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Foreword 
 
Kenya, in the recent times has had new challenges in its security with new disasters such as 
terrorism and ethnic violence coming to the fold. These are complicating the already known disaster 
profile of droughts, floods, technological accidents, diseases and epidemics that disrupt people’s 
livelihoods, destroy the infrastructure, divert planned use of resources, interrupt economic activities 
and retard development.  
 
Disaster management encompasses a full continuum from prevention, preparedness, relief and 
rehabilitation, back to mitigation and prevention. The formulation of the National Disaster 
Management Policy in 2011 aimed to increase and sustain resilience of vulnerable communities to 
hazards. This entails a radical shift from the short term relief responses to sustainable development 
and continual risk reduction and preparedness.  
The Policy had the intention of going a long way in preserving life and minimizing suffering by 
providing sufficient and timely early warning information on potential hazards that may result in 
disasters. It aimed to alleviating suffering by providing timely and appropriate response 
mechanisms for disaster victims.  
 
Communities in Kenya have been predisposed to disasters by a combination of factors such as 
aridity and settlement in areas prone to perennial flooding, poor infrastructure and services. These 
factors, coupled with naturally occurring hazards such as poverty, HIV/AIDS and epidemic 
outbreaks, among others, and currently propelled by climatic change phenomena, pose extremely 
high and increasing disaster risks to the Kenyan society. 
 
Some of the recommendations that have been made to the government include putting in place and 
strengthening institutional frameworks (Kenya Food Security Steering Group, Arid Lands Resource 
Management Project, Crisis Response Centre, Kenya Red Cross Society, and St John’s Ambulance, 
among others).  
 
This report gives the key country results of the VFL 2013 survey as part of the contribution to 
Kenya and the international sphere on the status of disaster risk preparedness on the part of the local 
government and in this way empower vulnerable communities by building their resilience to 
disasters in Kenya and globally and highlight the areas where more action is needed. 
 
 
I commend this report and am proud of the achievements that have been made with the support of 
The Global Network for Disaster Reduction. AFOSC-Kenya looks forward to continuing  
supporting the resilience of these local communities in Kenya and Horn of Africa. 
 
 Sincerely 

 
Mohamed M Sheikh 
Executive Director-AFOSC 
Kenya mission 
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Glossary and Acronyms 
 
CSO 
 

Civil Society Organisation 

DRR or Disaster Risk 
Reduction 

Minimising vulnerabilities and disaster risks throughout a society, to 
avoid (prevention) or to limit (mitigation and preparedness) the 
adverse impacts of hazards, within the broad context of sustainable 
development. 
 

GNDR 
 

The Global Network of Civil Society Organisations for Disaster 
Reduction, responsible for the global implementation of the ‘Views 
from the Frontline’ project.  
 

Global Platform – 
Disaster Risk 
Reduction (GP-DRR) 

The UN-ISDR periodic review process convened every two years to 
report on progress towards implementation of the Hyogo Framework 

HFA 
 

The Hyogo Framework for Action - adopted by 168 governments at 
the World Conference on Disaster Reduction, held in 2005 in Hyogo, 
Japan, focusing on building the resilience of nations and communities 
to disasters 
 (http://www.unisdr.org/wcdr/intergover/official-doc/L-docs/Hyogo-
framework-for-action-english.pdf). 

NAC 
 

The National Advisory Committee is made up of selected stakeholders 
who will support the NCO in implementing the project at the national 
level.   

NCO The National Coordinating Organisation is tasked with implementing 
the project at the country level. It is led by a Country Coordinator 
assisted by a supporting team. 

NGO Non-Governmental Organizations 
PO 
 

Participating organisation in the VFL project, typically one of several 
CSOs in a country working with an NCO 

VFL 
 

Views from the frontline – A participatory monitoring process 
conducted biennially by GNDR 

 
The following definitions will apply for the purposes of this Report (as adapted from the Kenya 
National Disaster Management Strategy 2008 – 2013).  
 
Disaster: A disaster is a serious disruption of the functioning of a community or society causing 
widespread human, material, economic or environmental losses which exceed the ability of the 
affected community/society to cope using its own resources.  
 
Disaster Management: Disaster management is the organized analysis, planning, and decision-
making, allocations of resources, roles and responsibilities to prepare, prevent, mitigate, respond 
and recover/rehabilitate from disruptions by disasters.  
 
Emergency Management: This is organization, management of resources and responsibilities for 
dealing with all aspects of emergencies, particularly preparedness, response and rehabilitation.  
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Disaster Risk Reduction: This is a systematic development, application of policies, strategies and 
practices to minimize vulnerabilities and disaster risks through preparedness, prevention and 
mitigation of adverse impacts of hazards within a context of sustainable development.  
 
Disaster risk management: The systematic process of using administrative decisions, organization, 
operational skills and capacities to implement policies, strategies and coping capacities of the 
society and communities to lessen the impacts of natural hazards and related environmental and 
technological disasters. This comprises all forms of activities, including structural and non-
structural measures to avoid (prevention) or to limit (mitigation and preparedness) adverse effects 
of hazards. 
 
Early Warning Systems (EWS): This is an organized structure for prediction and dissemination of 
timely and effective information to allow individuals who may be at risk to take action to avoid or 
reduce their risk and prepare for effective response. 
 
Hazard: A hazard is a potentially damaging physical event that may be caused by environmental 
and biotechnological processes resulting to loss of life and livelihoods, injury, damage of property 
and infrastructure, disruption of economic and social functioning of individuals/communities.  
 
Hydro meteorological Hazards: This is a natural or human induced phenomenon causing 
atmospheric, hydrological and oceanic disturbances that may result in loss of lives and livelihoods, 
injuries, economic and social disruptions and environmental degradation.  
 
Mitigation: These are measures undertaken to limit adverse effects that may result from a hazard.  
 
Preparedness: These are activities and measures undertaken in advance to ensure effective 
response to the impact of hazards, including the insurance of timely and effective early warnings, 
temporary evacuation of people and property from threatened locations.  
 
Relief/Response: This is assistance and/or intervention during or immediately after a disaster to 
meet preservation of life and livelihoods through provision of basic subsistence needs to the 
affected individuals/community. It may be of immediate, short-term or protracted duration.  
 
Resilience/Resilient: This is the capacity of a system and/or a community/society exposed to 
hazards to resist and adapts in order to obtain an acceptable level in functioning structure. This is 
determined by the degree to which the social system is capable of organizing itself and the ability 
for learning and adaptation, including capacity to recover from a disaster.  
 
Risk: Risk is a probability of an individual/community to be adversely impacted by a disaster. The 
risks determined by a combination of the hazards that threaten the population and its vulnerability 
to those hazards. Risk is expressed as; Risk = Hazard x Vulnerability  
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Executive Summary 
 
The ‘Views from the Frontline’ (VFL) project, has grown over the last four years since initiation in 
2009 to be a globally recognized voice of the communities at the global stage. The VFL project 
targets thousands of respondents from across the world.  The Global Network for Disaster 
Reduction (GNDR)’s is the main coordinating agency for the Views from the Frontline. Kenya 
participated in VFL 2011for the first time which focused on local governance, as a critical 
component to effective implementation of policy and provision of resources. . 
 
The VFL 2013 had 248 respondents spread across 5 regions in Kenya with 61.7% males and 38.3% 
females. The respondents were from urban areas (71%) and rural areas (29%). 
 
 
The key findings of this study indicates that majority of the regions (Eastern, North Eastern and 
Western) have low perceptions on the success of disaster risk programmes and activities in Kenya. 
There continues to be major resource challenges. 
 
On the other hand, the women were more positive about the programmes in Kenya and that there is 
a push towards capturing and connecting traditional knowledge and scientific knowledge which is 
still low. This finding was also reported in the VFL 2011. 
 
VFL 2013 recommends that the full implementation of the National Disaster Management Policy 
will contribute immensely to disaster risk reduction and by extension to poverty reduction and 
sustainable development in the country. Above all, the Policy will create a safe, responsive and 
disaster resilient society which will be key in sustaining the achievements of Vision 2030. In 
addition, the following specific recommendations are drawn from the findings of VFL 2013: 
 

• There is need to find ways to tap into the community resources by gathering the community 
knowledge and harnessing their support towards disaster risk reduction and management.  

• The government should create more awareness through mainstreaming programmes as 
opposed to having a department of the government or even a ministry. 

• The relevant government agencies eg meteorological departments and line ministries such as 
Ministry for Agriculture should work more closely to help give timely information to 
communities and facilitate the transformation of the information to understandable levels for 
the communication. 

• The government should facilitate local authorities (local governments) acquire relevant 
disaster risk management equipment eg Fire brigades  

• Gender equity should be enhanced in terms of involvement and policy making especially the 
women as they are the most affected when disasters strike. 
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0.0 INTRODUCTION 

0.1 Disaster Risk Reduction in Kenya 

Although disaster management is a crosscutting activity that affects every sector of the Kenyan 
society, limited attention is paid to developing comprehensive disaster management structures that 
encompass all levels of government and community throughout the country. This is particularly true 
when dealing with impact and needs assessment, trying to assess the nature and magnitude of a 
disaster once it occurs, its impact on affected populations, and the type and extent of emergency 
assistance that is required. The relief-to-development continuum approach to disaster management – 
dealing with prevention, mitigation, preparedness and then emergency response and rehabilitation 
in a cyclical manner - does not seem to be working.  
 
One strategic approach by the Kenyan government has been through the formulation of the 
Strategic Plan for the period 2008-20013 for the Ministry of State for Special Programmes (MOSSP) 
which links disaster relief and development; carrying out emergency response (to save lives and 
livelihoods) and preventive or development measures (vulnerability reduction) simultaneously. The 
Kenyan strategic approach provides a basis for integrating disaster risk reduction and development.  
 
Disaster in Kenya is closely linked to climatic changes, environmental abuse, and human 
negligence and to some degree is a consequence of development failure resulting in abject poverty. 
Poverty is the main underlying factor for vulnerability. Vulnerability can be reduced through 
enhancement of development programmes. Using the huge relief resources that are delivered to the 
country, development programmes can be enhanced through engaging the affected community in 
well planned and managed public works that have disaster-proofing content. Providing employment 
to the affected people not only satisfies their immediate food needs, but also addresses the root 
causes of their vulnerabilities. On the other hand, development programmes initiated in the country 
have to consider disaster prevention and mitigation measures. As the country is prone to various 
hazards, all development programmes should develop contingency plans to avoid disruption of 
ongoing development programmes when an emergency occurs. 
 
Disaster disrupts the normal functioning of the local communities of the Kenyan society at large, 
generally resulting in widespread death, destruction and human suffering. Thus, disaster is negative 
and is contrary to development. It usuallydiverts resources that could have been used for 
development in order to save lives and minimize property loss. There have been various cases 
where development programmes in the countryhave been forced to slow down because the target 
population could not work on the project due to food shortage. On the other hand, disaster can 
provide development opportunities. New skills can be learned when rebuilding the damages of 
disasters. Resources (human, material and financial) that may not be accessible to poor or affected 
communities during normal times can be made available during emergencies and these resources 
can enhance development efforts if planned properly. 
 
Kenya’s strategic benchmarks for the development of long term plan is guided by the Hyogo 
Framework for Action (2005-2015) as it provides a unique opportunity to promote a strategic and 
systematic approach to reducing vulnerabilities and risks to hazards in Kenya. These include: 
Establishment of national institutional and legislative frameworks; demonstration of government 
commitment through developing resources for risk management policies and programmes; 
integration of disaster with development; and promoting community participation; strong 
framework for identification, assessment and monitoring disaster risks and enhanced Early Warning 
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System; the use of knowledge, innovation and education to build a culture of safety and resilience at 
all levels in the community; strategic integration of environmental and natural resources 
management with risk reduction and strengthening safety-nets by improving social and economic 
development practices; and strengthened disaster preparedness for effective response at all levels.  
 
The strategic goals for the Kenya government include Disaster prevention, disaster research and 
information, disaster risk assessment, disaster mitigation, disaster preparedness, disaster response, 
disaster relief and recovery, and post-disaster assessment. 
 

0.2 Brief of VFL 2013 Report 

The VFL Kenya Report for 2013 is arranged in the following sections: 
Section one gives a summary of VFL 2013 and the global perspective of the importance of 
participating in the biennial VFL surveys. Kenya participated in 2011 and this is the second report. 
Section two summarizes the overview of disaster risk reduction in Kenya giving the geographical 
and key statistics before summarizing the key hazards and factors that lead to vulnerability to 
disasters in Kenya. 
Section three gives details of the analysis of data by part and by the various sections.  The sections 
covered include the general overview on perceptions to disaster; the context of disasters in Kenya; 
observations and reflections on disasters in Kenya; knowledge and learning on disaster risk; and 
organizing and action with regard to disaster risk. 
Section four is the conclusion, recommendations and way forward based on the findings and 
interractions with field communities and other stakeholders in the disaster risk reduction sub sector. 
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I VIEWS FROM THE FRONTLINE’ - PROJECT BACKGROUND AND APPROACH    
 

1.1 Introduction 

VFL has been conducted in 2009 and 2011. Kenya participated in the VFL 2011 and VFL 2013 is 
the second participation. 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 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.  
 

1.2 Background 

When the UN established a ten year programme 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 69countries 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. 
 

1.3 Goal and Objectives 

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 disasters. 
 
The VFL 2013 specific objectives are: 

1. To provide a global overview of progress in Local Level Action to reduce “extensive” 
disaster risk. 

2. To model a local change process and build local capacities for action and learning 
(reflection>learning>action). 
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3. To raise awareness and understanding of disaster risk reduction and community resilience. 
4. To increase participation, dialogue and relationships between different state and non-state 

actors responsible for reducing risk. 
 
 
 
 
The project outputs at the country and regional level include: 

o To provide evidence from these local level activities to make a strong case at the 
global level that local level reflection, knowledge and action is the starting point for 
the global post-HFA strategy 

o To promote active communities and address underlying risk factors, building 
community resilience. 

o To build understanding, engagement and local partnerships for action through action 
learning 

o Joint advocacy and strategy at the national, regional and international level · Sharing 
of practical experience, knowledge and learning 

o Increased political commitment for disaster risk reduction investments at the local 
level
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II. OVERVIEW OF DISASTER RISK REDUCTION IN KENYA     

 

2.1Demographics of Kenya 

The general age structure is as follows: 0-14 years (42.2%); 15-64 years (55.1%); and 65 years and 
above (2.7%) with the median age being 18.8 years. The population growth rate is 2.2%(est 2012) 
with a birth rate of 31.93 and a death rate of 7.26 as per 2012 estimates. According to 2010 
estimates, Kenya’s urban population is 22% while the rate of urbanization is 4.2% per annum with 
the population in the major cities of Nairobi (capital) and Mombasa being approximately 3.375 
million and 966,000 respectively.Generally, the life expectancy of the total population is 63.07 
years (male-61.62 years and female 64.55 years) while the total fertility rate is 3.98 children born 
per woman.  
 
HIV/AIDS was declared a national disaster some years ago and currently its prevalence rate is as 
per 2009 estimates is 6.3% with 1.5 million persons living with HIV/AIDS and 800,000 deaths 
having been recorded so far. There is a high risk of infectious diseases with food or waterborne 
diseases (bacterial and protozoal diarrhea, hepatitis A, and typhoid fever); vectorborne disease 
(malaria and Rift valley fever); water contact disease (schistosomiasis); and animal contact disease 
(rabies).  
 
Kenya is a highly ethnicized with 42 different communities. The major ethnic groups are Kikuyu 
(22%), Luhya (14%), Luo (13%), Kalenjin (12%), Kamba (11%), Kisii (6%), Meru (6%), other 
communities (15%), and non-African (Asian, European and Arab) 1%.The main religions in Kenya 
are protestant (45%), Roman Catholic (33%), Muslim (10%), indigineous beliefs (10%) and others 
2%. 

Figure 1: Topographical map of Kenya 
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2.2Hazards and Disaster Risk in Kenya 

According to the Ministry of Special Programmes Office of the Presdent (MoSSOP), the Kenyan 
communities are at risk from a variety of hazards that can cause disasters in unforeseeable 
circumstances. While any assessment is subjective and it is difficult to compare the impact of 
human suffering against damage to property, livelihood, the environment and national economies, 
the relativecurrent importance of the various risks posed by the various hazards can be divided into 
three levels: 

a) Level one– the most serious: Pandemics and epidemics (notably HIV/AIDS at this time); 
Droughts; and Conflicts (internal) 

b) Level Two– of significant but lesser importance: Environmental hazards; Pest infestations; 
Floods; and Fires (urban); Arsenic contamination, Infrastructural collapse 

c) Level Three– rare but potentially posing either serious risks or lesser risks to smaller 
segments of the Kenyan communities: Earthquakes; Livestock disease; Transport and 
industrial accidents, Terrorism and Landslides. 

 
Table 1: Disasters in Kenya (2011-2013) 

Year Category of 
Disaster 

Details of disaster Location (Province) 

2011, May Drought Kenya government declares drought a 
national disaster as it affected 3.2 million 
across Northern Kenya  

Rift Valley and North 
Eastern Province 

2011, 
September 

Accidents & 
Fires 

Fires, and collapsed buildings made 
September 2011 a particularly deadly 
month in terms of avoidable disasters in 
Kenya 

Nairobi 

2011-2012 Transport and Road accidents peaking in December 2011 Throughout the 



P a g e  | 7 
  

roads 
accidents 

and December 2012 country 

2012, 
November 

Landslides 
(mudslides, 
rock falls) 

Mudslides in Rift Valley (Keiyo Marakwet 
killing school children) in Murang’a killing 
families while asleep 

Rift Valley; Central 
Province 

    
2012-2013 Terrorism Grenade attacks in public places, public 

vehicle; attack of armed officers  
Nairobi, Garissa 

 Floods Flooding in various areas in Kenya; 
Mudslides and landslides 

Isiolo, Tana River, 
Nyanza 

Source: Kenya Red Cross website (2013) 
 

2.3Factors that affect Kenya’s vulnerability to disasters 

A number of cross-cutting factors affect vulnerability to hazards in the country. These factors, all 
linked to development, are often the root causes of individual and societal vulnerability and may 
increase the risk of disasters and emergencies. They include poverty, high population growth, 
scarcity of natural resources to support livelihoods, lack of relevant and sustainable policies and 
infrastructure, urbanization, and inadequate health services among others. 
 
2.3.1 Food insecurity 
Food insecurity is an important contributor to disaster vulnerability. Root causes of food insecurity 
and vulnerability to disasters overlap to a large degree. Famine is often mentioned in connection 
with the drought hazard. However, famine in Kenya is an extreme case of food insecurity that may 
result from a combination of factors including poverty, environmental degradation, social disruption 
and policy failures. The country’s capacity to prevent food crises are limited and ability to cope 
with food shortages is often dependent on highly localized conditions that may not be considered in 
relief and mitigation programmes. 
 
2.3.2 Population growth 
Population growth in Kenya is among the highest in Africa. Current total population is estimated at 
37 million people and growth estimates indicate that the population will exceed 50 million by 2020. 
 
2.3.3 Poverty 
Kenya is basically an agrarian economy and the large numbers of persons living at subsistence 
levels and dependent on agriculture are highly vulnerable to disruption of marketing and production 
systems. 
 
2.3.4 Cultural and economic diversity 
There is great diversity of languages, ethnicity, resources, history and politics between the different 
regions in the country. Yet paradoxically there may be shared resources and common languages and 
cultures in border areas where the same ethnic groups live in different countries. Seasonal migration 
among the pastoralist communities is a way of life for many pastoralist groups and population 
pressures are leading to increasing conflict between the pastoralists and agriculturalists searching 
for better farming lands. The characteristics and needs of the pastoralists populations are often not 
considered in mitigation and sustainable development programmes. 
 
2.3.5 Urbanization 
Rates of urbanization are relatively high in the country compared to world averages as people seek 
improved economic opportunities and security. Unemployment is usually high in urban areas while 
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public services can be inadequate and homes may be badly built on unsafe sites, increasing their 
vulnerability. 
 
2.3.6 Policy development 
Lack of adequate policy frameworks or failure to implement them has restricted development of the 
agriculture, industry, and economic sectors. Comprehensive development policies, which support 
food security, environmental protection, land use and land tenure, are missing or inadequate in the 
Kenya. Lack of ownership or land use rights is a major cause of conflict and reduced productivity. 
 
2.3.7 Production systems 
Production systems have been put under stress by loss of access to and degradation of 
environmental resources and climate change, and the quest for maintenance of food security and 
livelihoods in the face of such stress has provoked further degradation. Most of those affected lack 
the resources to upgrade production systems to improve productivity and environmental 
management and break this cycle. As a result vulnerability and the disaster risk have increased. 
 
2.3.8 Institutional development 
National institutions may have diverse mandates and can operate below their potential if they lack 
appropriate structures, mechanisms and financial support. Coordination between institutions is often 
weak and community-based institutions are less advanced. Increasing participation in political 
decision making is being promoted in the country but progress is being hampered by lack of 
coordination, infrastructure and skilled workers in mainstreaming disaster issues in local 
development concerns. 
 
2.3.9 Logistics and communications 
Public infrastructure remains limited in most parts of the country and the road systems may not 
reach much of the rural population and are often poorly maintained. Communications systems in the 
most regions of the country, while generally improving, are in need of modernization and expansion 
and constrain the development of rural areas and the collection of data. Rural populations are 
generally dispersed and their development is restricted by the lack of developed road and 
communications systems. 
 
2.3.10 Health 
In Kenya, only 58% of the population has access to health services and the figures for access to safe 
water and sanitation are even lower at 55% and 41% respectively. The recent conflict in the country 
arising from the disputed December 2007 general election has negatively impacted the health, water 
and sanitation sectors. 
 
 

2.4 Views from Frontline 2013 Demographic Profiles of Respondents 

 
The view from frontline 2013 collected data 
from five provinces of Kenya namely: Eastern, 
Nairobi, North Eastern, Nyanza and Western. 
Table 2 indicates the number of respondents 
by location that shows slight variances in the 
number of respondents per location with the 
50 being the average number of respondents 
in each location (province) 

 
Table 2: Number of respondents by 
location 

Location Respondents 
EASTERN 50 
NAIROBI 48 
NORTHEASTERN 52 
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NYANZA 49 
WESTERN 49 

Grand Total 248 

Figure 1 and figure 2 below shows the percentages of the respondents by sex and geography 
respectively with 61.7% of the respondents being male (compared to 38.3% females). On the 
geographical distribution, 71% of the respondents were from rural areas with 29% being from urban. 
 
 
Figure 1: Distribution of respondents by (a) sex and (b) geography 

 
 

 

Figure 2: Distribution of respondents by (a) age and (b) informant group 

 

 
 
Figure 2(a) indicates that the respondent or 
informants profile consisted of 50.4% being 
aged between 26-60 years; 34.7% between 
18-25 years; 10.1% above 61 years and 4.8% 
below 17 years. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 2(b) indicates that the informants varied with 
67.7% representing community members; 4.8% 
representing civil society; 2.8% representing local 
government. Close to 25% of the respondents 
represented other categories. 
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III. ANALYSIS OF DATA 
 

3.1: General Overview of Perceptions to Disaster 

3.1.1 Threat of disasters 
The general perception of threat of disasters is not encouraging with 69.8% of the respondents 
perceiving the threat to be either high (45.2%) or very high (24.6%) as shown in figure 3 below. 
Only 12.6% of the respondents perceive the threat of disaster to be low (5.7%) or minimal (6.9%).  
 
Figure 3: Perception of threat of disaster (%) 

 
 
A comparison of the 2013 (mean of 3.76) findings to VFL 2011 (mean of 3.25) indicates some 
marked changes. Table 2(a) regions of Nyanza and Western seem to have worsened rapidly with 
Nyanza changing to 4.73 in 2013 from 2.33 in 2011 and Western changing to 3.59 in 2013 from 
2.29 in 2011. On the other hand, Nairobi perception has improved to 2.54 in 2013 from 3.42 in 
2011 while Eastern became slightly positive to 3.88 in 2013 from 4.09 in 2011. 
 
Table 3: Perception of mean number of perception of threat of disasters in Kenya (2013 and 
2011) by (a) location and (b) geography 

(a) Location 
Mean 
(2013) 

Mean 
(2011) 

EASTERN 3.88 4.09 
NAIROBI 2.54 3.42 
NORTHEASTERN 4.02 3.75 
NYANZA 4.73 2.33 
WESTERN 3.59 2.29 
Grand Total 3.76 3.19 
 

Table 2(b) indicates the perception of the respondents from rural and urban settings. The rural 
respondents indicated that the threat to disasters in 2013 has increased to 4.11 (very high) from 3.25 
(high) in 2011, while urban perceived reduction to 2.92 in 2013 from 3.24 in 2011. 
 

(b) Geography Mean (2013) 
Mean 
(2011) 

Rural 4.11 3.25 
Urban 2.92 3.24 
Total 3.76 3.25 
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3.1.2 Changes in disaster losses 
 
Over half (54.1%) of the respondents (see Figure 4 below) indicated that there had been an increase 
in disaster losses since 2005 with 32.7% indicating a substantial increase and 21.4% a slight 
increase. Less than 30% indicated a decrease in disaster losses with 23.8% noting a slight decrease 
and 6.1% a substantial decrease. 
Figure 4: Perception on changes in disaster losses (%) 

 
 
On the mean changes, Table 4(a) and (b) indicate that there has been a general perception of 
decrease in losses to 3.51 (2013) from 2.30 (2011). Table 3(a) shows that Eastern region had the 
highest variance in perception with 2013 mean being 3.32 (slight decrease) from 2011 mean of 1.36 
(slight increase) and Nairobi having the lowest variance in perception to 2.50 (2013) from 2.40 
(2011). Nyanza indicated that they had the highest perception of substantial decrease in losses at 
4.76 in 2013. 
 
Table 4: Perception of mean changes in disaster losses since 2005 in Kenya (2013 and 2011) by 
(a) location and (b) geography 

(a)Location Mean(2013) Mean(2011) 
EASTERN 3.32 1.36 
NAIROBI 2.50 2.40 
NORTHEASTERN 4.04 2.85 
NYANZA 4.76 3.29 
WESTERN 2.88 2.53 
Grand Total 3.51 2.30 

 

Table 4(b) further indicates that the rural areas perceive that the losses due to disasters have reduced 
drastically with an average of 3.81 in 2013 compared to 2.14 in 2011. While for the urban 
respondents, the perception has changed slightly to 2.76 in 2013 compared to 2.26 in 2011. 
 

(b)Geography Mean(2013) Mean(2011) 
Rural 3.81 2.14 
Urban 2.76 2.39 
Grand Total 3.51 2.26 
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3.1.3. Socio-economic status in community 
 
Approximately 90% of the respondents 
perceived that their socio-economic status had 
worsened with nearly half (49.2%) indicating 
that the status was poorer while 40.7% 
indicating that they were much poorer as per 
figure 5. 

Figure 5: Perceptions on socio-economic 
status (%) 

 

3.2Context 

3.2.1 Multi-risk Resilience 
The respondents were asked whether  the community tackles multiple factors that lead to different 
types of disasters. 
Figure 6 shows that the respondents (29.4%) indicated that the community does not tackle at all the 
multiple factors that lead to different disasters while 25.4% indicated that these factors are tackled 
to a limited extent. On the other hand, 21.4% of the respondents believed that these factors were 
tackled but not in all cases. 
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Figure 6: Perception on multi risk resilience (%) 

 
 
The mean perception on multi-risk resilience was found to be 2.34 indicating that generally there is 
some extent of tackling multiple factors that lead to different types of disasters. Table 6(a) indicates 
that the local government have a higher perception of multiple risk resilience of the community at 
3.57 than the community itself which has the lowest perception on its resilience to tackle multiple 
factors at 2.16. While the urban respondents had a higher perception at 2.71 compared to the rural 
respondents at 2.20. 
 
Table 5: Mean perception on multi-risk resilience by (a) informant group and (b) geography 

(a)Informant 
Group Mean 
Civil Society 2.50 
Community 2.16 
Local Government 3.57 
Other 2.67 
Grand Total 2.34 

 
 
3.2.2 Underlying Causes 
On the issue of the extent that the community finds its progress (on tackling factors leading to 
disasters) restricted by factors beyond the community's control, close to 55% of the respondents 
either indicated that the uderlying causes are tackled to a limited extent (32.3%) or not at all (22.6%) 
as indicated in Figure below. 
 

(b)Geography Mean 
Rural 2.20 
Urban 2.71 
Grand Total 2.34 
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Figure 7: Perception on underlying issues (%) 

 
 
Similarly, according Table 7(a) the local government perceives more progress (3.29) compared to 
community (2.18) with regard to tackling underlying causes beyond the community according to 
informant group. While Table 7(b) shows that urban group (2.51) compared to rural (2.27) in 
perceiving the underlying issues. The mean perception for the informant group and by geographical 
area was 2.34.  
 
Table 6: Mean perception on underlying issues by (a) informant group and (b) geography 

(a)Informant 
group Mean 
Civil Society 2.18 
Community 2.18 
Local Government 3.29 
Other 2.70 
Grand Total 2.34 

 

3.3 Observation/ Reflection: 

3.3.1 Risk Assessment 
On the perception on the extent of involvement of community representatives in risk assessments, 
almost two-thirds (65%) of the respondents indicated that the community were involved to a limited 
extent (42.3%) or not at all (23%). It is worth noting that slightly over 8% of the informants 
indicated that there is positive involvement of community with 1.6% of the respondents indicating 
that community was involved comprehensively while 6.5% indicating that the involvement was in 
some cases. 
 

(b)Geography Mean 
Rural 2.27 
Urban 2.51 
Grand Total 2.34 
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Figure 8: Perception on involvement of community in risk assessment 

 
 
The respondents from local government as indicated by Table 8(a) had a higher perception on the 
involvement of community in risk assessment at 3.14 while the community had the lowest 
perception at 2.04. This means that the local government respondents believed that the community 
participated in risk assessments while the community respondents did not believe that they 
effectively participated. There was little variation by sex on the perception of females (2.22) and 
males (2.20) on involvement of community in risk assessment. 
Table 7: Mean of perception on involvement of community in risk assessment by (a) 
information group and (b) sex 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.3.2 Monitoring 
Over 70% of the respondents perceived that the local government did not regularly monitor 
progress to reduce disaster risk. Of these, 22.6% believed that the local government monitored 
progress on disaster risk reduction to a limited extent while the majority, 47.6% believed that the 
local government did not monitor at all. A relatively high number of informants (10.9%) indicated 
that there was monitoring going on but not in all cases. 
 

(a)Informant 
group Mean 
Civil Society 2.42 
Community 2.04 
Local Government 3.14 
Other 2.52 
Grand Total 2.21 

(b)Sex Mean 
Female 2.22 
Male 2.20 
Total 2.21 
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Figure 9: Perception on monitoring by local government 

 
 
The local government (as per Table 9(a)) also perceived their monitoring highest at a mean of 3.14 
and the community perceived it lowest at 1.74. There was a marked difference on the perception by 
sex (Table 9(b)) with female perceiving the local government monitoring at 2.08 compared to the 
male at 1.83. The mean perception by informant group and by sex was the same at 1.93.  
 
 
Table 8: Mean of perception on monitoring by local government by (a) informant group and 
(b) sex 

(a)Informant 
group Mean 
Civil Society 1.73 
Community 1.74 
Local 
Government 3.14 
Other 2.33 
Grand Total 1.93 

 
 
 
 
3.3.3 Communications/ Public Awareness 
 
The informants were asked for their perception on how regularly the local government 
communicates information on local risk trends and risk reduction measures to communities. Figure 
9 indicates that 71% of the respondents indicated that there was either limited extent (35.9%) or not 
at all (35.1%). Only 2.0% felt that there was regular communication to a great extent. 

(b)Sex Mean 
Female 2.08 
Male 1.83 
Grand 
Total 1.93 
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Figure 10: Perception on frequency of communication on risk awareness 

 
 
On the mean perception on communication, there was very slight difference between the informant 
groups (Table 10(a)) with civil society and local government being slightly higher at 2.18 and 2.14 
respectively, while the community perception was slightly lower at 1.88. On the other hand, 
perception by sex (Table 10(b)) shows that the female perception on communication and awareness 
was higher at 2.02 compared to the male counterparts at 1.91. The total mean perception in both 
cases (by informant and by sex) was similar at 1.96. 
Table 9: Mean perception on communication and awareness on risk by (a) informant group 
and (b) sex 

Informant Group Mean 
Civil Society 2.18 
Community 1.88 
Local Government 2.14 
Other 2.11 
Grand Total 1.96 

 
 
 
 

3.4Knowledge and Learning 

3.4.1 Connecting 
The survey also sort to find out to what extent the local government combines traditional and 
scientific knowledge in decision-making. From figure 10, Over 80% of the respondents perceived 
the extent to be either of limited extent (39.5%) or there was no extent at all (40.7%). Only 1.2% of 
the respondents believed that there was great extent of combining traditional and scientific 
knowledge. 
 

Sex Mean 
Female 2.02 
Male 1.91 
Grand 
Total 1.96 
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Figure 11: Perception on connection between traditional and scientific knowledge 

 
 
There was also little mean variation within the informant group on the connection with the highest 
perception being by local government respondents at 2.14 and the community perception being 
lowest at 1.74. While, on the other hand, by location there was a wider margin of variation with 
Nyanza region having the highest mean perception at 2.29 and North Eastern lowest at 1.52. The 
total mean perception was 1.80 both by informant group and by location.  
Table 10: Mean perception on connection between traditional and scientific knowledge by (a) 
informant group and (b) locaction 

Informant group Mean 
Civil Society 1.92 
Community 1.74 
Local 
Government 2.14 
Other 1.89 
Grand Total 1.80 

 
 
 
3.4.2 Learning 
On learning, the study determined that local leaders (state / non-state) discuss, share and analyse 
disaster risk information to a limited extent (34.7%) or do not share at all (29.4%). Only 2.4% of the 
respondents indicated that the local leaders share disaster risk information to a great extent. 
 

Location Mean 
EASTERN 1.76 
NAIROBI 1.90 
NORTHEASTERN 1.52 
NYANZA 2.29 
WESTERN 1.54 
Grand Total 1.80 
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Figure 12: Perception on learning and sharing DRR information 

 
 
 
The local government informants (Table 12(a)) had the highest mean perception (2.86) on learning 
and disaster risk information sharing with the community having the lowest perception (1.90). 
While Table 12(b) indicates that Nyanza region (2.76) seemed to perceive that more information is 
shared with Eastern region (1.56) indicating that less information is shared. The total mean 
perception was 2.08. 
Table 11: Mean perception on learning and sharing DRR information by (a) informant group 
and (b) location 

Informant group Mean 
Civil Society 2.17 
Community 1.90 
Local 
Government 2.86 
Other 2.48 
Grand Total 2.08 

 
 
 
 
 
3.4.3    Negotiation 
The survey found a general high level of negotiation between local authorities and community 
representatives  in decision making about risk reduction with about 45% perceiving negotiations to 
some extent (36.7%) and 8.5% to a great extent. On the other hand, about 54% indicated that there 
were negotiations at limited extent (27.8%) while 26.6% perceived that there was no negotiation at 
all.  
 

Location Mean 
EASTERN 1.56 
NAIROBI 2.50 
NORTHEASTERN 1.79 
NYANZA 2.76 
WESTERN 1.82 
Grand Total 2.08 
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Figure 13: Perception on negotiation between local authorities and communities 

 
 
The mean perception (as per Table 13(a)) from local government respondents was highest (2.71) 
while the community perception was lowest (2.15) with regard to the extent of negotiation between 
local authorities and communities. On the other hand, the mean perception by location or region 
(Table 13(b)) shows that Nyanza region perceived much more negotiation at 3.06 compared to 
Eastern region at 1.76. The total mean perception was 2.27. 
Table 12: Mean perception on negotiation between local authorities and communities by (a) 
informant group and (b) location 

(a)Informant 
Group Mean 
Civil Society 2.42 
Community 2.15 
Local Government 2.71 
Other 2.52 
Grand Total 2.27 

 
 
 
3.4.4 Conflict Resolution 
Close to two-thirds (65%) of the respondents ( as per Figure below) had a negative perception on 
the extent that the key stakeholders (e.g. local authorities, community representatives) are able to 
resolve conflicts with 30.7% indicating that they could resolve to a limited extent while 34.7% 
indicated that they could not resolve at all. However, 5.7% of the respondents indicated that they 
could resolve the conflicts to a great extent with 29% perceiving the resolution could be to some 
extent. 
 

(b)Location Mean 
EASTERN 1.71 
NAIROBI 2.75 
NORTHEASTERN 1.85 
NYANZA 3.06 
WESTERN 2.02 
Grand Total 2.27 
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Figure 14: Perception on conflict resolution mechanisms 

 
 
The mean perception indicated that the civil society (2.67) had the highest perception on conflict 
resolution mechanisms with the community (2.17) having the lowest perception. The total mean 
perception was 2.24. 
 
Table 13: Mean perception on conflict resolution by (a) informant group and (b) location 

Informant group Mean 
Civil Society 2.42 
Community 2.08 
Local Government 1.71 
Other 1.95 
Grand Total 2.06 

 
 
 
 

3.5Organising and Action 

3.5.1 Building Partnerships 
The respondents overwhelmingly (84%) indicated that there are either no partnerships (37.9%) at all 
or exist to a limited extent (46.4%) between communities, private sector and local authorities to 
reduce disaster risk. 
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Figure 15: Perception on existence of partnerships to reduce risk 

 
The civil society (2.67) perceived the highest existence of private public partnerships to reduce 
disaster risk while the community perception was lowest at 2.17. The total mean perception was 
2.24 
Table 14: Mean perception by informant group 

Informant group Mean 
Civil Society 2.67 
Community 2.17 
Local Government 2.43 
Other 2.33 
Grand Total 2.24 

 
3.5.2 Resources 
There was also overwhelming negative perception (84%) on the extent of resources available to 
meet the needs for risk reduction activities with 46.4% of the respondents indicating that there was 
limited extent while 37.9% indicated that there were no resources at all.   
 
Figure 16: Perception on availability of resources for DRR 

 
 
The mean perception of the civil society (2.25) showed that the resources were available to some 
extent while the community (1.71) perceived non availability as per Table 15(a). Nyanza region 
(2.18) indicated that the resources were available to a limited extent with Eastern (1.50) and North 
Eastern region (1.60) indicating non availability as per Table 15(b). While generally, the female 
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respondents had a higher perception (2.01) compared to their male counterparts (1.66) as per Table 
15(c). 
 
Table 15: Mean perception on availability of resources for DRR by (a) informant group (b) 
location and (c) sex 

 

(a)Informant 
group Mean 
Civil Society 2.25 
Community 1.71 
Local Government 2.00 
Other 1.90 
Grand Total 1.79 

 

(b)Location Mean 
EASTERN 1.50 
NAIROBI 1.96 
NORTHEASTERN 1.60 
NYANZA 2.18 
WESTERN 1.76 
Grand Total 1.79 

 

(c)Sex Mean 
Female 2.01 
Male 1.66 
Total 1.79 

 
3.5.3 Early Warning 
Close to three-quarters (73%) of the respondents perceived the early warning systems in place as 
inadequate (26.6%) or non existent (46.8%) as per figure 17. The other respondents were of the 
view that the systems are in place to some extent (22.6%) with only 3.6% indicating that there was a 
great extent of existence of early warning systems. 
 
Figure 17: Perception on early warning system 

 
 
The local government respondents had a positive mean perception (2.43) of the early warning 
system in place compared to the community (1.69) as per Table 16(a), while Nyanza region (2.61) 
had the highest mean perception compared to Western region (1.37) that had the lowest perception 
as per Table 16(b). Generally, the females (2.05) had a higher perception than the male counterparts 
(1.69) on the early warning system as per Table 16(c). The total mean perception on the early 
warning system was 1.83. 
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Table 16: Mean perception on early warning system by (a) informant group, (b) location and (c) sex 

 

 

(a)Informant 
group Mean 
Civil Society 2.08 
Community 1.69 
Local Government 2.43 
Other 2.08 
Grand Total 1.83 

 

(b)Location Mean 
EASTERN 1.67 
NAIROBI 2.02 
NORTHEASTERN 1.50 
NYANZA 2.61 
WESTERN 1.37 
Grand Total 1.83 

 

(c)Sex Mean 
Female 2.05 
Male 1.69 
Grand 
Total 1.83 

3.5.4 Local Actions 
Over three-quarters (75%) of the respondents doubted the local capacity to prepare for and mitigate 
disaster risk. Figure 18 indicates that 37.9% of the respondents believed that there was local 
capacity to a limited extent while 39.9% indicated that there was no capacity at all. However, 14.9% 
of the respondents indicated that there was a great extent of capacity. 
 
Figure 18: Perception on capacity to mitigate risk 

 
 
The mean perception on local capacity to mitigate risk was highest amongst local government (2.29) 
and lowest amongst community (1.85) as per table 17(a0 while Western perceived local actions 
higher at 2.55 and Eastern was lowest at 1.44. The total mean perception was 1.97. 
 
Table 17: Mean perceptions on local capacity to mitigate risk by (a) informant group and (b) 
location 

(a)Informant 
group Mean 
Civil Society 2.25 
Community 1.85 
Local Government 2.29 
Other 2.21 
Grand Total 1.97 

 
 
 
3.5.5 Everyday disasters 

(b)Location Mean 
EASTERN 1.44 
NAIROBI 2.15 
NORTHEASTERN 1.65 
NYANZA 2.10 
WESTERN 2.55 
Grand Total 1.97 
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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. Over 75% of 
the respondents indicated that the resources were either limited (44.8%) or non existent (31.5%) as 
per figure 19. 
 
Figure 19: Perception on government response to everyday disasters (%) 

 
 
Table 18(a) and 18(b) show that mean perception on resources available to respond to everyday 
disasters was highest among the local government respondents (2.71) and lowest amongst 
community members (1.87) while on the other hand; Western region had the highest perception at 
2.55 with Eastern region having the lowest perception (1.44). The total mean perception was 1.97. 
 
 
Table 18: Mean perception on resources to respond to everyday disasters by (a) informant 
group and (b) location 

(a)Informant 
group Mean 
Civil Society 2.25 
Community 1.87 
Local 
Government 2.71 
Other 2.03 
Grand Total 1.95 

 
 
 
 
There was no difference in the desegregated means scores for ages 18-25 and 26-60 meaning that 
regardless of age, they agreed on the scores.

(b)Location Mean 
EASTERN 1.44 
NAIROBI 2.06 
NORTHEASTERN 1.69 
NYANZA 2.63 
WESTERN 1.96 
Grand Total 1.95 
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Community Consultations  
Three community consultations were held in Elwak, Takaba and Elgolicha in April 2013. 
Participants included representatives from local community and DRR stakeholders.  
 
The meeting brought together various stakeholders groups and government representatives. The 
finding of the survey was presented to the participants and generate discussions and 
recommendations. 
 
After the presentation the participants were allowed to ventilate in terms of asking questions or 
commenting or even supplementing to the presentation. The following issues were raised for 
community resilence to take shape at local level: 
 

 Capacity building for local communities 
 Ealier warning for ealier action 
 Eastablish DRR village committee  
 Many arid and semi-arid land areas are already feeling the impact of climate change as it 

increases the severity and unpredictability of droughts and floods. In addition, high levels of 
poverty among pastoral populations and the deteriorating terms of trade have meant that 
communities in the drylands are increasingly vulnerable and at risk from flood, conflict, 
livestock and human disease, and landslides and comprehensive interventions. 

 Existing grass-roots and community-based organizations at community level, including 
women organizations, should be reinforced, for them to take action and participate on 
disaster risk reduction activities. 
 
During the deliberations, it is evident that a huge effort and resources are needed to reach to 

the nomadic communities as the communities have a very low understanding of the community 
resilience in addition to the logistical challenges that exists to reach them. 

 
National Consultation: 
 AFOSC organized VFL 2013 national workshop on 25

th 
of April 2013. The meeting was  

attended by arrange of DRR stakeholders including community representatives.There were 24 
participants, including  ten  women.. 

 
In addition AFOSC made a presentation on the VFL 2013 project findings in the meeting. 

Specifically, this introduced the aim and objectives of the civil society monitoring, the purpose of 
the workshop, and the findings of the surveys and community consultations. The group discussion 
approach  used at the community level consultations was used at the national workshop to further 
enhance participant understanding on the VFL findings and generate wayforward. 

 
The participants had serious concerns on conflict as a serious Disaster in some part of the 

Country They did acknowledge the need to work on a preparedness and prevention/mitigation 
strategies to address this real concerns. 
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IV. CONCLUSION, RECOMMENDATIONS AND WAY FORWARD 

4.1 Conclusions 

 
• Eastern, North Eastern and Western regions of Kenya generally have low perceptions on 

the success of disaster risk programmes and activities in Kenya. Western region seems to 
have an alarmingly low perception on all aspects. 

• Monitoring; connecting knowledge; Conflict resolution; and Resources are key 
challenges that need to be addressed in order for disaster risk reduction programmes are 
successful in Kenya. 

• There is a general positive feeling amongst the local government on the success of DRR 
programmes (except for conflict resolution mechanisms) whereas the community has 
misgivings and doubts on the utility of the programmes.  

• The perception on multi risk resilience is generally positive while that of connecting 
traditional knowledge and scientific knowledge is negative. 

• Generally, women are more positive about the programmes than male counterparts. 
Underlying causes, risk assessment and conflict resolution are the issues that both men 
and women agree on. 

• Observation and reflection on disaster risk is perceived lower than the other areas by all 
ages. Connecting knowledge is lowest amongst 18-25;  

 
 
4.2 Recommendations and Way forward 

 
 

The full implementation of the National Disaster Management Policy will contribute immensely to 
disaster risk reduction and by extension to poverty reduction and sustainable development in the 
country. Above all, the Policy will create a safe, responsive and disaster resilient society which will 
be key in sustaining the achievements of Vision 2030. In addition, the following specific 
recommendations are drawn from the findings of VFL 2013: 
 

• There is need to find ways to tap into the community resources by gathering the community 
knowledge and harnessing their support towards disaster risk reduction and management.  

• The government should create more awareness through mainstreaming programmes as 
opposed to having a department of the government or even a ministry. 

• The relevant government agencies e.g. meteorological departments and line ministries such 
as Ministry for Agriculture should work more closely to help give timely information to 
communities and facilitate the transformation of the information to understandable levels for 
the communication. 

• The government should facilitate local authorities (local governments) acquire relevant 
disaster risk management equipment e.g. Fire brigades  

• Gender equity should be enhanced in terms of involvement and policy making especially the 
women as they are the most affected when disasters strike. 
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Appendices	and	Bibliography	

App
endi
x: 

Study Survey Tool 

 
 
 
 
Survey 
The survey consists of part 1: Key respondent profile, and part 2: Indicator questions based on the 
Action and Learning Cycle 
Part 1: Key respondent profile 

View from the Frontline 2013  
Everyday disasters and resilience - Survey indicators 
	

	

1 Survey Date  

2 Survey Reference 
Number 

 

3 Participating 
Organisation 

 

4 Informant Age  <11  12-17 18-25 26 -60 61 plus 

5 Sex Male                                                       Female 

6 Informant Group  
and occupation 

Local 
Government           

Community         Civil Society               Others 

7 Location (Province)  

 Previous VFL 
participation 

Participated in VFL 2009? Participated in VFL 2011? 

8 Geography Urban                                                     Rural 

9 How great is the 
threat of disasters 
in your location ? 

1 
Minimal 

2 
Low 

3 
Medium  

4  
High 

5  
Very High 

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

1 Substantial 
increase in 
losses 

2 
Slight 
increase 

3 
No change 

4 
Slight 
decrease 

5 
Substantial 
decrease 
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Part 2: Indicator questions, based on the Action and Learning Cycle 
In your opinion what level of progress has been made towards the following indicators: 
 
Views from Frontline 2013 Response Ranking 1 - 5  or  

x for ‘I don’t know’ 
Context: everyday disasters, multi-risk 
resilience and underlying causes 

 
 

 

1. Multi-risk	Resilience:	Does	the	community	
tackle	multiple	factors	that	lead	to	different	
types	of	disasters?		

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. Yes, but not in all cases  
5. Comprehensively 

 

2. 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)		

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Completely 

 

Observation / Reflection:   
3. Risk	Assessment:	To	what	extent	are	

representatives	of	the	local	community	
involved	in	risk	assessments?	

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. to a great extent  
5. Comprehensively 
 

 

4. Monitoring:		Does	the	local	government	
regularly	monitor	progress	to	reduce	
disaster	risk?	

1. No 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. Yes, but with some limitations  
5. Yes, comprehensively 

 

5. 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?	

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Completely 
 

 

Knowledge and Learning:  
 

  

6. Connecting:	To	what	extent	does	the	local	
government	combine	traditional	and	

1. Not at all  

11 How does the 
socio-economic 
status of your 
communitycompare 
to the rest of the 
nation? 

1. Much 
poorer 

2. poorer 3. About the 
same 

4. Better 5. Much 
better 
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scientific	knowledge	in	decision-making?	 2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Comprehensively 
 

7. Learning:	To	what	extent	do	local	leaders	
(state	/	non-state)	discuss,	share	and	
analyse	disaster	risk	information?	

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Completely 
 

 

8. Negotiation:		To	what	extent	are	local	
authorities	and	community	representatives		
able	to	work	together	in	decision	making	
about	risk	reduction?	

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Completely 
 

 

9. 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)	

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Completely 
 

 

Organising	and	Action:		   

10. Building	Partnerships:		To	what	extent	do	
partnerships	(to	reduce	disaster	risk)	exist	
between	communities,	private	sector	and	
local	authorities?	

1. Not at all   
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent 
5. Comprehensively 

 

11. Resources:		To	what	extent	do	resources	
available	(financial	and	other	assistance)	
meet	the	needs	for	risk	reduction	activities?	

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Completely 
 

 

12. Early	Warning:	Are	there	effective	local	
early	warning	systems	in	place?*		
	

*(	Systems	which	alert	all	sections	of	the	
community)	

1. Not at all 
2. Limited for very few risks 
3. In some cases 
4. Generally but with some 
exceptions 
5. Completely 

 

13. Local	Actions:	Is	thereadequate	capacity	to	
prepare	for	and	mitigate	disaster	risk?	*	

	
*(For	example	accessed	by	local	authorities	and	
community	representatives	)	
 

1. No 
2. Limited capacity 
3. Some capacity 
4. Yes, but with some limitations  
5. Yes, comprehensive capacity 

 

14. Everyday	disasters:	When	everyday	disasters	
strike	(e.g.	seasonal	floods,	regular	droughts,	

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
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pest	attacks,	fires)	to	what	extent	do	
resources	provided	by	government	(local	or	
national)	meet	response	needs?	

3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Completely 

 
 
 
 


