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SENEGAL NATIONAL RISK PROFILE 

Senegal is most vulnerable to droughts, floods, epidemics and coastal erosion. 

Droughts and floods often lead to epidemics. Droughts primarily affect the 

arid and semi-arid Sahelian regions in the north of the country like Matam and 

St Louis about once every three to four years. Flood risks in Dakar, St Louis, 

Kolda and Ziguinchor regions are mainly the result of insufficient drainage 

infrastructure, as rapid urbanization has led to the occupation of low-lying 

areas and the reduction of soil infiltration potential.  

Floods in urban areas like Dakar, Pikine, Thiaroye, Thies most severely affect 

the lowest-income groups. In certain parts of the country, unstable ground and 

impermeable soil create ideal conditions for rapid erosion. Some 74% of 

households in coastal areas are vulnerable to coastal erosion. Rising sea levels 

in St Louis and Dakar regions and increasingly intense storms are exacerbating 

coastal erosion and flood risks. Projections suggest that sea levels could rise by 

up to one meter along the Senegalese coast by the end of the century, putting 

at least 110,000 people in low-lying southern Senegal at risk of coastal 

flooding. 

About the Frontline Project 

The previous interventions from the Global Network for Disaster Reduction 

(GNDR) in Senegal like the Views from the Frontline (VFL) 2015 have been 

significantly redesigned on the basis of learning from VFL 2009, 2011 and 2013. 

The VFL programme has proved successful in drawing attention to the 

persistent gap between disaster risk reduction policy and implementation, 

whilst also strengthening local capacity and partnerships through the VFL 

process. Most recently VFL 2013 highlighted several key aspects of local 

realities and their impact on resilience, namely:  

1. The predominant impact of ‘everyday risks’ – small-scale recurrent risks. 

Increasing evidence shows that these are the dominant causes of losses at 

local level. As these are often under-reported and under-resourced it is often 

left to local groups to act in response to them. 

2. Risk assessments should consider all types of risk. Risks are not restricted to 

the environmental focus of the UN risk reduction frameworks like HFA and 



Sendai. People at local level do not distinguish between environmental, social, 

economic and political risk factors.  For example, citing conflict, urban violence, 

rural land grabs, price hikes alongside other factors such as cyclones and 

flooding.  

3. The impact of underlying causes often acts as a risk enhancer. For example, 

in the case of urban flooding the real challenge is not heavy rainfall but 

economic and political decisions about where the water is routed.  

4. The poorer you are the worse it gets. VFL evidence shows that losses are 

perceived to increase more in the poorer economic groups.  

The design of Frontline is therefore based on this learning and also on evidence 

from the most recent learning review of VFL 2013, which shows a concern 

from members to strengthen local relevance and local action in Frontline.  

It recognises that:  

1. The key to successful national policy implementation is to support tangible 

action at the community level.  

2. The success of national policies in strengthening community resilience 

depends on the policies being tailored to the specific needs, capacities / 

vulnerabilities of the community - requiring an understanding of the different 

risks facing communities - and how these risks are perceived and prioritized by 

different social-economic groups within the local community (including local 

government actors).  

3. Experience tells us that a combination between state and grassroots-led 

approaches with a wide range of state and non-state actors appears to offer 

the most cost-effective sustainable solutions - processes should be open, 

deliberative, inclusive, locally-driven, build on local capacities including valuing 

local knowledge.  

The Frontline basis 

 • Frontline is based on local risk profiling which identifies the range, impact 

and frequency of risks faced by local groups. Profiling takes account of the 

perspectives of different stakeholders including old/young, female/male and 

particular indigenous groups.  



• Frontline strengthens local engagement by placing an emphasis on 

communicating with local groups to explain the relevance of the programme, 

(based on concerns and suggestions from the VFL 2013 learning review).  

• The survey process is designed to support local action and learning. 

 • The survey design responds to members repeated concerns about the 

complexity of surveys by adopting a very simple risk profiling approach.  

• The survey is qualitative in nature, allowing people to describe their local 

realities in their own terms.  

• Analysis is conducted using mixed methods.  

Frontline Goals and Outcomes:  

• To contribute towards strengthening community resilience  

• To contribute towards the development of risk reduction polices and 

strategies appropriate to the needs of the community  

• To influence local, national and international development actors in support 

of the above. 

The Frontline project implementation in Senegal 

The Frontline project implementation began in December 2014 after the GNDR 

regional workshop in Lome, Togo a month before. It began with national risk 

profiling intended to put all the risks factors into perspectives and groupings.  

In the course of our surveys, five risk zones were identified across the country 

namely:  

1. Wetlands covering the Kedougou, Kolda and Ziguinchor regions. Local 

communities surveyed within these regions include: Kedougou, 

salemata, kolda, Tilene, Enampore provinces. Wetlands account for 

18.94% of the risk zones in the country. 

2. Arid/Drylands: Matam and St Louis regions – covering sahelian 

communities like Matam, St. Louis, Rosso, Santhiaba, Dangana, Podor. 

Drylands account for 13.64% of the risk zones. 



3. Flooding: Dakar, St Louis, Ziguinchor regions – Covered communities like 

Dakar Arafat, Thiaroye, Pikine, Santhiaba, St Louis, Tilene, Enampore and 

in these zones, flooding accounted for 29.04% of the total zones in the 

country. 

4. Floodplains: Survey was done in Dakar, St Louis and Ziguinchor in Pikine, 

Dakar, St Louis and Santhiaba communities. The results revealed that 

this accounted for 23.48% of the total risk zones across the country. 



5. Coastal Areas: Covered 

Dakar, St Louis, Ziguinchor 

regions accounting for 

13.89% of the risk zones. 

Data Analysis 

In analysing the data from the 

survey conducted, efforts was 

centred on the following aspects 

that was examined deeply with data 

graphs and images: 

A. Community information 

B. Disaster impacts 

C. Respondent information 

D. Threats, Consequences, 

Actions and barriers 

E. Impacts and Perceptions 

F. Threat analysis by response 

 

A. COMMUNITY INFORMATION 

a. Risk level 

In these communities, respondents 

were able to assess the level of risks 

they are exposed to in three 

categories – High, medium and low. 

High risk level accounted for 

52.21%, medium risk at 47.30% and 

low risk level was 0.49% of the risk 

levels identified. 

b. Type of community 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Survey was conducted in two types of communities – Urban and Rural. From 

the results obtained, 52.4% of respondents were from the rural communities 

like Dakar, Thies, Matam, Ziguinchor while 47.6% were from the urban settings 

Tilene, Salemata, Santhiaba, Enampore, Keur Massa. 

c. Economic situation of respondents 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In assessing the economic situation of all the respondents surveyed, 53.44% 

identified themselves as living in a worse off or much worse off situation in 

relation with the national average, while 24.38% say they are in a better off 

condition. For those whose economic situation is medium and equal to the 

national average, 5.60% and 15.76% respectively was recorded. 

B. DISASTER IMPACTS 

a. Small scale disasters: 

Of all the respondents surveyed across the country, an average of 81.26% say 

they had 6 – 10 small scale disasters over the last year, while 9.48% of people 

claimed that they experienced more than 10 small disasters in their 

communities within the same period. However, 9.24% claimed to have had less 

than 5 minor disasters. 



Over the past ten years, an average of 93.43% responded that they had 

experienced 6-10 small scale disasters, while 5.84% and 0.73% were exposed 

to 1-5 and 10+ small scale disasters respectively.  

b. Large scale disasters: 

Overall, 87.55% of respondents claimed that they experienced less than 5 

major disasters and 12.44% say they endured more than 5 large scale disasters 

over the past one year. 

Meanwhile over the past ten years 65.94% of respondents claimed to have 

experienced large scale disasters in their communities while 34.06% were 

touched by major disasters for the same period. 

C. RESPONDENTS INFORMATION 

 

a. Gender: On the national average, of all the respondents surveyed, men 

were 51.22% while the women gathered a total of 48.78% spread across 

the urban and rural communities.  

 

 



 

b. Age: The age category of 

those surveyed is those from 

age 18-25 which represent 

about 19.25% and 79.75% for 

those within the age of 26-60.   

c. Ethnic grouping: Similarly, 

81.33% of respondents claim 

to belong to an ethinc group 

while 18.72% responded 

otherwise. 

 

 

 

d. Disability: Majority of 

respondents claim not to 

have any form of disability 

accounting for a whopping 

85.15% of the total. The 

opinion of some people with 

disability was captured and 

they make up 14.85% of the 

total respondents surveyed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



D. THREATS, CONSEQUENCES, 

ACTION AND BARRIERS 

a. Threats 

In looking at the overall national 

average of perceived threats in the 

communities surveyed, the 

following top 7 threats can be 

identified: 

Flooding, Poverty, Insecurity, 

Changing rainfall patterns, 

Deforestation, Disease and 

Desertification. 

Of these threats,  flooding is the 

biggest threat that is causing 

damages across the country 

followed by poverty, insecurity, 

changing rainfall patterns, 

deforestation, disease and 

desertification in that order. 

b. Consequences 

Majority of those surveyed 

identified crop damage as the main 

consequences of the disasters that 

destroy their communities. This is 

mainly felt in the agricultural zones 

of Ziguinchor, Kolda and Kedougou. 

Other consequences include: 

Disease health effects, Building 

destruction, child labour, Food 

insecurity, Economic loss and 

impact on biodiversity. 

c. Actions 

 

Among the actions taken to address 

the impacts of disasters, community 

awareness raising, community 

agriculture, advocacy, child 

protection, health promotion, 

actions for poverty reduction, 

committee establishment were the 

most pronounced. 

 

 



d. Barriers 

Despite efforts made by 

communities to address the impacts 

of small and large scale disasters, 

some barriers remain. From the 

survey, majority claim that lack of 

resources, lack of education, 

absence of government legislation, 

lack productive techniques, lack of 

community commitment, lack of 

community resources for 

DRR/resilience building were 

identified as the most recurrent 

barriers to interventions. 

E. IMPACTS AND PERCEPTIONS 

In trying to determine how disasters 

are perceived in terms of losses, 

97.32% indicated that they incurred 

some increases in losses since 2005, 

while 2.10% and 0.58% witnessed 

no change and small reduction 

respectively. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



RECOMENDATIONS 

Survey findings have revealed that small and large scale disasters have been 

ravaging so many communities in urban and rural areas across different 

spectre of age groups, economic situations, gender across the country. In order 

to effectively respond to the threats posed, the following recommendations 

are proffered: 

 Effective dissemination: It is necessary to more effectively disseminate 
the ‘Frontline’ findings at different levels to highlight the increase in 
vulnerability, as a result of poverty, weak governance and exclusion.  

 Local DRR integration: Local knowledge like ancestral practices, 
consumption and use of local plants, experiential knowledge at 
community level needs to be integrated in national DRR practice and 
policy implementation. 

 Local governance coherence: Local governments may be willing to 
support local organisations but there is often a lack of coherence 
between national and sub national levels. 

 Enforcing legislations: Governments sign international agreements for 
DRR, but they do not implement these internally. There is no domestic 
legislation and where they exist, they are often not well implemented. 
National governments need to be held accountable to the agreements 
they sign at the global level like the Sendai Framework for DRR. 

 Community capacity building: Creating well-functioning people´s 
organizations is the basis for building resilience. Communities need to be 
strengthened to carry out local actions, advocacy and leadership training 
because they are the first on the scene in case of major disasters. 

 

 


