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1.1 Context to refugee hosting and financing in Uganda
Although asylum space is shrinking globally, Uganda continues to
implement an open-door policy and is currently hosting about 1.4 million
refugees (OPM, 2018). Protection and provision of services for such a
huge refugee population requires significant resources and investments
from both the host country and the humanitarian community. To date,
a number of financing mechanisms have been utilized to manage the
refugee influx. The Government of Uganda (GoU), through the Office
of the Prime Minister (OPM) allocates funds for refugee settlement and
management in the national budget. In addition, due to the integration of
refugee and host community service provision, refugees benefit through
the education, health, water and environment sector budgets at both the
Central and Local Government (LG) levels.

Furthermore, GoU has secured a World Bank soft loan of USD 50 million to implement a government-led
refugee Settlement Transformative Agenda (STA) through the Development Response to Displacement
Impact Project (DRDIP) (UNHCR, 2017). A large amount of funds for refugee management is still sourced
from humanitarian agencies and donors through programme/off-budget support. For instance, the
World Bank and UN agencies have pooled resources under the five-year Refugee and Host Population
Empowerment Programme (ReHoPE) to support self-reliance and resilience of refugees and host
communities. Financial appeals, such as the June 2017 Uganda Solidarity Summit on Refugees, have also
been used to solicit funds for managing the refugee influx in Uganda.
Despite the diverse sources of financing, the scale and complexity of the recent refugee influx continues
to outstrip available resources, and this is further exacerbated by the unpredictability of humanitarian
aid. The volatility of humanitarian aid means that host countries and districts will continue to share their
existing meagre resources with refugees. Refugees are entitled to access the same services as host
communities as per Uganda’s Local Integration Policy,
thereby exerting pressure on these services.
Whilst the number of refugees continues to rise, information regarding funding modalities for their
management and protection remains limited. The impact of the refugee influx on social sectors is still
weakly documented and LGs’ spending on refugee management is unclear. For instance the extent to
which budgets for refugee hosting LGs have been matched with the increased refugee population has
not been well explored. In the absence of such data, advocacy groups cannot ably undertake budget
monitoring or advocate for increased public financing commitments to improve social service delivery in
refugee-hosting communities. To address the aforementioned gaps, this study:
a)		 Assesses the funding modalities for addressing the refugee crisis and the existing
coordinating mechanisms;
b)		 Analyses budget trends and performance for social sectors at LG level, in relation to the
management of refugees;
c)		 Profiles the state of service delivery units in the refugee-hosting communities
d)

Identifies the challenges faced in the provision of refugee response and proposes
possible recommendations.

The report is structured as follows: Section 1 provides a brief background to Uganda’s refugee situation
and financing. Section 2 presents the study methodology and scope. Section 3 focuses on the study
findings and Section 4 concludes with recommendations.
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1.2 State of refugees in Uganda
Uganda has provided asylum to forcibly displaced persons from its neighbouring countries for decades.
Uganda has on average hosted at least 160,000 refugees annually since 2011.
However, when renewed conflict broke out in South Sudan in July 2016, an unprecedented number of
refugees came to Uganda, doubling the refugee population by the end of 2017. As a result, the refugee
population in Uganda has increased ninefold since 2010 (see Figure 1a).
More than 75 per cent of the refugees are from South Sudan, 17 per cent from the Democratic Republic of
Congo (DRC) and the rest are from Somalia, Burundi, Rwanda, Eritrea and other countries (see Figure 1b).
The refugee population of about 1.4 million constitutes about 3.5 per cent of Uganda’s total population of
about 39 million, making Uganda the leading refugee-hosting country in Africa.
In terms of gender and age composition, women and children constitute about 80 per cent of all refugees
in Uganda (OPM statistics, 2017).
Figure 1: Refugee statistics in Uganda
a) Trends of refugee population by year (2010 - 2017)
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b) Refugees in Uganda by country of origin
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Total

Refugees are primarily hosted in rural settlements in 11 districts of Northern, South West and Mid-West
Uganda. Yumbe, Arua and Adjumani districts are presently hosting the highest number of refugees,
accounting for more than 83 per cent of the total refugee population (see Figure 2). The majority of
refugees in Northern Uganda are from South Sudan while those in South and Mid-West are from Congo,
save for Isingiro that has a diversity of nationalities. About 103,694 self-settled refugees of diverse origins
are in Kampala (Figure 2).
Figure 2: Refugee numbers by district and settlement

Source: UNHCR, Creation date 1 January 2018
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1.3 What social services do refugees have
access to?
Uganda’s regulatory framework and settlement approach - the 2006
Refugee Act and 2010 Refugee regulations - which emphasize the
integration of refugees within the host communities, with access to
the same services as nationals, is widely regarded as an exemplary
model. The framework ensures refugees have access to the main social
services in the settlements, i.e. health, education, water, sanitation,
community services and land for settlement.

As a result, basic
services such as
health, education,
and water were
integrated and
the parallel service
system for refugees
and the host
population was
eliminated – initially
in Arua, Moyo, and
Adjumani districts
and, subsequently,
in all refugeehosting districts.

Before the introduction of the 1999 Self-Reliance Strategy (SRS),
social services were provided to refugees and host populations in two
parallel systems – with refugees and hosts accessing services from
separate service points. With this parallel arrangement, services for
refugees were perceived to be better than those of their hosts and
created tension among hosts and refugees (GoU and UNHCR, 2004).
In response to this, the SRS sought, among other things, to harmonize
and integrate the use of social services by locals and refugees by
levelling off disparities in access; supporting local governments to
plan, coordinate, supervise and deliver such services; and promoting
peaceful co-existence (World Bank, 2016). As a result, basic services
such as health, education, and water were integrated and the parallel
service system for refugees and the host population was eliminated –
initially in Arua, Moyo, and Adjumani districts and, subsequently, in all
refugee-hosting districts.

1.4 Uganda's refugee-hosting process
Refugee status determination: Asylum seekers may be

granted refugee status depending on whether they arrive as a group or
individuals. For refugees who arrive en masse, refugee determination
is conducted on a prima facie basis, and it does not entail face-toface individual interviewing. Currently, prima facie status is afforded
to asylum seekers from South Sudan, Burundi and the Democratic
Republic of Congo (DRC).
On the other hand, if prima facie refugee status is not granted, a fact
sheet about each asylum seeker is generated and is subsequently used
by the Refugee Eligibility Committee in Kampala or its sub-committees
within the settlements to grant or deny refugee status (GoU Refugee
Regulations, 2010).

Major actors in refugee management: Internationally, the

UNHCR is mandated by the UN to lead and coordinate international
action for the worldwide protection of refugees, with a primary purpose
to safeguard the rights and wellbeing of refugees.
In pursuit of this objective, UNHCR works with GoU, fellow UN
agencies, international, regional and national organizations to provide
protection, shelter, health, water and education, among other services,
to refugees in Uganda.
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Nationally, refugee management and protection is a centralized
function with the OPM as the designated Ministry responsible for
refugee affairs. The primary roles of OPM are, inter alia, to: 1) receive
asylum applications and grant asylum in accordance with international
and national legal standards; 2) settle refugees and implement
humanitarian interventions; 3) coordinate refugee response and advise
stakeholders on refugee matters; 4) protect refugee rights; 5) provide
physical infrastructure ranging from roads, staff accommodation,
offices, reception centres among others; and, 6) enhance livelihoods
of refugees in line with the Settlement Transformative Agenda (STA) as
embedded in the National Development Plan II (NDP II).
At the settlement level, refugee-hosting LGs and numerous
implementing partners, including international and national NonGovernmental Organizations (INGOs and NGOs), support OPM and
UNHCR to deliver services to refugees. As of October 2017, there
were approximately 100 partners involved in refugee response in the
various refugee settlements in Uganda (UNHCR, 2017) – refer to Annex
1. These comprised 12 Government partners (OPM and 11 refugeehosting districts), 12 UN agencies and 75 NGOs. Figure 3 below
summarises the key actors in Uganda’s refugee space.
Figure 3: Refugee protection: actors and roles
GoU - OPM
Lead - Policy and overall refugee
response coordination

UNHCR
Co-lead with OPM in all refugee
response activities

UN Agencies
WFP – Food provision
UNICEF - Child protection,

Line Ministries
MoES, MoH, MoWE
and Local Governments

UNDP - Environment
UNFPA - Gender Based Violen

OPM, UNHCR
and other NGOs

Social service

Support
livelihoods

provision

Host
Communities
Provide land
particularly in
Northern
Uganda

Source: Authors’ configuration based on literature review

As of October
2017, there were
approximately 100
partners involved in
refugee response in
the various refugee
settlements in
Uganda (UNHCR,
2017) – refer to
Annex 1. These
comprised 12
Government
partners (OPM and
11 refugee-hosting
districts), 12 UN
agencies and 75
NGOs.

Coordination mechanisms among major actors: In

Uganda’s humanitarian spaces, actors attempt to coordinate their
interventions at three levels – policy, inter-agency and within sectors.
At the helm is the policy level where the OPM Commissioner for
Refugees and UNHCR representatives provide leadership for refugee
management. While UNHCR steers technical aspects, OPM is
responsible for advising government and setting the policy direction
refugee matters.
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Due to their overarching roles, OPM and UNHCR co-lead the inter-agency coordination that comprises
four groups: 1) inter-sector groups; 2) cash-based interventions; 3) environment and energy; and, 4)
information management. The role of the inter-agency coordination is to provide strategic support,
planning and direction for humanitarian interventions. The inter-agency coordination therefore supports
the several sectors namely: protection, education, Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH), livelihoods,
food assistance, health and nutrition and shelter and Non-Food Items (NFIs). All these coordination levels
have working groups.
Currently, UNHCR co-chairs every humanitarian working group except the technical working group on
environment1- because this is outside their mandate. Within the social services, UNHCR co-leads with the
respective government agencies like Ministry of Education and Sports (MoES), Ministry of Health (MoH),
Ministry of Water and Environment (MoWE) and OPM.
At the implementation level, the LGs work with regional working groups within the respective desks and
settlements to coordinate efforts in the different interventions. Despite the existence of this well laid out
inter-agency coordination framework, implementation remains weak between LGs and implementing
partners - particularly at the district/settlement levels. This is in part attributable to unclear reporting and
accountability structures.

1

12

This is chaired by OPM

Methodology
and scope

2
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The study employed different but inter-related methodologies including: review of existing literature,
analysis of secondary data, and key informant interviews with some key stakeholders. This sub-section
details the research methodology; scope of the study, data sources and limitations.

Study area: To analyse budget trends for social sectors in refugee-hosting
LGs and the likely effects of the refugee influx on service delivery, we
sampled two refugee districts, Adjumani and Yumbe, in the West Nile
region. The choice of West Nile was motivated by the fact that the region
has hosted almost all the South Sudanese refugees that were forcibly
displaced from their homes during the last two to three years. The region
(West Nile) is currently providing asylum to about 66 per cent of the total
refugee population in Uganda (see Figure 3).
Yumbe and Adjumani districts were selected as case studies because of their unique characteristics. For
example, while Bidibidi settlement in Yumbe is one of Uganda’s newest refugee settlements – established
in August 2016 -- it is not only the largest refugee settlement in Uganda but also in the world.2Adjumani,
on the other hand, is an old refugee-hosting district characterized by protracted refugee situations. Unlike
other districts that have one or two refugee settlements, refugees in Adjumani are scattered all over
the district in up to 18 settlements. The oldest settlement in Adjumani was established in the 1990s and
the newest in August 2016. Intriguingly, the refugee population in Adjumani is higher than that of the
native nationals and stood at 59 per cent by the end of December 2017 (OPM, 2017).3 Jointly, refugees in
Adjumani and Yumbe account for about 56 per cent of all refugees in the West Nile sub-region.

Data sources: Data on domestic funding for Uganda’s refugee response
was primarily sourced from Annual Budget Performance Reports, Budget
Framework Papers, and Budget Estimates published by the Ministry of
Finance, Planning and Economic Development. This was corroborated
by budget data sourced from sampled refugee-hosting LGs. Information
related to donor funding was obtained from the Office for the Coordination
of Humanitarian Affairs’ Financial Tracking System (OCHA FTS). Although
there could be some direct donations that are not reported on the FTS,
this was the best available comprehensive information on funding from
large institutional donors for the Ugandan refugee response. This was
complemented by key informant interviews with UNHCR, OPM, social
sector heads at LGs, implementing partners in health, education and host
community members.
To profile the likely effects of the refugee influx on service delivery, the study relied on selected indicators
in social sectors (education, health, water and environment) and compared indicator performance before
and after the refugee influx. This was supplemented with key informant interviews.

2 https://reliefweb.int/report/uganda/uganda-breaking-point-bidi-bidi-becomes-worlds-largest-refugee-camp
3 https://ugandarefugees.org/category/policy-and-management/refugee-statistics/?r=48

14

3

FINDINGS

15

3.1 Funding for refugee management
Although Uganda’s legal framework for refuges is internationally
acclaimed, hosting efforts have far-reaching implications in terms
of resources, given the inherent economic constraints. This subsection highlights the overall fiscal burden attributed to refugee
management; providing a synopsis of the key international and
national organizations that are currently involved in refugee spaces
alongside the magnitude of funds invested in their interventions. In
addition, the allocation of both national and external resources for
refugees among the selected sectors is explored.

3.1.1

Source and magnitude of funding for refugee management

Government funding for refugee response
The national mandate for responding to refugee and other disasters primarily rests with the Office of
the Prime Minister (OPM). OPM therefore budgets and implements programmes in refugee settlements
on behalf of Government as well as facilitating coordination between the various actors. At the national
level, the budget approved, released and expended for refugees hovered between UGX 1 and 1.5
billion between FY 2013/14 and 2016/17 (Figure 4). During the same period, nearly all funds budgeted
for were released and expended in the same financial year. Allocations were targeted towards refugee
management4and support for refugee resettlement.5
Figure 4: GOU Budget Allocation for refugees (billion UGX)

AMOUNT (BILLION UGX)

20 16 /1 7

20 15 /1 6

1.55

1.39

20 14 /1 5

1.49

1.49

20 13 /1 4

1.44

1.43

1.43

Approved

1.49

1.19

1.19

1.26

1.39

Released

Spent

Source: Annual Budget Performance Reports, 2013/14 – 2016/17
4 Refugee Management includes: receiving settlement and repatriation of refugees, demarcation and allocation
of plots, programmes to improve refugees and host community livelihoods under STA and granting asylum and/
repatriating refugees.
5 Support for settlement of refugees: improving on the physical infrastructure settlements (roads, staff accommodation,
offices, reception centres etc) of the Refugee and enhancing the Refugee livelihoods by provision of income generating
activities.
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Apart from the budget allocation, Uganda also incurs indirect cost6 for the management of refugees. In
the FY 2016/2017 alone, UNDP estimated that Uganda’s expenditure on refugee management amounted
to USD 323 million - equivalent to UGX 1,130 billion (UNDP, 2017). Disaggregation of these expenditure
estimates shows that Uganda’s resources for refugee response efforts was primarily indirect and highly
concentrated in natural resources like energy, water, ecosystem loss and land (Figure 5). Indirect costs
collectively accounted for 97.2 per cent of the UGX 1,130 billion estimated by UNDP. Of this, a significant
portion (14%) comprised tax exemptions to UN agencies.
Direct costs in service delivery were only to education (0.25%), health (1.61%) and security (0.94%) which
translates to approximately UGX 32 billion. When this service delivery expenditure is combined with the
allocation through OPM, Uganda’s direct expenditure on refugees in 2017 was about UGX 33.5 billion.
These estimates were based on the average refugee population in 2017 and are therefore likely to escalate
as the refugee population increases.

14.01%
0.75%

9.21%

0.94%

1.61%

0.25%

PERCENTAGE

28.07%

45.16%

Figure 5: Public costs of hosting refugees - sectoral allocations

Source: UNDP, 2017
In 2017 Uganda adopted a Comprehensive Refugee Response Framework (CRRF) to allow LGs to
cope with the stress imposed by the presence of refugees. The framework is anchored on three pillars:
Humanitarian Refugee Response, the Refugee and Host Population Empowerment (ReHoPE) Framework,
and the Settlement Transformative Agenda (STA). While development partners contribute significantly
to support the humanitarian response and ReHoPE frameworks, implementation of the STA is still
predominantly undertaken by Government. Consequently, in partnership with UNDP and the World Bank,
the National Planning Authority has been tasked to build capacity of Chief Administrative Officers and
district planners to recognize both humanitarian and development aspects of refugee management in
district planning. Therefore, from FY 2017/18 onwards, districts will be expected to revisit their budgets
and incorporate refugee management within their priorities.

6 Indirect costs include associated costs which are not necessarily financial such as land, water, energy, ecosystem loss
and foregone taxes among others. Although government does not explicitly allocate funds, they can attribute a financial
value because they impact on the economy.
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Donor funding for refugee response
Adequate funding is essential to enable the provision of critical life-saving services at the point of arrival
and the continued building of resilience and livelihoods of refugees. However, the fast-growing refugee
population has continued to strain Uganda’s modest resources. As such, Uganda relies heavily on external
support to fund operations in refugee spaces.
Several funding modalities have been used to finance refugee response in Uganda. The main ones
are direct donations from governments of developed countries, pooled funds, UN agencies, nongovernmental organizations, societies and, most recently, private individuals and foundations.
UNHCR being the agency with the primary mandate of humanitarian response leads Uganda’s refugee
response mobilization through strategic fundraising directed towards potential donors all over the world.
The tools that are employed to fundraise in Uganda are the South Sudan Response Plan and the Burundi
Response Plan. In addition, UNHCR has recently prepared a comprehensive refugee response plan for
Uganda so as to circumvent the disconnectedness between different fundraising tools.
Overall, donor funding for refugees has been rising over the last five years. In absolute terms, donor
financing for refugees grew six-fold - from UGX 198 billion in 2013, to a peak of UGX 1,198 billion in 2017
(Figure 6). The increased financing can be attributed to the unprecedented refugee influx, as well as
Uganda’s deliberate drive to raise funds through the Solidarity Summit which took place in 2017. Although
the marked growth in financing is noted, the current levels of funding are unable to provide refugees with
adequate food rations, health and educational services as well as sufficient clean water. In some cases, the
chronic and severe underfunding has compromised the lives and livelihoods of refugees.
Figure 6: Trends in donor funding for refugees (billion UGX)

Financial Transfers for Refugees
(Billion Ugx)
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Data source: FTS
Before 2015, donor funding for refugee management in Uganda was primarily sourced from UN agencies.
Figure 6 shows that in 2014, the UN agencies contributed 82 per cent of refugee financing. However, since
2015, there have been considerable changes in the dynamics of donor funding for refugees.
The evolving financing landscape has seen governments of many developed countries taking centre
stage in supporting the refugee-hosting efforts of Uganda (Figure 7). Key among these are the United
States, United Kingdom, Sweden, Canada and Germany. These governments contribute to refugee
response bilaterally, herein referred to as donor governments - or through multilateral platforms. In cases
where governments of developed countries pool resources prior to contributing towards humanitarian
18

interventions, they are categorized as pooled funds. The governments of the United Kingdom, Germany,
Sweden, the Netherlands, Norway, Belgium, Ireland, Denmark, United States of America and Australia
constitute the largest sources of pooled funding.
There is also a noted emergence of a new donor group, i.e. private individual organizations, foundations
and, in some cases, individuals using their own funds to finance refugee response. In 2017, the private
group accounted for almost 24 per cent of funding for refugees. Other donor groups include societies like
the Red Cross and other non-governmental organizations.
Figure 7: Refugee funding by donor type (proportions)

Funding for refugees by Donor Type
(Proportions)
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Data source: FTS
The relative change in proportions contributed to refugee financing notwithstanding, nearly all donor
groups have increased their funding for refugee response (Figure 7). For example, the donor governments
together increased funding from UGX 137 billion in 2013 to UGX 782 billion in 2017.

Funding for refugees by Donor Type
(Billion Ugx )

Figure 8: Refugee funding by donor type (billion UGX)
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Figure 8 indicates that the United States Government and the European Commission donate the largest
amounts for refugee response in Uganda. The two combined contributed UGX 642 billion in 2017
which accounted for 53.7 per cent of the total 2017 annual donations for refugees. Since 2014, the US
government has gained considerable importance in funding refugee management in Uganda. The share
of contribution by the US government increased from 44 per cent in 2013 to 53 per cent in 2014 and 30.1
per cent of donor assistance for humanitarian action in 2017. Although this is a relative decline in share of
contribution, given the considerable rise in funding for refugees, in absolute terms the US government
increased her contribution from UGX 15 billion in 2013 to over UGX 360 billion in 2017 - the highest single
government contribution for refugee over the entire five-year period reviewed.
Figure 9: Refugee funding by specific donors (billion UGX)
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3.1.2

Utilization of donor funds

Sectoral Allocation of Humanitarian Funds
Data from the Financial Tracking System (FTS) shows that most (68 %) of the current resource inflows for
humanitarian support is collectively classified as multi-sector7 (Figure 10). This is partly attributed to the
wide range of interventions undertaken by implementing partners in order to provide a comprehensive
resettlement package for refugees. These services range from activities at reception points which include
screening, healthcare, provision of basic care materials like blankets, cookware and warm meals as well as
provision of transportation to allocated settlements.
Upon arrival, the OPM and UNHCR lead in receiving and providing the first point of assistance. In 2017,
provision of food took up 21 per cent of total donor funding, while funds directly traceable to the social
sectors (Education, Health and Nutrition and WASH) collectively accounted for under 8.8 per cent of total
donor funding.

7 Multi-sector refers to interventions through multiple sectors. In the case of Uganda, most of multi-sectoral financing
was targeted for integrated health, WASH, food, protection and emergency non-food items.
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Figure 10: Sectoral allocation of donor funding refugee management

Data source: FTS
The multi-sector donations which could not be distilled into respective components could have masked
contributions targeted towards individual sectors. Sector-specific allocation targeted emergency food
assistance, integrated health and education services, provision of safe water, protection, shelter and nonfood items. Only 1.9 per cent of funding for refugees was utilized for coordination and support services.

Funding Channels: Who receives the money?
Although donor financing for refugees could be directly through the budget, between 2013 and 2017
the UN agencies consistently received the bulk of the funds for humanitarian aid. The amounts of donor
funds received by the UN agencies rose from UGX 504 billion in 2014 up to about UGX 875 billion in 2017.
The high proportion of refugee response funding through the UN could be in part attributed to their
programme mandate.
However, government which is primarily responsible for its refugee hosting policy and efforts received one
of the smallest proportions of funding in support for refugee management. This further reinforces the fact
that humanitarian support is mainly executed through project support as opposed to direct budget or
programme support.
Disaggregation of funds received by UN agencies showed that UNHCR, WFP and UNICEF consistently
received more than 70 per cent of international transfers for refugee management (Figure 11). This could
partly be explained by the programme mandates of the respective agencies. In absolute terms, all three
agencies have seen an increasing trend in receipt of funds for humanitarian assistance over the period
reviewed.
Figure 11: Proportion of international funds by receiving agency (%)
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3.2 Social sector budget trends in refugeehosting districts
As earlier noted, refugee-related spending covers different items ranging
from registration and processing of asylum applications, to providing longterm integration services to those that are granted refugee status. The highest
Government expenditure in the refugee-hosting chain is realized during the
integration phase – through provision of social services and land (UNDP, 2017).
Since Uganda operates through a decentralized system of governance where
power and resources have to some extent been transferred to LGs, local
integration would mean that LGs plan for service provision to both refugees
and hosts. For example, the integration of refugee education into the refugeehosting district education system would ideally imply that while computing
capitation grants for government-aided primary and secondary schools located
in refugee settlements under the Universal Primary Education (UPE) and
Universal Secondary Education (USE), both nationals and refugees are taken
care of. In this case, the funds from Central Government would be allocated
to schools based on total enrolments, irrespective of whether the pupils are
refugees or nationals.

Since Uganda
operates through
a decentralized
system of
governance
where power and
resources have to
some extent been
transferred to LGs,
local integration
would mean that
LGs plan for service
provision to both
refugees and hosts.

Have budgets for refugee-hosting districts responded to the
refugee influx?
LGs do not allocate specific resources for refugee management; simply
put, refugee management does not have a budget line or vote in the
refugee-hosting districts’ mainstream budgets. This is in part attributable
to the adoption of the integration policy where access to social services for
refugees and hosts is unified. However, the financing landscape for refugee
management seems to be evolving. Recently (2017 and 2018), two new
programmes (ReHoPE – donor-led and DRDIP – government-led) that directly
fund refugee-hosting LGs have been introduced to improve self-reliance and
resilience in refugee-hosting districts. These programmes will be discussed in
detail in the proceeding sub-sections.
Figure 12: Annual expenditures of refugee-hosting versus non-hosting
districts (billion UGX )
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Figure 12 shows outturns8 in selected refugee and non-refugee hosting districts over a five-year period. By
and large, most districts – irrespective of whether they host refugees or not – have registered an increase
in their total annual expenditures over time. Despite the fact that Lamwo and Moyo experienced refugee
influxes in FY 2016/17, their subsequent budget allocations in FY 2017/18 seem to have remained fairly
constant. The fact that some districts experienced influxes of refugees yet their budget allocations have
not changed much may suggest that budget allocations to LGs do not account for the increased refugee
population even when refugees benefit from the same services provided by the LGs. This undeniably
exerts pressure on the available service delivery points.

“The refugees were settled in Yumbe around August 2016 when the district
budget for the 2016/17 financial year had already been approved. We did
not get a supplementary budget to cater for the influx and hence refugees
had to be accommodated within the existing budgets” (Key Informant
Interview, District Official, Yumbe LG).
Using the refugee population and host district population, the study computed per capita expenditures
using two scenarios – with and without refugees. Whereas overall expenditure for both Adjumani and
Yumbe districts has been rising over the years (see Figure 12), the per-capita expenditure when the
refugee population is factored in has been on a declining trend (see Figure 13).

Per Capita Expenditure (UGX)

Figure 13: Per capita expenditure with and without refugees (UGX)
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For instance, in FY 2016/17, if Yumbe and Adjumani did not have refugees their per capita expenditure
would be in the range of UGX 47,000 to UGX 48,000. When the refugee population is factored in, the per
capita expenditure drops to about UGX 32,000 (Figure 13).
To ascertain whether refugee-hosting districts receive extra resources due to their refugee-hosting status,
we explored the District Discretionary Development Equalization Grant (DDEG). The DDEG is a special
grant allocated to selected districts to address development needs of rural areas and provide discretion to
LGs to fund priorities and increase adequacy of funding whilst giving preferential treatment to LGs that are
lagging behind.
Although some refugee-hosting districts such as Arua and Yumbe received considerable increments in the
DDEG grant between FY 2016/17 and FY 2017/18, allocations to other refugee-hosting districts such as
Adjumani, Lamwo and Moyo have remained constant over time (Figure 14).
8 The amounts for FY 2017/18 are based on approved budgets and not actual outturns
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Figure 14: DDEG refugee-hosting versus non-hosting districts (billion UGX)
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Although conflict is one of the variables used in determination of the grant amounts to LGs, it is more
inclined towards internal conflict rather than consequences of external conflict that bring about refugees
(see Annex 2 for grant allocation formula). So this could partly explain why DDEG grant allocations do not
factor in refugee influxes.

Social sector expenditures
Regarding sector expenditures, the education and health sectors have consistently taken up the largest
shares of Yumbe and Adjumani budgets for the last five years. The natural resources sector (water and
environment) where environment falls, although very important in the refugee management space,
continues to be poorly funded (Figure 15). When compared, Yumbe’s budget for education is almost
double that of Adjumani. This could be partly explained by the fact that Yumbe has a higher population
of school-going age. For instance, the 2014 census statistics showed that Yumbe had 137,801 children of
school-going age in 2014 against Adjumani’s 50,346 (UBoS, 2014).
Figure 15: Total budget allocation of selected sectors in Yumbe and Adjumani (Bn UGX)
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http://www.budget.go.ug/fiscal_transfers/

Other refugee-related off budget allocations to LGs
Understanding that a humanitarian approach to forced displacement is not sustainable amidst protracted
displacement and unpredictable financial commitments from donors, additional resource allocations to
refugee-hosting districts have since been availed to support LG capacities and services in recognition
of the needs and impacts of the refugee influx. This is primarily being implemented though projects as
opposed to direct budget support. The recent initiation of the Development Response to Displacement
Impact Project (DRDIP),10 supported by the World Bank soft loan, is a noteworthy step in increasing
support to LGs to enhance services for host communities in the light of the refugee influx. This has been
reinforced by the ongoing implementation of the ReHoPE programme.11 ReHoPE serves as a bridge for
humanitarian and development approaches to refugee management and is aimed at enhancing selfreliance and resilience for both refugees and hosts.
Through DRDIP, ReHoPE and UNHCR, totals of UGX 7.8 billion and UGX 3.2 billion have been budgeted to
support development in the refugee and host communities in Yumbe and Adjumani LGs respectively. For
both districts, the bulk of the resources (77% in Yumbe and 85% in Adjumani) have been budgeted for the
education and health sectors (see Figure 16).
Figure 16: ReHoPE and DRDIP allocations FY 2017/18 (‘000 UGX)
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DRDIP accounts for 55 per cent of the budgeted funds in Yumbe and 61 per cent of the funds in Adjumani.
This is a welcome development since management of refugees through LG budget support is unlikely to
sustainably handle the negative impacts that may be caused by refugee influxes. Current funding for the
protection of natural resources (such as water and environment) seems to be particularly low in comparison
to the needs articulated by key informants.
Figure 17: School under construction in Adjumani under the DRDIP project

Source: Adjumani ReHoPE Progress Report
10 The project is intended to improve access to social services, expand economic opportunities and enhance
environmental management for host and forcibly displaced households in refugee hosting districts of Arua, Adjumani,
Yumbe, Koboko, Moyo, Lamwo, Hoima, Kamwenge, Isingiro, Kiryadongo and Kyegegwa.
11 ReHoPE is a 5-year project led by the Government of Uganda and the United Nations (UN), in partnership with
the World Bank, donors, humanitarian and development partners, national and international nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs), private sector, and civil society.
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3.3 Effect of the refugee influx on social service delivery in
refugee-hosting districts
Large-scale refugee populations have implications on social service delivery in host communities. From
the moment of arrival, refugees compete with the local citizens for scarce resources such as schools,
medical services, land, water, to mention but a few. Thus, increased refugee presence exerts extra pressure
on the already strained resources and infrastructure, thereby aggravating the hardships affecting the
host communities. In many refugee situations, problems are aggravated when refugees are a substantial
proportion of the local population as is the case with the study districts of Adjumani and Yumbe.
Consequently, huge inflows of refugees into such communities that are already poor and vulnerable are
likely to worsen access to social services.

“Refugees have been continuously coming to our community and this has
affected service provision as we have to share the little service delivery units
with them. This may be equated to a scenario of receiving visitors to your
home without notice. You have to offer to share with them the little food
and shelter and some family members may go hungry” (District Official,
Adjumani LG).
In this section we provide a synopsis of the state of service delivery in selected sectors of education,
health, water and environment sectors before and after the refugee influx.
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EDUCATION
Refugees access education under the same conditions as nationals. They may attend public schools
(also known as integrated schools), community schools or private schools for those that can afford. The
integrated schools are public schools providing free education (under the Universal Primary Education
Policy) to both hosts and refugees. The community schools are specifically set up by humanitarian
agencies to complement the existing public schools in and around the established refugee settlements.
Like public schools, they provide free education to both refugees and hosts. Through existing secondary
data and key informant interviews, this study examined the effect of large-scale refugee populations on
education provision in the two selected study districts. We use primary level education as a case study
since interventions into refugee education have largely focused on the pre-primary and primary levels.
Despite the added infrastructure that has been built by humanitarian actors to supplement government’s
efforts in providing education for refugees, challenges remain. The learning environment of schools in and
around refugee settlements does not enable the delivery of quality education. Almost all infrastructurerelated indicators are below the recommended quality standards for primary schools. Classrooms are
overcrowded, Pupil Teacher Ratios (PTR) remain unacceptably high and some schools are still operating in
temporary structures.
Table 1: Education indicators for Yumbe and Adjumani
Yumbe District

Before refugees

After refugees

District
level

District level

District level

Integrated
schools1

MoES
Standard

2015

2016

2017

2017

Pupil teacher ratio

1:53

1:52

1:54

1:59

1:88

Pupil stance ratio

1:40

1:70

1:67

1:90

1:162

Pupil classroom ratio

1:53

1:88

1:91

1:112

1:183

Pupil text book ratio

1:01

1:6

1:34

Pupil desk ratio

1:03

1:6

1:7

Data source: Yumbe LG for District level data and Windle International
Adjumani District

District averages
MoES Standard

Integrated schools

2015

2016

2015

2016

2017

1:72

1:67

Pupil teacher ratio

1:53

1:67

1:59

1:76

Pupil stance ratio

1:40

1:40

1:42

1:103

Pupil classroom ratio

1:53

1:65

1:68

1:184

Pupil text book ratio

1:01

1:3

Pupil desk ratio

1:03

1:6

1:70
1:102

1:107
1:07

1:05

1:05

Data source: MoES reports for district level data and Windle International for integrated schools
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Although the district was operating below the minimum requirements
even before the refugee influx, it is irrefutable that the refugee influx
has worsened the situation. The quality indicators of integrated
schools tend to be worse off than the district averages. This could be
interpreted to mean that refugees have to a great extent negatively
impacted the quality of service delivery in the refugee-hosting areas.
For instance, the pupil-classroom ratio in Yumbe’s integrated schools
is twice that of the district average and is three times higher than
the recommended standard by the Ministry of Education and Sports
(MoES).

“There is congestion in this primary school
because it is the only primary school in
the area and it serves both the refugees
and the host community; the school was
less congested before the refugee influx”
(Opinion leader– host community Adjumani).

Despite the added
infrastructure that
has been built by
humanitarian actors
to supplement
government’s
efforts in providing
education
for refugees,
challenges remain.
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The pupil-teacher ratio (PTR) is way above the recommended standard
in both districts and is worse off in schools located within the refugee
settlement catchment area. The PTR in integrated schools is at 1:88
and 1:67 for Yumbe and Adjumani respectively against the nationally
recommended 1:53 MoES standard. The inadequate number of
teachers in schools affects the quality of teaching and learning while
the district staff ceilings have stagnated for a long time due to a
freeze on recruitment. Recruitments are normally conducted on a
replacement basis as opposed to filling up unfilled approved positions.
A similar trend is observed for other indicators including the pupilstance ratio, pupil-textbook ratio and pupil-desk ratio respectively.
It was also noted that monitoring and supervision of schools is a
challenge due to inadequate facilitation/operational funds for the
sector. In addition, the inadequate staff housing in both refugee and
host community schools has intensified the problem of absenteeism,
hence affecting effective teaching and learning. Coordination among
the implementing partners, LG and the Office of the Prime Minister
although improving, is somewhat weak. This has at times resulted in
disagreements, which have affected service delivery.

Box 1: Efforts to
foster integration in
education: The Case
of Pagirinya Primary
School, Adjumani District

UNHCR and
Fin Church Aid
support the
provision of
instructional
materials,
undertake
capacity building
for PTA, SMC
and teachers.
With the ongoing
interventions,
the school has
housing facilities
for all teachers,
water harvesting
and storage as
well and new
drainable VIP
stances for boys
and girls.

Located about 2 kms from Pariginya refugee settlement in Dzaipi Sub
county, Pagirinya Primary School provides a good example of how Adjumani
District has fostered integration of refugees. Before the arrival of refugees in
2015, the school had a total enrolment of 200 pupils with the least number
of pupils in the upper classes. However, with the refugee influx, the school
population grew to 706 in 2017 and the 2018 enrolment was 1,086. The
number of teachers also increased from 7 to 15 over the same period. Of
the 15 teachers, only 4 are on government payroll and Windle International
remunerates the remaining 9.
Apart from Windle International, other development agencies have also
partnered with the school in various aspects of educational needs. For
example, Right to Play provides porridge as a feeding intervention for
the whole school. UNHCR and Fin Church Aid support the provision of
instructional materials, undertake capacity building for PTA, SMC and
teachers. With the ongoing interventions, the school has housing facilities
for all teachers, water harvesting and storage as well and new drainable
VIP stances for boys and girls. Compared to national and district averages,
Pagirinya P/S has a PTR of 83, PCR of 90, PDR of 4 and PSR of 109. Despite
the presence of refugees, the school still receives a UPE capitation grant
based on the number of host pupils. Integration has helped both host and
refugee learners to stay in school. This is fostered by provision of a school
meal (porridge), sanitary towels and peer learning in school clubs.
However, the school still faces some challenges. Key among these is high
absenteeism particularly among refugee learners. Some refugee families
are child-headed and therefore the burden of care work cannot permit
them to attend during the entire school term. The use of the thematic
curriculum is also difficult because of the level of diversity. No single local
language suffices for instructing learners. The cultural diversity also comes
with animosity especially among the South Sudanese tribes with a long
history of tribal conflict, which the school attempts to manage by offering
counselling and psychosocial support.

Pagirinya Primary School: The green-roofed block was the only block
before the refugee influx. The 2 red-roofed blocks were added by Windle
International to cater for the increased enrolment arising from the refugee
population.
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HEALTH
Like the education sector, access to health care in refugee-hosting communities is integrated. The Ministry
of Health is responsible for delivery of Uganda’s National Minimum Health Care Package (UNMHCP),
through provision of the requisite physical infrastructure, healthcare programmes and ensuring appropriate
levels of medical supplies for the population. District health departments play a key role in coordinating
the construction of health facilities and ensuring that facilities are served with skilled manpower. Although
the net impact of refugees on the health sector remains uncertain, the study notes both positive and
negative effects of the refugee influx on the overall service delivery in the sector.

Physical infrastructure: Cognizant of the likely pressure that the increased refugee population would

place on health facilities, UNHCR and other partners have put up more health care delivery points at the
Health Centre (HC) II and III levels and equipped them with the requisite supplies and staff to complement
existing government health facilities. For instance, before 2017, Yumbe had 30 operational government
health facilities; one district hospital, 2 health centre IVs, 10 health centre IIIs and 17 health centre IIs. With
the inflow of refugees, an additional 16 health facilities have been established in the refugee settlement.
Similarly, in Adjumani, health infrastructure has been expanded in the light of the increased catchment
population. As the refugee numbers increased in 2015 and 2016, more facilities were opened in Pagirinya
and Ailo refugee settlements to cater for the refugee population. There are currently 37 health facilities of
which 27 are HC II, 8 are HC III, one HC IV and a district hospital (Table 2).
Table 2: Number of health facilities by level
Yumbe

Adjumani

Before refugees

After refugees

Before refugees

After refugees

Hospital

1

1

1

1

HC IV

2

2

1

1

HC III

10

26

8

12

HC II

17

17

27

27

Total

30

46

37

41

Source: Author’s compilation based on KIIs with staff from District health offices in Yumbe and Adjumani
However, many of these new facilities are still operating in temporary structures/tents. They mainly provide
basic services since they lack essential medical equipment that demands proper shelter and storage. The
district hospital and HC IVs act as major referral points for all the other lower health centres.
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Temporary structures of Iyete Health Centre III, Bibididi refugee
settlement

Patients waiting on mats at Pagirinya Health Centre III, Adjumani
District

Medical supplies: Although every effort is being made to ensure

constant supply and availability of essential drugs, stock outs persist.
Average drug availability measures the proportion of essential drugs
that health facilities have in a given period. Ideally, every health facility
should have a stock of primary health care drugs that can run for two
months based on estimated monthly consumption rates. Whilst the
availability of essential drugs in Adjumani District has improved from
17 per cent in FY 2012/13 to the current 41 per cent (Figure 18), it still
means that on average facilities do not have essentials at all times.

un for two
months based on
estimated monthly
consumption
rates. Whilst the
availability of
essential drugs in
Adjumani District
has improved
from 17 per cent
in FY 2012/13 to
the current 41
per cent (Figure
18), it still means
that on average
facilities do not
have essentials at
all times.

The situation is not any different in Yumbe; although drug availability
was reported to be higher (49 per cent in 2016/17), it still remains
well below the desired 100 per cent. However, there seems to be no
direct relationship between drug availability and increased refugee
population. Drug stock outs seem to be a perennial challenge to the
health sector as pointed out by one of the key informants.
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“Regarding medicine, National Medical Stores supplies drugs meant for
the original population of the host community. The little that is meant for
the host community is shared with the refugees, that is why the stock runs
out by the end of the first month and the second month goes without stock
(District Official, Adjumani LG).
Figure 18: Average annual drug availability (Percentage)
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Health workforce: Both study districts reported staff shortages, with public health facilities operating

with less than the optimal staffing levels. Lean staffing levels are associated with increased workloads for
the existing staff and high doctor-patient ratios. The causes range from failure to attract and retain the
health workforce especially in rural areas. However, the establishment of new facilities by development
partners has reduced the burden.

“One of the challenges affecting the health sector has been failure to
attract competent staff especially the medical staff. Yumbe is stereotypically
seen as a hard to reach and remote area” (Key Informant, Yumbe LG).
Bed occupancy rates: Bed occupancy is the number of hospital beds occupied by patients expressed

as a percentage of the total beds available in the health centre. It is used to assess the demand for beds
and hence to gauge an appropriate balance between demand for healthcare and number of beds. Bed
occupancy rates seem to increase during the emergency phases before extra facilities are set up. For
Adjumani, bed occupancy rates peaked in FY 2015/16 when the district received the highest inflow of
refugees. Similarly, the highest bed occupancy rates in Yumbe were experienced at the peak of the influx
in FY 2016/17 (see Figure 19). However, with time, the effect of the influx tends to wane as humanitarian
agencies set up lower-level health centres (HC IIs and HC IIIs), thereby utilizing higher-level public facilities
for only referrals.
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Bed Occupancy (Percentage)

Figure 19: Annual bed occupancy rates (Percentage)
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Ideally, every health facility should have a stock of primary
health care drugs that can run for two months based on
estimated monthly consumption rates. Whilst the availability
of essential drugs in Adjumani District has improved from 17
per cent in FY 2012/13 to the current 41 per cent.
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Water and
Environment
Water: Although UNHCR and other humanitarian agencies have drilled water points within refugee

settlements and a few in host communities, the water points are still inadequate in catering for the
catchment population they are meant to serve. As such, water shortages are prevalent in both refugee
and hosting communities. The increased refugee population, seasonal fluctuations in the water table, and
inadequate water infrastructure have exacerbated this.

“There is only one safe water source – only one borehole – which was
constructed in March 2016. Ever since the refugees came, no new safe
water source has been constructed. There is increased congestion at the
existing borehole. In short, the water situation has worsened with the arrival
of refugees” (Opinion leader, Pagirinya, Adjumani District).
Consequently, waiting time at the water points has increased. While it takes under 30 minutes for the
majority of hosts and refugees to travel to the water points, the waiting time to access water in some
places is over 80 minutes (EPRC survey, 2017).12 With the limited water infrastructure and long waiting
times, some people have resorted to obtaining water from unprotected water sources. This is likely to have
detrimental health effects in the short-to-medium term.

“The borehole that was drilled along the roadside is the only one and
we are using that borehole with the refugees despite the increase in
population. Most of these women have resorted to fetching water from
streams. Since we have accepted to host refugees, they should drill for us
at least four boreholes in this village” (Opinion leader, Koru village, Kululu
Sub-county, Yumbe District).

Crowded water point in Bidibidi refugee
settlement, Zone 1, Yumbe

Improved water source in Ayilo refugee
settlement, Adjumani

12 The EPRC survey was conducted in selected refugee and host communities in Yumbe, Adjumani, Arua in July 2017
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Environment
Environmental degradation is a common occurrence across Uganda, and among hosts and refugees.
Refugees and hosting communities depend on the environment to meet their needs for shelter, cooking,
agricultural production, and income generation. In fact, more than 95 per cent of refugees and the host
community depend on biomass especially for firewood, charcoal, small sticks, and crop residues such as
maize cobs and stalks (UNHCR, 2016).
The unprecedented refugee inflows and increased refugee population density in settlements and
surrounding areas has exacerbated environmental degradation in refugee-hosting districts. The influx has
reportedly had a range of environmental impacts, including land degradation, woodland loss, competition
for water and rangeland resources and constrained access to wood energy for cooking (FAO et al, 2018).13
Deforestation is by far the most observable effect associated with refugees. Trees have been cut down due
to increased fuel and shelter construction needs, land for settlement and increased commoditization of
forest resources by refugees as a quick short-term income-generating activity.
Table 3 reveals that environmental degradation is on the rise in Adjumani District. The forest cover has
dropped drastically from 28 per cent in FY 2012/13 to 0.2 per cent in FY 2016/17 (see Table 3 below). The
highest loss was experienced in FY 2015/16 at the very peak of the refugee crisis in Adjumani. As a result,
the percentage of households travelling longer distances (more than 1 km) in search of firewood had
increased by about 13 per cent over the last 5 years. Relatedly, wetland cover reduced from 1.5 per cent in
FY 2012/13 to 0.8 per cent in FY 2016/17 and the practice of sustainable land management practices has
since changed from high to low (see Table 3).
Table 3: Environment indicators for Adjumani District
Indicator

2012/13

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

2016/17

Forest coverage (%)

28

25

21

0.5

0.2

HH travelling more than 1km for firewood (%)

30

38

40

42.5

43

Wetland coverage (%)

1.5

1.2

1.05

0.95

0.8

High

High

Medium

Low

Low

Sustainable land management practices

Source: Department of Natural Resources, Adjumani District Local Government, 2017
It is believed that a total of 14,000 hectares of land have been degraded as a result of refugee impact
but only 900ha of the degraded land has been planted with trees (Adjumani District Development Plan
2015/16 - 2019/20). Similarly, the high population density in Bidibidi settlement in Yumbe has had an
impact on the environment. Establishment of a 250 square kilometre settlement led to mass destruction of
the environment to create space for the construction of household dwellings.

“New arrivals are only given 7 building poles by UNHCR, but a small house
requires 12 and a larger house requires 17, the extras are cut from the local
environment” (District Official, Yumbe LG).
13 Rapid diagnostic assessment of land and natural resources degradation in areas impacted by South Sudan Refugee
Influx in Uganda
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There is also increased demand for wood fuel. For example, refugees
in Bidibidi consume about 3.5 kg of wood fuel per day, which
translates into 353, 320 tonnes per year (FAO & UNHCR, 2017). The
demands from host communities are even higher – estimated at 4.5
kg per person per day (GiZ EnDev, 2018). Such high demands on the
environment can easily lead to full depletion of above-ground biomass
if left unchecked without mitigating interventions such as massive tree
planting and use of energy-efficient stoves. If the rate of wood fuel
consumption remains the same, it is believed that the above-ground
biomass in Bidibidi will be fully depleted in the next three years (FAO
& UNHCR, 2017).

It is believed
that a total of
14,000 hectares
of land have
been degraded
as a result of
refugee impact
but only 900ha
of the degraded
land has been
planted with trees
(Adjumani District
Development Plan
2015/16 - 2019/20)

“There is land degradation. There is a lot
of deforestation, mainly to get poles for
construction, firewood, and clearing land for
agriculture. Wetlands have been encroached
upon and streams are drying up. However,
there is tree planting, marking of trees that
should not be cut for easy monitoring of such
trees in both refugee and host communities”
(District Official, Yumbe LG).
“There is indiscriminate cutting of trees for
charcoal, poles and firewood use.
For example, some special trees like “African
Aszellia” have been cut down and will soon
be no more yet they are of international
importance” (District Official, Yumbe LG).

3.4 Challenges faced in refugee response
The major challenges faced in refugee crisis response relate to funding
gaps, protracted refugee crises, coordination challenges amongst
key stakeholders, environmental challenges, balance between
humanitarian and development needs and the unavoidable strain on
existing service delivery points. This sub-section expounds on the
aforementioned challenges.

Funding gaps: As a developing country, Uganda may not have the
resources to provide for the needs of refugees without putting the
welfare of the host communities at risk. Increments in humanitarian
and financial support in the recent wake of the refugee crisis are still
short of meeting the needs of refugees and hosts. For instance, the
2017 Solidarity Summit was only able to raise USD 350 million out
of the targeted USD 2 billion. Similarly, by the end of 2017 UNHCR
had realized only 39 per cent (representing a 61 per cent gap) of
its required funds for the refugee response. Funding gaps tend to
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worsen in prolonged displacement situations when donor interest
in supporting long-term refugee crises diminishes. Furthermore,
there continue to be disparities between commitments to and
disbursements of humanitarian assistance.

Protracted refugee situations: The refugee situation in Uganda
is increasingly becoming protracted, with refugees staying for more
than 5 years. For instance, the majority of refugees in Adjumani and
Isingiro (Nakivale Refugee Settlement) have been around for more
than a decade. For such refugees, local integration is the most
feasible solution amidst unpredictable chances of repatriation to
home countries and limited chances for resettlement in the western
world. Provision of services to refugees in protracted situations
continues to put pressure on the host communities’ meagre
resources.

Pressure on service delivery points: A sudden increase in

the district population without matching increments in resources
to cater for the added population creates an unavoidable strain on
the hosting communities. Existing schools and health centres get
overcrowded, frequent drug stock outs are inevitable, waiting time
to access water increases and there is high ecosystem degradation.
This worsens in the absence of supplementary funds to cater for such
emergencies.

Environmental challenges: Environmental degradation remains

a significant problem arising from refugee influxes. Competition for
natural resources by both hosts and refugees drives depletion of
natural resources and in turn degrades the environment. Reversing
this damage is costly and sometimes there are no practical solutions
to protecting the environment before serious damage is done. In
spite of this, the environment sector remains grossly underfunded in
refugee management.

Prevalence of Sexual and Gender Based Violence (SGBV):

Although OPM, UNHCR and other implementing partners are
committed to protecting refugees in Uganda, SGBV continues to
manifest itself in the form of rape, sexual assault, domestic violence,
early and forced marriages, denial of resources and harassment.
Between January 2016 and June 2017, more than 2,867 females
and 227 male SGV cases had been reported, of which 20 per cent
involved children below 18 years.14 However, the majority of the cases
remain unreported.

Between January
2016 and June
2017, more than
2,867 females
and 227 male
SGV cases had
been reported,
of which 20 per
cent involved
children below 18
years. However,
the majority of
the cases remain
unreported.

Coordination challenges among actors: Given the increased
need for humanitarian assistance, the humanitarian segment has
attracted many actors. Coordinating and managing these actors
to minimize duplication and maximize synergies remains an
uphill task. Whilst the coordination between OPM, UNHCR and
other humanitarian agencies is good, the coordination between
implementing partners and LGs is still weak. Even amongst
Government institutions (i.e. OPM and LGs) the coordination and
engagement need further enhancement as emphasised in the
interviews with Local Government officials in Yumbe and Adjumani
districts.
14 http://solidaritysummit.gou.go.ug/content/sexual-and-gender-basedviolence-refugee-context
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Conclusion and
recommendations
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Uganda continues to implement an open-door policy amidst resource
and funding constraints. This study sought to understand the funding
modalities, the extent to which LG budgets respond to refugee
influxes and the impacts of the refugee boom on service delivery. The
study finds that:
1)

Humanitarian aid remains a key factor in refugee response.
Most of this aid is provided through refugee response plans
and programmes as opposed to direct budget support
and is mainly channelled through UN agencies – notably
UNHCR, WFP and UNICEF.

2)

Although budgetary allocations for social sectors for
refugee-hosting LGs have increased over time, the per
capita allocation given the refugee influx is declining. Also,
resource allocation from Central Government to refugeehosting LGs does not take the refugee population into
consideration while allocating resources.

3)

While it is clear that the refugee influx has had some
negative implications on the education, water and
environment sectors, the net effect on the health sector
is inconclusive. Based on the above findings, the study
recommends the following:

Integration of refugees in district development and work
plans: Whilst refugees have been included in the current Second

National Development Plan (NPD II), refugee issues are yet to be
fully integrated into the District Development Plans (DDPs). Since
refugees and hosts live alongside each other and share the same
services, there is an urgent need to include them in district plans
and budgets. This is key for ensuring local government engagement
in addressing refugee development issues in the long term; and is
vital since refugee situations are increasingly becoming protracted,
calling for a balance between a humanitarian and development-led
approach to support self-reliance and resilience for refugees and
hosts alike.

Since refugees and
hosts live alongside
each other and
share the same
services, there is
an urgent need to
include them in
district plans and
budgets.

Scale up investment in environmental protection: Donor

funding for refugees is mainly geared towards provision of life-saving
services such as provision of water and healthcare and less on sectors
such as environment. However, the high refugee numbers have
already had a negative impact on the environment - land has been
cleared for settlement; forests have been cut down to provide poles
for construction, firewood for cooking and charcoal burning. To
boost environmental protection and mitigate the likely negative and
irreversible effects of environmental degradation, the Government
needs to continually sensitize the population and invest more in
interventions that are aimed at promoting sustainable land use
and energy-saving technology and also continuously sensitize both
refugees and hosts on the dangers of environmental degradation.
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Strengthen coordination and engagement of all partners
with Local Governments.

To boost
environmental
protection and
mitigate the likely
negative and
irreversible effects
of environmental
degradation, the
Government needs
to continually
sensitize the
population and
invest more in
interventions
that are aimed
at promoting
sustainable
land use and
energy-saving
technology and
also continuously
sensitize both
refugees and hosts
on the dangers
of environmental
degradation.

Whereas coordination amongst key actors (OPM, UNHCR and
other humanitarian partners) at the national level is somewhat
strong, engagements with the Local Government are still weak
but improving. Whilst there are meetings between LG actors and
implementing partners, the latter hardly share information on their
funding and activities and there are no synchronized standards
for reporting. This can be put down to the lack of clarity on the
responsibilities of OPM Department of Refugees and the LGs. This
notwithstanding, it was noted that the LGs continue to play the
oversight role as and when called upon by implementing partners.

Use some of the contingency funds to respond to new
refugee influxes: The Public Finance Management Act (2015)

provides for the establishment of a contingency fund to respond
to unforeseen occurrences that may not have been catered for in
the approved national budget. Since refugee inflows are to a great
extent unforeseen and external to the country of asylum, some of
the contingency funds could be used to attend to such occurrences.
Whilst the Government has effected this requirement by proposing
to set aside resources in the next FY 2018/19, we recommend that
this be done routinely (every financial year) to be able to manage
sustainably without compromising service delivery for the hosting
districts.

Design a public financing model for management of
refugee funds: In Uganda today, the financing modality for

refugees continues to be managed as a crisis and as such a
humanitarian issue. Since Uganda operates an open-door policy for
refugees, it is imperative that refugee management be seen as a
development rather than a humanitarian issue. In this regard, there
should be a budget line or vote specifically for refugee management
in the refugee-hosting districts. This will make budget monitoring and
service delivery tracking for refugee funds easier for communities and
CSOs.

Introduce a one-stop centre for refugee-related
expenditure: Data related to financing for refugee response

in Uganda is fragmented and insufficient; with each individual
operating/implementing partner keeping its expenditure data at
institutional level. With this kind of set-up, it is hard to have effective
tracking humanitarian and development funding flows and activities
of a range of implementing partners. In the absence of such an
integrated information system, it is hard to probe whether there are
duplications in the services provided by a myriad of actors or whether
funds are effectively utilized. The presence of good data could act as
a basis for prioritization, programming, reporting and accountability.

Step up concerted efforts to realise regional peace and
stability: Ultimately, the refugee situation is the result of persistent
instability in neighbouring states. While all the aforementioned
proposals would improve the refugee response, continued refugee
inflows will only re-aggravate the situation in the long-run.
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5

Annexes

Annex 1: Grant allocation formula for DDEG
Variable name

Conflict*

Weightings
District
DDEG

Urban DDEG

All windows

USMID

Justification

Other
3

Allocate more resources to LGs severely
affected by conflict

5

3

Constant (fixed
allocation for higher/
LLGs)

20

10

Ensure that Higher and Lower LGs have
20 minimum allocations for construction of
meaningful infrastructure

Rural Population /
Urban Population

25

67

62

Poverty Head count

50

20

Equalizing variables - to allocate greater
15 resources to districts that lag behind as
per article 193 (4) of the Constitution.

Provide for demand/scale of delivering
services

Source: Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Development
*The conflict variable is calculated as follows: (i) 60 points to category 1 districts (severely conflict or cattlerustling affected); (ii) 30 points to category 2 districts (sporadically conflict and/or cattle-rustling affected);
(iii) 10 points to category 3 districts (conflict spill-overs); and (iv) 0 points to districts without immediate
conflict impact in the last 35 years.

Annex 2: Institutions consulted
Lead agencies

UNHCR
OPM

Medical Teams International (Health)
Windle International ((Education)
OPM (Environment)
Assistant CAO
Local Government-Yumbe
District Education officer
District Health Office
Natural Resources officer
Community Development Officer
Planners Office
Local Government-Adjumani District Education Office
District Health Office
Natural Resources Office
Community Development Officer
Planners Office
Settlement commandants
Refugee settlements and
Refugee Welfare officers
host community
Opinion leaders (Landlords and Local council leaders)
Sub county chiefs
Implementing partners
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Annex 3: Stakeholders in refugee management by sector

43

Produced by the Civil Society Budget Advocacy Group (CSBAG).
Plot 11, Vubya close, Ntinda Nawaka Stretcher Road| P.O. BOX 660, Ntinda.
Fixed line +256 755202154 |website: www.csbag.org, Email: csbag@csbag.org
44

