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Executive summary: 

1.0 Background:  

Development Network of Indigenous Voluntary Associations - DENIVA,  a national 
Network with a membership of over 700 local associations scattered across the 
country; is a member of  the Global Network for Disaster Risk Reduction and the 
frontline action project). DENIVA work on disaster reduction contributes to the 
fundamental thrust 
 of the national policy for disaster preparedness and management; which is to 
advocate an approach in disaster management that focuses on reducing risks- 
particularly the risk to loss of life, economic loss and damage to property. 
Specifically these findings are in response to the policy objective 3 
 “Generate and disseminate information on early warning for disasters and hazard 
trend analysis’. 
 
In view of the above; DENIVA has participated in Views from The Frontline since 
2009 and in 2013 findings brought in new learning which informed 2015 Views from 
the frontline project. Views from the Frontline (VFL) 2015 design drew lessons from 
VFL 2009, 2011 and 2013. This highlighted several factors of local realities and the 
impact they have on community resilience. It also highlighted the persistent gap 
between disaster risk reduction policy and implementation, whilst emphasizing 
strengthening local capacity and partnerships through the VFL process. 	
Through its partner organizations, DENIVA is currently implementing a frontline 
Action project aimed at profiling the disasters in at risk communities in the districts 
of Kabale, Kasese, Katakwi, Mbale and Kamapla- Bwaise. The project is 
implemented in two phases phase one was data collection aimed at risk profiling at 
the selected communities of Kasese, Kabale, Bwaise- Kampala , Mbale and Katakwi. 
 
This Frontline 2015 Project aims at: 

• Profiling local risks by identifying the range, impact and frequency of risks 
faced by local groups. 

• Strengthening local engagement between local groups to explain the 
relevance of the programme, (based on concerns and suggestions from the 
VFL 2013 learning review).  

• Supporting local action and learning among the at risk communities. 
The frontline survey specifically focused at achieving objective one which is to 
profile the local risks by identifying the range, impact and frequency of risks faced 
by local groups or communities. 

The findings of this survey are expected to inform and contribute to the country’s 
minimum state of preparedness thereby reducing the vulnerability of the at risk 
communities. 
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1.1 Methodology: 

The Frontline survey employed a qualitative approach, allowing communities to 
describe their local realities in their own terms.  Analysis was conducted at global 
level in the GNDR secretariat using an online database. In Uganda Frontline was 
undertaken by selected key communities and key respondents in five risk zones. The 
POs and the communities that participated in the survey were selected in such a way 
that it enabled DENIVA to gather representative data in the national context.  
The survey interviewed 358 respondents across the country, with 46% female and 
54% male with different age groups. Those between the ages of 26-60 years 
accounted for 60% of the respondents. Special groups were also interviewed, with 
7% respondents identifying themselves as disabled. The survey was conducted in 
urban (18%) and rural contexts (85%) with different risk zones. Rural and highlands 
risk zones accounted for 73% while urban slums represented 18% of the 
respondents. The rural and lowland risk zones represented 3.8% of the survey 
respondents each. 69% of the respondents did identify their area as a high risk area. 
Below is a summary of the findings by variable. 

1.2 Findings 

DENIVA profiled risks in five districts of Kabale, Kasese, Mable (representing the 
highland zones), Katakwi representing the low lands and Bwaise Kampala 
representing the urban / city.   The overall findings of this action research indicate 
that: 

• Everyday disasters are increasing and losses are rising especially among the 
poor. 

• Frequency of everyday disasters has increased and wears down community 
resilience thereby affecting their copying abilities. There is an urgent need for 
another level of intervention- The need to link this to the policy makers at 
local and national level is paramount in enhancing community resilience. 

• Flooding, Climate change, deforestation, alcoholism and diseases ranked as 
the top five threats to the lives of the communities profiled. The perception of 
the respondents on the scale and impact of the disasters indicated that the 
disaster events in the past year and going back a decade showed that 89% of 
respondents identified the small-scale disasters as the most important and 
with the biggest impact on the lives of those affected.  

• Reflecting on the top two disasters; both flooding and climate change had 
devastating effects on the people’s main source of livelihood – agriculture. 
This is very critical since over 70 percent of rural Ugandans depend on small 
scale agriculture. 
The findings also indicated that the social economic status of the communities 
where the risk profiling exercise was done; is worse off compared to the not at 
risk communities. The poorest who are the most affected by the everyday 
disasters struggle to cope on their own with minimal support from the local 
or national authorities. 
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69% of the respondents reported that disaster risk levels were high. The 
biggest percentage which is 80% of the respondents reported experiencing 
small scale local threats and only 16%    reported experiencing large scale 
threats. Comparative analysis of the small scale disasters over the last one to those 
over the last 10 years are on increase.181 respondents representing 52.5% 
reported to have experienced substantial increase in losses and damages of 
their property. 
According to the responses, the top five priority actions for the threats were 
identified as; Advocacy, Awareness raising on Disaster Risk Reduction, 
Community Agriculture, Community awareness raising and Reforestation. 
Other actions mentioned included; climate change adaptation and 
strengthening health systems. The assessment placed Advocacy for the rights 
of community members and community awareness (civic competence) as 
high priority actions.  

1.3 Conclusions and recommendations: 
1. Intensify awareness on DRR at different levels so that everybody is aware 

about risk reduction 
2. CSOs should organize interface meetings between government and citizens 

about DRR 
3. Engage media in constant coverage of disasters not only when there is an 

emergency. Kasese allocated two hours on radio for this 
4. Continuous information sharing on what is happening in our different areas 
5. CSOs led by DENIVA should develop a document and propose amendments 

to parliament to shift actions from management to risk reduction. 
6. Local Govts should integrate issues related to DRR in the district plans right 

from departments 
7. LGs Engage CSOs on a quarterly basis so that there is constant update on 

DRR 
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2.0 Introduction 
The Development Network of Indigenous Voluntary Associations (DENIVA) 
coordinates the work of Views from the Front Line in Uganda. In Uganda the 
implementation of the Views from the Frontline (VFL)activities is done through  
selected network members of DENIVA (Participating Organizations) which include; 
Makerere Women Development Association (MAWDA) representing the central 
region, Kick Corruption out of Kigezi (KICK) representing the south western region, 
Foundation for Rural and Urban Advancement (FURA) representing the Western 
Regions, Katakwi District Development Actors Network (KaDDAN) and Support 
Transformation Efforts Programme Uganda (STEP-UG) representing the eastern 
region. These organizations were selected by DENIVA considering the fact that they 
work in areas that are at risk of regular disasters and directly interface with the 
communities affected. Apart from Makerere Women Development Association 
working in the urban slums of Kampala City, the rest of organizations work in rural 
areas.  

During the year 2015, the Views from the Front Line project activities focused on 
profiling community disaster risks using the GNDR designed data collection tool 
which was shared among all members of the GNDR globally. The tool was to enable 
easy global analysis of the risks affecting communities in the different countries and 
regions. This report therefore presents the activities implemented by the 
coordinating organizations as well as the profiling of disaster risks affecting the 
respective communities as captured by the participating organizations. 

2.1 Rationale of the 2015 Views from the Frontline project in Uganda: 
DENIVA has participated in Views from The Frontline since 2009 and in 2013 
findings brought in new learning which informed 2015 Views from the frontline 
project. Views from the Frontline (VFL) 2015 design drew lessons from VFL 2009, 
2011 and 2013. This highlighted several factors of local realities and the impact they 
have on community resilience. It also highlighted the persistent gap between 
disaster risk reduction policy and implementation, whilst emphasizing 
strengthening local capacity and partnerships through the VFL process. This action 
research was therefore designed to take views from the frontline to community 
reflection and action in order to improve resilience. The community reflection on the 
2015 findings and those of 2013, 2011 will enable a process that will inform 
community action planning, local advocacy, coalition building and policy 
influencing both at local national level. 
 
This Frontline in Action Survey aimed at : 

• Profiling local risks by identifying the range, impact and frequency of risks 
faced by local groups. 

• Strengthening local engagement between local groups to explain the 
relevance of the programme, (based on concerns and suggestions from the 
VFL 2013 learning review).  

• Supporting local action and learning among the at risk communities. 
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 1.2 Geographical Scope of the Views from the Front Line (VFL) Project: 

The survey covered five districts representing three risk zones High land rural, 
lowland rural and urban. The risk zones were selected to represent different regions 
in the country. 
In the Central Region, disaster risk profiling exercise was conducted in Kawempe 
Municipality of Kampala city by Makerere Women Development Association   in the 
communities of Bwaise, Makerere I, Makerere II and Wandegeya. These locations are 
densly populated and so Bwaise represented two risk zones. 

In the Eastern Region, risk profiling exercise was carried out in the districts of Mbale 
and Katakwi conducted by Support Effort Transformation Programme (Step-UG) 
and Katakwi District Development Actors Network respectively. In Mbale district, 
STEP-UG conducted the VFL exercises in the villages of Namabasa while in Katakwi 
the KADDAN collected data in the communities of Kamenu and Omasia. 

In Western Region the risk profiling exercise was conducted in the district of Kasese 
by Foundation for Rural Urban Advancement (FURA).  Data was collected in the 
communities of Karwomera, Kabingo, Kaghema and Kyarumba.  

In South Western Regions, the risk profiling exercise was conducted in the district of 
Kabale by Kick Corruption out of Kigezi (KICK). This was done in the communities 
of Kahungye and Rwenkorongo village.  

 
3.0 DISASTER  RISK ZONE PROFILES: 
This section of the report describes the risk profiles zone and how the communities 
prioritized the different risks, disasters, impacts and priority actions to improve 
resilience. The analysis of the different profiles informed the country report. 

3.1 RISK PROFILING BY REGION: 
i.  CENTRAL REGION: 
In Central Region, the Views from Front Line disaster risk profiling assessment was 
conducted in Kawempe Division an Urban Municipal council of Kampala City. The 
exercise took place in four (4) slum- parishes of Makerere II, Makerere III, Bwaise 
and Wandegeya and was spearheaded by Makerere Women Development 
Association as a participating organization. The communities live in a crawling  
wetland one of the biggest in Kampala that has expanded without proper physical 
planning. Bwaise is home to the poorest urban population and also one of the 
densest in the city. It has congested housing with no space to construct sanitation 
facilities. Bwaise is prone to flooding because of its low lying location it floods even 
when it has rained elsewhere in the city. Management of the drainage system is so 
poor causing drainage blockage with rubbish thus resulting in flooding. It also has 
predominantly informal settlers who earn from hand to mouth therefore not 
surprising that prostitution and drug dealing is common in the area. The locality is 
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commonly known for flooding, poor sanitation, diseases, alcoholism, domestic 
violence, poverty, sexual abuse, insecurity. 
 
Recurrent flooding has had devastating effects on people’s livelihoods especially in 
education, sanitation and the business sectors as demonstrated in the pictures below. 
Millions of shillings lost during these floods is un accounted for due to lack of 
systematic data collection on the impacts of everyday disasters. 
 
  

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

  

         

Along Bwaise – Nabweru road (Bwaise trading centre) businesses gets to standstill 
as floods completely cut off movements of both the customers and vehicles. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

.  
  

The courtyard at Outspan Primary School in 
Bwaise flooded with water making it in-
accessible to the children. 

Children living St. James Primary School after 
a heavy down pour before it was closed 5 years 
a go. To-date the only government aided 
primary school is still closed despite the many 
copying mechanisms as suggested by CSO 

Photo	showing	police	and	community	
members	gathering	around	Nsooba	drainage	
channel	where	the	flooding	water	dumped	
the	body	of	person	drugged	by	floods.		
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ii. RISK PROFILING IN THE SOUTH WESTERN DISTRICT OF KABALE 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Photo showing the nature of the land in Kabale District (Hills and Valleys) 

In the South Western Region, the risk profiling exercise was conducted in the district 
of Kabale by Kick corruption out of Kigezi (KICK). The profiling exercise took place 
in the community of Rwenkorongo. Over 200,000 people live in this community and 
it is prone to regular disasters which include; floods, landslides, alcoholism, 
diseases, defilement, insecurity, poor education and food insecurity. 
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This is attributed to the topography of the area which is predominantly highlands 
composed of hills and valleys. The setup of this community is such that, most of the 
homesteads are established in the valleys and farming practiced on top and along 
the slopes of the hills. For this reason whenever it rains, the fast running flooding 
water destroys homesteads and crops in the farms established along the slopes of the 
hills.  
 
This problem is further intensified by the nature of the soils which is loam-sandy 
(very loose), which makes it easy for the fast running flooding water to erode the top 
soils eventually leading to landslides. Consequently during the rainy season, the 
communities of Rwenkorongo  are affected by slides and landslides resulting in; 

• Poor living conditions high poverty rates since a lot of property and 
belongings are destroyed.  

•  low crop productivity.  
• Waterborne diseases.  

Other common threats that this community suffers from include food insecurity and 
corruption. The poor harvests are majorly due to the increased floods in the area 
which carry away farmland as well as gardens with the crops. 
 
iii. RISK PROFILING IN EASTERN REGION 
The disaster risk profiling exercise in Eastern region was conducted by two 
organizations that are STEP-Ug and KaDDAN in the districts of Mbale and Katakwi 
respectively. The disasters affecting these two districts range from floods, landslides, 
insecurity, deforestation, prolonged drought and food insecurity.  
 
In Mbale district the risk profiling exercise was conducted in the Namabasa 
community, Mbale is in the Mount Elgon area that has persistently been affected by 
floods and landslides since 2007. The effects of these disasters have cost thousands of 
lives, property and crops worth millions of shillings. These disasters also usually 
lead to thousands of community members being displaced as their homes etg swept 
away by heavy torrential rains.  
 
Katakwi district on the other hand has been affected by persistent long drought 
spells and heavy rainfall back to back causing flooding. Both the drought and floods 
have mostly destroyed people’s crops which have led to food insecurity in the 
district. 
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Due to food insecurity people in Katakwi have resorted to charcoal burning as an 
alternative source of livelihood and this has accelerated climate change related risks 
to the local farmers.  

 
1 this road in Palam subcounty Katakwi always gets submerged when there is 
flooding. 
	

In Mbale district, it was discovered that trees are cut for timber, firewood, charcoal 
and even construction of houses. Therefore, due to deforestation which has caused 
seasonal changes, crop production in this region has negatively been affected. 
Consequently, hunger and high costs of food staff is experienced in the region. 
 
 
iv.  DISASTER RISK PROFILING IN WESTERN UGANDA (KASESE 
DISTRICT.) 
 
In western Uganda the risk profiling exercise was conducted in Kasese District. 
Kasese district borders Uganda and Congo on the western part and Rwanda on the 

a	family		in	Bamabasa	community	stranded	outside	their	house	after	heavy	rains	
with	strong	winds	put	off	the	roof	top	of	their	house.			
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Eastern side. Being a border district it has been vulnerable to insecurity caused by 
the ADF rebel group, historic intertribal conflicts and is also prone to flooding 
especially since the ice from the Rwenzori Mountain melts due to prolonged 
droughts. This has exposed the district to flooding resulting from bursting of river 
banks. As a result of ethnic conflicts especially over land, insecurity at the borders 
and of flooding; the people of Kasese district have been exposed to internal 
displacement, loss of property, life, crops and loss of infrastructure like washing 
away of bridges and health facilities..  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.0 Presentation of findings. 
DENIVA collected data on major threats affecting communities; the consequences 
resulting from the threats; the proposed community actions which can be put in 
place to address the threats as well as the most likely barriers to addressing the 
threats. The participating organizations went ahead to gather information through 
observation and consultations from key community members which informed the  
disaster risk profiling exercises. Alongside the risk profiling exercise, the Partner 
Organizations collected data using FDGs and from key informants. In total 458 
respondents were reached.  
 
4.1 PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS: 
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
 i)Gender Representation 

A	ward	at	Kilembe	Hospital	flooded	with	water	 Floods	storms	Kilembe	Mines	Hospital	

Community	members	struggling	to	pass	
through	flooded	roads	as	vehicles	cannot	move	

Vehicles	stranded	in	flood	water	along	the	
roads	
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ii) Respondents by ethnic belonging 

53%
47%

Belongs	to	Ethnic	group
Y…
N…

 
 
 
iii) Representation by Age: 

5.30% 8.33%

27.27%

59.09%

0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

60.00%

70.00%

12-17 60+ 18-25 26-60
 

 
 
The age of respondents was ranked as 12 to 17 years, 18 to 25 years, 28 to 60 years 
and 60+ years. (60%) of the respondents were between the age bracket of 26 to 60 
years, 27% were between 18 to 25 years 8% of the respondents were of age 60 and 
above and finally only 3% of the respondents were of age bracket 12 to 17 years. 
 
The age brackets were selected by design of the tool. 

Analysis of the findings 
indicated that (53%) of 
respondents belonged to 
an ethnic group while 
47% reported to not   
belonging to an ethnic 
group.	
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4.2 Community Information: 
 
i. Rural / Urban participation. 
In Uganda the data collection exercise targeted two categories of communities that 
is, rural and urban. The pie chart below shows the level of participation of 
respondents from the two categories of communities.  
 
of the respondents were from urban representing 32% of the respondents were from 
the urban community while 68% were from the rural communities. This was because 
out of the five participating organizations, only one organization represented the 
urban setting.  
 

 
 
  
ii.  Risk level: 
The data collected ranked disaster risk levels as low, medium and high.  The bar 
graph below indicates the percentages attained by each level of ranking.  
 
Risk levels: 

 
 
From the analysis,1% reported that the disaster risk level was low,  32% reported the 
risk levels as moderate while  67% reported that disaster risk levels were high. 
Therefore, basing on the fact that the biggest percentage of respondents reported 
that the disaster risk level were high, it can be deduced that disaster risks are high in 
the at risk communities in Uganda.  
These findings also confirm that the poor at risk communities are more exposed to 
the increasing occurrence of small scale disasters compared to the national level. 
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Implications:  
 

• There is need to acknowledge that the frequency of small scale disasters is 
increasing and so are the losses and damages they cause. There is therefore 
need  to link community voices to national level planning processes. 

• There is need to regularly document the impacts of the disasters in the at risk 
communities to inform policy, programming,  advocacy and planning. 

this	information	can	inform	lobbying	of	government	to	increase	investments	toward	risk	reduction	
as	opposed	to	disaster	management.	

 
 
iii.  Social economic status 
The data collected ranked the socio- economic status of the respondents reached  as 
better off, equal, worse off and much worse off. The graph below shows the 
percentage of respondents falling under the respective rankings.  
 

 
 

The graph indicates that out of 458 respondents reached only 5 respondents were 
better off which only is 1% is .  23% said they are equal with the rest of the 
community members in terms of social economic status.  over 70% reported  are in 
the category of the worse off f.   
 
Analysis indicates that over 70% of the at risk communities are worse off this has an 
implication on their ability to consistently rebuff the recurrent everyday disasters. It 
means that majority of the at risk communities actually have limited capacity to 
reduce disasters if they are worse of economically. 
 
 
4.3     Disaster Impacts: 
 

i. Number of small scale disasters experienced by the communities over   the 
last year one to 10 years: 

 
Over	the	last	one	
.year	

Over	the	last	10	years	
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The above bar graphs Indicate that 80% of the respondents reported having 
experienced 1 to 5 small scale disasters in their community in the last one year,  
about 15% experienced at least 6 to 10 small disasters in their communities while 5% 
reported to have had 10 and more threats. Therefore this indicates that within the 
last one year the biggest number of community members where the risk profiling 
exercise was conducted were affected by at least 1 to 5 small disasters. 
 
In comparison to frequency with which communities had experienced in the last 10 
and beyond about 58% reported to have experienced small scale disasters at least 1to 
10 disasters  and  41% reported to have experienced 11to 50. 
 
Implications; 

• There is need to acknowledge that the frequency of small scale disasters is 
increasing and so are the losses and damages they cause. There is therefore 
need to link community voices to national level planning processes. 

• There is need to regularly document the impacts of the disasters in the at risk 
communities to inform policy, programming, advocacy and planning 

• As the frequency of every day/ small scale disasters increases, community 
resilience tends to wear down thereby affecting their copying or adaptation 
mechanisms. There is therefore need to develop multi sectoral interventions 
to address disaster risks. 

• There is an upward trend in the occurrence of small scale disasters among the 
communities this implies that the trend may continue. There is therefore need 
to create community awareness about these trends and need to link these 
findings to the policy makers at local and national level. 

• As the scale of disasters increases in occurance and losses, government can no 
longer afford to manage disasters as it is expensive and only get practical if it 
is a large scale disaster. It is time that government invests more in reducing 
disasters. 
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5.0  COMMUNITY Perceptions ON DISASTERSof level of losses and damages 
	

Introduce this section with the most common or greatest impacts of disasters: 

 

i) LEVEL OF LOSSES AND DAMAGES SINCE 2005 

 

The bar graph above indicates the magnitude of the losses and damages experienced 
by the community members in the 4 regions of Uganda where the data collection for 
the risk profiling exercises took place. 181 respondents representing 52.5%  reported  
to have experienced substantial increase in losses and damages of their property ( for 
instance in Bwaise…….10 lives….millions worth of businesses….. n in Kasese Mr. so 
and so cost 200million on, 78 respondents which is equivalent to 22.6% reported to 
have some increase in losses of their property since 2005, 49 respondents 
representing 14.2% reported to have a no change in losses since 2005, 36 respondents 
representing 10.4% indicated that they had small reduction in losses of their 
property and finally only 1 respondents representing 0.3% reported to have had 
significant reduction in losses.  
 
This implies that …….government minister of disaster preparedness needs or 
DDMC need incorporate representations on CSO working in disasters so that this 
information can face integrated in the planning processes….. Anne link with policies. 
 
5.2 Risk mostly affecting everyday life: 

	

Formatted: Font:Calibri, 11 pt, Font color: Auto
Formatted: Normal

Formatted: Highlight

Comment [A8]: What	is	this?	Another	report	up	to	date???	



	
	

Uganda	2015	Views	From	The	Frontline	Project	Annual	Report	 Page	16	
	

According to this profiling exercise, the magnitude of the risks affecting everyday 
life of the communities where the data collection for the risk profiling was captured 
was measured in large scale threat and small scale threats. The pie chart above 
showing the findings as per the responses recorded from the 4 regions of Uganda. 
70% of the respondents felt they were at a higher risk with small scale disasters 
compared to 23% who felt they were at a higher risk with large scale disasters. 
 
77% of the respondents felt t 
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5.3 Threat analysis by respondents 
 
Threats Analysis by Response: 
	

	  
 
As indicated in the bar graph above, in Uganda the top most five threats affecting communities were; floods, climate 
change, deforestation, alcoholism and diseases. Floods as a threat was captured to be the top most threat affecting the 
communities in Uganda and 165 respondents reported floods as being a major threat. This was followed by climate 
change where 110 respondents reported it a threat, then deforestation came in the third place with 99 respondents 
reporting on it as a major threat, the fourth threat was alcoholism, where 95 of the respondents reported on it as a threat 
and disease came as the fifth threat and 93 of the respondents reported on it. Looking at the findings during the process 
of risk profiling, at least each regions where the exercise took place mentioned these top five as major threats affecting 
their communities.  However there are other threats as indicate on the bar graph which terrorized the communities, these 

 Top Five most Threats 
affecting these 
communities: 

1. Flooding  199 
2. Alcoholism 

117 
3. Climate 

change- 111 
4. Poverty  109 
5. Disease 105 
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included; Poverty with 72 respondents reporting on as a threat, insecurity with 50 respondents, changing in rainfall 
patterns with 45, landslides with 44, followed by lack of access to water with 34, domestic violence with 29 respondents 
reporting on it, missing school with 21, and many others.  
 
 
5.4 Consequences of threats 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Disasters are having very negative 
impact on the very livelihood of these 
communities. The 5 top most 
consequences attack the very core of 
livelihoods.  

1. Crop damage. 593 
2. Diseases. 314 
3. Impact on Biodiversity 194 
4. Loss of life and property. 153 
5. Domestic violence. 114 
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The above bar graph shows the number of consequences resulting from the threats affecting the communities in Uganda. 
The top five consequences of the existing threats were; Crop damage, Disease/health effects, impact on biodiversity, loss 
of life and domestic violence. The top most consequence of threats was crop damage, which attained 730 frequency of 
responses, this was followed by diseases/health effects with 313 responses, 209 responses were recorded reporting that 
threats have impact on Biodiversity, 125 responses were recorded reporting that threats have caused loss of life and the 
fifth was domestic violence which had 103 responses. Liking these consequences to the threats, it is very clear that the 
identified threats contribute to the consequences. For example the top threat which was flooding contributes to crop 
damage, disease and health effect, loss of life name it.
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Implications: 
The top most threats actually threaten the very existence of the communities – livelihood, life and property hence the need to 
prioritise everyday disasters in the national planning and policy process- t. 

5.4 Proposed Actions for the threats 
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The above bar graph shows the top five responses recorded to be actions for the threats and these were; Advocacy, 
Awareness raising on Disaster Risk Reduction, Community Agriculture, Community awareness raising and 
Reforestation. 370 responses were captured to be suggesting advocacy as a solution to the threats affecting the 
communities in Uganda, 340 responses suggested that awareness raising on DRR should also be given priority in 
resolving threats affecting communities in Uganda, 210 responses were captured suggesting intensifying community 
agriculture, 195 responses were recorded to suggest that community awareness raising to emphasized as a solution to 
the threats affecting communities in Uganda and 124 responses suggested reforestation as an action to be taken to handle 
threats in Uganda. Other actions like community resilience, climate change adaptation, strengthening and maintaining 
health systems name it were also recorded as actions for the threats. Linking the proposed actions to the existing threats, 
and since advocacy had the highest number of scores, it can be concluded that advocacy for the rights of community 
members should be given a number one priority and this can be achieved through conduction of community awareness 
raising on disaster risks.  
 
 
Anne interrogate the priority actions in the policy take into account the recommended responses Comment [A11]: This	may	not	interest	me.	
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5.5 Barriers to achieving the proposed actions 

 
 
 
The above graph represents the existing barriers to reduce the threats affecting the communities in Uganda. The top five 
barriers recorded were; lack of education, lack of community commitments, lack of resources, absence of legislation and 
lack of environmental awareness. As indicated on the bar graph, 415 responses were recorded stating that the lack of 
education of community members is the biggest barrier in trying to resolve the threats affecting communities in Uganda. 
227 responses were recorded stating that lack of community commitments (interrogate  commitment in terms of 
community resilience) is a barrier to resolving threats in Uganda, 215 responses indicated that lack of resources was 
barrier to resolve threats affecting communities Uganda, 159 responses were captured stating that absence of legislations 
has contributed to the existence of threats in the communities and the fifth threat which recorded 147 responses stated 
that lack of environmental awareness was a major barrier to the existing threats in Uganda.     
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6.0 Recommendations 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations  
The survey findings does show that disaster events are prone in the surveyed areas and that the communities have responded 
to the level feasible within their capacity. However, local knowledge of disaster events and its impact can be further enhanced.  
The following recommendations are made:  
1. Climate Change and its impact were not clearly mentioned by the respondents and this may be attributed to the lack of 
understanding of these issues at the local level. More awareness on these phenomena and its impacts needs to be created at the 
community level.  
2. Better understanding of the threats, risks impacts and how best to mitigate these risks can be better informed through a good 
mapping of the disaster events which are common. Community leaders and local authorities need to be empowered to better 
document these events and its impact.  
3. The findings of this survey can be utilized further in the development of the Frontline action to inform the risk 
understanding by the agencies implementing disaster risks reduction in these communities and by the communities to identify 
top threats and develop community action plans to respond, including establishment of community early-warning systems 
given that small-scale disasters that are higher in frequency and number has the major impact on the population.  
4. The need to shift from response alone to investing in preparedness planning and strengthening local early warning systems 
is evident to enhance community's resilience to small scale disasters.  
 
7.0 Conclusions  
a) Investing in reducing disaster risk reduction is the way to go. 

b) communities at risk must not only be involved in giving data, reflecting and analysis of their risks but must be the drivers of 
actions towards reducing disaster. 

c) These findings will only become effective once they are taken forward to influence community local action, advocacy / policy 
engagement and lobby for resources. 

d) The small scale disasters which are least attended to are the ones causing greater losses and damage among at risk communities 
on a regular basis . 

e) There is need to acknowledge this and act on it. 
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f) The consequences of the threats directly affect the peoples livelihood – Agriculture, businesses, education and  

g) There is a mismatch between interventions or development programs and community realities on risks due to lack of 
data.    

 

 

 


