traditional 

leaders, religious organizations as well as CBOs and NGOs. The Ward Councilor is the 

Chairperson and the Ward Executive Officer (WEO) is the Secretary.  

The functions of the committee include the following; a) To make preparation of plans and 

procedures for disaster management programmes in their respective locations; b) To take 

operational control in the event of a disaster or emergency so as to ensure that support is 

provided to the affected houses; c) To establish a fund for disaster management, Mobilization of 

needed financial and material resources for disaster management; and c) To establish civic 

groups for disaster operations. 

 

1.1.7 Village Disaster Management Committee 

 

The Committee is comprised of heads of hamlets, religious leaders, traditional leaders, and civic 

organizations (CBOs & NGOs. The Village Chairperson chairs the Committee and the Secretary 

is the Village Executive Officer (VEO). 
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The function of the committee include; a) To identify and register families/people within 

families who should receive relief supplies; b) To surprise relief supplies distribution; c) 

disseminate of information to members of the community on disaster related issues; d) To 

mobilize communities to take disaster preparedness and mitigation measures such as improved 

farming techniques, revival of indigenous food storage and prevention techniques and planting of 

trees, and e) To conduct public awareness campaigns at the village level. 

1.2 Disaster Risk Reduction Institutions in Tanzania 

 

Institutions that deal directly and indirectly with the issue of disaster management include the 

following: Prime Minister’s Office – Regional Administrative and Local Government, Vice 

President’s Office Division of Environment (VPO). Ministries of Water, Works, Health, Home 

Affairs, Foreign Affairs and International Cooperation, Defense and National Service, 

Agriculture, Food Security and Cooperation; Livestock, Finance, Natural Resources and 

Tourism, Planning, Economy, and Empowerment; Lands, Human Settlement and Habitat, and 

Tanzania Metrological Agency (TMA). 

1.3 Policies 

Tanzania has a number of national policies for disaster management; The main national policies 

pertaining to DRM are the National Disaster Management Policy (2004); and the National 

Environmental Management Policy (1997). Strategies that address poverty indirectly address 

DRM needs as well. In the international DRM arena, Tanzania has endorsed the Hyogo 

Framework for Action 2005-2015 and the African Union Regional Disaster Reduction Strategy, 

which clearly commit countries to address disaster risks in a proactive and participatory way. 

 

NATIONAL DISASTER MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE 
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Figure 1.0: National disaster management structure.  
 

 

PRIME	MINISTER’S	OFFICE	

NADMAC	

UN,	INTERNATIONAL	
ORGANIZATIONS,	

NGOS&PRIVATE	SECTOR	 DISASTER	MANAGEMENT	
DEPARTMENT	

TECHNICAL	
COMMITEES	 EARLY	

WARNING	

DISASTER	
MANAGEMENT	

FORUM	
REGIONAL	DISASTER	

MANAGEMENT	
COMMITTEE	

DISTRICT	DISASTER	
MANAGEMENT	
COMMITTEE	

WARD	DISASTER	
MANAGEMENT	
COMMITTEE	

VILLAGE	DISASTER	
MANAGEMENT	
COMMITTEE	

RESPONSE	
PREPAREDNE
SS	
MITIGATION	
PREVENTION	

POLICIES	&	

	

STRATEGIES	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	

7	
	

1.4 Illustration for the structure of publication  

This report consists of six sections namely: section one explain the disaster risk reduction in 

Tanzania this deals with concept of DRR, institutional arrangement, DRR institutions in Tz, 

existing police. Section two is the project background and approach, section three explains about 

analysis of data and score overview. Section four explains the case study undertaken in the 

identified hotpot. Section five explains on the conclusion, recommendations and way forward. 

 

1.5  Views from the frontline –project background and approach  

When the UN established a ten year programm for improvement in Disaster Risk Reduction in 

2005, the 'Hyogo Framework for Action' (HFA); many NGOs were concerned that the high level 

policy would not be matched by effective implementation at the 'Frontline' in the millions of 

communities round the world exposed to natural disasters. They formed the 'Global Network for 

Disaster Reduction' (GNDR) to collaborate in securing a stronger voice for communities and 

more effective implementation of the Framework. The Network's key action has been 'Views 

from the Frontline'; a project in which the assessments of stakeholders at the local level are 

gathered in order to assess their views of progress. By doing so, the project highlights the areas 

were more action is needed, and also builds local level partnerships to mobilize more effective 

action. The ‘Views from the Frontline’ (VFL) project, initiated in 2009, has been highly effective 

at the international level, where the presentation of views from respondents from 69 countries in 

2011 made a major impact at the UN 'Global Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction', and at the 

local level, where dialogue, collaboration and action have been promoted. VFL 2013 now aims 

to prepare the way for a HFA Post -2015 discussion. 

 

The ‘View from the frontline’ (VFL) project, initiated in 2009; is designed to support the 

implementation of the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) by establishing a global 

infrastructure to measure progress at the local level. The initial phase of the project was highly 

effective. It gathered responses from over 7000 respondents in 48 countries, and presented the 

major impact at the Global Platform for Disaster Risk Reduction in June 2009.The next phase of 
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the programme: ’Views from the Frontline 2011(VFL 2011) builds on this, basing on learning 

review of the initial phase and with an extended network of participating countries. 

Network members agreed that the focus of VFL 2011 should be local governance as this is 

critical for effective implementation of policy and provision of resource; leading to the HFA 

achieving real impact on the ground, where people and communities at high risk live, and 

undertake their livelihood related activities. 

The main goal of ‘Views from the frontline’ is to support the effective implementation of the 

HFA to build the resilience of vulnerable people and communities at risk to disaster.  The 

specific objectives of VFL are: 

• To strengthen public accountability for effective HFA implementation by establishing 

independent local-level policy monitoring and reporting processes. 

• To strengthen collaboration at local, national, regional and international levels. 

• To increase dialogue and interaction between local authorities, civil society and 

community stakeholders with rules to monitoring progress, share information, formulate 

policy positions, develop partnerships and coalitions and contribute towards multi-

stakeholder efforts to implement the HFA on the ground. 

This project composed of two main elements; Action-research and Applied learning; The action 

–research element is based on an initial quantitative survey through face to face interviews or 

self-evaluations by local government officials and local community representatives, The aim was 

to assess their perceptions on progress made in effective local governance to support disaster 

resilience and risk reduction as part of the HFA five priorities for action. This was supported by 

qualitative research based on gathering case studies (‘Action at the Frontline’) to support the 

quantitative data. The applied learning phase of the project uses this information to develop 

consensus on policy positions and associated recommendations to take forward to national, 

regional and international levels-including the Global platform-DRR review process. 

VFL has been conducted in 2009 and 2011. These programmes highlighted the role of local 

action and learning as being at the heart of community resilience, and members have called for 

VFL to support implementation based on this. As a result VFL 2013 focuses on Action and 

Learning. This is the cycle of reflection, learning and action which enables communities to 

become active participants in building community resilience. VFL 2013 has two stages. Firstly it 
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includes Survey and Consultation activities like those which have been conducted in VFL 2009 

and 2011. Secondly it includes an exciting new Action and Learning stage which builds on the 

local level information gathered in the survey and consultation stage and supports practical 

implementation at the local level which is of more important on our county for affected people 

and vulnerable communities to disasters. 
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 2.0 Overview of Disaster Risk Reduction in Tanzania          

2.1 Location 
Tanzania is located in Eastern Africa between longitude 29º and 41º East and Latitude 

01º and 12º South. Tanzania has frontiers to the following countries: Kenya and Uganda 

to the North; Rwanda, Burundi and the Democratic Republic of Congo to the West; 

Zambia, Malawi and Mozambique to the South; and, the Indian Ocean to the East as 

illustrated in Figure 2.0.  

  

Figure: 2.0: Map of Africa showing the location of Tanzania. 
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2.1.2 Size and Topography 

Tanzania mainland occupies an area of 945,000 square kilometres of which 881,000 square 

kilometres is land mass; 61,000 square kilometres is water and forest and woodlands occupy 

approximately 3,000 square kilometres. Tanzania has a spectecular landscape of mainly three 

physiographic regions; namely, the Islands and the coastal plains to the east; the inland saucer-

shaped plateau; and the highlands. The East African Rift Valley is another landmark that adds to 

the scenic view of the country.  

2.1.3 Climate 

Tanzania has a tropical type of climate. There are two rainfall regimes over Tanzania. One is 

unimodel which is between December and April, and the other is bimodel between October and 

December; and between March and May. The former is experienced in the southern, southwest, 

central and western parts of the country. The latter is found in the northern part of the country. In 

the bimodel regime the March – May rains are referred to as the long rains or ‘Masika’, and the 

October – December rains are generally known as short rains or ‘Vuli’. 

The coastal plains and the islands experience hot, tropical climate with temperatures reaching 32˚ 

C during the hottest months of late January, February and early March, but as low as 18º C from 

June to August. The southernand northern highlands are characterised by cool temperatures 

ranging from 5˚ C to 26˚ C. Rainfall is heavy in the highlands and in the coastal belt. In the 

central part of the country, rainfall is sparsely distributed and at times the areas are faced with 

drought. 

   

2.2 Disaster history 

Tanzania has been experiencing a number of disasters for years now. The disaster history and 

information has been kept on disasters occurring in Tanzania since 1872, While the nature of the 

disasters has not significantly changed over time (drought, disease, flooding), both the frequency 

and the intensity have changed. These have caused losses of life, property and destruction to 

environment. A disaster is a serious disruption of the functioning of a society causing wide  
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spread human, material and environmental losses, which exceed the ability of affected society to 

cope with using its own resources. The occurrence of disasters can be termed as rapid or slow 

onset depending on the speed and span of time of origination and impact. Both natural and 

human made disaster can be slow or rapid. People and the environment are increasingly suffering 

from the effects of natural disasters. There are a number of reasons for this such as high 

population growth and density, migration and unplanned urbanization, environmental 

degradation and possibly climate change. 

Common hazards that carry the danger of causing disasters in Tanzania include epidemics, pest 

infestation, droughts, floods, major transport and industrial accidents, refugees and fires. Strong 

wind and earthquakes are few and occur rarely, others more regularly. Disaster can produce 

complex emergencies in some incidences. The severity of a disaster impact on a population is 

dependent upon its capacity to absorb, deflect or manage the actual disasters. 

Considering the disaster threats in the country, the Government passed an Act of Parliament 

known as Disaster Relief Coordination Act No 9, of 1990 and established Tanzania Disaster 

Relief Committee (TANDREC) for overseeing and coordinating established at regional and 

district levels .However the National Disaster Management Policy, (2004), address all issues 

embracing the disaster cycle, namely; prevention, mitigation, preparedness, response and 

recovery. 
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Table 1: Major causes of Hazards at village and district level 
Source: Disaster Vulnerability Assessment Phase II by PMO and UCLAS 2003 

SN Hazard type Causes Village% District% 

1 Strong winds Desertification, poor farming 

methods, overgrazing 

 

67  50 

  Climate change 67  33 

  Prolonged low rainfall/dryness   33 

 2  Drought Desertification, poor farming 

methods, overgrazing 

 

10  87 

  Climate change  

 

10  67 

  Prolonged low rainfall/dryness  8  67 

3  

 

Diseases 

outbreak 

Prolonged low rainfall/dryness  40 42 

  Health related  

 

28  45 

  Poor house plan and drainage  

 

- 50 

  Climatic change  

 

16  - 

  Poverty  25  70 

4  Floods Prolonged heavy rainfall  53 75 

5  

 

Pest Climatic change  27  45 
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2.3 Disaster Profile in Tanzania Mainland 

Tanzania like many other countries has been experiencing natural and human-made disasters 

resulting into negative impacts on its people and economy. According to the Prime Minister’s 

Report (2003) on Vulnerability Assessment and field survey conducted in sector ministries and 

regions, major hazards experienced in Tanzania Mainland for the past decade are 

drought/famine, diseases, vermin/pest infestation, fire, major accidents, floods, strong winds civil 

conflict and earthquakes. 

2.3. 1 Drought 

Tanzania Mainland normally experiences recurring droughts in every four years; the recent one 

occurred in 2004/2005. Regions most frequently affected by drought are the central regions of 

Dodoma, Singida, Tabora and Shinyanga. Others are Arusha, Manyara, Mara, Mwanza, Kigoma 

and Mbeya regions. Cutting down of vegetation cover, over grazing, poor farming methods and 

climatic changes are the major contributing factors for drought in the affected regions. In areas 

that are prone to droughts the impacts to human beings, animals and the environment are more 

pronounced.  

2.3.2 Disease outbreaks 

Disease outbreaks include human and animal diseases. The outbreak of human diseases was 

ranked as number one hazard in the central plateau and Rukwa-Ruaha rift zone. 

Both natural and man-made factors contribute to occurrences of different diseases in the country. 

Poor environmental and sanitary conditions especially in urban areas contribute directly to the 

occurrence of water borne or water related diseases. Disease outbreaks have implication on the 

  Prolonged low rainfall and dry spell  

 

23  

 

40 

  Lack of expertise and technology 23  36 

  Poverty  

 

28  55 
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production level as resources earmarked for national development are diverted towards to 

address the outbreaks. 

2.3.3 Pest infestations 

Pests infestations in this context include insects, diseases, wildlife and vermin that destroy plants. 

Common pests in Tanzania include locusts, armyworms, “kwerea kwerea”, army worms and 

wildlife. The most affected Regions are Arusha, Singida, Dodoma, Mtwara, Kagera, Shinyanga 

and all regions adjacent to conservation areas. Among the factors attributing to the persistence of 

pests in the affected regions, include lack of a mechanism to monitor the breeding of 

insects/flies/birds. The major implications of pest outbreaks include reduced level of crop 

production, which lead to low economic gain (and sometimes famine) among households in the 

affected areas.  

2.3.4 Fire 

Fire incidents are common in urban areas due to electrical faults and flammable industrial 

products and in rural areas due to burning of natural vegetation or remnants of crop residues in 

farms. Fire accidents occur in all zones at different levels of magnitude. However, it has been 

reported at relatively higher levels in Rukwa-Ruaha rift zone, Inland sedimentary plateau, Ufipa 

plateau and western highlands, Central plateau and Coastal zone. 

In recent years major fire incidents have occurred in urban areas including Dar es Salaam, 

Mwanza, Arusha, Mbeya and Songea. Fire accidents have caused death, loss of property and 

injuries to human beings and destruction to the environment.  

2.3.5 Major accidents 

Accidents occur due to transportation, industrial and other socio-economic activities. Examples 

of major accidents in the country in recent years include the MV Bukoba and the Dodoma train 

accidents. However, the majority of accidents in Tanzania relate to road transportation. The five 

most transportation accident-prone regions are Dar es Salaam, Morogoro, Pwani, Mbeya, 

Arusha, Kilimajaro and Tanga.  
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The most recent non-road transport disasters are mining disasters that occurred in Mererani area 

in Manyara region. About 100 miners died after the mining area was flooded with rainwater. A 

similar accident occurred in Chunya where a number of small-scale miners died after their mines 

were flooded. 

2.3.6 Floods 

Floods are among the most devastating natural hazards in the world, claiming more lives and 

causing more property damage than any other natural phenomena. As a result, floods are one of 

the greatest challenges to weather prediction. Floods in urban centres pose potential threat to 

communities whenever there is heavy rainfall due to poor land use planning and squatter 

development, which often block natural flood ways. In rural areas, people prefer to live in flood 

prone areas because of poor land use management and farming systems. Flood prone regions are 

Dar es Salaam, Tanga, Mbeya, Coast, Rukwa and Mtwara. 

2.3.7 Hurricanes/Storms/Cyclones  

Hurricanes or storms occur more in Eastern plateau and mountain blocks, Southern Highlands, 

inland sedimentary plateau, Ufipa plateau and western highlands. Windstorms are often 

experienced in parts of Arusha, Tanga, Manyara, parts of Dodoma, Lindi, Mtwara and Ruvuma 

regions. In recent years cyclones have also affected Dar-es Salaam, Mwanza and Mbeya regions. 

In Mtwara, Mbeya and regions along Lake Victoria it has been noted that strong winds especially 

during heavy rain seasons are accompanied by thunderstorms (‘Radi’). Storms cause negative 

impacts including death, destruction of property and the environment. 
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2.3.8 Refugees 

Over the years, Tanzania has accommodated a refugee influx from Rwanda, Burundi and the 

Democratic Republic of Congo. Large numbers of refugees are found in central plateau zone. 

The regions most affected are Kigoma and Kagera. The presence of refugees has led to 

environmental degradation and insecurity in affected regions. 

2.3.9 Conflicts  

Compared to other types of hazards, conflicts are not a major concern. They occur due to 

primarily land related issues.  They are reported to be occurring mostly in southern highlands, 

coastal and central plateau zones. Major types of conflicts that have been witnessed in Tanzania 

over the past decade are those related to properties/land boundaries, conflicts between farmers 

and pastoralists and conflicts between refugees and local communities. Conflicts on 

properties/land boundaries are common in Arusha, Kilimanjaro and Kagera regions while those 

between farmers and pastoralists occur mainly in Arusha, Mbeya and Morogoro regions. 

Conflicts between refugees and local communities occur in refugee hosting including Kigoma, 

Tabora and Kagera.  However, in recent years another form of conflict has emerged between 

local communities and large scale mining companies especially in areas where mining activities 

are undertaken especially in Arusha, Mwanza, Mara and Shinyanga regions. 

2.3.10 Earthquakes and volcanoes 

Earthquakes and volcanoes are reported to occur mostly in two zones; the Rukwa-Ruaha rift 

zone and Northern rift valley including volcanic lands which are all located in tectonically active 

areas. The most recent earthquakes and volcanic activities occurred in Rukwa, Mbeya and 

Arusha regions. Homes and properties were destroyed and a number of people were shifted away 

from an active volcano mountain. 
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3.0 ANALYSIS OF DATA 

3.1 Score Overview 

3.1.1 Threat of disasters 

How great is the threat of disasters in your location? 

Majority of respondents about (47%) said the perception of threat shows to be medium, while 

others (23%) responds to be low. And (14%) perceive to be minimal, also (9%) respondents 

responds to be very high, the least respondents (6%) responds the threat of disaster is perceived 

to be very high. Very few respondents (1%) respond that the perception of threat perceived to be 

high. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 1: Perceptions of threat 
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3.1.2 Changes in disaster losses 

Changes in disasters losses (lives, livelihoods & assets) in your area since 2005? 

Most of respondents in this question 32% respond that there are no changes in disaster losses 

(lives, livelihoods & assets) since 2005. While 26% responds there is slight decrease where by 

25% says there is slight increase in disaster losses (lives. Livelihoods and assets) since 2005. 

About  13% responds  there is substantial increase in disaster loses, few of the respondents  about 

2% responds there is substantial decrease in changes in disaster losses (lives, livelihoods & assets 

)since 2005. 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Changes in disasters losses 

 

 

 

 



	
	
	
	
	
	
	

21	
	

 

 

 

3.1.3 Socio-economic status in country 

How does the socio-economic status of your community compare to the rest of the nation? 

Most of respondents about (54%) respond the social economic status is about the same compare 

to the rest of the nation, followed by (27 %), who spell that the social economic status is poorer 

compared to the rest of the nation. About (27%) respondent responds that the social economic 

status is much poorer compare to the rest of the nation. While very few respondents (5%) 

acknowledged the fact that the social economic status is better compare to the rest of the nation.  

 

Figure 3: Socio-economic status in community 
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3.1.4 Multi risk resilience 

Does the community tackle multiple factors that lead to different types of disasters? 

The result for the indicator based on multi-risk resilience shows that; (54%) of the total 

respondents, responded that to a limited extent the community tackle multiple factors that lead to 

different types of disasters this is due to low knowledge, skills, awareness, competencies and 

information and inadequate financial sources. While (23%) of the total respondents, the 

community tackle multiple factors that lead to different types of disasters but to some extent and 

(15%) responded not at all the community tackle multiple factors that lead to different types of 

disasters. However, some (3%) responded yes, but not in all cases, the communities tackle 

multiple factors that lead to different types of disasters. However (3%) responds that the 

communities tackle multiple factors that lead to different types of disasters comprehensively. 

Very few respondents (2%) says don’t know if the community tackle multiple factors that lead to 

different types of disasters. 

 

 

Figure 4: Multi-risk Resilience 
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3.1.5 Underlying Causes  

To what extent does the community find its progress (on tackling factors leading to disasters) is 

restricted by factors beyond the community’s control?* *(for example government decisions 

about financial resources, environmental management, agricultural development, building and 

planning). 

The observations made on the results are; (46%) of the total respondents, the community find its 

progress (on tackling factors leading to disasters) is restricted by factors beyond the 

community’s control to some extent, but (28 %) of the total respondents, agreed the community 

find its progress (on tackling factors leading to disasters) is restricted by factors beyond the 

community’s control to limited extent and (12%) responded to a great extent. Therefore, 

according to the results of (8%) responds comprehensively, where by (4%) responded they don’t 

know. it is clear that, few respondents (2%) responds, not at all the community find its progress 

(on tackling factors leading to disasters) is restricted by factors beyond the community’s control. 

Hence (figure 4) shows that the community fined its progress to some extent (on tackling factors 

leading to disasters) are restricted by factors beyond the community’s control. These may be 

attributed by the following factors, inadequate financial sources, weak governance on disaster 

management, inadequate monitoring, weak coordination of DRR policies, and limited 

cooperation between government authorities and the community. 
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Figure 5: underlying causes 

 

3.1.6 Risk Assessment 

To what extent are representatives of the local community involved in risk assessments? 

The result of indicator based on risk assessment shows that: (36%) of the total respondents, 

responded that to some extent representatives of the local community involved in risk 

assessments, while (33%) of the total respondents, responded that to a limited extent the 

representatives of the local community involved in risk assessments and (15%) responded not at 

all the representatives of the local community are not involved in risk assessments. Also (7%) 

responded they don’t know, where by (6%) responded comprehensively, finally (3%) responded 

to a great extent. Hence, (fig 6) shows clearly to some extent representatives of the local 

community involved in risk assessments. There is no good relationship between the local leaders, 

community members and private organizations. 
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Figure 6:  Risk Assessment 
 

 

 

 

 

3.1.7  Monitoring 

Does the local government regularly monitor progress to reduce disaster risk? 

The indicator of monitoring results shows that: (32%) of the total respondents, responded that the 

local government does not regularly monitor progress to reduce disaster risk, while (24%) of the 

total respondents, responded that the local governments regularly monitor progress to reduce 

disaster risk but to a limited extent, and (18%) responded to some extent, while (18%) responds 

yes, but with some limitations. Also (5%) responds yes, comprehensively, lastly (3%) responds 

they don’t know. This entails that the local government does not monitor progress to reduce 

disaster risk. On the other hand other responded that it regularly monitors and reports on progress 

on disaster prevention but to a limited extent and with some limitations in capacity and resources 

(fig 7). 
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Figure 7: Monitoring 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.1.8 Communications/ Public Awareness 

To what extent does the local government ensure information on local risk trends and risk 

reduction measures is regularly communicated to communities? 

The results indicated that; (38%) of the total respondents, said that to some extent, the local 

government ensure information on local risk trends and risk reduction measures is regularly 

communicated to communities, while (30%) of the total respondents, responded that the local 

government ensure information on local risk trends and risk reduction measures is regularly 

communicated to communities but to a limited extent, and (25%) responded not at all, 

Therefore,(4%) responds to a great extent ,while (2%) responds comprehensively and (1%) 

responds they don’t know. According to results in (fig.8) majority indicate that the local 
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government to some extent  ensure information on local risk trends and risk reduction measures 

is regularly communicated to communities .Though other said that it does but to a limited extent.  

 

 

Figure 8: Communications/ Public Awareness 

 

 

3.1.9 Connecting 

To what extent does the local government combine traditional and scientific knowledge in 

decision-making? 

The observations made on the results are; (38%) of the total respondents, responds that the local 

government combine traditional and scientific knowledge in decision-making to a limited extent, 

but (30 %) of the total respondents, disagreed that  local government combine traditional and 

scientific knowledge in decision-making, Where by (15% ) respond  that  the local government 

combine  traditional and scientific knowledge   in decision-making but to limited extent , and 

(12%) responded they don’t know, and (3%) responds to a great extent ,furthermore (2%) 
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responds  comprehensively the local government combine traditional and scientific knowledge in 

decision-making .Therefore, according to the results of (fig 9) it is clear that, the local 

government does not connect traditional and scientific knowledge in decision-making , however 

it connects but with limitations in capacity and resources. 

 

Figure 9: Connecting 

 

 

 

3.1.10 Learning 

To what extent do local leaders (state / non-state) discuss, share and analyse disaster risk 

information? 

Learning, in this indicator the results show that: (41%) of the total respondents, indicated that the 

local government (state and non-state) does not discuss, share and analyses disaster risk 

information. while (38%) of the total respondents, responded that the local government (state and 

non-state) does not discuss, share and analyses disaster risk information but to a limited extent. 
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Also (12%) responds that they don’t know and (2%) responds completely, finally (1%) responds 

to a great extent hence, basing on (figure. 10) majority of respondents indicated that the local 

government (state and non-state) does not discuss, share and analyses disaster risk information. 

Though other responded that it provides the information but to a limited extent 

 

 
 

Figure 10: Learning 

 

 

 

3.1.11 Negotiation 

To what extent are local authorities and community representatives able to work together in 

decision making about risk reduction? 

Information dissemination, in this indicator the results show that: (47%) of the total respondents, 

indicated that the local authorities and community representatives able to work together in 
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decision making about risk reduction but to a limited extent while (39%) of the total respondents, 

responded that local authorities and community representatives does not able to work together in 

decision making about risk reduction. In this indicator (8%) responded that they don’t know at 

all if the local authorities and community representatives able to work together in decision 

making about risk reduction. (4%) of respondent’s local authorities and community 

representatives able to work together in decision making about risk reduction but to some extent 

and (1%) responded to a great extent, finally (1%) responded completely. Hence, basing on 

(figure 11) majority of respondents indicated that local authorities and community a 

representative does not able to work together in decision making about risk reduction. Though 

other responded that able to work together in decision making about risk reduction but to a 

limited extent. 

 

Figure 11:   Negotiation 

 

 

3.1.12 Conflict Resolution 

To what extent are key stakeholders (e.g. local authorities, community representatives) able to 

resolve conflicts?* *(For example by applying sanctions against those who break rules and 

agreements).  
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The results of the conflict resolution indicator shows that (56 %) of the total respondents, 

responds that the key stakeholders (e.g. local authorities, community representatives) able to 

resolve conflicts but to a limited extent while (22%) of the total respondents, agreed that key 

stakeholders (e.g. local authorities, community representatives) able to resolve conflicts but to 

some extent. And (15%) of the responds that key stakeholders (e.g. local authorities, community 

representatives) does not able to resolve conflicts. (4%) responds they don’t know, while (2%) 

responds to a great extent and finally (1%) responds that key stakeholders (e.g. local authorities, 

community representatives) able to resolve conflicts comprehensively. Therefore, according to 

the results in (figure 12) indicates that key stakeholders (e.g. local authorities, community 

representatives) able to resolve conflicts but to a limited extent. 

 
 

Figure 12:  Conflict resolution 
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3.1.13 Building Partnerships 

To what extent do partnerships (to reduce disaster risk) exist between communities, private 

sector and local authorities? 

Based on  this indicator of partnership the results shows that: (40%) of the total respondents, 

responded that partnerships (to reduce disaster risk) exist between communities, private sector 

and local authorities but to a limited extent, while (33%) responded, to some extent (16%) 

responded that partnerships (to reduce disaster risk) does not exist between communities, private 

sector and local authorities, (4%) responds to a great extent and  (4%) responds they don’t know, 

finally (3%) responds partnerships (to reduce disaster risk) exist completely  between 

communities, private sector and local authorities. Therefore, (fig 13) shows a sufficient number 

of respondents who indicated that partnerships (to reduce disaster risk) exist between 

communities, private sector and local authorities but with limited extent, while others say to 

some extent. 

 

 

Figure 13:  Building partnerships 
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3.1.14 Resources  

To what extent do resources available (financial and other assistance) meet the needs for risk 

reduction activities? 

The results on planning indicator (figure 14) show: (57%) responded that the resources available 

(financial and other assistance) does not meet the needs for risk reduction activities, while (31%) 

responds  the resources available (financial and other assistance) meet the needs for risk 

reduction activities to a very limited extent, and (6%) responded to some extent in capacity and 

resources. While (3%) responds they don’t know if the resources available (financial and other 

assistance) meet the needs for risk reduction activities responded. And (2%) of the respondents 

responds that the resources available (financial and other assistance) meet the needs for risk 

reduction activities to a great extent, while (1%) responds completely. Thus, basing on the results 

at (fig 14) indicates that the resources available (financial and other assistance) does not meet the 

needs for risk reduction activities, however some responded yes, but with limitations in capacity 

and resources. 

 

Figure 14: Resources  
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3.1.15 Early Warning 

Are there effective local early warning systems in place?* *(Systems which alert all sections of 

the community) 

Results of the early warning indicator shows that; (45%) of the respondents answered that there 

no at all effective local early warning systems in place. While (24%) responded that the effective 

local early warning systems in place is limited for very few risks. Also (17%) responds that in 

some cases there effective local early warning systems in place. Hence (9%) responds generally 

but with some exceptions there effective local early warning systems in place. And (3%) 

responds they don’t know if there effective local early warning systems in place. very few 

number of respondents (2%), responded completely there effective local early warning systems 

in place. Therefore (figure 15) it shows directly that there no at all effective local early warning 

systems in place. According to graph there some areas it practices but to a very limited extent. 
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FIGURE 15: Early warning 

 

3.1.16 Local Actions 

Is there adequate capacity to prepare for and mitigate disaster risk? ** (For example accessed 

by local authorities and community representatives) 

Basing on this indicator the results (figure.16) show that: (39%) of the respondents answered, 

there adequate capacity to prepare for and mitigate disaster risk but to a very limited extent, 

while (36%) responded that, there are no adequate capacity to prepare for and mitigate disaster 

risk, and (17%) responded to some capacity there adequate capacity to prepare for and mitigate 

disaster risk. While (5%) respond yes, but with some limitations there adequate capacity to 

prepare for and mitigate disaster risk. About (2% ) responds that they don’t know if there 

adequate capacity to prepare for and mitigate disaster risk .On the other hand very few (1%) 

responded yes, comprehensive capacity  to prepare for and mitigate disaster risk. Hence, this 

shows that to a large extent the local action does not have adequate capacity to prepare for and 

mitigate disaster risk. 
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Figure 16: local action 

 

3.1.17 Everyday disasters   

When everyday disasters strike (e.g. seasonal floods, regular droughts, pest attacks, fires) to 

what extent do resources provided by government (local or national) meet response needs.                                                                                                                          

According to figure 17, the following observations were made; (54%) of the total respondents, 

responded that when everyday disasters strike resources provided by government  does not meet 

response needs. while (36%) responded to a limited extent, and (5%) of the total respondents,  

responded to some extent, (2%) responds completely, and  (2%) responds they don’t know.  Very 

few about (1%) respondents to a great extent .Therefore, it clearly shows that when disasters 

strike resources provided by government do not meet the response needs.                                                                                                                                                  
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Figure 17: Everyday disaster 

 

4.0 CASE STUDY 

 

Tanzania has many areas which are vulnerable to Disaster risk. Survey was implemented in the 

most vulnerable areas (hotspots) identified in VFL 2012. Our survey areas are affected 

/vulnerable to floods, droughts and strong winds which occur in different regions in Tanzania. 

The areas are; Kilosa district in Morogoro region, Mkuranga district in coastal region, Bunju 

ward, Kunduchi ward, and Msasani Bonde la Mpunga ward, from city of Dar es salaam. The 

case study chosen to be more elaborative according to our survey is in Kilosa Morogoro which is 

vulnerable to floods. 
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4.1 Kilosa Morogoro 

Rains in Kilosa started on 8 January 2010 and are expected to continue up to April. Kilosa 

District has been subjected to flooding in the country as the river Mkondoa has swollen and burst 

its banks inundating Kilosa Town and forcing 23,980 residents from their home.  A total of 

23,980 people were displaced by the floods with 10,294 persons being accommodated in 23 

makeshift camps. Entire water systems and sanitation facilities have been contaminated or 

destroyed. Tens of thousands remain without access to safe water and reports of water borne 

diseases continue to rise. Some 10,000 persons remain huddled in schools and other public 

buildings with no proper facilities or dignified shelter arrangements. 

A number of houses in the affected areas of Kilosa have collapsed as a result of the flooding, 

other buildings that have not yet collapsed are still wet and the grounds are water logged. The 

affected communities are living in camps that have been established by the district authorities in 

some existing schools and public buildings. Other affected communities are staying in tents 

donated by Tanzania Red Cross National Society, while some are living with their relatives and 

friends. Entire districts and communities have witnessed severe flooding that has forced tens of 

thousands from their homes.  

The disaster that took place in Kilosa Morogoro, confirms as much. Life for Kilosa residents has 

completely changed. Not only did the district’s residents lose property and homes, livelihoods 

were also dramatically affected. More than 60 per cent of Kilosa residents depended on 

agriculture but over 10,000 acres of various types of crops were destroyed by the floods. 
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One of the camps sheltering Kilosa flood   

Victims                                                                                                  

4.2 Challenges 

• Limited available resources from the government and other partners. 

• Ineffective early information system  which alert the community to prepare for the 

disaster 

• Lack of emergency support services such as shelter, water and sanitation to provide 

adequate living conditions and prevent spread of diseases and other ailments. 

• Lack of infrastructure in the low laying areas which make rescue difficult. 

• The decision for the relocation process took time and level of support was not yet 

established by the district authorities. 

• Lack of cooperation between community and local government representatives. 

• Inadequate support to the most affected households who were in need of urgent support 

and assistance from government to reach entire affected populations. 

• Lack of education to the community on how to prepare for and handle such a situation in 

the future. 

• The disaster management department of the PMO lacks a proactive approach to flood 

disasters. 



	
	
	
	
	
	
	

40	
	

• Town planning has not been forward looking with regards to floods and some residences 

and business activities are located in low lying areas. 

• The floods have also interrupted education programmes because primary schools in the 

area have been turned into temporary camps for the victims. 

4.3 Best practices 

• The Government of Tanzania has identified four temporary relocation sites; Magomeni, 

Kilosa town, Kondoa and Kimamba displacement sites are for settling those who were 

currently staying in schools and other public buildings. 

• Dissemination of warning information from local government to the community to shift 

for those located in the low lying areas.  

• The government has distributed food to the affected communities and the district   

authorities are managing the 23 current displacement sites. 

• The CBOs supported the affected community  

4.4. Conclusion 

The study shows that, on pre-disaster planning and mobilization of funds for floods management 

the local and higher level government authorities have been neglecting their obligation to plan 

and budget for disaster management in accordance with national policies.” Thus due to the 

overall absence of strategic disaster management planning and actions, the risk of future floods 

and further damage in areas like Kilosa is very high. Tanzania is not prepared to prevent disaster 

and rather, once a disaster happens, it reacts, he is optimistic about the future for Kilosa. There 

should emerge good rural development planning that takes into account environment and 

infrastructure protection. 
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5.0 CONCLUSION RECOMMENDATIONS AND WAYFOWARD 

5.1 CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this study was to support the effective execution of the HFA to build the 

resilience of vulnerable people and communities at risk to disasters. This has been achieved 

through a community level action research and monitoring project which support effective cross-

scale dialogue, learning and action, which enables communities to become active participants in 

building community resilience. In general the findings show that the community had limited 

capacity to tackle multiple factors that lead to different types of disasters due to several factors 

including low knowledge, competencies and information, inadequate financial sources, lack of 

access to resources and skills within the local communities., weak governance on disaster 

management, inadequate monitoring, weak coordination of DRR policies, and limited 

cooperation between government authorities and the community. These challenges are due to 

widespread weaknesses on disaster management structure, and disaster mitigation strategies, 

preparedness, prevention and ineffective early warning systems and sustainable recovery options 

as well as weak implementation of policies at the local level. These made communities lack the 

capacity to prioritize the disaster strategies in their own, which limit them to become active 

participants to build disaster resiliency. 

5.2 Recommendations 

 The monitoring activities to measure progress that reduces disaster risk on the vulnerable 

community 

 The local government should make sure the access to relevant, timely and understandable 

early warning information is available to the community. 

 Financial resources; Government should allocate budgets for disaster, and that should be 

used to train local community and disaster management committees on issues of 

preparedness and prevention using different stakeholders  
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 Government should encourage full participation to stakeholders and local government in 

understanding and implementing policies also being able to come up with plans disaster 

prevention. 

 Government  need to establish to and maintain permanent and  sustainable disaster 

committees  

 Involvement of local authorities and community representatives in decision making about 

risk reduction. 

 Implementation of Policies should be implemented from local level.  

 Building   awareness, capacity building and education regarding disaster management 

strategies for local government officers and local community.  

 Develop coordination from central government to local government and understand their 

responsibilities. 

 Emphasis on land use planning and urban planning for minimizing impacts of disasters. 

 Information collection and dissemination is a sorely responsibility of the government. 

5.3 Way Forward 

 The way forward for local government, the communities and local government officials, so that 

communities are aware and prepared for any disaster that might affect them, includes the 

following: 

• Foster to build partnerships between community groups and local government leaders,  

• Design awareness programmes and capacity building on for local community and disaster 

committee members. 

•  Improve communication at all levels on disaster management structures. 

•  Strengthen collaboration between various stakeholders and encourage networking 

between communities.  

• Develop an effective early warning system in every region and to establish permanent 

and strong local disaster committees by incorporating all key stakeholders including 

civil society and NGO. 

•  Integration of local knowledge with wider learning on DRR. Develop monitoring plan on 

the progress towards disasters risks reduction activities.  
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• Foster collaboration among civil society, volunteers groups and government on disaster 

prevention.  

• Advocate for financial resources allocation for preparedness and disaster management.  

• Improve communication and information sharing between national and local government 

levels. 

•  Establish   committee that deal with conflict resolution at the local level. 

• Strengthens and increase utilization of local, traditional and scientific knowledge in 

decision-making. 
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