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Executive summary

The aim of this report is to work through methods 
for assessing costs and benefits of decisions 
on resettlement and to build wider development 
considerations including social and environmental 
costs into economic systems of valuing. Its purpose 
is to deliver a framework, setting out the evaluation 
techniques that institutions and government 
(resettlement implementers) can use in practice in the 
pre- and post-planning phases of a project.

The research identified two main findings. At a 
conceptual level, we found that ‘risks’ and ‘costs’ that 
respondents were describing were being mediated 
by (at least) one other factor. We identified that 
‘value’ was a factor in this process and especially 
so when considering ‘risk as opportunity’. Thus, 
the first finding of this phase of the research is that 
‘costs’ and ‘risks’ are related to ‘value’. This insight 
is extremely useful because ‘value’ is broader than 
financial measures and thus it affords an opportunity 
to think of ‘value’, ‘cost’ and ‘risk’ in many different 
ways.

The second set of findings are empirical and are 

analysed in terms of policy options that were 
identified by policy makers in Kampala around the 
issue of ‘how to do urban flood risk management 
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This report examines the social and economic 
implications of climate risk induced resettlement. It 
follows a Diagnostic report (WP1) and a Decision-
making and implementation report (WP2). The aim 
of this report (WP3) is to work through methods 
for assessing costs and benefits of decisions 
on resettlement and to build wider development 
considerations including social and environmental 
costs into economic systems of valuing. Its purpose 
is to deliver a framework, setting out the evaluation 
techniques that institutions and government 
(resettlement implementers) can use in practice in the 
pre- and post-planning phases of a project.

The report interprets the findings of the research 
in terms of the relationships between risk, cost 
and value and uses this interpretation to develop a 
framework for evaluation of techniques for reducing 
the risks of relocation.

We begin with a section that recaps the findings 
of the previous two reports in order to identify key 
contextual issues and develop existing results. 
Within this section, we also summarise the existing 
economic analyses of risk reduction in Kampala. As 
a whole, this section serves as a starting point for 
the analysis of this stage of the research. We explain 
the method of analysis in the section that follows 
before moving on to the findings. There are three 
sets of findings: a conceptual finding, the importance 
of contextual dynamics, and an elaboration of 
four different policy options which correspond to 
the pragmatic range open to policy makers and 
households. In the concluding section, we draw 
together these findings to outline a framework 
for policy makers and households to use in the 
elaboration of pre- and post-planning phases of 
reducing relocation risk.

Introduction

9Uganda
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There are two starting points that are important for 
this report. The first draws through key points that 
emerged in the previous two reports. The second is 
the specific framing of this report.

Drawing through key points from previous reports

The work package 1 “Diagnostic” and work package 
2 “Decision-making and implementation” reports for 
Uganda brought out a number of key issues that are 



to move from flooding areas, and do so without 
assistance from the government. The ultimate 
reasons for the decision to relocate may vary 
(threat of loss of life, things getting “unbearable,” 
ability to move somewhere else, etc.), and 
therefore issues of “tolerable levels of risk” and 
“land markets” and the relations between these 
two are key themes that we chose to examine 
more closely with this project.

•	Resettlement and forced evictions are frequently 
happening as a result of urban development or 
urban infrastructure projects. Some of these urban 
infrastructure projects, such as drainage channel 
widening projects in Kampala (KIIDP I and II) are 
designed to reduce urban flooding and improve 
road infrastructure.

•	A well-informed range of bodies exists to address 
resettlement issues through policy. Under the 
current approach to resettlement in Uganda, the 
lead department or ministry of a particular project 
is usually in charge of the resettlement processes 
and procedures. These projects are required to 
prepare a Resettlement Policy Framework (RPF) 
in line with national and local legal frameworks 
that regulate land relations in Uganda. Depending 
on their tenure, people undergoing resettlement 
are expected to be compensated for their loss (of 
land, property or access) either in kind or cash. 
However, these do not appear to be applied 
consistently, fairly or evenly by local and/or state 
authorities. Renters and other forms of tenancy 
are left out of compensation and are often not 
included in communications about impending 
evictions. While the need for effective resettlement 
policies is recognised, in practice, it is constrained 
by larger land market dynamics and the impacts of 
uncontrolled urbanisation.

Based on our findings from the work package 1 
“Diagnostic” report, the Uganda research team chose 
to focus efforts for work package 2 on understanding 
the context of relocation and resettlement from 
the perspective of two case studies of informal 
settlements in Kampala (Bwaise and Natete). These 
cases were chosen because they are areas affected 
by flooding on a regular basis and because they both 
have a large-scale drainage infrastructure project 
planned or implemented. The two settlements have 
different economic contexts; one is a grain and 
agricultural processing area (Natete), whereas the 
other has a stronger service economy (Bwaise). 
Interviews with households, business and other 
stakeholders looked at the drivers, the tipping points 
and limits of tolerable risks that push or enable 
people to move out of flooding areas. As well, the 
interviews interrogated the process of eviction and 

compensation. Interviews with city officials and NGOs 
looked at city-level strategies to mitigate flooding and 
to regulate urban development to protect wetlands.

The work package 2 report “Decision-making and 
implementation” developed some conclusions, which 
have become highly relevant as we moved into the 
cost and benefits work in work package 3.

•	 Risk as “cost” and risk as “opportunity”: The 
research revealed that risk can be defined and 
experienced in different ways. The first is that risk 
from flooding can be defined as a “cost” to the 
city, neighbourhoods, families and individuals, 
the environment, the conduct of business and/or 
livelihoods.  This is the normative approach to risk in 
that it is seen as the “potential for losses”. However, 
the research reveals that we can also define risk as 
an “opportunity”. In this sense, risk-as-opportunity 
corresponds to a classic economic formula of “the 
higher the risk, the greater the opportunity for profit”. 
In this understanding, “risk” is an indicator of the 
potential for achieving greater gains than would 
otherwise be achievable and is to be embraced and 
actively engaged with. People are living, and continue 
to stay, in the areas that are regularly flooding, despite 
the negative economic and health impacts from the 
flooding, because there are opportunities in these 
areas. Thus the notion of “tipping points” (as when 
people might decide to move from an area because of 
the flooding problem) is where the balance of “risk as 
cost” and “risk as opportunity” is disrupted. 

•	 Collective risk and individual risk: The research 
also revealed that the different notions of risk which 
drive individuals to make decisions (about where to 
live, where to open a business, where to build etc.) 
result in individual decisions; that is, the individual 
entrepreneur, landholder, informal enterprise or 
individual household act independently. “Risk-as-
cost” and “risk-as-opportunity” relate to individual 
entities because the different conceptions have to be 
attributable to a bounded, identifiable entity. However, 
if we move toward a more collective understanding 
of risk, that is we shift the emphasis towards 
understanding risk in relation to collective assets, then 
individual actions can be calculated in terms of their 
collective costs and benefits. As well, collective costs 
and benefits will frame and contextualize individual 
decisions. In this context, for example, the interests of 
industrial developers (or those who develop in wetland 
areas) can be weighed against collective costs that 
those actions cause, like reducing water quality or 
increasing flooding.

•	 Convergence of factors that promote/reduce risk: 
The research revealed that while individuals are 
making choices/decisions based on the balance of 

12 CDKN Cost & Benefit Analysis



risk as cost and risk as opportunity, there is still a low 
capacity to take action on addressing the problems 
posed by collective risks. The Kampala Capital City 
Authority (KCCA) has a very low capacity to improve 
wetland management and maintenance despite an 
awareness of the problems and clear understanding 
of the importance of wetland management for the 
sustainability of Kampala’s infrastructure and quality 
of life. The pressures of other collective endeavours 
such as economic development seem to prevail, 
despite the understanding of environmental issues. 
Grey-oriented infrastructure is being favoured 
over ecosystems management because of current 
international funding mechanisms.

Initial framing of this report

Resettlement or relocation is undertaken both as 
a pre-emptive and as a corrective action in the 
context of disasters or disaster risk. The pre-emptive 
approach is often led by key development agencies 
(housing or slum boards, city planning authorities) 
or environment agencies, while the corrective 
approach falls under the purview of disaster response, 
reconstruction and rehabilitation agencies (disaster 
management authorities), both of who still see 
development and disaster risk reduction in isolation. 
This view means their priorities are generally limited 
to either the provision of housing, or using risk as 
the main lens for decision-making and thus ‘moving 
people out of harm’s way’. Countless examples 
have shown that such an approach to resettlement 
and relocation interventions often creates other 
vulnerabilities that are social, economic, environmental 
and/or political, leaving people and communities 
worse off than they were to begin with. 

Disaster could in fact be understood as an indicator 
of development that has not taken risk into 
consideration. It is a condition where vulnerabilities, 
exposure and lack of capacities to cope with an 
external hazard leads to losses. Therefore, any 
intervention must be towards development that is 
sustainable and, more importantly, transformative 
such that the existing vulnerabilities and exposures 
are reduced, thereby improving people’s overall 
quality of life. 

A basic tenet here is that many resettlement decisions 
and processes are guided by a narrow view of risk 
that essentially relates to avoiding exposure to 
hazards and thus the avoidance of disaster risk. Such 
views are determined by the ways DRR is seen and 
by who enacts its postulates and seeks for results. 
On the other hand, when resettlement schemes are 
analysed from an outcome perspective, the analysis 
is undertaken on the basis of a far wider ranging 
series of “risk” conditions, including livelihood 

conditions, health, social cohesion, employment 
opportunity, etc. This latter perspective clearly 
highlights the shortcomings of many resettlement 
decisions, including the lack of consideration for the 
above criteria. The contrast between considerations 
of disaster risk and everyday risk, and the lack 
of a clear view in resettlement policy and action 



Preliminary synthesis of the economic assessment 
of climate change impacts related to relocation 
and resettlement







The analysis of work package 3 draws on the data 
set that was generated in work package 2 including 
70 interviews with households and small enterprises 
in Bwaise and Natete and nine stakeholder interviews 
(see Appendix 1 ‘Site selection and sampling’). This 
dataset was enhanced with six additional interviews 
with stakeholders, undertaken in June 2016, to 
complement and enrich insights that were developing 
in the analysis, particularly in relation to the economic 
analysis of decision-making. 

The analysis began from a team workshop held in 
London in March 2016 where initial frameworks were 
formulated. From these formulations, the analysis 
of the Uganda data started from the view that what 
is important to understand is how stated problems 
are ultimately related to desired outcomes. Thus, the 
entry point was to identify three different types of 
decisions – pre-emptive, post-impact and climate-
induced – as direct responses to a problem of “how 
to do urban flood risk reduction”. These responses 
are influenced by historical, governance and 
economic factors that interact with possible decision-
outcomes that could be positive or negative in nature. 
The interaction occurs in time and space to determine 
the scale of the outcomes. The desired outcome is 
understood (from interviews with KCCA stakeholders) 
to be “sustainable urban development that takes into 
account flood risk”.

In order to understand different responses, we 
identified in WP2 that it would be necessary to 
analyse the data from the perspectives of individual 
(household and small enterprise), ‘small collectives’ 
(neighbourhoods) and ‘big collectives’ (city). Our view 
that these different perspectives were necessary 
was not so much to cover different scales, but to 
understand different ways in which people come 
together (or not) in response to flooding phenomena 
that do not typically bear any relation to ‘scales’. 
In the event, data analysis of the ‘small collective’ 

Method employed 
for this research 

proved difficult because the data generated in WP2 
had not addressed this issue sufficiently. This poses 
a limitation on the outcomes of this research in that 
we are not able to shed insights on ‘small collective’ 
activities. An advantage is that it makes it simpler to 
identify any gaps and/or overlaps between household 
and small enterprise-level and city-level perspectives. 
Addressing the perspectives at the ‘small collective’ 
level is an issue that should be picked up in future 
research.

In order to frame the coding and analysis of the 
transcripts, we began with a set of objectives: to 
understand how different actors from individual, 
collective and city-wide actors value risk and benefits 
of relocation. The objectives were derived from two 
aims. First, to develop an approach that combines 
different methodological approaches to assessing 
risk and the benefits as well as costs of living and 
working in the flood prone areas. Second, to generate 
evidence that transcends Cost Benefit Analysis 
(CBA) from the different perspectives that tells us 
more about how different actors value or make 
trade-offs vis-à-vis living in flood prone areas. This 
second outcome was to help in understanding how 
CBA (as a conventional method) has been used to 
estimate benefits and costs by state-driven relocation 
as compared to voluntary individual and/or small 
collective relocation. From materials so far gathered, 
there seems to be inadequate information on the 
usefulness of CBA to account for all the benefits 
and costs that the people most affected consider in 
relocation. In particular, conventional CBA appeared 
to be weak at incorporating and accounting for ‘risk-
as-opportunity’.

To recall: the reasons for selecting Bwaise and 
Natete were that both experience flooding. In 
addition, Bwaise has experienced an infrastructural 
intervention in canalizing the main channel as well 
as the compensated eviction of landowners and 
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resettlement of people living near the channel. In 
Natete infrastructural improvements are currently 
underway (2015-16) and compensated eviction for 
those affected landowners will begin.

In order to operationalize these aims and objectives, 
the methods of analysis needed to afford the 
possibility to think about costs and benefits 
more broadly than the dominant ways in order to 
contextualise resettlement and relocation as one 
option among many of dealing with flood risk. 
Practically, we focused the analysis at two levels 
(household and small enterprise, and city) on 
answering the overarching questions: why do people 
make decisions to relocate or stay? What are the 
costs and benefits for households and business of 
locating where they do? What shapes their decision-
making?

In order to analyse the data in terms of these 
questions, we coded the transcripts in terms of 
responses to the following issues.

1) What are the actual stated costs associated 
with living or transacting in flood-prone areas, or 
with relocating from flood-prone areas; measured 
in damage, loss or destruction of assets including 
social, physical, economic, environmental 
and political? There are four categories to be 
documented:

a) Actual costs in the ‘old’ place

b) Actual costs in moving to the new place

c) Actual costs in the new place

d) Actual costs that have remained the same in 
both places

2) What are the actual stated opportunities associated 
with living or transacting in flood-prone areas, or 
with relocating from flood-prone areas; measured in 
improvement or enhancement of existing assets or 
access to new assets? Again, these opportunities can 
be categorised as:

a) Actual opportunities in the ‘old’ place

b) Actual opportunities in moving to the new place

c) Actual opportunities in the new place

d) Actual opportunities that have remained the 
same in both places

3) What are the coping strategies for managing costs 

as outlined above? What are the ‘tipping points’ 
which render these strategies insufficient? In practical 
terms, this means coding for:

a) Instances of managing with risk as cost/
opportunity

b) Instances of triggers or tipping points

4) How are costs and opportunities translated 
between categories (e.g. from cost to benefit, 
livelihood to enterprise, un-manageable to 
manageable etc.)? What are the processes of 
calculation, comparison and strategizing undertaken 
in decisions? How do decision outcomes affect lives 
and livelihoods? This means coding for:

a) How risks change from one category to another 
(i.e. what is changing)

b) What calculations that people are making

5) What happens in between flood events that 
affects decision-making processes? What are the 
relationships and social processes that influence 
decision-making and how are they expressed? What 
are the other processes and events taking place 
between floods that help or hinder attempts to reduce 
risk? This means coding for:

a) Socio-political relationships and networks that 
are being established in periods between floods

b) Other events which are occurring in non-
flood periods that affect household respondents’ 
decision-making

6) What is the existing ‘risk-scape’, interpreted here 
as the spatial imagination shaping the social and 
emotional, collective and individual understandings of 
risk? How does potentiality inform decision-making?

7) What are the external interventions in the risk-
scape? What are the perceptions of their intended 
effect?

8) How do understandings of ownership and property 
rights contribute to the distribution of costs and 
benefits during flooding events? Further, who bears 
the costs and gains the opportunities? This is in 
distinction to Q5 which focuses on non-flood periods.

We used thematically coded data relating to the 8 
questions to generate answers to the overarching 
questions outlined above. The aggregated data in 
relation to the four questions below, were interpreted 
in the analysis to follow.
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Question Using results from

What are the losses that households incur from 
flooding?

1

What are the opportunities that they gain from living 
in the area?

2

How do they try to shape the opportunities and 
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The findings of this stage of the research are divided 
into two forms. We begin with the conceptual findings 
before elaborating a set of empirical findings.

Gsrgitxyep Ărhmrkw

This section sets out in conceptual form a means of 
interpreting the results that emerged from the analysis 
of transcripts. Our initial insight into this interpretation 
came through realizing that the ‘risks’ and ‘costs’ that 
respondents were describing were being mediated 
by (at least) one other factor. We identified that ‘value’ 
was a factor in this process and especially so when 
considering ‘risk as opportunity’ (see Figure 2 below).

Thus the first finding of this phase of the research 
is that ‘costs’ and ‘risks’ are related to ‘value’. 
This insight is extremely useful because ‘value’ is 
broader than financial measures and thus affords an 
opportunity to think of ‘value’, ‘cost’ and ‘risk’ in many 
different ways.

Objects in the everyday environments of Bwaise and 
Natete can have different values for different people. 
For example, a dwelling is simultaneously a place of 

security, an asset, a place to work from, and/or a drain 
on resources to maintain. These change as people 
work within the multiple identities that we all have – as 
parents, sons or daughters, workers, ‘slum dwellers’, 
tenants and owners, women and men – and over the 
life course. Many of the respondents spoke about 
how the meaning of living in Bwaise and Natete had 
changed from them initially coming as young people 
to stay with relatives or join husbands or wives, to 
having children and now being retired.

They also pointed to how the everyday environment 
can have different values. That is, the location of their 
activities, the infrastructure that is un/available to 
use, the activities of others that might pass through 
the environment and/or the flows of people, goods, 
resources or money that constitute the environment. 
The different configurations of these aspects and 
the ability to re/configure them has different values. 
(Gender appeared a key issue in affecting the 
power to configure factors in the environment, but 
the research did not generate sufficient evidence 
to explore this fully. This is thus an area that needs 
further exploration.)

These values also changed over time. They changed 
because the register of meaning in which they 
are valued changed (the starkest difference being 
between how respondents valued their land and 
how KCCA valued their land for compensation 
purposes) and changed because people moved 
them from register to register (land bought became 
an inheritance for their children). Things and people 
have value because they are understood within 
particular registersEaauj
ET
EMC 
/Span <</Lang (it-IT)/MCID2637leCithin 



necessary for flood management. In each register, the 
same parcel of land has different values. It is often 
a matter of power relations as to which register is 
dominant and which sets of actions ensue. From the 
perspective of households, we could think of this as 
involuntary changes in value.

However, value can change because of ‘voluntary’ 
agreements. For example, a parcel of land can 
change value because people convert it from a 
commodity to an inheritance – something that they 
purchased becomes a gift. In such a case, while the 
‘market value’ has not gone away, the value of the 
land is understood within a different set of norms, 
expectations, obligations and relationships and affects 
what can and cannot be done with the land.

How can we ‘see’ value? In broader theoretical terms, 
the argument is that this becomes possible when 
the rights to the value are transferred either within 
or across a register. This is because value is socially 
constructed. There must be at least one other person 
that engages in some way with the person holding the 
rights to the value in order to agree on the value and 
exchange the rights – even if they agree that the value 
is zero in financial terms.

However, things we value often have costs associated 
with their ownership, use, access, maintenance 
or consumption. These costs can be to secure 
ownership, use, access or consumption. The costs 
can be related to maintaining the value of the object, 
process or thing. A good example is a dwelling that 
needs to be maintained or infrastructure that loses its 
value if it is not adeqvalue isew be maintained9<dd9<dd9<dd9<dd9<dd9<dd9<dd9<dd9<dd9<dd9<dde the 
needs to be mai8tained or infrastructure th26 







urbanization (Potts 2012). In Kampala the processes 
of renewal and redevelopment have changed the CBD 





of the research focused on values, costs, and 
risks, with the analysis of contextual factors in four 
different decision-making sub-sets. These sub-sets 
are understood as both a response to the contextual 
factors and a way of contributing and forming the 
contextual factors. This is leading to the conclusion 
that any framework seeking to understand the costs 
and benefits of risk reduction needs to be firmly 
situated in the urban processes of which it is a part.

The four sub-sets relate to the policy options that are 
currently in operation in Kampala in relation to the 
question ‘how to do urban flood risk reduction?’. The 
first sub-set relates to infrastructural improvements; 
the second to people continuing to live in flood risk 
areas of the city; the third to people that have moved 
due to flood risk – either through their own means 
or due to eviction to make way for flood reducing 
infrastructure; and the fourth sub-set relates to an 
attempt to remove existing developments within flood 
risk areas and deter future development in such areas.

Sub-set 1. Infrastructural responses: KIIDP project 
(Bwaise) and KIIDP II (Natete)

Kampala Institutional Infrastructure Development 
Project (KIIDP) II is a follow up on previous 
international development aid (IDA) funded projects 
in Kampala by KCCA to improve infrastructure and 
service delivery. KIIDP is a comprehensive project 
conceived around the expressed need by KCCA of 
upgrading drainage systems to manage storm water 
and floods in the city. KIIDP is implemented with a 
project management unit and all directorates that 
have a role are coordinated by the implementation 
unit. Although KIIDP is developing a plan for the entire 
city, the upgrading of Natete-Lubigi channel is one of 
the projects underway for implementation. A decision 
to upgrade the primary drainage to the west of the 
city has been made by KCCA and this will resettle 
some people who live in the direct impact zone. The 
channel is to be widened, concrete or stone lined for 
a length of approximately 7.3 km. Households living 
in the flood plain of Natete have been profiled and the 
Gender directorate involved and has mobilized the 
people to understand the project. With funding from 
IDA a grant has been secured to finance the project. 
But as a requirement, co-funding is required from 
government for the compensation of any affected 
people. 

Using this sub-set, risk by KCCA is understood as the 
impact of flood to the households and infrastructure 
such as roads. The main objective for the project 
is the upgrade of drainage systems as part of the 



number of activities including levelling to determine 
the flow gradient of the channel, areas for retention of 
water and how these will be integrated with SUDs.

In sum, the infrastructural investments have a 
particular financial cost and their value relates mainly 
to enabling economic and spatial development that 
would potentially serve the broader economy in 
Kampala and beyond.

Wyf1wix 62 Pmzmrk {mxl ăssh vmwo> Mrhmzmhyepw xlex 
decide to stay in the neighbourhood (Bwaise, 
Natete)

An estimated 60% of urban dwellers in Kampala live 
in informal settlements, which are characterized by a 
mix of housing types and social groups (UN-HABITAT 
2007). Taken broadly and inclusive of housing, the 



circulation is vital for people to gain money and use 
money for consumption and partially pay off some of 



to clean up after a flood. After floods purchasing 
new mattresses and household goods is common. In 
Natete seven of the respondents indicated that they 
couldn’t work during the floods because of lack of 
accessibility, uncertainty or fear for children’s safety. 

Businesses have significant amounts of stock or 
products damaged or destroyed (21, 22, 24, 25, 
27) and often lose business during the rainy season 

because people cannot access the kiosk where they 
vend their products (19, 20, 23, 28, 29). 

In the bottom-most area of Natete, where the flooding 
is particularly bad, respondents report health problems 
including candida, malaria, foot rot, miscarriages, 
snake-bites, and skin diseases especially in children. 
Further, floods occasionally result in death, particularly 
of children who often sleep on the floor and thus are 

Financial costs Opportunity costs

‘Before the primary drainage was constructed…[ ]… 
floods invaded and destroyed some of the household 
property and my important documents’ (4)

Raised household property (1) (9)

Previous dwelling on plot collapsed due to flood 
waters (6)

Raising property up (2) (10) (12)

The costs of guarding against the floods ‘is really 
expensive because it never ends’ (6, 35)

Dealing with water entering the house (2) (12) and 
cleaning up once flood waters recede (5) (8) (9) (10) 
(11)

Incur expenses of replacing/repairing household 
property (8)

Time spent protecting children because the ‘channel 
spills water that extends here which is dangerous for 
the children’ (2)

Incur cost of not being able to work when it floods (9) Putting furnishings on top of the raised bed and 
preparing for flood can take ‘as long as two days’ (5) 
(7) (11)

Purchasing culverts to put along drainage channels 
and act as access points to the house (11)

Putting furnishings on top of the raised bed and 
preparing for flood can take ‘as long as two days’ (5) 
(7) (11)

Destruction of household goods, clothes (11) Relocated to relatives once when flooded (5)

Cost of soap to clean dirtied household property and 
replace damaged property (11, 33, 34, 35)

Constructed a dyke (6)

Damage to household goods and furnishings (12, 30) Preparations for flooding can take a week (6)

No clients during floods – ‘I am poor during the flood 
season’ (29, 34)

Difficult to cook outside in the yard when it is flooded 
(6)

Loses clients for snack business during floods 
because ‘it is hard to cross through the floods to get 
food’ (29)

Difficult to move around when the floods come (6)

Cash lost in floods (32) Piling soil around the hounÃflo�伀̀匀嘀娀嬀̀倀唀̀退� 



most vulnerable to water entering the home.

In Bwaise and Natete household heads were able 
to provide a long list of the costs associated with 
flooding, some of which had a direct financial value 
and some of which were more related to economic 
losses in terms of opportunity costs (see Table 1 
below).

It is notable that while it is possible to gain insight 
into what factors associated with living in flood-
prone settlements provide opportunity or add value 
to people’s lives by asking indirect questions about 
decision-making processes, responses to direct 
questions about the opportunities and value of living 
in flooding areas (specifically, in Bwaise) were likely 
to be met with the response ‘nothing’ (i.e. there is 
nothing inherently valuable or beneficial about living 
there) and instead a clear understanding of the costs 
and losses incurred. Thus, the benefits in terms of 
relationships that enable socio-economic flows might 
be interpreted more as ‘invisible enablers’ or adaptive 
necessities than as calculation factors in people’s 
decision-making.

Although people in Bwaise and Natete are adversely 
affected by flooding, many of them have no choice but 
to accept these risks and stay where they are because 
they are not financially able to secure other housing. 
One respondent in Natete explained, ‘I don’t have 
the capacity because this house rent costs 50,000 
and above the hill houses are at 80,000 or 140,000’. 
Another confesses, ‘[I have not left this area because] 
I have not found people who buy my place. I need 
about 100 million because this is in the city’. Thus it 
is not really that households find the risks acceptable, 
but rather that they have few alternatives, or that the 
health and economic risks are bearable given the 
alternatives that are available to them. Additionally, 
the sense of identity and belonging experienced by 
some in the community can bring both benefits and 
a sense of inescapability; one NSDF leader at Bwaise 
said ‘some have been born here [in Bwaise informal 
settlement] so there is no escape route’.

Sub-set 3: Individual responses to move from 
ăsshmrk eview ,F{emwi0 Rexixi-

This sub-set covers two different groups, those 
that moved autonomously and those that were 
evicted by the state to make way for infrastructural 
improvements.3 In this research, both groups of 
people share the experience of moving within Bwaise 
or Natete. That is, the research neither traced nor 
identified people that had moved out of Bwaise or 
Natete. One of the main implications of this is that the 

respondents tended to be people that held ownership 
rather than rental claims to land. This is important 
because it relates to the ways in which people relate 
and/or calculate the relationships between values-
costs-risks, which is very much influenced by the 
commitment expressed to the land through tenure.

Clearly, one of the most important differences 
is the motivation for moving. For those moving 
autonomously, there were a diversity of reasons that 
came together – not least the suffering and hardship 
caused by the flooding. For those moving due to 
eviction, it is more evident that the motivation is 
directly a result of the eviction order. We begin by 
considering people that have moved autonomously in 
both Bwaise and Natete, before addressing those that 
have been evicted. We look at ‘movers’ and ‘evictees’ 
in Bwaise and Natete in terms of ‘risk as opportunity’ 
and ‘risk as cost’, before reflecting on the balance of 
risk as opportunity and cost.
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moving within Bwaise and Natete? 

If we consider that living in a flood-prone area of either 
Bwaise or Natete reflects a specific configuration of 
value-risk-costs, then moving location autonomously 
suggests that either one of the variables has changed 
dramatically to affect the relationships to the other two 
variables; or, two or all of the variables changed to 
precipitate a move.

The fact that the specific households interviewed had 
chosen to move but remain within either Bwaise or 
Natete respectively suggests that the value of the area 
was relatively constant. In ways similar to the section 
above (on households living in Bwaise or Natete), 



This suggests that they have faced significant 
changes to costs and/or risks. The costs and/or risks 
of remaining had become too great to bear, even 
including the additional costs incurred in moving to 
a new location. We begin by considering changes to 
costs before changes to risks in each research area. 

In Bwaise, the actual costs that respondents were 
listing ranged from financial costs (to replace 
damaged or destroyed household goods), to 
opportunity costs and labour time of reducing the 
impacts of floods, to social costs of relocating the 
family to stay with relatives. Added to these were 
financial costs of constructing a new dwelling and 
social costs of the family splitting up while new 
dwellings were constructed in the process of moving. 
One respondent was prepared to incur costs relating 
to changing from ownership to tenancy in order to 
escape the costs of dealing with the flooding. For 
most the sentiment of one respondent reflects the 
effects of the costs: ‘poverty made me to construct a 
smaller house compared to the old one creating small 
space for my family’ (Respondent 16).

For respondents in Natete, the costs were similar 
and more tragic with one respondent stating that the 
last floods had ‘killed one child and the second one 
survived narrowly after being rushed to hospital’. 
These respondents noted that other costs included 
the limitations on children of not being able to go 
outside during flooding and the health costs incurred 
from pit toilets being destroyed or flushed.

In terms of risks in Bwaise, the respondents were 
clear that the risks associated with flooding were 
likely to continue, if not increase. With some indicating 
perceived responsibilities for leaving an inheritance 
to grandchildren, it was evident that minimizing the 
risk of loss is important. Respondents attempted 
to minimize losses by raising household property, 
raising houses and creating barriers in the place 
they had moved from. Respondent 15 exhausted 
their resources adapting their dwelling to the floods: 
‘I didn’t have the money and therefore there was 
nothing to do’. For some, the need to reduce the 
risk meant saving for six years (Respondent 16) or 
taking a loan to construct a new house (Respondent 
17). Ironically, while for Respondent 18 ‘on a hilly 
landscape the floods can’t affect me’, for others that 
have moved, they are still subject to flood risk due 
to the lack of maintenance of drainage channels or 
people depositing waste in the channels and thereby 
blocking the flow (Respondent 29).

In sum, for respondents that have moved within 
Bwaise and Natete, they have sought to retain the 
value of living in such central locations and when the 
costs became overwhelming in managing the risks, 
they relocated autonomously. Even if they still appear 

to be facing flood risks, these do not appear to be 
on the same scale and the costs can be borne. The 
outcomes for the respondents that were evicted, 



52 expressed a common view that ‘since we hear of 
[KCCA’s drainage channel plan] … [there is] nothing 
permanent you can do because we live at (sic) fear 
that any time our houses might be demolished’.

In sum, those respondents in Bwaise that had been 
evicted or those in Natete facing eviction appeared 
considerably worse off than they had been prior to 
the actual eviction/announcement of eviction. We 
turn now to consider ‘risk as cost’ for both groups in 
Bwaise and Natete.
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In terms of the risk as cost, there is little doubt that 
the floods in Bwaise and Natete generate the potential 
for losses and are very likely to continue to do so, 
and increasingly so. However, contexts where ‘risk 
as opportunity’ appears to override the ‘risk as cost’ 
should not induce complacency amongst policy 
makers.

The potential for losses is considerable although 
managed through raising household property, 
relocating temporarily, shoring up dwellings on the 
outside and/or attempting to keep drainage channels 
working and cleared. It appears that these are the 
costs that some (poorer) people need to bear in order 
to afford their children a better opportunity than they 
had. Thus, costly, risk-prone environments are the 
price to be paid for some people in order to keep their 
children healthy, educated and, ultimately, to be able 
to form a household of their own.

The t898 Tm
(to form a household of their own.)325.8821
EMC 
/Span <</pptier, 



34 CDKN Cost & Benefit Analysis



Conclusions: A framework for 
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of decisions on resettlement



arbitrator of claims, even though they are complicit in the 
production of risk in the first place. The skewer diagram 
above (Figure 3) introduces a different perspective/role for 
local government as it is not, at least not initially, an issue of 
aggregation but identification and mediation of the different 
types of value-cost-risk that exist.In practical terms, the 
suggestion of this framework is that ‘conventional’ cost-
benefit analysis is still an important approach that offers 
particular insights into how different interventions can 
be valued. However, it is only one register and it is not 

necessarily the most important. The recognition of ‘value/s’ 
as a mediating variable requires acknowledgement of 
particular relations because for ‘value/s’ to be valuable 
they need to be recognised as such by more than one 
party. Values/s emerge both within a context (or ‘layer’) 
and across ‘layers’. The practical challenge is to identify 
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Wmxi mhirxmĂgexmsr erh weqtpmrk

Within Kampala, we have identified 2 sites – Bwaise 
and Natete – from which to commence the research. 
The sites were identified after a scoping trip in June 
2015 and follow-up trip in August 2015. Both sites are 
located within low-lying/wetland areas of Kampala. 
However, there are differences between Bwaise and 
Natete with regard to evictions in relation to drainage 
infrastructure expansion. Whereas in Bwaise, evictions 
have occurred, in Natete, the evictions are yet to 
occur. Within each site, different types of households 

A total of 35 respondents were interviewed in Natete:

Target Number

Household heads living in the area (including a mix of tenants and owners 
and male and female-headed households).

15

Household heads who have moved within Bwaise to reduce the risk of 
flooding (including a mix of tenants and owners).

5

Small and medium businesses (a variety of different kinds and sizes of 
businesses which are located in the flooding areas or which have moved 
due to flooding).

10

Evictees (household heads that have been evicted due to the construction 
of the drainage channel).

5

TOTAL 35

Appendix 1

were identified and due to the potential evictions in 
Natete, slightly different samples of households were 
selected. 

A team of 4 field researchers was trained in early 
November 2015 by the Research Team. The 
training included the refinement of the questions 
with the field researchers, piloting of the thematic 
interview schedules and subsequent adjustments 
to the instruments before actual research 
commenced. In addition to the thematic interviews, 
basic demographic data was generated on each 
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A total of 35 respondents were interviewed in Bwaise




