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Executive Summary  

In September 2012, the Agency for Technical Cooperation and Development’s (ACTED) 
Appraisal, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit (AMEU) carried out a survey of a sample of 
households, markets, and kraals across the 7 districts of the Karamoja sub-region of Uganda in 
order to assess communities’ and partners’ awareness of the Drought Early Warning System 
(DEWS) and the reliability of the information collected monthly in Karamoja. The DEWS was set 
up in 2008-2009 under the Drought Preparedness Consortium led by DanChurchAid and 
supported by the European Commission's Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection Department 
(ECHO).  
The survey targeted a sample of households in the parishes from which monthly DEWS data is 
collected by DEWS sentinels (parish chiefs in charge of monthly data collection) and was carried 
out in parallel with ongoing DEWS data collection activities to ensure the data from the 
sentinels and the data from the survey were collected during the same time period. The survey 
had two objectives: 

1. To better understand how communities are accessing DEWS information and whether 
such access has led to concrete action. 

2. To assess the reliability and relevance of the DEWS indicators with a view to simplify the 
data collection and analysis process. 

 
To test the reliability of DEWS indicators, survey data was collected from the sample of 
households on several indicators: crop condition, freedom of movement, migration, and water 
sources used.  
 
To triangulate and validate the survey data, AMEU also carried out focus group discussions and 
key information interviews.  
 
In addition, in January 2013, AMEU conducted end-user interviews and focus group discussions 
to collect data on access to, familiarity with, and use of DEWS Drought Bulletin information and 
recommendations, from district and national level partners, including government, NGOs, 
CBOs, CSOs, and development agencies. 
 
Key Findings 
 

 11 out of the 14 indicators tested (78.5%) were considered reliable, an encouraging 
statistic, which indicates the overall accuracy and quality of the DEWS data collection 
process as well as the DEWS messages provided via the monthly DEWS Drought 
Bulletins.  

 71% of all communities surveyed reported being aware of the DEWS, with 62.9% of 
those reporting having implemented DEWS recommendations.  

 For partners, the results were equally encouraging, with 74% of those consulted 
reporting awareness of the DEWS. Of those, 21.7% claimed to use DEWS information on 
a regular basis and 34.9% claiming to use it periodically.  
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The results indicate the DEWS plays a valuable role as a go-to source for timely and reliable 
information that communities, governments, and development partners use to inform their 
activities and planning. Nevertheless, the DEWS should be continuously supported and 
strengthened to ensure it can benefit more communities across the region, and is 
mainstreamed in government and development partners’ decision-making processes at all levels 
in order to guide programs and interventions according to the reality on the ground.  
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1. Introduction 

This report presents the results of a second comprehensive assessment of the Karamoja 
Drought Early Warning System (DEWS) conducted by ACTED’s Appraisal, Monitoring and 
Evaluation Unit (AMEU), which took place in September 2012. The assessment was conducted 
with two separate, yet complementary objectives: 

1. To better understand how communities are accessing DEWS information and whether 
such access has led to concrete action.  

2. To assess the reliability and relevance of the DEWS indicators with a view to simplify the 
data collection and analysis process. 

 

Following a brief background on the assessment and an explanation of the methodology 
employed to gather the data included in the report, the results are presented in two parts. Part 
1 and part 2 present the results of the end-user survey, which focuses on how DEWS 
information is accessed and used by all relevant stakeholders in the region and the country. 
Part 3 presents the results of the indicator reliability assessment, which focuses on assessing 
the relevance and reliability of the indicators currently being used to collect information under 
the DEWS.  

2. Background 

Between 2006 and 2009, Uganda’s Karamoja sub-region experienced three years of consecutive 
drought, which drastically reduced the capacity of the population to cope with the usual 
unfavorable conditions of their environment (e.g. limited access to basic services like health 
services/safe water /education, poor infrastructure, insecurity, and environment degradation). 
As a result, the population became increasingly vulnerable to future shocks, as they lacked the 
crucial knowledge and resources to remain resilient. To address this shortcoming, development 
partners and the Government of Uganda recognized that developing the adaptive capacity and 
resilience of the population of Karamoja should be a priority. A crucial first step in would be to 
ensure access to accurate and timely information on the risk of coming drought in order to 
inform and support drought preparedness and early response.  
 
To support this effort, in June 2008, the Agency for Technical Cooperation and Development 
(ACTED), under the Drought Preparedness Consortium led by DanChurchAid and supported by 
the European Commission's Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection Department (ECHO)-, 
implemented a pilot Drought Early Warning System (DEWS) in the Nakapiripirit District of 
Karamoja and, in 2009, expanded the DEWS to all seven districts in Karamoja. The aim of the 
DEWS is to provide communities in the region, as well as relevant district government 
departments and development partners, timely warning on the increased risk of drought, and 
to, therefore, help initiate the implementation of drought preparedness measures (early 
action). To ensure the system’s sustainability and effectiveness, ACTED designed the DEWS in 
close collaboration with local and national governments, communities in Karamoja, other 
existing early warning systems (e.g. FEWSNET/IPC/CEWARN), UN agencies, and development 
partners, . This ensured that the DEWS was structured in line with and progressively integrated 
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into existing government structures. As a result, the DEWS has, since 2009, been fully managed 
under existing local and national government structures, with ACTED playing a technical and 
financial support role, including by focusing on improving the system’s efficiency. 
 
The DEWS consists in collecting, analyzing and disseminating information related to the level of 
vulnerability of the population and the risk of drought in order to monitor and assess monthly 
the drought-related risks that the population of Karamoja might face. Through this systematic 
monitoring of a pre-selected list of indicators, the district authorities can predict a few months 
in advance the risk of drought and what damages/losses might be caused on the livelihood of 
the population, if the situation is not addressed on time. The aim of the system is, therefore, to 
provide timely warning and alert messages to the communities, relevant district departments 
and development partners operating in Karamoja whenever the risk of drought is rising, and to 
initiate the implementation of preparedness measures in order to minimize the impact of the 
drought on the population and their assets. To this end, the district heads of department are 
centrally involved in the DEWS, by providing recommendations on how communities can 
mobilize their own resources to enhance their preparedness as well to development partners 
seeking to supply additional resources to support the communities in this effort.  

 
ACTED’s Appraisal, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit (AMEU) has been supporting the project on 
quality assurance and control. In its capacity, AMEU led the first reliability assessment of the 
DEWS in September 2010, with the purpose of identifying the most relevant and reliable 
indicators in order to simplify the data collection and analysis process, and enhancing the 
system’s efficiency. In addition to the reliability and relevance of the indicators, the assessment 
also focused on geographic sampling, ‘buy-in’ of local government stakeholders, and 
information dissemination methods. The assessment methodology consisted of carrying out 
361 household interviews across 19 Sub-counties in the entire Karamoja sub-region, as well as 
community group discussions and interviews with other stakeholders (e.g. other NGOs and 
development partners). Following the assessment, AMEU provided ACTED’s DEWS program 
team with recommendations to improve the system’s ability to generate accurate and relevant 
information on the risk of drought in Karamoja in a more efficient manner. 
 
To follow up on the changes adopted as per the recommendations of the September 2010 
assessment, AMEU conducted another reliability test of data collected after the DEWS was re-
designed following the assessment. The reliability test, which took place in April 2011, focused 
on assessing the indicators, with data collected from households, markets, and kraals. The 
household indicators that were given focus included: type of crop planted, crop condition, time 
spent to fetch water, freedom of movement, type of water sources, quantity of water at 
household level, coping mechanisms, and types of food eaten. Market indicators such as the 
price of firewood and charcoal, and the price of casual labor were also included among the 
indicators. In sum, the data was collected from a sample of parishes from across the Karamoja 
region for the same indicators for which DEWS sentinels collect data on a monthly basis for the 
production of the Drought Bulletins. The second reliability test, was conducted in September 
2012, after the DEWS was re-designed, as part of a second comprehensive assessment of the 
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DEWS, which also assessed DEWS awareness and implementation of DEWS recommendations.  
The findings of the assessment are presented in this report. 

3. Methodology 

The assessment methodology consisted of a household survey, as well as focus group 
discussions (FGD), and key informant interviews (KII), conducted on 10-30 September 2012. The 
survey, FGDs, and KIIs collected information from respondents on DEWS indicators, to assess 
their reliability, and the communities’ access to and use of DEWS information, with the FGDs 
and KIIs serving primarily as a means of triangulating information gathered through the survey.  
In addition, ACTED circulated a questionnaire on 1-15 January 2013, to district and national 
level partners, including government, NGOs, CBOs, CSOs, and development agencies, in order 
to collect data on partners’ access to, familiarity with, and use of DEWS Drought Bulletin 
information and recommendations. 
 
Household survey 
The household survey, designed by ACTED AMEU, was administered to a randomly selected 
sample of approximately 90 households per district across all 7 districts of Karamoja (Abim, 
Amudat, Kaabong, Kotido, Moroto, Nakapiripirit, and Napak). In the sampling process, 
households that participated in the survey were selected randomly from the parishes where 
monthly routine sentinel data is collected; and geographical livelihood zones were considered 
so as to generate representative samples for each district. Sample size determination was at 90 
percent confidence level with a 10 percent confidence interval, like the sampling originally used 
to determine the sample sizes used by sentinels in every district under the DEWS project. As 
reliability is the consistency of measurement, or the degree to which an instrument provides 
similar information each time it is used under the same condition and with the same subjects, 
the survey was carried out while routine sentinel data collection for the month of September 
2012 was ongoing. It is important to remember that reliability is not measured, it is estimated.  
The data collected by AMEU was entered into SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) 
version 17 for analysis, as was the data collected by the sentinels (75 selected Parish Chiefs) for 
the month of September 2012, allowing for easy comparison. In total, 636 respondents 
participated in the survey, with an average of 90 respondents per district. Table 1 below 
presents a summary of respondents interviewed per district. 
 
Table 1: Total number of people interviewed per district 

District  Number of respondents 

Amudat 76 

Nakapiripirit 93 

Moroto 91 

Kotido 88 

Napak 88 

Kaabong  100 

Abim 100 

TOTAL 636 
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To assess the reliability of the DEWS indicators, the survey collected data from the sample of 
households on the following indicators:   

 Water (type of water source, daily quantity of water fetched by households) 

 Food (type of food consumed) 

 Crops (crop conditions, type of crops planted)  

 Security (freedom of movement during day and night) 

 Coping Mechanisms (migration of household members from the villages) 
 

To assess the communities’ awareness of the DEWS and their use of DEWS messages, the 
survey also collected data from respondents on the following, among others: 

 DEWS awareness and familiarity  

 Frequency and level of use of DEWS bulletins 

 The quality of the bulletins and their recommendations 

 Means of accessing DEWS information 
 

ACTED AMEU carried out 15 FGDs (2 per district), with an average of 7 participants per FGD. 
FGD participants were primarily Kraal leaders from parishes where monthly Kraal information is 
collected under the DEWS. In addition, ACTED AMEU conducted 42 KIIs (an average of 6 per 
district) with Local Council (village level elected body) chairmen, elders, and parish chiefs. The 
FGDs and KIIs were conducted through semi-structured questions covering both the reliability 
of indicators and the awareness and use of DEWS information. The FGDs and KIIs aimed at both 
triangulating data collected by the household survey and collecting raw data on indicators the 
households were not in a position to provide responses on, including livestock body conditions, 
accessibility of the grazing areas, market prices, the type and number of animals available in the 
market, and migrations to and from the communities.1  
 
Partners’ survey 
ACTED AMEU adapted the survey questions used to collect data from the communities on 
DEWS awareness and use, and developed a three-page questionnaire specifically catered to 
district and national level partners, including government, NGOs, community-based 
organizations (CBOs), civil society organizations (CSOs), and development agencies, in order to 
collect data on partners’ access to, familiarity with, and use of DEWS information and 
recommendations. The questionnaires were sent to partners on 1-4 January 2013, and received 
duly completed by 15 January 2013. They were provided in both hard copies, to district 
governments, local CSOs, and CBOs, and electronic copies (via email), to development agencies, 
and national level NGOs and government officials. All the data collected was entered into SPSS 
version 17 for analysis. 

                                                 
1
 It is important to note that information regarding livestock ownership is often viewed as confidential among the pastoral 

communities. For this reason, communities withheld information about the subject, citing security reasons. Many survey 
respondents, key informants and focus group members also stated that it is not accepted in the communities to share 
information regarding numbers of animals and their body conditions with outsides, especially in a public forum such as a focus 
group discussion. 

 



  

9 
 

4. Results 

4.1 End-User Survey (Households) 
With the purpose of understanding how local communities are accessing DEWS messages and 
recommendations, and which means of dissemination have the greatest impact, ACTED 
included in the September 2012 reliability survey questions designed to capture such end-user 
information from the sample households.  
 

4.1.1 DEWS awareness in the region 

On average, 71% of those surveyed across all 7 districts reported being aware of the DEWS, 
representing a high level of awareness by communities across the region. Figure 1 below 
presents the percentage of those surveyed who reported awareness of the DEWS per district.  
The lower percentages in Amudat and Kaabong can be explained by the low radio coverage in 
Amudat and the poor security situation and accessibility to Kaabong. In both districts, too, buy-
in from local government officials was low, but has been addressed and improved significantly 
in late 2012. 
 
Figure 1: DEWS awareness in the region 

 
 
Of those that reported having knowledge of the DEWS, 94% reported having received DEWS 
messages in the last 12 months; 98% in Moroto, 95% in Amudat, 94% in Nakapiritpirit, 94% in 
Abim, 89% in Kotido, 85% in Kaabong and 100% in Napak. Overall, this represents a very high 
level of DEWS awareness, and a good coverage of DEWS messages. Figure 2 below presents the 
percentage per district of those surveyed who reported having received DEWS messages in the 
last 12 months. 
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Figure 2: Respondents who received DEWS messages in the last 12 months 

  

4.1.2 Understanding of DEWS messages 

Understanding the level to which communities understood the DEWS messages was a central 
aim of the survey, as a proper communication of the DEWS messages is key towards achieving 
its stated objective of providing reliable and accurate information to support early action and 
resilience-building. 
 
On average, 73.8% of the respondents who claimed to have received DEWS messages 
reported that the messages were clear and easy to understand, compared to 26.2% who 
reported that the messages were not clear and easy to understand, with the far majority 
reporting a clear understanding of DEWS messages. Similarly, 73.8% of those who said they 
received DEWS messages claimed they believed in the messages, while 26.2% claimed they did 
not believe in the message. During focus group discussions and key informant interviews, those 
who reported not believing in the DEWS messages cited the following as explanations for this:  
 

 A lack of emphasis and clear information from the community leaders  
 They did not believe something which they themselves had not witnessed 
 Being misguided by the neigbours, who did not believe in the messages 

 
Nevertheless, the results indicate that, to a clear majority of respondents, the messages are 
indeed user-friendly and believable. In other words, they resonated with the needs and reality 
of those on the ground. 

4.1.3 Implementation of DEWS recommendations 

The survey also aimed to gain a better understanding of whether and how DEWS 
recommendations were in fact being implemented, and to, in turn, learn about what inhibits 
communities from following the recommendations. Through this information, ACTED would 
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then be able to better design means of supporting the communities in carrying out early action 
and resilience-building activities as per the recommendations in the Drought Bulletins. 
 
The survey findings indicated that of those respondents who claimed to have received DEWS 
messages in all 7 districts, an average 62.9% had actually followed the DEWS 
recommendations, compared to 37.1% who had not. Napak district, at 85.2%, registered the 
highest percentage of households that followed recommendations. Of the sevent districts in 
the region, five (Nakapiripirit, Moroto, Kotido, Napak, and Abim) registered percentages above 
the 62.9% regional average, while two (Amudat and Kaabong) registered percentages below 
the average. Figure 3 below shows the level of communities reporting having followed the 
recommendations per district. 
 

Figure 3: Respondents who received and followed DEWS recommendations 

 
 
The graph clearly indicates a level of implementation of DEWS recommendations across the 
region. Moreover, through focus group discussions and key informant interviews, many 
community members reported that even though they had not received the messages directly, 
they adopted good practices implemented by their neighbors and families who had indeed 
received and followed the recommednations.  
 
The actual activities implemented and practices taken on by the communities varied according 
to the district, the recommendations received, and the capacity of the communities to engage 
in said activities. Common practices cited included immunization and vaccination of animals, 
avoiding the consumption of unboiled milk and water, irrigating crops, and avoiding the 
consumption of meat from sick animals. The most commonly cited practice reported by those 
who claimed to have followed DEWS recommendations was the early planting and cultivation 
of crops, followed closely by the raising of granaries above ground level, the spraying and 
dipping of animals, and the non-consumption of unboiled milk. 
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Figure 4: Activities implemented by the respondents after receiving the DEWS messages 

 

4.1.4 Means of receiving DEWS messages  

To allow for a better understanding of how communities receive DEWS messages, the survey 
asked respondents to cite the means through which they received DEWS information. 
 
An average of 29.2% of respondents across all 7 districts reported having received DEWS 
messages through their respective community leaders, 21.8% through word of mouth from 
neighbors, 18.9% through local government officials, 18.8 % by radio, 5.8% by attending DEWS 
drama group presentations, and 5.5% through word of mouth from family members. The charts 
below show the household response per district on the means through which they reported 
receiving the DEWS messages. These findings also demonstrate that community leaders like 
parish chiefs, local councils, Village Health teams are playing a pivotal role in delivering the 
DEWS  messages to the community to improve livelihoods (crops and animal husbandry), 
health and food security in the region. The chart below presents a visual representation of the 
most cited means of DEWS message reception across the region. 
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Figure 5: Means of receiving DEWS messages – Karamoja Region 

 
 
 
Figure 6: Means of receiving DEWS messages - Amudat 
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Figure 7: Means of receiving DEWS messages - Nakapiripirit 

 
 
Figure 8: Means of receiving DEWS messages - Moroto 

   
 
Figure 9: Means of receiving DEWS messages - Kotido 

 



  

15 
 

Figure 10: Means of receiving DEWS messages - Napak 

   
 
Figure 11: Means of receiving DEWS messages - Kaabong 

 
 
Figure 12: Means of receiving DEWS messages - Abim 
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4.1.5 Preferred means of receiving DEWS messages 

With the aim of improving the dissemination of DEWS messages to the communities, the survey 
asked repondents to cite which means they prefer and would most like to receive DEWS 
information through. As presented in figure 13 below, 29.9% said they preferred the radio, 28% 
said they preferred to received DEWS information from community leaders, 22% from local 
government leaders, 8.8% through word of mouth from neighbors, 6.8% through drama 
presentations, 4% through word of mouth from family members, 0.2% said they prefered to 
receive DEWS message through community gatherings, and 0.1% each said they preferred 
leaflets and SMS messages.  
 
Figure 13: Preferred means of receiving the DEWS messages 

 
 
With the majority of respondents across all 7 districts citing the radio as the most preferred 
means of receiving DEWS messages, the surveyors asked respondents which radio stations 
they preferred and most tuned in to. The following were the most preferred radio stations cited 
by respondents in each district: 
 
Table 1: Preferred radio stations per district in Karamoja 

District  Most preferred radio station  

Amudat West FM 

Nakapiripirit Veritas FM 

Moroto Karamoja FM 

Napak Nenah FM 

Kotido Karamoja FM 

Kaabong  Karamoja FM 

Abim Luo FM 
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The graphs below present the breakdown of radio stations cited by respondents in each of the 
7 districts. 
 
Figure 14: Preferred radio stations cited by respondents – Amudat 

 
 
Figure 15: Preferred radio stations cited by respondents – Nakapiripirit 
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Figure 16: Preferred radio stations cited by respondents – Moroto 

 
 
Figure 17: Preferred radio stations cited by respondents – Kotido 

 
 
Figure 18: Preferred radio stations cited by respondents – Napak 
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Figure19: Preferred radio stations cited by respondents – Kaabong 

    
 
Figure 20: Preferred radio stations cited by respondents – Abim 
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4.2 End-User Survey (Partners) 
 

With the purpose of understanding how partners (UN agencies, national ministries, local district 
governments, and development agencies) are accessing DEWS messages and 
recommendations, and which means of dissemination have the greatest impact, ACTED 
included in the September 2012 reliability survey questions designed to capture such end-user 
information.  

4.2.1 DEWS awareness among partners 

To understand the extent to which partners working in Karamoja are using DEWS messages to 
inform and guide their programming, partners were asked whether they were aware of and 
actually making use of DEWS information. As presented in the graph below, of those partners 
who responded to the survey, an average of 21.7% claimed to use it on a regular basis, 34.9% 
claimed they used DEWS information only sometimes, 21.7% declined to answer the question, 
17.4% reported being aware of the DEWS but never having used it, and 4.3% reported never 
having heard of the DEWS. Overall, this represents a high level of DEWS awareness, with 74% of 
partners citing knowledge of the DEWS, and an encouraging level of partners’ use of DEWS 
information to guide programming, with 56.6% of partners claiming to use DEWS information 
either on a regular basis or occasionally. 
 
 
 
Figure 21: Awareness and use of DEWS information among partners 

 
 
Those who reported an awareness of the DEWS were asked to cite the source from which they 
first heard of the DEWS. The majority (43.5%) reported having first heard of the DEWS from 
ACTED staff, with an equal three-way split of 17.4% each for those reporting having first heard 
of the DEWS from the Internet, at a coordination meeting, and from the DEWS district focal 
person. 
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Figure 22: Source of DEWS awareness cite by partners 

 
 

Of those who responded positively to using DEWS information to guide their programming,  
34.8% reported to have last used information from a Drought Bulletin in a period of less than 
one month before the survey. 26.1% reported having last used a Bulletin within a period of 1 to 
6 months, 21.7% said over one year, 8.7% in a period of 6-12 months and 8.7% were not sure 
but they had indeed used information from a Bulletin before.  
 
Figure 22: Partners’ last use of information from a DEWS Drought Bulletin 

 
 

4.2.2 Partners’ use of DEWS Drought Bulletin information  

Of those partners that reported using Drought Bulletin information in their programming, 
52.3% claimed using the information for strategic decision making, 17.4% for 
adjusting/targeting activities, 17.3% reported using the information during the discussions with 
beneficiaries, and 13% reported using the information for monitoring activities. 
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Figure 23: Partners’ use of DEWS Drought Bulletin information 

 
 
Respondents were also asked to cite the frequency at which they referred to DEWS Drought 
Bulletins. 47.9% reported referring to DEWS Drought Bulletins once a month, 21.7% were not 
sure, 17.4% reported every 2-3 months, 4.3% said 2-to-3 times a month, 4.3% said less than 
once a year, and 4.3% said only once a year. Encouragingly, nearly half of the respondents 
(47.9%) reported using the bulletin once a month, indicating a frequent level of use of DEWS 
information by partners.  

4.2.3 Quality and reliability of information published in DEWS Drought Bulletins 

Respondents who reported using the DEWS bulletin were asked to rate the quality of the 
information provided by the DEWS Drought Bulletins as well as their reliability. As presented in 
figure 24 below, 65% of respondents said the information was good, 18% rated the 
information as very good, and 17% as fair.  
 
Figure 24: Partners’ rating of DEWS Drought Bulletin quality 

 
 
In terms of reliability, 69.6% of the partners rated the Bulletins’ reliability as being good, 
21.7% as fair, and 8.7% as very good.  
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Figure 25: Partners’ rating of DEWS Drought Bulletin reliability 

 
 

In an effort to gain a more detailed understanding of reasons for some respondents only rating 
the reliability of the Drought Bulletins as fair, they were asked to cite specific instances where 
they felt information provided was unreliable. The graph below shows the incidence of some 
information cited as unreliable by respondents. 
 

Figure 26: Examples of unreliable information cited by partners 

 
 
In terms of overall levels of satisfaction with the level of detail provided in the Drought 
Bulletins, 78.3% of respondents reported being satisfied with the level of detail while 21.7% 
were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. In terms of future use of the Bulletins, 73.9% of 
respondents reported that they will very likely continue using the DEWS Drought Bulletins in 
future, 17.3% reported that they were somewhat likely to continue using the Bulletins, and 
8.7% were not sure. Positively, close to approximately three quarters of respondents are both 
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content with the level of detail in the Bulletins and intend to continue using the Bulletins in the 
future, a strong indication of the value that partners see in the DEWS. 
 

4.2.4 Partners’ preferred means of receiving DEWS information  
With the aim of improving the dissemination of DEWS messages to partners, all partners 
surveyed were asked to cite their preferred means of receiving DEWS information. As 
presented in figure 27 below, 60.9% said they preferred email, 39.1% said they preferred to 
received DEWS information via monthly newsletters, 30.4% prefer Google groups, 30.4% said 
they preferred having DEWS information shared during coordination meetings, 8.7% said 
noticeboards were the preferred means, and 4.3% preferred websites.  
 

Figure 27: Partners’ preferred means of receiving DEWS information 

 
 

4.3 Reliability Test of Key DEWS Indicators 
 
The reliability test consisted of collecting information on all key DEWS indicators from a sample 
set of households in parallel with the ongoing monthly DEWS data collection. The two sets of 
collected data were then analyzed and compared to assess the reliability of the data collected 
by the DEWS sentinels. The graphs below present a comparison of the survey data versus 
sentinel data for the following indicators: 

 Water (type of water source, daily quantity of water fetched by households) 

 Food (type of food consumed) 

 Crops (crop conditions, type of crops planted)  

 Security (freedom of movement during day and night 

 Coping Mechanisms (migration of household members from the villages) 

 Community Awareness 

 Response Capacity 
 
The graphs below present a comparison of the data collected per district, showing the results 
for every district under each indicator for which data was collected. 
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4.3.1 Water-related indicators 

 

Type of water sources used by households according to sentinel and survey data collected in the 7 districts of Karamoja 
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‘Type of water source’ is one of the indicators for which 
data is collected at household level to assess the type of 
water sources available to households, since water 
availability at different sources varies according to 
different periods of the seasons. From the graphs above, 
it is observed that there is a general uniform trend in 
household frequencies for both sentinel and survey data 
reporting usage of various water sources within the 
districts and across all the districts in the region. This 
signifies a strong relationship between the sentinel data 
and survey data. Hence, the data collected on type of 
water sources can be considered as reliable.  
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Average time spent to fetch water from main water sources according to sentinel and survey data collected in the 7 districts of 
Karamoja 
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‘Time spent to fetch water’ includes time of travel to and from the 
water source as well the time spent to collect water at the source 
(waiting, pumping, fetching). Based on the analysis of the major 
types of water sources across all districts (boreholes), there is little 
variation in the average time spent to fetch water according to the 
sentinel and survey data. This indicator is, therefore, considered 
reliable. To improve data collection on this indicator, it is 
recommended that the seasons (wet and dry) be considered 
differently in order to ensure all water sources are properly included 
and reflected.  
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Average quantities of water fetched daily according to sentinel and survey data collected in the 7 districts of Karamoja 

 
 
The averages of the data collected by both sentinels and the survey for each district are presented in the graph above. While small 
differences exist between the two data sources for each district, the overall trend across the districts is the same for the sentinel and 
the survey data. In other words, the blue bars generally follow the same trend as the red bars across all districts. Therefore, the 
indicator is considered to be reliable. 
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4.3.2 Type of food eaten at households 

 

Types of food eaten according to sentinel and survey data collected from the 7 districts of Karamoja 
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This indicator gives valuable information on the level of 
vulnerability and food insecurity of the household. The type of 
foods eaten at household level as reported by both sentinel and 
survey data generally shows a uniform trend within each district, 
with few exceptions. Information collected on type of foods 
eaten is therefore reliable. 
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4.3.3 Crop related indicators 

 
Crop conditions according to sentinel and survey data collected in the 7 districts of Karamoja   
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Crop condition is assessed according to 3 sub-indicators collected at household level:  

 Color of the crop (when crop has reached knee level) 

 Percentage of germination (more than 5 days after planting) 

 Presence of pest and disease 

 
The data is collected for the 4 main types of crops available in the region, namely sorghum, maize, millet and bull rush. Analysis from 
both the sentinel and survey data sets showed a lot of inconsistencies in the frequencies of households reporting on these crop 
characteristics. Therefore, the information collected on this indicator is considered unreliable. However, there are two factors which 
can provide a possible explanation for the discrepancies. First, the timing of the survey could have affected the reliability of the 
indicator as most households were visited at the late harvesting time of the first season. And second, the time elapsed between the 
sentinel’s survey and the ACTED AMEU survey (several days) might also explain a change in the crop condition. To improve the 
reliability of the data collected for this indicator, the following recommendations should be considered: 
 
Recommendations 
1. Information from the District Agriculture Office (DAO) should be included to supplement the data collected at household’s level. 
2. The time and frequency of data collection for this indicator should be made clear to farmers to avoid inaccuracies due to the 

fact that the data is only collected once a month. 
3. Sentinels should be re-trained on how to assess crop condition. 
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Type of crop planted by household according to sentinel and survey data collected in the 7 districts of Karamoja   
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‘Type of crops planted’ provides information on one of the 
main coping mechanisms of agro-pastoralist and agricultural 
communities: the diversity of crops cultivated. The indicator 
presents a picture of the expected future level of vulnerability 
of the population, depending on whether the crops planted 
are fast maturing, drought resistant and diversified. Both 
sentinel and survey data generally show the same trend across 
all districts, meaning that the information collected by the 
sentinels under this indicator can be considered reliable. 

The data was collected towards the end of the first season’s 
harvest and farmers were quite sure of what they had 
harvested and what they were still to harvest from their 
gardens. However, it is important to note that the data could 
have been affected by farmers’ expectations of food aid. This 
could have affected farmers’ honesty in answering the survey 
in order to secure more food aid through the information 
provided. 
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4.3.4 Freedom of movement  
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‘Freedom of movement’ assesses whether or not people 
feel safe enough to move during the day and at night. 
This is assessed by interviewing households and asking 
the head of household whether the family feels free to 
move or not. As presented in the graphs above, the data 
collected by both sentinels and the survey present the 
same trend for all districts. Therefore, the sentinel data 
can be considered reliable. 

 



  

40 
 

 4.3.5 Household migration 

 

 
 
Households in the Karamoja region often practice migration as a coping strategy to protect their livelihoods. Among pastoral 
communities, migration is mainly motivated by the search for pasture and water for livestock. Agricultural communities, on the 
other hand, migrate in search for fertile land during time of planting, and normally return to their original homestead after the 
harvest. However, communities are adopting agro-pastoral practices; they sometimes move for cultivation during the onset of the 
rainy season and return after the harvest.  In addition households’ migrations can also be attributed to search for work (casual labor) 
for cash from the urban areas. Based on the cross-district trends observed in the graph above, sentinel data and survey data do not 
match. Therefore, this indicator cannot be considered reliable. To improve the reliability of the data collected for this indicator, the 
following recommendation should be considered: 
 
Recommendation 
Sentinels should cross-check the data collected with the village LC1 Chairperson or village elders to ascertain the exact number of 
households and number of people who have left the village. 
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4.3.6 Market prices  

 

Prices of animals in the market (Bulls) 

 
 
‘Price of bulls’ provides valuable information to help assess the purchasing power of communities across the region. It can also 
reflect the conditions of the animals put on sale in the market (animals with good body conditions fetch higher prices than those 
with poor body conditions) and the coping mechanisms put in place by the communities (an increase in the number of bulls being 
sold might mean households need cash to cope with drought or the depletion of food stocks). The prices of bulls reported by both 
sentinel and survey data show a uniform trend across the 7 districts. Therefore, the data collected on the price of bulls in the market 
is considered reliable. 
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Price of sorghum in the market 

 
 
Sorghum is one of the staple foods in the region. Its price gives valuable information on the availability of food stock in the market 
(high prices is an indication of scarcity of sorghum, while lower price indicate availability) and helps assess the purchasing power of 
communities in the region. The prices of sorghum reported by both sentinel and survey data shows a uniform trend across the 7 
districts. Therefore, the data collected on the price of sorghum in the market is considered reliable. 
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Price of firewood and charcoal 

          
 

The indicators ‘Price of firewood’ and ‘Price of charcoal’ provide valuable information on the coping strategies employed by 
communities in the region (a decrease in the price of charcoal indicates a higher need for cash and, therefore, a depletion of food 
stocks, the onset of drought, etc.) and help assess the purchasing power of the poorest households. Prices for both firewood and 
charcoal exhibited uniform trends in all 7 districts. Therefore, the data collected on the prices of firewood and charcoal is considered 
reliable 
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Price of casual labor 

  
 

‘Price of casual labor’ allows for the calculation of the purchasing power of the labor force, a key indicator in assessing food security 
in the region. As the sentinel and survey data show a uniform trend, the indicator is considered to be reliable.  
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4.3.7 Kraal information  

 

Animal body conditions  

      
             

  

Animal body condition is assessed according to the following 
criteria: 

1. Good: No ribs/bones seen 
2. Fair: At least 2 ribs seen 
3. Poor: More than 2 ribs seen 

 
From the above graphs, the trend of good body conditions 
reported by both sentinel and survey data is uniform across all 
districts, making it reliable. There is, however, a variation 
between the sentinel and survey data for fair animal body 
conditions in the districts of Amudat, Nakapiripirit and Moroto. 
‘Poor body conditions’ graph also shows some variations in both 
sentinel and survey data in the districts of Moroto, Kotido, Napak 
and Kaabong. To make this indicator more reliable, sentinels need 
a clearer definition of what is considered good/fair/poor (e.g. the 
number of ribs that need to be showing for animal to be 
considered to be in poor body condition.) 
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Time to reach grazing areas  

 
 
‘Time to reach the grazing areas’ provides information on the availability of pastures used by the interviewed heads of herds. It helps 
interpret animals’ current body condition and migration patterns. It also helps make predictions on expected trends. The indicator 
shows uniform trends across all districts. Therefore, the data collected on the time to reach grazing areas is considered reliable. The 
small variation in the average time taken to reach the grazing point between the sentinel and survey data can be explained by the 
difference between the time of the interview carried out by the sentinels and the time of the interviewed carried out by the 
surveyors (several days). 
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5. Conclusion and recommendations 

Overall, the assessment revealed that awareness of the DEWS is high, with 71% of all 
communities surveyed reporting being aware of the DEWS. For partners, the results were 
equally encouraging, with 74% of those consulted reporting awareness of the DEWS. Of those, 
21.7% claimed to use DEWS information on a regular basis and 34.9% claimed to use it 
periodically.  
 
The quality of the DEWS messages and recommendations can also be considered to be high. On 
average, 73.8% of the respondents among communities who claimed to have received DEWS 
messages reported that the messages were clear and easy to understand. Similarly, the outreach 
potential of the DEWS was revealed to be very positive. While 62.9% of those who claimed to 
directly receive messages also claimed to implement DEWS recommendations, focus group 
discussions and key informant interviews revealed that many community members who 
reported they had not received the messages directly, actually adopted good practices 
implemented by their neighbors and families who had indeed received and followed the 
recommendations. The most commonly cited practice reported by those who claimed to have 
followed DEWS recommendations was the early planting and cultivation of crops, followed 
closely by the raising of granaries above ground level, the spraying and dipping of animals, and 
the non-consumption of unboiled milk. The assessment therefore revealed that the DEWS is 
both known, but also useful, providing key recommendations for communities to take action 
into their own hands to ensure their preparedness and improve their resilience to drought and 
other stresses.  
 
 
In terms of the reliability of the DEWS indicators, of the 14 indicators for which information was 
collected during the September 2012 survey, 11 are considered to be reliable (78.5%). Two 
indicators, ‘household migration’ and ‘crop condition’, were considered unreliable, with the last 
indicator, ‘body condition of animals’ (livestock) considered fairly reliable. An indicator was 
considered reliable if the averages of data collected by the sentinels across all districts 
demonstrated a similar trend as the averages of the data collected by the survey.  At an overall 
reliability rate of 78.5%, the information collected by the DEWS is considered to be reliable. 
However, it is recommended that the action points suggested in this report be taken up to 
improve the reliability of the 3 indicators considered less than reliable. Table 2 below provides 
an overview of the analysis of each indicator and table 3 provides a summary of their reliability 
status and recommendations for improvement.  
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Table 2: Reliability assessment and recommendations for all indicators  

Indicators Data source Comments Reliability status 

Type of water sources  Household  There is a generally uniform trend in 
sentinel and survey data on the usage of 
various water sources and across the 7 
districts. 

Data collected on the type of water 
sources used by household is 
considered reliable. 

Time spent to fetch 
water  

Household  Based on the analysis of the major type 
of water sources across all districts 
(boreholes), there is little variation in the 
average time spent to fetch water 
according to the sentinel and survey 
data. 

Data collected is considered reliable.  

Quantity water 
available at 
household level  

Household  While small differences exist between 
the two data sources for each district, 
the overall trend across the districts is 
the same for the sentinel and the survey 
data. In other words, the blue bars 
generally follow the same trend as the 
red bars across all districts.  

Data collected is considered reliable.  

Type of food eaten  Household  There is a generally uniform trend in 
sentinel and survey data for the type of 
foods eaten at household level across all 
districts in the region. 

Data collected on the type of foods 
eaten is considered reliable. 

Crop condition  Household  There is a lack of uniformity between 
sentinel data and survey data. 

Data collected on household 
migration cannot be considered 
reliable. 

Type of crop planted  Household  There is a generally uniform trend in 
sentinel and survey data on type of crops 
planted across all districts. 

Data collected on the type of crop 
planted is considered reliable. 
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Household migration Household There is a lack of uniformity between 
sentinel data and survey data. 

Data collected on household 
migration cannot be considered 
reliable. 

Freedom of 
movement  

Household  There is a generally uniform trend in 
sentinel and survey data on freedom of 
movement across all districts. 

Data collected on freedom of 
movement is considered reliable. 

Price of firewood and 
charcoal  

Market  There is a generally uniform trend in 
sentinel and survey data on the price of 
firewood and charcoal across all districts. 

Data collected on the price of firewood 
and charcoal is considered reliable. 

Prices of bulls  Market  There is a generally uniform trend in 
sentinel and survey data on the price of 
bulls across all districts. 

Data collected on the price of bulls is 
considered reliable. 

Prices of casual 
labour  

Market  There is a generally uniform trend in 
sentinel and survey data on the price of 
casual labor across all districts. 

Data collected on the price of casual 
labor is considered reliable. 

Price of sorghum Market  There is a generally uniform trend in 
sentinel and survey data on the price of 
sorghum across all districts. 

Data collected on the price of sorghum 
is considered reliable. 

Body conditions of 
animals (livestock) 

Kraal There is a generally uniform trend in 
sentinel and survey data on good body 
conditions across all districts exhibited. 
However, disparities exist for fair and 
poor body condition data. 

Data collected on good body condition 
is considered reliable. Data collected 
on fair and poor body condition cannot 
be considered reliable. 

Time to reach grazing 
areas 

Kraal There is a generally uniform trend in 
sentinel and survey data on the time to 
reach grazing areas across all districts. 

Data collected on the time to reach 
grazing areas is considered reliable. 



  

50 
 

 
 
Table 3: Summary of reliability status for all indicators and recommendations 

Indicator Reliability status (Good / Fair / Poor) Recommendations 

Household 

Type of water sources  Good   

Time spent to fetch water Good  1. Water sources commonly used in the 
dry and wet seasons need to be 
clarified and differentiated so as to 
account for the difference when 
developing the Drought Bulletins. 

Quantity water  Good   

Type of food eaten Good   

Crop condition  Poor 1. Information from the District 
Agriculture Office (DAO) should be 
included to supplement the data 
collected at household’s level. 

2. The time and frequency of data 
collection for this indicator should be 
made clear to farmers to avoid 
inaccuracies due to the fact that the 
data is only collected once a month. 

3. Sentinels should be re-trained on how 
to assess crop condition. 

 

Type of crop planted  Good   

Freedom of movement  Good   

Household migration  Poor  Sentinels should cross-check the data 
collected with the village LC1 Chairperson 
or village elders to ascertain the exact 
number of households and number of 
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people who have left the village. 

Market 

Price of firewood and charcoal  Good   

Prices of bulls  Good   

Prices of casual labour  Good   

Price of sorghum Good   

Kraal 

Body conditions of animals (livestock) Fair  Sentinels need a clearer definition of what 
is considered good/fair/poor (e.g. the 
number of ribs that need to be showing 
for animal to be considered to be in poor 
body condition.) 

Time to reach grazing areas  Good   

 


