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Abstract: The changing environment, climate, and the increasing manifestation of disasters, has
generated an increased demand for accurate and timely weather information. This information
is provided by the National meteorological authorities (NMAs) through different dissemination
channels e.g., using radios, Televisions, emails among others. The use of ICTs to provide weather
information is recently gaining popularity. A study was conducted in three countries, namely Nigeria,
Uganda, and South Sudan to assess the efficiency of an ICT tool, known as “Weather Information
Dissemination System”. The study involved 254 participants (Uganda: 71; South Sudan: 133; and
Nigeria: 50). The collected primary data were first quality controlled and organized thematically
for detailed analysis. Descriptive statistics was used to provide quantitative analysis as well as
content scrutinized for qualitative analysis. The results showed that there is a need for timely weather
information to plan farming activities such as planting and application of fertilizers and pesticides as
well as to manage flood and drought by the water sector and disaster management. Results further
showed that the majority of the respondents have access to the technology needed to access weather
and climate information. The respondents who received weather information from NMAs noted
that the forecast was good. However, they further noted that there is more room for improvement
especially with making the forecasts location-specific, ensuring mobile access is adequate in all
regions, provision of weather information by SMS (in countries where this service is currently
unavailable) and improved timing of the weather information. Finally, uncertainty about the accuracy
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of weather information and the weather information not meeting specific needs are key barriers to
people’s willingness to pay for it (Uganda: 33.3%; South Sudan: 46.1%; and Nigeria: 33.3%). Improved
collaborations between the NMAs, ICT service providers, policymakers and farmers will facilitate
an effective approach to weather information access and dissemination. Innovative sensitization
approaches through the media houses will enable better understanding of weather products and
utilization, and access to enabling ICTs would increase access to weather forecasts

Keywords: weather information dissemination; weather information impact; mobile information
access; weather information accuracy; location-specific information

1. Introduction

Weather is the present condition of the atmosphere at a given place. It is usually
provided using the following parameters: temperature, relative humidity, precipitation,
cloudiness and wind among other parameters. In the era of climate change, weather and
its effects on human life are a critical issue to humans and property. A case in point is
the increase in the occurrences of extreme weather events, which often cause loss of lives
and property [1–4]. A shift in the start of seasons has been observed globally, leading to
increased challenges in predicting the onset and cessation of rain seasons [3–6]. Human
lives and property are increasingly lost due to floods and landslides that often come during
rainy seasons. On the other hand, dry spells have been reported to span longer durations
than in the past, with a remarkable increase in temperature [3]. The negative effects of
increasing temperature have further reduced investment, depressed labor productivity,
causing poorer human health [7,8], and lowering agricultural and industrial output among
others [9]. These extreme weather events further negatively affect livelihoods, contributing
to forced migration from landslide- and flood-prone areas in a bid to limit the impacts of
these events [10–12].

The economies of many African countries have been majorly impacted by these
extreme conditions owing to their reliance on rain-fed agriculture [3]. Agricultural produc-
tivity processes have been negatively affected starting from planting, post-harvest, and
marketing [13]. Weather-related losses have been reported in the drying process, in which
the quality of produce is lowered [14–16]. For example, 14.9% of all the cooking bananas
that are produced in Uganda were found to suffer postharvest deterioration along the value
chain while 7.2% of the bananas deteriorated completely and 7.7% deteriorated partially,
leading to selling them at discounted prices [17]. Moreover, other sectors, which support
the agricultural sector such as transport are equally affected. Additionally, losses as a result
of bad roads which significantly deteriorate in the rainy seasons have been noted.

In some parts of Africa, farm produce, which was once seasonal, has been recently
deseasonalized, since related activities/practices are no longer seasonal. Other farm pro-
duce has been improved to withstand changing weather/climate patterns. In the past
decades, farming activities were largely subsistence, however farming is becoming a lu-
crative business venture [13]. In addition to agriculture, weather conditions affect several
other sectors such as health [4,8], water resources [3], transportation [9], construction,
and tourism among others. Communities are increasingly appreciating the value of local
weather and climate information and thus the need for promoting decentralization of
weather and climate services in order to adapt to climate shocks [18]. The key determinants
in adaptation to climate shocks are access to information, total annual farm income, and
market access [18–20]. Despite the increase in the volume of weather information produced,
there is still only a limited amount of information that reaches the communities who need
it most, the uptake of weather and climate services is still low and some local communities
have resorted to the use of local indigenous knowledge [19].

In developing countries, farming communities have continued to decry the unreliabil-
ity of weather information, timeliness and accuracy. This has resulted in a poor uptake of
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the provided weather information [20]. Information and Communication Technology (ICT)-
based models including using web portals and mobile-based applications to disseminate
information are effective but still face challenges [21–24]. One example of an ICT inter-
vention is the use of ICT tools to provide farmers with Climate Smart Agriculture-related
extension messages [24–27]. However, the effectiveness of ICT interventions is impeded
by the high cost of accessing both the weather information and tools, preventing many
low-income communities from using these systems [25,27]. Moreover, more affordable
alternatives such as the use of traditional media channels and dissemination via community
leaders are prone to delays in delivery, information distortion, and a lack of flexibility in
terms of weather products of choice and time preferences. National Meteorological services
are increasingly bringing together different stakeholders as a means of tailoring climate
advisories to the different sectors as a co-production approach. One of the bodies at the
forefront of promoting co-production is the IGAD Climate Applications and Prediction
Center (ICPAC).

The national hydro-meteorological authorities generally offer a variety of weather
and climate products including advisories. Weather and climate products are at varying
timescales, ranging from: nowcasting, which is a weather forecast for a few hours ahead
(e.g., up to 3 h), sub-seasonal e.g., a month, seasonal (e.g., March-May) including climate
projections. These and other products are created with the aim of getting accurate and
timely information to help communities adapt to extreme weather events. In this paper, we
assess the effectiveness of the weather information dissemination models to communities
across sectors, with emphasis on the different needs and contexts of communities in three
countries including Nigeria, South Sudan and Uganda.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Theoretical Framework

Information is knowledge obtained from investigation, study, or instruction. It is
a form of organized or classified data with meaningful values for the receiver. When
communication provides meaning to the receiver, it is said to be effective. Effectiveness
is the capability of producing a desired result or the ability to produce a desired output.
Relevant information means information that pertains to the matter or problem at hand
and is directly connected with effective communication. Information is considered relevant
if it is important and useful, such as pertinent, valuable, of utility, applicable, helpful, ap-
propriate, significant, topical, correspondence, fit, bearing, matching [26]. User perceptions
determine the usefulness of weather information including; the complexity of weather
information, packaging of information, accuracy and scale of forecasts, interpretation of
the information, and timing among others. It is therefore important that all aspects of
information be considered to ensure that its purpose is met. For instance, the provision
of high-quality weather data is not a guarantee that communities benefit from weather
information. Weather information dissemination is key to realizing the full potential of the
weather and climate information to support communities in adapting to climate change. In
this study weather, information was made available through the WIDS application [28].
People-related factors, such as: farmers’ ICT literacy, level of awareness and education,
motivation, and attitude towards the information itself and source, affect the level of use of
the information [29]. The study sought to assess the levels of effectiveness and determinants
of the effectiveness of weather information dissemination methods amongst farmers and
policymakers/service providers. Figure 1 shows the conceptual framework, which guided
the study whereby the relevancy of weather and climate information coupled with the
effectiveness of dissemination leads to the desired result; that is, using the information for
better outcomes.
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Figure 1. Theoretical framework of the study.

2.2. Survey Design and Administration

Questionnaires targeting two groups including farmers (Uganda: 71; South Su-
dan: 133; and Nigeria: 65) and policy makers/service providers (Uganda: 55; South
Sudan: 45; and Nigeria: 5) were administered from June 2020 to late August 2020 in
the three African countries, including Uganda, South Sudan and Nigeria. The farmers
responded to the questionnaires during focus group discussions, while the policymak-
ers/service providers were reached through Google forms. A minimum number of ques-
tions, which were considered by the researchers as the bare minimum for meaningful data
analysis, were made mandatory for the Google form submission, while other questions
were not required to be completed. Additional responses were received from both groups
during scheduled webinars conducted in September 2020. Table 1 gives the distribution
of farmers who responded to the questionnaire, while Table 2 is the distribution of the
policymakers/service providers that participated in the study. The policy makers were
from the agriculture sector, water and environment sector, health sector, ICT sector as
well as the local governments. The service providers were from the ICT sector and from
Academia. The humanitarian organizations (i.e., Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs)
and Community Based Organizations (CBOs)) that participated in the study were chosen
on the basis of participating in the Weather information cycle especially targeting the
agriculture, water resources and health sectors.

Table 1. Respondents to the farmer questionnaire across the three countries.

Country Number of Respondents Percentage (%)

Scheme 133 133 52
Nigeria 50 20
Uganda 71 28

Total 254 100

Table 2. The policy makers and service providers that participated in the study.

Sector South Sudan Nigeria Uganda

Academia 10 0 10
Local Government 4 0 1

Water and Environment 0 4 8
Agriculture 4 0 8

Health 0 0 9
ICT service providers 16 1 10

Humanitarian (NGO/ CBO) 11 0 9
Total 45 5 55
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2.3. The Study Area

The study was carried out in identified areas in three countries in Africa namely;
Uganda (in wakiso, Kampala, and Kamuli districts), South Sudan (in East equatorial and
Central equatorial) and Nigeria (in Borno, FCT Abuja and Delta states) (Figure 2). Table 3
describes the characteristics of the selected areas in the study.
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Figure 2. The study area: Uganda (in Wakiso, Kampala and Kamuli districts), South Sudan (in East
equatorial and Central equatorial) and Nigeria (in Borno, FCT Abuja and Delta states).

Table 3. Demographics of the study areas.

Country Area Land (Km2)
Population

(People)
Main Economic

Activity

Nigeria (states) Nasarawa 27,117 1,869,377 Agriculture and mining
Borno 70,898 5,860,200 Agriculture and Trade

FCT Abuja 7315 3,095,118 Trade, Industry,
Agriculture

Delta 17,698 5,663,400 Oil and Agriculture
Kaduna 46,053 1,133,430 Agriculture and Trade

Uganda
(districts) Kampala 189 1,680,000 Industry and Trade

Wakiso 1906.7 1,997,418 Trade, Industry,
Agriculture

Kamuli 1557 500,800 Agriculture, Fishing,
Trade, Quarrying

South Sudan
(states)

Central
Equatoria 43,033 1,103,592 Unknown

Eastern
Equatoria 73,472 906,126 Unknown

2.4. Data Analysis

Data were first cleaned and organized into question categories and later analyzed
using R, a statistical package. This study used R version 3.6.3 used majorly the ‘stats’
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package. Additionally, this study used descriptive statistics and graphical analysis to
represent quantitative analysis.

3. Results
3.1. Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

From the data collected, the majority of the respondents were males (Figure 3) and
had been living in the location for more than 10 years (66.7% in Uganda, 55% in South
Sudan, and 74.5% in Nigeria) (Figure 4) and thus expected to have a good knowledge
of the climatology, geography and policies of their particular region. The demographic
distribution of policy makers and other actors is provided in Figure 5.
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Analysis shows that the consumers of weather and climate information are domes-
ticated in different ministries in different countries (Figure 5). Other sectors that make
use of weather and climate information are academia, local government, Health, ICT and
Humanitarian organizations (NGO/CBO). These statistics are also reflected in Section 2.2.

3.2. Weather Information Relevance
3.2.1. Weather Information Access and Frequency

The results regarding access of weather information shows that more than 60% of
the recipients (85.5% in Uganda, 72.2% in South Sudan and 65.3% in Nigeria) are able to
access weather information (Figure 6). The results further show that the most common
channel of receiving weather information is through media houses (Uganda: 77.3%; South
Sudan: 54.7%; and Nigeria: 23.4%) (Figure 7 left). Most of the policy makers in Uganda
and Nigeria received weather information via email whereas in S. Sudan the information is
received via local government officers (Figure 7 right).
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3.2.2. Weather Information Products

Figure 8 shows the main weather parameters of interest for the policy makers. The
results show that rainfall and air temperature are the main parameters of interest. Addi-
tionally, the famers from the three countries acknowledge reception of the forecast prod-
ucts made by the meteorology agencies most especially the daily and seasonal forecasts
(Figure 9).
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The rate at which the weather forecasts are received by farmers and policy makers
was investigated and we noted that for all the three countries, both the famers and the
policy makers largely received the weather forecasts on a daily (Figure 10) and seasonal
basis except for South Sudan, where most policy makers never receive weather information.
In addition, in Uganda and Nigeria the Farmers liked the way weather products were
formatted and presented. This was not the case in South Sudan where the majority of
the respondents were dissatisfied with the way weather products were formatted and
presented (Figure 11).

3.2.3. Purpose of Information

The weather information generated by the weather agencies in the three countries is
used in different ways by famers and policy makers. As shown in Figure 12, farmers in all
three countries mainly use the weather for planning when to plant (Uganda: 70.5%; South
Sudan: 51%; and Nigeria: 68.3%). Other purposes for which weather information is used
by the farmers include planning irrigation activities, fertilizer and pesticide application.
Policy makers used the weather information for a variety of purposes such as flood and
drought management (Nigeria: 37.5%; South Sudan: 29.5%; and Uganda: 18.9%); managing
domestic water supply (South Sudan: 45.5%; Nigeria: 25%; Uganda: 4%) (Figure 12). Other
purposes for which policy makers use weather information are monitoring the water levels
and development of water for production activities. A significant percentage of policy
makers apparently did not make any use of the weather information as they gave no
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response when asked about the purpose for which they used it (58.1%, 12.5% and 6.8% in
Uganda, Nigeria and South Sudan; Figure 12).
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Figure 13 shows the benefits derived from using weather information as presented
by the policy makers. Analysis shows that the outstanding benefits derived are improved
decision making, and increased productivity.
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3.2.4. Community Attitude towards Paying for Weather Information

Figure 14 shows an analysis of the willingness to pay for the weather information
services. The results showed that most of the respondents in all the three countries were
willing to pay for daily and seasonal weather updates. In Uganda (daily: 24.7% and
seasonal: 45.2 %) were willing to pay for these updates, whereas in South Sudan (daily:
26.5% and seasonal: 23.2%) and in Nigeria (daily: 42% and seasonal: 18%) were willing to
pay for the updates. Additional analysis (Figure 15) shows that on average, farmers were
willing to pay a fee of up to USD 0.055 (Uganda: 44.8% and South Sudan: 38.3%). Most of the
Nigerian farmers (62%) were not willing to pay any fee for the current weather information.
Since the farmer respondents were among those in the subsistence production category and
were therefore living on a very low income, it is not surprising that a significant percentage
preferred to receive weather information for free or to pay only very small amounts.
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As shown in Figure 16, the most notable barriers preventing farmers’ willingness to
pay for the forecasts were inaccurate forecasts (46.1%, 33.3% and 33.3% in South Sudan,
Uganda and Nigeria, respectively); affordability (35.8%, 19.1% and 9.8% in Uganda, South
Sudan and Nigeria, respectively); and their specific area not being monitored in the forecast
(35.3%, 16% and 13.5% in Nigeria, Uganda and South Sudan, respectively).
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3.3. Dissemination Process and Tools
3.3.1. Evidence of Knowledge on Weather Services and Patterns

According to the farmers, the majority were aware of the existence of National Meteo-
rological Authorities (NMAs) and that they received weather information from them (see
Figure 17). Additionally, they stated that the study area experienced two rainy seasons (in
Uganda and South Sudan) and one rainy season in Nigeria (see Figure 18).
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3.3.2. Access to Relevant Tools and Technology

In all the three countries, the respondents had access to the tools and technology
to receive weather information. In Uganda, the respondents had access mostly to radio
(27.7%), TV (26.1%) and smartphones (22.7%). In South Sudan, the respondents had access
mostly to radio (32.6%), smart phones (27%) and Facebook (22.4%) while in Nigeria, the
respondents had access mostly to smart phones (31.3%), TV (20.9%) and radio (18.7%)
(See Figure 19). Respondents also indicated that they had access to good quality mobile
networks (Uganda (91.8%), South Sudan (75.9%) and Nigeria (95.8%) (see Figure 20).
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3.3.3. Role of ICT in Weather and Climate Information Cycle

Figure 21 shows how ICT has been used for weather data collection and access, in
storage of weather data and in sharing of the weather information in all three countries but
mainly for weather data collection/access that is, in Uganda (22.2%), South Sudan (44.4)
and in Nigeria (62.5%). A significant percentage gave no response to the use of ICT in
Uganda (44.8%) and South Sudan (20%). This implies that further application of ICT could
improve the weather and climate information cycle.
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3.3.4. Inter-Organizational Collaboration among Policy Makers and Service Providers

Analysis of Figure 22 shows that in all three countries, different stakeholders engage
in collaborative efforts in relation to weather information management. These most no-
tably include NGOs/CBOs, ministries, academia and parliament. In Nigeria and South
Sudan, a significant percentage of policy makers/service providers gave no response when
asked about collaboration implying that weather information processes could benefit from
increased collaboration.
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3.4. A Case Study of Uganda for Bi-Variant Analysis

Additional chi-square analysis between the type of forecast and the importance of
the forecast received. This was to ascertain the dependence of the usage of the different
forecasts in any way according to their type. From the results (Table 4) it has been observed
from people’s perception that the relationship between the purposes of the forecast issued
and the type of the forecast issued is not statistically significant (at p < 0.05).
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Table 4. Showing the relationship between the type of forecast and the purpose of the forecasts.

Agriculture Drought/Flood
Management

Monitoring and
Managing Water

Levels

Production
Activities

Domestic
Water Supply Row Totals

Daily 2 (3.66) [0.75] 10 (8.73) [0.18] 3 (1.41) [1.80] 4 (4.23) [0.01] 1 (1.97) [0.48] 20

Seasonal 2 (3.11) [0.40] 7 (7.42) [0.02] 1 (1.20) [0.03] 5 (3.59) [0.55] 2 (1.68) [0.06] 17

10 day 6 (2.93) [3.22] 9 (6.99) [0.58] 0 (1.13) [1.13] 1 (3.38) [1.68] 0 (1.58) [1.58] 16

Monthly 1 (0.92) [0.01] 1 (2.18) [0.64] 0 (0.35) [0.35] 2 (1.06) [0.84] 1 (0.49) [0.52] 5

Seasonal 2 (3.11) [0.40] 7 (7.42) [0.02] 1 (1.20) [0.03] 5 (3.59) [0.55] 2 (1.68) [0.06] 17

No response 2 (2.38) [0.06] 4 (5.68) [0.49] 1 (0.92) [0.01] 3 (2.75) [0.02] 3 (1.28) [2.30] 13

Sub total 13 31 5 15 7 71 (Grand Total)

The Chi-square statistic is 17.7322. The p-value is 0.339813. The result is not significant at p < 0.05.

Additionally, an examination on whether the access to enabling ICT technology by
farmers would influence the farmers’ choice to like the format the forecasts are made was
performed (Table 5). From the results, the relationship between the access to enabling tech-
nologies and whether famers liked the format of forecasts was not statistically significant
(at p < 0.05). However, the relationship between the access to enabling ICT technologies
and access to forecasts had a significant relationship (at p < 0.05) (Table 6).

Table 5. Chi-square analysis between whether the access to enabling ICT technology by farmers is
dependent on the format the forecasts are made.

Like the Way Weather
Products Are Formatted

Don’t Like the Way Weather
Products Are Formatted Row Totals

Smart phones 9 (8.00) [0.12] 7 (8.00) [0.12] 16

Feature Phone 6 (5.00) [0.20] 4 (5.00) [0.20] 10

Radio 9 (8.50) [0.03] 8 (8.50) [0.03] 17

TV 7 (9.50) [0.66] 12 (9.50) [0.66] 19

FB and Email 4 (4.00) [0.00] 4 (4.00) [0.00] 8

Column Totals 35 35 70 (Grand Total)
The Chi-square statistic is 2.0246. The p-value is 0.731232. The result is not significant at p < 0.05.

Table 6. Chi-square analysis between access to forecasts and access to enabling ICT technologies.

Access to Forecasts No Access to Forecasts Marginal Row Totals

Access to enabling
ICT technology 34 (37.32) [0.3] 19 (15.68 [0.7] 53

No Access to enabling
ICT technology 16 (12.68) [0.87] 2 (5.32) [2.08] 18

Marginal Column
Totals 50 21 71 (Grand Total)

The Chi-square statistic is 3.9477. The p-value is 0.046935. Significant at p < 0.05. The chi-square statistic with
Yates correction is 2.8494. The p-value is 0.09141. Not significant at p < 0.05.

4. Discussion

Although meteorological services are the sole institution mandated to generate weather
and climate information, our findings indicate that they do not have the capacity or equip-
ment to effectively disseminate this vital information. For that reason, there is a need for
the NMAs to collaborate with other sectors in order to leverage those sectors’ strengths. For
instance, given that radio and TV can reach a wide audience, these channels are valuable for
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rapid and effective information dissemination. Meteorological services could sign MoUs
with media houses so that these partnerships are mutually beneficial to both parties. The
collaborations between the communities should also be strengthened to help meteorologi-
cal services understand the needs of communities and tailor the information better [30].
Furthermore, collaborations among sectors are necessary in order to improve the advisories
and tailor the weather and climate information to the needs of specific sectors in order in
order to realize the relevance of the information within the different contexts [31]. Increased
inter-organizational collaborations between the meteorological agencies and the stakehold-
ers (agriculture, health and water sector, which use the weather products for planning,
flood and drought management and policy making) will create better understanding and
utilization of weather products [32]. Provision of a more flexible feedback mechanism by
the meteorological agencies will provide information on how the users are receiving and
utilizing the weather products.

Quality of information is key to effective dissemination of the information. For in-
stance, communities will only invest in information if they think it is accurate and is
valuable to them [33]. There is therefore a need to increase the data capture and qual-
ity of forecasts, to generate area-specific forecasts [34]. For example, a separate analysis
of synoptic stations used to derive weather data for forecasts (Figure 23) shows a clear
sparse weather station network. Therefore, improving the density of the weather station
network will likely provide accurate forecasts. This will improve peoples’ appreciation of
the information, hence, adoption of the advisories communicated.
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Other potential areas for innovation and value addition include new processes, prod-
ucts and technologies supporting access to weather and climate information. These tech-
nologies improve access to weather information [35]. On the other hand, new products
make the information appealing, valuable or affordable. These include promotion of
weather and climate information using social media [36], developing ICT tools to ease
access to information and innovating products around weather and climate information.
Such innovations might include advisories related to crop insurance, agricultural products
markets, as well as pests and diseases. The addition of such value-added services can
generate revenue, since people become more familiar with mobile phone services when
they use information services, leading to increased mobile phone use and hence, higher
average revenue per user for the mobile provider [29,30]. Increased collaborations between
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the meteorological agencies and ICT service providers will enable improved and rapid
dissemination of weather products. For example, presentation of weather information may
be improved through graphical information.

Sensitization and awareness raising helps to inform stakeholders and especially rural
communities on the importance of weather and climate information to their livelihoods [35].
Capacity building with the media is necessary to ensure that they interpret and are able
to explain the information to other users. These engagements with stakeholders create
new needs, which require innovation in order to provide solutions. For example, in-
creased sensitization about the application of weather products through innovations will
increase an understanding of the need for collaborations between the policymakers and
service providers.

Weather and climate information cost is a barrier to access of information by rural
communities. This can be solved by applying cost-sharing mechanisms. For instance,
one person in a village might receive the weather forecast and share it with others. Other
government sectors such as agriculture could also provide financial support for the weather
and climate information since it is also of value to them. Furthermore, the government
could subsidize the cost of receiving the weather and climate information by waiving taxes
on tools and software for accessing the information. Modeling the cost–benefit analysis for
the weather information and articulating this to the target policy makers and users is also
likely to change attitudes.

From the case study, the type of forecast issued is independent of the purpose for
which it is to be used and also the choice made by farmers to like the format of the forecasts
issued or not is independent of the access to enabling ICTs. However, the access to forecasts
issued in Uganda is dependent on access to enabling technologies, thus a need to introduce
a policy to allow people have easy access to enabling ICTs.

The above recommendations have been summarized in Figure 24. Their implementa-
tion has potential to improve response to weather and climate information which would be
evidenced by increased information access, improved trust in the information, increased
productivity and increased willingness to pay for information.
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5. Conclusions

This study was carried out to assess the effectiveness of weather information dissemi-
nation among farmers and policy makers in Nigeria, South Sudan and Uganda. We found
that the majority of the respondents had access to technology needed to access weather and
climate information. Although those who receive weather information from NMAs noted
that the forecast was good, they further noted that there is more room for improvement,
such as making the forecasts location-specific, ensuring mobile access is adequate in all
regions, provision of weather information by SMS and through improved timing of the
weather information dissemination process. Finally, uncertainty about the accuracy of
weather information and the weather information not meeting specific needs are key barri-
ers to people’s willingness to pay for it. We recommend improved collaboration between
the NMAs and other sectors to improve weather information access while adoption of
innovative sensitization approaches will enable improved understanding and utilization of
weather products. A deeper analysis of weather information requirements for key sectors
such as health, water resources, transport and tourism and collaborations with NMAs
on innovative ICT-based approaches to weather dissemination is important in order to
improve weather dissemination effectiveness.

6. Limitations to the Study

The study was carried out at the time when most of the countries were on lockdown,
with restrictions on movement. Hence, limiting the number of respondents and restricting
the questionnaire administration to online Google forms.
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