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FOOD CONSUMPTION -62.7% had 
borderline to poor Food consumption. LIVELIHOOD CHANGE-43% employing 

emergency coping and 20% crisis coping. 

Key Outcomes for the 
Worst Affected Areas:     
Kaabong, Kotido, 
Napak and Moroto

NUTRITIONAL STATUS- GAM 15% 
points to an emergency phase MORTALITY- CMR 

0.5/10,000;U5MR 1/10,000

Summary of Causes, Context and Key Issues
The region was majorly classified in overall phase 3 (Crisis) with the most affected districts being Kaabong, Kotido, Napak and Moroto. Phase 
2 (stressed) districts included Amudat, Nakapiriprit, and Abim. Food insecurity was attributed to the poor harvest caused by poor rainfall 
performance in 2014. Though areas cultivated were reported to have increased, crop production was generally below normal. Pasture and 
browse were available for most of the year, however the high prevalence of livestock 
diseases affected livestock production and eventually household incomes. Currently 
household food stocks are exhausted with the lean season at its peak, households 
are mostly involved in cultivation activities and are surviving on market purchase, 
vegetables, wild foods, income from labour opportunities resulting from cultivation 
activities, firewood, charcoal and exploitation of natural resources. The most extreme 
limiting factor to food security in the region is utilization followed by access. Food 
availability is a minor limiting factor, because despite crop harvests of the previous 
season being dismal, food is available in the markets due to fair road network, stable 
security and active social safety nets. 

The Integrated Food Security Phase Classification (IPC) is a global, multi-partner, innovative initiative to inform food security policy and programming and, 
ultimately, to contribute to the global food and nutrition security. The IPC promotes a common approach for classifying severity and underlying factors of both 

acute and chronic food insecurity thus improving the rigour, transparency, relevance, and comparability of food security analysis for decision makers.

Analysis Partners & Supporting Organisations
MAAIF, OPM, MOH, FAO, WFP, UNICEF, ACF, URCS, FEWSNET, GOAL, PENHA, WVU,

COMWO, ZOA, ACF, WHH, ACTED, MUK, KARAMOJA DISTRICT LOCAL GOVTs
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The region was majorly classified in overall phase 3 
(Crisis) with the most affected districts being Kaabong, 
Kotido, Napak and Moroto. Phase 2 (stressed) districts 
included Amudat, Nakapiriprit, and Abim. 

Food insecurity was attributed to the poor harvest 
caused by poor rainfall performance in 2014, with a dry 
spell being experienced in June to July and heavy rain 
received towards the end of the cropping season. This 
lead to destruction of mature crops and caused honey 
dew and mildew in sorghum growing areas. Though land 
areas cultivated were reported to have increased, crop 
production was generally below normal. Pasture and 
browse were available for most of the year, however 
the high prevalence of livestock diseases such as FMD, 
and PPR, tick infestation affected livestock production 
and eventually household incomes. Currently household 
food stocks are exhausted with the lean season at its 

peak for the majority of households. Households are 
mostly involved in cultivation activities and are surviving 
on market purchase, vegetables, wild foods, income from 
labour opportunities resulting from cultivation activities, 
firewood, charcoal and exploitation of natural resources. 
The most extreme limiting factor to food security in the 
region is utilization followed by access. Utilization of food 
is affected by poor sanitation, poor child care practices 
(low feeding frequency for children, poor dietary diversity, 
and poor food preparation methods), low per capita 
water usage below 15 litres per person per day and poor 
food storage. Access to food is affected by high prices, 
low purchasing power and incomes. Food availability is 
a minor limiting factor, because despite crop harvests of 
the previous season being dismal, food is available in 
the markets due to fair road network, stable security and 
active social safety nets.

Limitations 
1.	 The	ISS	is	still	a	new	

tool;	more	training	is	
needed	at	country	level	to	
equip	more	analysts	with	
skills	on	how	to	use	it	.

2.	 Lack	of	up	to	date	data	
from	different	sources	
to	allow	for	triangulation	
of	data	to	allow	for	
better	understanding	
of	the	situation	

Recommendations 
for Next steps for 
analysis, Monitoring 
and updates

1.	 Disseminate	information	to	
policy	makers	for	action

2.	 Provide	inputs	for	
improvement	of	the	ISS

3.	 Provide	training	in	the	use	
of	the	ISS	for	IPC	analysis

4. Publication of 
the findings.

Part 2: Summary of Findings, Methods, and Next Steps

IPC Protocols for classification of Chronic Food Insecurity
IPC is a set of protocols to classify chronic and acute food insecurity. The IPC 
consists of four mutually reinforcing functions, each with a set of protocols (tools and 
procedures). The core IPC parameters include consensus Building, convergence 
of evidence, accountability, transparency and comparability. The analysis was 
carried out by members of the IPC Technical Working Group and representatives 
from Local Governments, NGOs and UN agencies. This analysis was compiled at 
a workshop held at Mt. Moroto Hotel from 22nd-26th June 2015.  It was attended 
by 43 participants; 21 from all seven Districts of Karamoja, and 22 were members 
of the IPC Technical Working Group representing relevant NGOs, UN agencies 
and Ministries that handle food security, water and sanitation, health and nutrition 
related activities at national and Karamoja level. The approach drew together all 
available food security information from reliable data sources. Classification was 
based on convergence of evidence of current or projected most likely conditions, 
including effects of humanitarian assistance to arrive at a ‘big picture’ analysis, or 
meta-analysis, of the overall food security situation. 

Sources of data included; 
 » Karamoja Seasonal Food Security Assesement (FAO, MAAIF June 2015) 
 » Uganda Monthly Market Monitor, Bulletin April 

2015 Issue 13 (WFP April 2015 )
 » Karamoja Health and  Nutrition Assesment  

(WFP, UNICEF December  2013),
 » Karamoja Food Security and Nutrition Assessment 

(FSNA). WFP, UNICEF. June 2014
 » National Population and Housing Census 2014 (UBOS 2014)
 » Karamoja HEA baseline report- Overview and 

profiles (FAO, 24 March 2014)
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Key Information Relevant for Response Analysis and Decision Making
Acute food 
insecurity phases

Districts Immediate causes Recommended 
Response 

Phase 3 Kaabong

Moroto

Napak

Kotido 

 » Poor harvest caused by poor 
rainfall performance in 2014. 

 » Below normal food production hence 
low household food stocks

 » High prevalence of livestock diseases affecting 
livestock production and household incomes. 

 » Poor hygiene and sanitation 
 » Poor food utilization ( tastes and 

preferences and preparation methods)
 » Poor child care practices

 » Protect 
livelihoods, 
reduce food 
gaps and 
reduce acute 
malnutrition

Phase 2 Nakapiriprit

Abim

Amudat

 » Poor harvest and below normal food production
 » Low household stocks
 » High prevalence of livestock diseases affecting 

livestock production and household incomes. 
 » Poor hygiene and sanitation
 » Poor food utilization ( tastes and 

preferences and preparation methods)
 » Poor child care practices

 » Action required 
for disaster 
risk reduction 
and protection 
of livelihoods

Risk factors to Monitor from July- November 2015
 » Rainfall performance
 » Rising food prices 
 » Crop and Livestock diseases 
 » Human disease (malaria, diarrhoea, Hepatitis E, cholera) 
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Part 3: Population Tables
A detailed population table is elaborated based on total population figures drawn from the Uganda National Population 
Census 2014. Using both direct and indirect evidence provided the basis of the distribution of households among 
the four phase for the different districts. An area level classification was employed were the district was the unit of 
analysis. The criterion for classification was that at least 20 percent of the population had to be in a particular phase 
or higher. In areas were more than one phase has at least 20 percent of the population, the most severe phase was 
chosen to categorize the area.

Name of 
District

Population Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4

(UBOS 
census 
2014)

Number % of 
pop’n

Number % of 
pop’n

Number % of 
pop’n

Number % of 
pop’n

Abim 109,039 15,256 14 77,417 71 16,356 15 -   0

Amudat 111,758 37,999 34 64,818 58 8,941 8 -   0

Kaabong 169,274 13,711 8 52,306 31 79,599 47 23,698 14

Kotido 178,909 22,689 13 70,009 39 63,275 35 22,936 13

Moroto 104,539 27,180 26 51,747 50 25,612 24 -   0

Nakapiriprit 169,691 30,544 18 125,572 74 8,485 5 5,090 3

Napak 145,219 17,135 12 87,131 60 36,307 25 4,646 3

Total 988,429 164,514 17 529,000 54 238,575 24 56,370 6

Contact for Further Information
IPC Technical Working Group chair, maaifewu@yahoo.co.uk 

IPC Global Support Unit: www.ipcinfo.org

4


