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ABSTRACT

This study focused on the implementation of reasonable accommodation for persons with
disabilities in the Chief Magistrates’ Courts in the Kampala Metropolitan Area. In particular,
it assessed the factors influencing the provision of reasonable accommodation by judicial
officers; examined how individualized reasonable accommodation is provided to persons with
disabilities; and analysed the systemic and institutional factors within the judicial system that
affect the implementation of reasonable accommodation. A qualitative research approach using
an exploratory case study design was employed. Seventeen (17) participants - 3 Chief
Magistrates, 3 Magistrates, 4 Prosecutors, 4 Court Clerks, and 3 Persons with Disabilities were
purposively selected. Data was obtained through interviews and an observation checklist and
was thematically analysed. The study identified the following key factors influencing the
provision of reasonable accommodation in Kampala Metropolitan’s Chief Magistrates’ Courts:
Judicial officers’ awareness of the need to provide reasonable accommodation, affecting their
willingness to accommodate persons with disabilities. Resource limitations, including
inaccessible court infrastructure and lack of assistive devices, hindered effective
implementation. Attitudes influenced accommodation efforts, with personal experience
fostering empathy, while stigma caused uneven treatment. Institutional gaps such as lack of
formal guidelines, training, and accountability mechanisms resulted in inconsistent practices.
Individualized accommodations were often informal and ad hoc, lacking standardized
processes or consultation with persons with disabilities. Structural challenges included absence
of policies, inadequate budgets, and poor collaboration with disability organizations. The study
concluded that reasonable accommodation in Kampala Metropolitan’s Chief Magistrates’
Courts is inconsistently provided, unclear guidelines, inaccessible infrastructure, insufficient
training and, relying on individual goodwill due to limited funding. The study recommends
establishing guidelines on provisions of reasonable accommodation, enhancing capacity
building for judicial staff, improving physical accessibility, allocating designating a staff on
matters related to disability inclusion, increasing funding for reasonable accommodation, and
fostering partnerships with disability advocacy groups to ensure consistent and sustainable
access to justice for persons with disabilities.



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.0 Introduction

Access to justice is a fundamental human right; however, for persons with disabilities, this right
is often hindered by physical, procedural, and systemic barriers within judicial systems. This
study investigated the implementation practices of reasonable accommodation for people with
disabilities within the Chief Magistrates’ Courts in Kampala Metropolitan. This study is part
of the research “Exploring the Practice of Reasonable Accommodation for People with
Disabilities by the Courts of Judicature in Uganda”, under the Kyambogo University
Competitive Research Grant, where Dr. Emong Paul, the Principal Supervisor of this Research
is the Principal Investigator. This dissertation focused on the Chief Magistrates’ Courts in

Kampala Metropolitan.

This chapter presents the background to the study, the statement of the problem, research
objectives, research questions, scope, and significance of study. It also, presents the operational

definitions of key concepts, theoretical framework.

1.1 Background to the Study

Access to justice is a fundamental human right and an essential pillar of equality before the law
(Nkhata, 2021). For persons with disabilities, the realization of this right depends on the extent
to which judicial systems are inclusive and responsive to their diverse needs (United Nations,
2022). The principle of reasonable accommodation, enshrined in Article 2 of the United
Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD, 2006), mandates that
states take appropriate measures to ensure that persons with disabilities enjoy or exercise all
human rights and fundamental freedoms on an equal basis with others (Juma P. Orao, 2021).

In the context of the judiciary, this entails modifying or adjusting physical environments,



communication procedures, and courtroom practices to eliminate barriers that impede

participation (White, 2020).

In Uganda, the Constitution (1995), the Persons with Disabilities Act (2020), and other legal
frameworks affirm the government’s obligation to promote equality and non-discrimination
within public institutions, including the courts (Uganda National Council for Persons with
Disabilities [UNCPD], 2023). However, despite these legislative commitments, many Chief
Magistrates’ Courts continue to face challenges in implementing reasonable accommodation
measures effectively (The Standard News, 2024). Persons with disabilities often encounter
physical, attitudinal, and procedural barriers that undermine their ability to participate fully in

judicial processes, either as litigants, witnesses, or court users (UNCPD, 2023).

This study therefore examines the implementation of reasonable accommodation for people
with disabilities in the Chief Magistrates’ Courts within Kampala Metropolitan. It seeks to
identify the extent to which reasonable accommodation measures have been adopted, the
factors influencing their implementation, and the systemic barriers that persist. By analysing
the experiences of persons with disabilities and judicial officers, the study contributes to
ongoing efforts toward inclusive justice systems in Uganda and aligns with the global agenda
of promoting equality and access to justice for all, as articulated in the Sustainable

Development Goals (SDG 16).

1.1.2 Historical perspective

Access to justice has evolved into a central human rights concern for persons with disabilities,
representing a long struggle from marginalization to inclusion (White, 2020). Historically,
judicial systems were structured without consideration for disability rights, leading to systemic
exclusion (Nkhata, 2021). Before the twentieth century, persons with disabilities were often

perceived through a charitable or medical lens, which positioned them as recipients of care



rather than bearers of rights. The absence of inclusive legal frameworks perpetuated their
invisibility within justice systems and reinforced the misconception that they were incapable

of independent participation in legal processes (White, 2020).

The twentieth century brought a major ideological shift as global human rights movements
began to emphasize equality, participation, and non-discrimination (White, 2020). Disability
rights advocates emerged during the 1960s and 1970s, demanding that persons with disabilities
be recognized as full participants in society. These movements catalysed legal and institutional
transformations at national and international levels, laying the groundwork for a rights-based
approach to disability (Juma P. Orao, 2021). The adoption of the United Nations Convention
on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD) in 2006 marked a defining moment in the
global recognition of disability as a human rights issue rather than a welfare concern. The
CRPD introduced the concept of reasonable accommodation, requiring states to make
necessary adjustments to ensure equal participation in all spheres, including judicial

proceedings (White, 2020).

The CRPD’s provisions, particularly in Articles 2, 5, 9, 13, and 14, compel State Parties to
ensure that persons with disabilities can access justice on an equal basis with others. These
articles emphasise accessibility, procedural fairness, and non-discrimination as prerequisites
for equality before the law (United Nations, 2022). Globally, countries such as the United
States institutionalised these principles through the Americans with Disabilities Act (1990),
which mandates accessibility in courtrooms and requires accommodations such as sign
language interpretation and assistive devices. Similarly, the United Kingdom’s Equality Act
(2010) and Australia’s Disability Discrimination Act (1992) reinforced reasonable
accommodation as a legal requirement to promote inclusivity within judicial processes (White,

2020).



Despite these advancements, challenges in implementation persist worldwide. Many
developing countries continue to face systemic barriers, including limited resources,
insufficient infrastructure, and low awareness among judicial officers (Nkhata, 2021). In
Africa, colonial legacies contributed to the exclusion of persons with disabilities, as colonial
judicial systems prioritised administrative efficiency over inclusivity. Post-independence
reforms in countries such as South Africa, Kenya, and Tanzania have gradually integrated
disability rights into national legislation. However, disparities remain between policy

commitments and practical implementation (Nkhata, 2021).

In Uganda, the evolution of disability rights reflects a similar trajectory from exclusion to
inclusion. The 1995 Constitution marked a turning point by recognising equality, non-
discrimination, and affirmative action for marginalised groups, including persons with
disabilities. This constitutional foundation led to the enactment of the Persons with Disabilities
Act, which further emphasised accessibility, inclusion, and reasonable accommodation in
public institutions. These legal frameworks demonstrate Uganda’s commitment to the global
disability rights agenda and to promoting justice that is both inclusive and equitable (UNCPD,

2023).

However, despite these positive developments, practical implementation within Uganda’s
judiciary remains limited. Many court facilities, especially at the level of Chief Magistrate
Courts, lack essential accessibility features such as ramps, lifts, and assistive technologies. This
has resulted in the continued marginalisation of persons with disabilities seeking justice (The
Standard News, 2024). The case of Rukundo v. Attorney General (2019) serves as a landmark
example, where the judiciary was challenged for failing to provide reasonable accommodations

such as accessible courtrooms, interpreters, and assistive materials. The case underscored the



judiciary’s obligation to eliminate barriers and to promote full participation for persons with

disabilities.

The historical evolution of reasonable accommodation thus demonstrates an ongoing journey
from invisibility to recognition. It illustrates a transformation from charitable perceptions
toward a rights-based approach rooted in equality and human dignity (White, 2020).
Nonetheless, it also reveals that legislative progress must be matched with institutional reforms,
adequate resources, and attitudinal change within judicial structures. The historical background
therefore provides a foundation for understanding the current state of reasonable
accommodation within Uganda’s Chief Magistrate Courts, where the legacy of exclusion

continues to challenge the realisation of equal access to justice for all.

1.1.2 Conceptual perspective

This study is grounded in the universal nature of human rights theory, which is based on the
inherent dignity and equal worth of every human being. The universality principle holds that
human rights are not privileges granted by governments but intrinsic entitlements that belong
to every person by virtue of their humanity (Donnelly, 2020). The concept gained prominence
after World War Il and was institutionalized through international instruments such as the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) of 1948, which emphasized equality, non-
discrimination, and justice as fundamental rights. Over time, this framework has been
reinforced by regional and national legal systems to ensure that all persons including
marginalized groups are treated with fairness and respect before the law. The Convention on
the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD) (United Nations, 2006) built upon this
foundation by explicitly recognizing the need for reasonable accommodation to ensure full

participation of persons with disabilities in all societal spheres, including the justice system.



The universal human rights theory is highly relevant to this study because it provides the
normative foundation for the concept of reasonable accommodation in judicial contexts. It
emphasizes that access to justice is a fundamental human right that must be enjoyed equally by
all individuals, including persons with disabilities. The principles of equality before the law,
non-discrimination, and the right to a fair hearing are central to this theory and align with the
obligations set out in Article 13 of the CRPD. Within the judiciary, this theoretical lens helps
to explain why legal systems must make deliberate efforts to remove barriers that hinder the
participation of persons with disabilities in legal proceedings. Thus, the theory supports the
argument that reasonable accommodation—such as the provision of sign language interpreters,
assistive technologies, and accessible court infrastructure—is not a matter of charity but a legal

and moral obligation rooted in the recognition of universal human rights (Pogge, 2018).

The universal nature of human rights theory is applicable to this study as it guides the
assessment of how Chief Magistrates’ Courts in Kampala Metropolitan implement reasonable
accommodation for persons with disabilities. It provides a lens through which to evaluate
whether the judiciary fulfills its duty to ensure equal access and effective participation in legal
processes. By anchoring the study in this framework, the researcher can analyze how human
rights principles are operationalized in practice through judicial policies, infrastructural
accessibility, and procedural adaptations. Furthermore, the theory’s emphasis on accountability
and systemic reform helps in examining the institutional commitment of courts to uphold the
rights of persons with disabilities (Mann, 2021). It therefore informs the study’s interpretation
of both individual and systemic efforts within the justice system to promote inclusion and

equality.

Despite its global influence, the universal human rights theory has been criticized for being too

idealistic and insufficiently contextualized. Critics argue that its emphasis on universality may



overlook cultural, economic, and institutional variations that affect the implementation of rights
in different societies (Sen, 2019). In the context of disability rights, the theory assumes that
recognition of human rights automatically leads to inclusion, yet practical enforcement often
remains weak due to resource constraints, attitudinal barriers, and limited institutional capacity
in developing countries like Uganda. Moreover, while the theory promotes equality, it offers
limited guidance on how to balance competing demands between resource allocation and the
fulfillment of reasonable accommodation obligations. Nonetheless, these limitations do not
diminish its relevance; rather, they underscore the need to contextualize human rights
principles within national realities, ensuring that ideals of equality and non-discrimination are

effectively translated into judicial practice.

1.1.3 Theoretical framework

This study is anchored on the universal nature of human rights, a concept rooted in the inherent
dignity and equal worth of all human beings. The universality of human rights asserts that these
rights are not privileges granted by governments but intrinsic values that belong to every
individual by virtue of their humanity (Donelly, 2020). This principle forms the foundation for
international human rights instruments, such as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
(UDHR), and domestic human rights laws, which emphasize equality, non-discrimination, and

the right to a fair hearing as essential elements of justice.

In the context of access to justice, the principles of equality before and under the law, coupled
with the right to a fair hearing, are critical. These principles require legal systems to be inclusive
and responsive to the diverse needs of all individuals, particularly marginalized groups like
persons with disabilities. Reasonable accommodation, as outlined in Article 2 of the
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD), reflects the commitment to

uphold these principles by adapting legal processes to eliminate barriers and ensure effective



participation for persons with disabilities (United Nations, 2006). This aligns with the universal
human rights framework, which mandates state institutions, including the judiciary, to protect

and promote human rights as a fundamental responsibility.

The CRPD’s human rights model advances this understanding by emphasizing that reasonable
accommodation are not optional but legal obligations necessary to achieve substantive equality.
It advocates for proactive measures to address structural and procedural barriers that prevent
persons with disabilities from accessing justice on an equal basis with others. For instance, the
judiciary must provide sign language interpreters, accessible courtrooms, and assistive
technologies to ensure that persons with disabilities can participate fully in legal proceedings

(Pogge, 2018).

The universal nature of human rights also underscores the importance of accountability and
systemic change. It provides a comprehensive framework for addressing social injustices and
inequalities by requiring state institutions to adopt inclusive policies and practices that promote
equality and non-discrimination (Mann, 2021). This is particularly relevant in the judiciary,
where the principle of universality guides the practice of reasonable accommodation as a means

to uphold the rights of all individuals, irrespective of their circumstances.

This study draws on the universal nature of human rights and the principles of equality, non-
discrimination, and the right to a fair hearing to examine the implementation of reasonable
accommodation for persons with disabilities in the judiciary. By leveraging the human rights
framework advanced by the CRPD, this study seeks to highlight the legal and ethical

obligations of courts to ensure access to justice for all individuals.



1.1.4 Contextual perspective

Within Uganda, the practice of reasonable accommodation must be analysed within the
framework of national laws, institutional structures, and socio-cultural realities (UNCPD,
2023). The country has made considerable legal progress in recognising the rights of persons
with disabilities. The 1995 Constitution establishes equality and freedom from discrimination
as fundamental principles. Article 21 guarantees equality before the law, while Article 32
mandates affirmative action to address historical inequalities faced by marginalised groups.
These constitutional provisions are further reinforced by the Persons with Disabilities Act,
2020, which obliges public institutions including the judiciary to implement measures that

promote accessibility and inclusion (UNCPD, 2023).

Despite this robust legal framework, the practical realisation of reasonable accommodation in
Uganda’s judiciary remains inconsistent. Reports by disability rights organisations indicate that
many court buildings are not physically accessible to wheelchair users. Facilities such as ramps,
accessible restrooms, and elevators are either absent or non-functional (The Standard News,
2024). Persons with hearing impairments often attend court proceedings without the assistance
of sign language interpreters, while individuals with visual impairments rarely access court
documents in Braille or audio formats. These barriers prevent meaningful participation and

weaken confidence in the judicial process (UNCPD, 2023).

The Kampala Metropolitan area offers a particularly relevant context for studying this issue.
As Uganda’s busiest judicial region, it hosts several Chief Magistrate Courts that handle both
civil and criminal cases for a large and diverse population (Mukasa, 2023). However, the high
caseload, infrastructural limitations, and resource constraints pose challenges to effective
accommodation. Many courtrooms lack appropriate seating arrangements, assistive listening

systems, and accessible information desks. In addition, procedural rigidity such as fixed



hearing schedules and formal language creates further challenges for persons with intellectual
or psychosocial disabilities who require additional time or simplified communication to

understand proceedings.

Institutional attitudes also contribute to the problem. Some judicial officers view reasonable
accommodation as a privilege or favour rather than a legal right. This misconception is often
rooted in broader societal attitudes that frame disability in terms of limitation or dependency.
The absence of disability-awareness training among judicial personnel further perpetuates such
biases, leading to inconsistent application of inclusive practices (UNCPD, 2023).
Economic and logistical factors compound these challenges. Limited government funding

restricts the judiciary’s ability to invest in accessibility upgrades or assistive technologies.

Coordination among key factors such as the Ministry of Justice, the Equal Opportunities
Commission, and organisations representing persons with disabilities remains weak, resulting

in fragmented interventions (UNCPD, 2023).

Nevertheless, progress is gradually emerging. Initiatives by advocacy groups and legal aid
organisations have led to increased dialogue on disability inclusion within the justice system.
Some courts have begun to adapt their infrastructure and procedures, while a growing number
of lawyers with disabilities are entering the legal profession and championing reform. The
government’s inclusion of disability rights in national development plans also indicates a

growing recognition of the issue’s importance (Mukasa, 2023).

Overall, Uganda’s contextual landscape reveals a dichotomy between policy commitment and
implementation reality. The legal foundation for reasonable accommodation is strong, but
institutional capacity, infrastructure, and awareness lag behind. Within the Chief Magistrate
Courts of Kampala Metropolitan, this gap is especially visible, as these courts serve as the main

entry point to the justice system for most citizens. Addressing this situation requires

10



coordinated efforts to improve infrastructure, allocate sufficient resources, train judicial
personnel, and shift attitudes toward understanding reasonable accommaodation as both a legal

duty and a moral imperative.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Reasonable accommodation, as guaranteed under international human rights law frameworks,
is essential for ensuring equitable access to justice for persons with disabilities, as outlined in
the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD), particularly in Articles 2,
5,9, 13, and 14 (United Nations, 2019). Globally, many judicial systems have embraced the
principle of reasonable accommodation to promote inclusion and eliminate barriers that prevent
persons with disabilities from participating fully in legal proceedings (Brennan, 2020). In
Uganda, the commitment to reasonable accommodation within the judiciary is upheld through
key legal and policy frameworks, including the Constitution of Uganda (1995, as amended),
the Persons with Disabilities Act (2020), and the National Disability Policy (2023). The
Constitution, under Article 21(2), prohibits discrimination based on disability, additionally,
Article 35(1) mandates the state to uphold the dignity and rights of persons with disabilities.
The Persons with Disabilities Act (2020) reinforces these provisions by requiring reasonable

accommodation in judicial settings, particularly under Sections 6 and 16.

Despite these commitments, research on the implementation of reasonable accommodation in
the judiciary, particularly in Chief Magistrates’ Courts within Kampala Metropolitan, remains
limited (Mukasa, 2023). Available literature highlights significant barriers faced by persons
with disabilities, such as physically inaccessible court buildings, inadequate assistive
technology, and insufficient communication accommaodations like sign language interpreters

(NUDIPU, 2022). While these challenges have been documented, there is little understanding

11



of the specific measures adopted by the judiciary to address these barriers or the extent to which

these measures align with national and international standards (Simmons & Taylor, 2019).

This study therefore aimed to investigate the analysing the implementation of the practice of
reasonable accommodation within the Chief Magistrate Courts in Kampala Metropolitan.
Specifically, assessing the factors influencing the provision of reasonable accommodation by
the judicial officers, the provision of individualised reasonable accommodation to specific
individuals with disabilities, examining the resources within the Chief Magistrate Courts that

qualify as reasonable accommaodation.

1.3 Purpose of the Study
To investigate the implementation of reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities

in Chief Magistrate Courts in the Kampala Metropolitan area.

1.4 Objectives of the Study
1. To explore the factors influencing the provision of reasonable accommodation by the
judicial officers at the Magistrates’ Courts.
2. To examine the provision of individualised reasonable accommodation to specific
individuals with disabilities in the Magistrates’ Courts.
3. To investigate the factors inherent within the judicial system that affect the
implementation of reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities in the

Magistrates’ Courts.
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1.5 Research Questions
1. What are factors influencing the provision of reasonable accommodation by the judicial
officers at the Magistrates’ Courts?
2. What are the provision of individualised reasonable accommodation to specific
individuals with disabilities in the Magistrates’ Courts?
3. What are the factors inherent within the judicial system that affect the implementation

of reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities in the Magistrates’ Courts?

1.6 Scope of the Study

1.6.1 Content scope

The study focused on disability rights, accessibility, and inclusivity within the judicial system.
It examined the legal and practical implementation of reasonable accommodation, which
referred to necessary and appropriate modifications to ensure persons with disabilities could
enjoy and exercise their legal rights. The study explored compliance with legal obligations
derived from Uganda’s Persons with Disabilities Act (2020), the Constitution of Uganda, and

the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD).

1.6.2 Geographical scope

This research focused on the Chief Magistrate Courts located in the Kampala Metropolitan
area. The Kampala Metropolitan region encompassed the city of Kampala and its surrounding
districts, including Wakiso, Mukono, and parts of Mpigi. The selection of this geographical
area was intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of how reasonable
accommodation was implemented in a key judicial context, which could serve as a basis for

evaluating broader national practices across Uganda
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1.6.3. Time scope

The researcher focused on publications from 2019 to 2024 in order to ascertain the progressive
knowledge of past and present events related to the topic. The researcher also drew on the
experiences of judicial officers within the same period, which was believed to provide

sufficient knowledge on the subject.

1.7 Rationale of the study

While legal frameworks, such as the Persons with Disabilities Act and the Constitution of
Uganda, mandate reasonable accommodation for people with disabilities, there is limited
empirical research on how these provisions are practically implemented in court settings,
particularly within the Chief Magistrates' Courts in Kampala Metropolitan. This study aims to
fill this gap by investigating the challenges faced by individuals with disabilities in accessing
justice and the extent to which judicial systems meet the requirements of reasonable
accommodation. The knowledge gap lies in the lack of detailed studies examining the actual
application of these accommodations in court proceedings, as well as the effectiveness of the
current legal and administrative measures in fostering an inclusive legal environment for
persons with disabilities. By focusing on this area, the study provides valuable insights into the
barriers faced by individuals with disabilities and propose recommendations for enhancing the
judicial system’s accessibility, thereby contributing to the broader discourse on disability rights

and inclusive governance.

1.8 Significance of the Study
The significance of this study lies in its potential to inform and influence various stakeholders
(policymakers, legal practitioners, disability advocates and future researchers) regarding the

practice of reasonable accommodation in the judiciary in Uganda.
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This research is provide critical insights into the current practices and gaps in reasonable
accommodation for persons with disabilities within the judicial system. Understanding these
issues can guide policymakers in crafting legislation that ensures equitable access to justice for

all, thereby promoting inclusivity and adherence to international human rights standards.

The findings are valuable for legal practitioners, highlighting the importance of reasonable
accommodation in legal processes. This research enhances the understanding of ethical
obligations and legal requirements, ensuring that lawyers effectively advocate for their clients'
rights and needs. By fostering an inclusive legal environment, legal practitioners can contribute

to the broader goal of achieving justice for persons with disabilities.

The study also significantly contributes to academic knowledge by addressing a critical gap in
understanding the implementation of reasonable accommodation within the judicial system. It
may contribute to the growing body of literature on disability rights, legal accessibility, and
inclusion, offering valuable insights for future research on the broader implications of

reasonable accommodation in Uganda’s legal system and beyond.

For disability advocates, the study serves as a vital resource for understanding the judicial
landscape concerning reasonable accommodation. The evidence generated can bolster
advocacy efforts, driving campaigns aimed at enhancing the rights of people with disabilities
within the judicial system. Additionally, it may provide a foundation for collaborative efforts
between advocates and legal institutions to implement best practices in accommodating persons

with disabilities.

Further, this research may pave the way for future inquiries into reasonable accommodation
practices across different sectors in Uganda and beyond. By establishing a baseline of

knowledge regarding judicial accommodations, it can inspire further studies that explore the
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impacts of these practices on access to justice and overall societal inclusion for persons with
disabilities. Future researchers may also build upon the findings of this study to investigate the
effectiveness of implemented policies and the lived experiences of persons with disabilities

navigating the judicial system.

1.9 Definition of Key Terms
Reasonable Accommodation: Modifications or adjustments made in policies, practices, or
environments to enable persons with disabilities to participate fully in judicial processes (U.S.

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2020).

Judiciary: The judicial system or the courts of law responsible for interpreting and applying

the law in legal cases (Merriam-Webster, n.d.).
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.0 Introduction
This chapter presents a review of literature relating to the practice of Reasonable
Accommodation. This literature review entails a detailed empirical review of the study

objectives and a literature summary.

2.1 Conceptual Review

Disability is broadly defined by the World Health Organization (WHO, 2022) as any condition
that results in an individual being unable to perform activities considered typical due to
physical, mental, or sensory impairments. The United Nations (UN, 2006) defines "reasonable
accommodation™ as necessary and appropriate modifications or adjustments that do not impose
a disproportionate burden on an institution, made to ensure that people with disabilities can
enjoy their rights on an equal basis with others. This principle is essential in ensuring that

persons with disabilities can participate fully in all aspects of life, including the judiciary.

Globally, persons with disability represent about 15% of the population, equating to over one
billion people, with varying needs for accommodation in different sectors, including justice,
education, and employment (WHO, 2022). The Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities (CRPD, 2006), an international human rights treaty, stresses the need for
reasonable accommodation as a key strategy to eliminate barriers for persons with disability,
providing a legal framework for inclusion across all sectors, including the judiciary. Article 5
of the CRPD calls for the elimination of discrimination and the provision of reasonable
accommodation to ensure accessibility for persons with disability. Further, Article 13 mandates
State parties to ensure access to justice for persons with disability, requiring accessible judicial

processes and accommodations (United Nations, 2006).
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In Africa, statistics on disability and the provision of reasonable accommodation vary widely
due to differences in reporting, infrastructure, and awareness. The African Union (2018)
reported that approximately 15% of the African population lives with some form of disability.
However, challenges such as inaccessible legal systems, limited disability rights awareness,
and insufficient infrastructural developments often hinder the full inclusion of persons with
disability in judicial proceedings (African Union, 2018). The African Disability Protocol
(2018) emphasizes the need for reasonable accommodation in judicial systems, advocating for
the removal of physical, procedural, and attitudinal barriers to justice for persons with
disability. Yet, despite these instruments, implementation remains inconsistent across African

nations (African Union, 2018).

In Uganda, the disability population is estimated at about 12.4% of the total population, with
around 3.6 million people living with disabilities (Uganda Bureau of Statistics, 2014). The
Constitution of Uganda (1995, as amended) provides the foundation for disability rights,
explicitly prohibiting discrimination based on disability under Article 21(2) and guaranteeing
the right to a fair hearing in Article 28(1). Further, the Persons with Disabilities Act, 2020,
mandates reasonable accommodation in various societal settings, including the judiciary,
through Section 6 (Republic of Uganda, 2020). Additionally, the National Disability Policy,
2023, emphasizes the need for judicial accommodations, including accessibility measures and
training of judicial officers on disability rights (Republic of Uganda, 2023). However, despite
these legal frameworks, persons with disability in Uganda continue to face significant barriers
in accessing justice, primarily due to inadequate infrastructure, lack of assistive technologies,

and limited awareness among judicial personnel (World Bank, 2021).

Critically, while reasonable accommodation is widely recognized as a human right, its

implementation remains a significant challenge. In many countries, including Uganda, the
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absence of clear guidelines on what constitutes reasonable accommodation often leads to
inconsistent or inadequate provisions for persons with disability in judicial settings (United
Nations, 2018). The CRPD (2006) stresses the importance of context-specific
accommodations, which are often overlooked in countries with limited resources or political
will to prioritize disability inclusion (UN, 2006). In Africa, while frameworks like the African
Disability Protocol exist, there is a persistent gap between policy and practice, with many
persons with disability still unable to access justice due to infrastructural and attitudinal barriers
(African Union, 2018). Uganda, despite legal advancements, continues to struggle with the
practicalities of implementation, where accessibility and reasonable accommodation in courts
remain underdeveloped (World Bank, 2021). Therefore, the commitment to reasonable
accommodation, while enshrined in law, requires stronger enforcement mechanisms, better

resource allocation, and enhanced awareness for full realization.

2.3 Empirical Review

This empirical review of reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities in Chief
Magistrate Courts in Uganda aims to synthesize findings from various studies to assess their
effectiveness. The review focused on the knowledge and understanding of judicial officers
regarding these accommaodations, the provision of individualised reasonable accommodation
to specific individuals with disabilities and the resources within the Chief Magistrate Courts

that qualify as reasonable accommodation.

2.4 Factors Influencing the Provision of Reasonable Accommodation by Judicial Officers
at the Magistrates’ Courts

The provision of reasonable accommodation in judicial settings is influenced by a variety of
factors ranging from legal mandates to individual attitudes and institutional practices.

Reasonable accommodation is critical in ensuring that persons with disabilities are able to
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participate effectively in judicial proceedings and access justice on an equal basis with others.
In Uganda, while the legal and policy frameworks provide a foundation for inclusion, practical
implementation faces multiple challenges. Understanding these factors is essential to identify
barriers, design targeted interventions, and enhance the effectiveness of judicial services for

persons with disabilities.

2.4.1 Legal and policy framework

Uganda’s legal framework emphasizes the obligation to provide reasonable accommodation
across multiple sectors, including the judiciary. The Persons with Disabilities Act, 2020,
defines reasonable accommodation as necessary and appropriate modifications and
adjustments to ensure that persons with disabilities can exercise their rights on an equal basis
with others (Persons with Disabilities Act, 2020). This definition aligns with Uganda’s
commitments under international law, specifically the United Nations Convention on the
Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD), which obligates state parties to ensure full access
to justice for persons with disabilities (United Nations, 2020). The CRPD articulates that
reasonable accommodation should be provided in judicial proceedings, including adaptations
in procedures, communication methods, and physical accessibility of court facilities (United

Nations, 2020).

Despite these strong legal frameworks, implementation within Uganda’s Magistrates’ Courts
is inconsistent. According to Emong et al. (2021), a key challenge is the lack of detailed
procedural guidelines for the provision of accommodations in judicial settings. While the legal
mandate exists, judicial officers often face ambiguity regarding the precise actions required to
comply with these laws, resulting in varying practices across courts. The Uganda Legal and

Judicial Sector Study Report (2012) similarly observes that the absence of clear operational
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guidelines impedes the systematic application of accommodations, creating disparities in

access to justice for persons with disabilities across different regions.

In addition to national legislation, policy documents such as the Revised National Policy on
Persons with Disabilities (2023) provide frameworks for promoting inclusive public services.
These policies underscore the need to integrate accessibility considerations into all public
institutions, including the judiciary, to ensure equity for persons with disabilities (Ministry of
Gender, Labour and Social Development, 2023). However, policy guidance often lacks
accompanying enforcement mechanisms, which limits its impact on practical judicial
operations. Therefore, the legal and policy environment, while foundational, must be
complemented by mechanisms that translate legal obligations into day-to-day judicial

practices.

2.4.2 Judicial training and awareness

The effectiveness of reasonable accommodation within courts is heavily dependent on the
knowledge, attitudes, and skills of judicial officers. Training and awareness programs play a
pivotal role in equipping judicial personnel with the competencies necessary to implement
accommodations effectively. Research by Emong et al. (2021) highlights that judicial officers
often lack adequate training on disability rights and the practical provision of accommodations,
leading to inconsistencies in service delivery. This gap is particularly evident in procedural
adjustments, such as scheduling hearings, providing assistive technologies, and offering

communication support for persons with hearing or visual impairments.

Findings from the Uganda Legal and Judicial Sector Study Report (2012) further support this
assertion, indicating that limited awareness among judicial personnel constitutes a significant
barrier to effective implementation. Judicial officers may not recognize the need for

accommodations or may underestimate their importance in ensuring equitable access to justice.
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In some cases, misconceptions regarding the capabilities of persons with disabilities can lead
to reluctance in providing accommodations or to the imposition of unnecessary procedural

burdens.

Training programs tailored to judicial officers should include both theoretical knowledge of
disability rights and practical strategies for implementation. For example, the incorporation of
role-playing exercises, case studies, and simulations can help officers develop a more nuanced
understanding of how accommodations function in real-world court scenarios (Emong et al.,
2021). Such initiatives not only enhance knowledge but also foster empathetic attitudes,

thereby reducing attitudinal barriers that impede equitable access to judicial services.

2.4.3 Infrastructure and resources

Physical accessibility and resource availability within courts significantly influence the
provision of reasonable accommodation. Infrastructure barriers, such as the absence of ramps,
lifts, accessible restrooms, and ergonomic seating, hinder the ability of persons with mobility
impairments to participate fully in judicial processes (Uganda Legal and Judicial Sector Study
Report, 2012). Inaccessible facilities not only discourage engagement but may also result in
secondary barriers, such as reliance on others for mobility or exclusion from certain

courtrooms.

The Revised National Policy on Persons with Disabilities (2023) underscores the importance
of accessible infrastructure as a prerequisite for inclusion in public services (Ministry of
Gender, Labour and Social Development, 2023). Resource constraints, however, remain a
persistent challenge. Courts often operate under limited budgets that prioritize conventional
operations over accessibility improvements. As a result, modifications essential for persons

with disabilities are frequently delayed or overlooked, despite their legal necessity.
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Beyond physical infrastructure, human resources are equally critical. The availability of trained
personnel, such as sign language interpreters or court clerks familiar with accessibility
protocols, directly impacts the implementation of accommodations. A lack of specialized staff
reduces the judiciary’s capacity to respond to individual needs, which may compromise both
the efficiency and fairness of legal proceedings (Emong et al., 2021). Therefore, the interplay
between infrastructure and resource allocation is a key determinant of whether

accommodations can be effectively provided in judicial settings.

2.4.4 Attitudinal barriers

Attitudinal factors among judicial officers constitute another influential dimension affecting
the provision of reasonable accommodation. Negative perceptions, misconceptions, and stigma
surrounding disability can lead to discriminatory practices and inadequate support for persons
with disabilities. The Mental Disability Advocacy Center (2015) observed that judicial
personnel often hold biased beliefs about the abilities of individuals with disabilities, which

can manifest as resistance to providing accommodations or minimizing their importance.

This phenomenon is supported by the Situational Analysis of Persons with Disabilities in
Uganda (2020), which found that societal attitudes toward persons with disabilities are
reflected within institutional settings, including the judiciary (Development Pathways, 2020).
When judicial officers internalize these biases, the quality and consistency of accommodations
are compromised. Training and awareness interventions, therefore, must address not only
technical knowledge but also attitudinal change. Promoting a culture of respect, inclusion, and
empathy within judicial institutions is fundamental to overcoming these barriers and ensuring

equitable access to justice.
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2.4.5 Resource allocation and prioritization

Resource allocation and prioritization significantly influence the ability of judicial institutions
to provide accommodations. The Revised National Policy on Persons with Disabilities (2023)
emphasizes that insufficient financial resources often result in the deprioritization of disability-
inclusive initiatives (Ministry of Gender, Labour and Social Development, 2023). This is
evident in court budgets, where expenditures for accessibility infrastructure, staff training, and

assistive technologies are frequently insufficient, leading to gaps in service provision.

The Uganda Legal and Judicial Sector Study Report (2012) similarly identifies inadequate
funding as a major impediment to the effective provision of accommodations. Without targeted
investment, even courts with supportive policies and trained staff may struggle to meet the
diverse needs of persons with disabilities. Strategic budgeting that prioritizes inclusion,
coupled with advocacy for increased funding, is therefore essential to ensure that

accommodations are consistently provided and maintained across the judicial system.

2.5 Provision of Individualized Reasonable Accommodation to Specific Individuals with
Disabilities in the Magistrates’ Courts

Reasonable accommodation must not only be legally mandated but also tailored to the specific
needs of each person with a disability. Individualized accommodations ensure that all persons
can participate in judicial processes effectively, reflecting the principles of equality and non-

discrimination enshrined in the CRPD.

2.5.1 Individualized needs assessment

Providing individualized accommodations requires comprehensive assessments of the specific
needs of persons with disabilities. The CRPD emphasizes the importance of tailoring
accommodations to ensure meaningful participation in legal proceedings (United Nations,

2020). However, research indicates that in Uganda’s public sector, including the judiciary,
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systematic processes for assessing individual needs are often lacking (lyundhu et al., 2021).
Without formal mechanisms to identify and evaluate individual requirements, accommodations

may be inconsistently applied or insufficient to meet actual needs.

Individualized needs assessments should include evaluations of physical, sensory, and
cognitive accessibility requirements, as well as procedural adjustments necessary for effective
participation. Such assessments enable courts to provide targeted support, such as assistive
technologies, flexible scheduling, or accessible documentation, ensuring that the principle of

substantive equality is upheld in practice.

2.5.2 Implementation of tailored accommodations

Implementing individualized accommodations involves adjusting court procedures and
environments to address specific needs. While some accommodations, such as sign language
interpreters, are commonly provided, others such as accessible court documents,
communication support for persons with hearing or speech impairments, and procedural
modifications—remain underutilized (Mental Disability Advocacy Center, 2015). This uneven
provision underscores the need for standardized protocols and continuous training to ensure

consistent application across cases.

Tailored accommodations require collaboration among judicial officers, clerks, interpreters,
and other stakeholders to adapt procedural workflows effectively. For instance, the timing and
format of hearings may need adjustment to accommodate persons with chronic illnesses or
mobility impairments. Such measures not only facilitate participation but also enhance the

fairness and legitimacy of judicial processes.
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2.5.3 Monitoring and evaluation

Monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of accommodations is crucial for ensuring that
they meet the intended objectives. The CRPD advocates for systematic data collection and
dissemination to assess the impact of accommodations and inform ongoing improvements
(United Nations, 2020). However, the Uganda Legal and Judicial Sector Study Report (2012)
indicates a lack of formal monitoring mechanisms, limiting the judiciary’s ability to identify

gaps and implement corrective actions.

Evaluation processes should include feedback from persons with disabilities, judicial officers,
and other stakeholders to determine the adequacy and effectiveness of accommodations. Data-
driven approaches enable evidence-based policy formulation and continuous improvement,

ensuring that accommodations are responsive to changing needs and evolving legal standards.

2.5.4 Legal and procedural challenges

Legal and procedural complexities often impede the provision of individualized
accommodations. Although the Persons with Disabilities Act, 2020 mandates reasonable
accommodation, it does not provide detailed procedural guidelines specific to the judiciary
(Persons with Disabilities Act, 2020). This ambiguity can result in inconsistent practices and

uncertainty among judicial officers regarding their obligations.

Addressing these challenges requires the development of clear, context-specific guidelines for
implementing individualized accommodations. Standard operating procedures should delineate
roles, responsibilities, and processes for assessing, approving, and providing accommodations.
Such measures would enhance uniformity, reduce discretionary bias, and strengthen

compliance with legal mandates.
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2.5.5 Stakeholder collaboration

Effective provision of individualized accommodations necessitates collaboration among
judicial officers, disability organizations, legal aid providers, and other stakeholders. The
Revised National Policy on Persons with Disabilities (2023) underscores the importance of
multi-stakeholder engagement in promoting disability inclusion (Ministry of Gender, Labour
and Social Development, 2023). Nonetheless, the Situational Analysis of Persons with
Disabilities in Uganda (2020) highlights that coordination among stakeholders in the judiciary
is often weak, resulting in fragmented and inefficient accommodation efforts (Development

Pathways, 2020).

Collaboration can take multiple forms, including joint training initiatives, consultation on case-
specific accommodations, and coordinated advocacy for resources. By leveraging expertise
across sectors, courts can enhance the quality and consistency of individualized

accommodations, ensuring that persons with disabilities have meaningful access to justice.

2.6 Factors Inherent Within the Judicial System That Affect the Implementation of
Reasonable Accommodation for Persons with Disabilities in the Magistrates’ Courts

The judicial system itself possesses structural and procedural characteristics that significantly
influence the implementation of reasonable accommodation. These factors relate to
institutional policies, organizational culture, legal enforcement mechanisms, resource
availability, and public awareness. Understanding these systemic influences is crucial because
even if individual judicial officers are well-trained and motivated, structural shortcomings

within the judiciary can hinder the consistent provision of accommodations.

2.6.1 Institutional policies and procedures
Institutional policies and standardized procedures within the judiciary form the backbone of

effective implementation of reasonable accommodation. Policies outline the legal obligations,
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administrative processes, and operational guidelines for accommodating persons with
disabilities. According to the Uganda Legal and Judicial Sector Study Report (2012), the
absence of comprehensive and integrated policies has resulted in inconsistent application of
accommodations in Magistrates’ Courts. In some courts, accommodations are provided

proactively, while in others, requests are ignored or delayed due to lack of formal guidance.

The Revised National Policy on Persons with Disabilities (2023) emphasizes the integration of
disability-inclusive policies across all public institutions, including the judiciary (Ministry of
Gender, Labour and Social Development, 2023). Implementation of such policies requires a
clear framework that outlines the procedures for assessing accommodation needs, authorizing
specific interventions, and monitoring compliance. For example, a standardized policy may
specify that all hearings must be conducted in accessible courtrooms or that interpreters must
be provided for persons with hearing impairments upon request. Without such policies, judicial
officers are left to rely on discretion, which may be influenced by personal biases, leading to

inconsistent access to justice for persons with disabilities (Emong et al., 2021).

2.6.2 Organizational culture

Organizational culture within the judiciary profoundly affects the implementation of
reasonable accommodations. Culture refers to the shared values, beliefs, and practices that
guide behavior within an institution. When disability inclusion is not embedded within the
culture, accommodations may be viewed as optional or burdensome rather than integral to
justice delivery. The Mental Disability Advocacy Center (2015) noted that judicial institutions
that lack a culture of inclusion often deprioritize accommodation requests or fail to recognize

their significance.

The Situational Analysis of Persons with Disabilities in Uganda (2020) further indicates that

institutional cultures across sectors frequently do not support inclusivity (Development
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Pathways, 2020). In judicial contexts, a culture that emphasizes efficiency over equity can
result in limited time allocated for persons with disabilities to fully participate in proceedings.
Conversely, courts with inclusive organizational cultures actively promote accessibility,
normalize accommodations, and prioritize the needs of vulnerable populations. Fostering a
supportive culture requires leadership commitment, continuous sensitization programs, and

reinforcement of inclusion through performance evaluations and accountability mechanisms.

2.6.3 Legal framework and enforcement

A robust legal framework is critical to ensuring the provision of reasonable accommodations.
The Persons with Disabilities Act, 2020, mandates all public institutions, including courts, to
provide reasonable accommodation to persons with disabilities (Persons with Disabilities Act,
2020). However, legislation alone is insufficient if enforcement mechanisms are weak or
absent. The Uganda Legal and Judicial Sector Study Report (2012) emphasizes that lack of
monitoring, accountability, and sanctions for non-compliance undermines the practical

implementation of accommodations.

Enforcement mechanisms can include regular audits, reporting requirements, and formal
complaints procedures for persons who experience barriers to access. For instance, judicial
oversight bodies could track the number of accommodations requested and fulfilled, the types
of interventions provided, and the satisfaction of persons with disabilities. Without such
mechanisms, courts may be legally compliant in principle but fail to provide accommodations
consistently in practice. Effective enforcement also requires collaboration with civil society
organizations and disability advocacy groups to ensure that judicial practices are responsive to

evolving accessibility standards (United Nations, 2020).
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2.6.4 Resource constraints

Resource limitations within the judicial system significantly affect the capacity to provide
reasonable accommodations. The Revised National Policy on Persons with Disabilities (2023)
acknowledges that inadequate financial, human, and technical resources impede the effective
provision of accommaodations in public institutions (Ministry of Gender, Labour and Social
Development, 2023). For example, courts may lack the budget to retrofit buildings with ramps,
install accessible seating, or hire qualified interpreters. Similarly, human resource constraints,
such as insufficient training or low staffing levels, can result in delays or inadequate support

for persons with disabilities.

The Uganda Legal and Judicial Sector Study Report (2012) reinforces this observation,
highlighting that funding limitations affect both infrastructure improvements and staff
development initiatives. Resource constraints also contribute to inequities across different
Magistrates’ Courts, with urban courts typically better resourced than rural counterparts.
Addressing these challenges requires strategic planning, prioritization of disability-inclusive
initiatives in budgets, and mobilization of external support from governmental and non-

governmental partners to ensure equitable access to justice.

2.6.5 Public awareness and advocacy

Public awareness and advocacy are crucial systemic factors that influence the implementation
of reasonable accommodations. The Persons with Disabilities Act, 2020, emphasizes the role
of public awareness in promoting disability inclusion (Persons with Disabilities Act, 2020). A
lack of awareness among the public and within the judicial system can lead to underutilization
of available accommodations and limited demand for inclusive services. Persons with
disabilities may not know their rights, or judicial officers may underestimate the importance of

accommodations, resulting in systemic under implementation (Development Pathways, 2020).
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Advocacy efforts by civil society organizations, professional associations, and disability rights
groups play an important role in raising awareness, promoting legal literacy, and encouraging
compliance with inclusive policies. Successful advocacy campaigns often highlight real-life
examples of how accommodations facilitate access to justice, thereby increasing motivation
among judicial officers and policymakers to prioritize inclusion (Emong et al., 2021).
Integrating public education campaigns with judicial training can strengthen both awareness

and practical implementation.

2.7 Research Gap

Despite significant progress in developing legal and policy frameworks for reasonable
accommodation in Uganda, there remains a clear gap between legislative intent and practical
implementation within the judicial system. Existing studies have largely focused on broad
policy analysis, disability inclusion in public institutions, and general accessibility challenges
faced by persons with disabilities (Development Pathways, 2020; Ministry of Gender, Labour
and Social Development, 2023). While these studies highlight systemic barriers such as
inadequate resources, limited judicial awareness, and attitudinal challenges, they provide
limited empirical evidence on how these factors specifically influence the actions and decision-

making of judicial officers in Magistrates’ Courts.

Furthermore, much of the literature emphasizes infrastructure and legal frameworks but pays
insufficient attention to the experiences of persons with disabilities in accessing individualized
accommodations tailored to their specific needs (lyundhu et al., 2021; Mental Disability
Advocacy Centre, 2015). The process of assessing individual needs, implementing tailored
accommodations, and monitoring their effectiveness remains underexplored, particularly

within the context of Uganda’s urban judicial centres such as Kampala Metropolitan.
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In addition, there is limited research examining the systemic factors inherent within the
judiciary, such as organizational culture, procedural rigidity, enforcement mechanisms, and
stakeholder coordination, and how these factors collectively impact the consistent provision of
reasonable accommodation. Most available studies either focus on isolated aspects or do not
contextualize findings within the operations of Magistrates’ Courts, which serve as the primary

entry point for justice for many citizens.

Finally, there is a lack of recent, empirical studies that integrate both the perspectives of judicial
officers and persons with disabilities. Understanding the challenges from both sides is crucial
for identifying practical interventions and informing policies aimed at improving the
implementation of reasonable accommodation. Addressing this research gap will provide
evidence-based insights to strengthen inclusive practices within Uganda’s judiciary and

contribute to achieving equitable access to justice for all.

2.8 Literature Review Summary

Reasonable accommodation, as a principle, seeks to ensure that individuals with disabilities
have equal access to justice by modifying environments, procedures, or policies without
imposing undue burden (UN, 2006). Within the Ugandan judiciary, the operationalization of
reasonable accommodation is informed by international frameworks such as the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD) and domestic laws,
including the Persons with Disabilities Act of 2020. However, the practice of reasonable
accommodation in Chief Magistrate Courts in Kampala Metropolitan remains inadequately

studied, and several recurring issues and gaps have been identified in existing literature.

A consistent challenge is the lack of infrastructure that supports accessibility. For instance,
Onyango et al. (2023) highlight that many court premises lack ramps, elevators, or accessible

bathrooms, making physical access difficult for persons with mobility impairments. This
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infrastructural inadequacy is compounded by budgetary constraints and limited prioritization

of disability inclusion in judicial planning.

Another recurring issue is the insufficient capacity of judicial officers to understand and apply
reasonable accommodation principles. Nakibuule and Kato (2022) observed that some court
staff and magistrates lack training on disability rights and accommodations, resulting in
discriminatory practices or a failure to adapt procedures, such as providing sign language

interpretation or allowing flexible scheduling for individuals with disabilities.

The provision of assistive technologies in courts is also underdeveloped. According to
Namirembe (2021), the absence of text-to-speech devices, screen readers, and Braille materials
in Chief Magistrate Courts significantly hampers access to justice for individuals with visual
impairments. While some courts rely on external organizations for these services, the absence

of institutionalized solutions reveals a systemic gap.

Further, there is a gap in policy enforcement. Although Uganda's legal framework mandates
reasonable accommodation, compliance mechanisms remain weak. Mugisha and Tumwine
(2023) note that monitoring and evaluation frameworks for disability inclusion in the judiciary
are either absent or poorly implemented. This lack of accountability leads to inconsistencies in

how accommodations are provided across different courts.

In addition, the intersectionality of disability with gender and socioeconomic status presents
unique barriers. A study by Byarugaba et al. (2022) underscores that women with disabilities
face compounded challenges, such as heightened vulnerability to abuse during court processes

and a lack of tailored accommodations to address their specific needs.

In conclusion, while Uganda has a robust legal framework supporting reasonable
accommodation, gaps persist in its implementation within Chief Magistrate Courts in Kampala
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Metropolitan. Recurring issues such as infrastructural inadequacies, limited capacity of judicial
staff, and lack of assistive technologies, weak policy enforcement, and the neglect of
intersectional barriers hinder the effective realization of justice for persons with disabilities.
Addressing these gaps requires a multifaceted approach, including increased funding, targeted
training programs, adoption of assistive technologies, and robust monitoring mechanisms to
promote accountability and inclusivity. The study aims to address several critical gaps
identified in the literature regarding the implementation of reasonable accommodation for

persons with disabilities in Chief Magistrate Courts in Kampala Metropolitan
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY
3.0 Introduction
This chapter outlines the research methodology, tools, and methods that were employed to
collect and analyse data for this study. The study was on the implementation of reasonable
accommodation for people with disabilities in the Chief Magistrates’ Courts in Kampala
Metropolitan. The chapter explains and justifies the research approach, research design, and
area of the study, study population, sample, sampling design and procedures, sources of data,
data collection methods and instruments. It also covers credibility and trustworthiness of
research instruments, data collection procedure, data processing, analysis and presentation,

ethical considerations, and anticipated limitations of the study.

3.1 Research Approach

The study employed a qualitative research approach to explore the practice of reasonable
accommodation in the judiciary among Chief Magistrate Courts in Kampala Metropolitan. A
qualitative approach was deemed appropriate for the study as it allowed for an in-depth
exploration of participants’ lived experiences, perceptions, and challenges in implementing
reasonable accommodation (Creswell & Creswell, 2023). Through qualitative inquiry, the
study aimed to capture the complexities of legal practitioners' perspectives, interactions, and

institutional dynamics that shaped the provision of reasonable accommodation.

3.2 Research Design

A phenomenological research design was adopted to understand the experiences of the
participants, the Chief Magistrates, Magistrates, and court administrators and persons with
disabilities regarding reasonable accommodation. This design was deemed suitable as it

focused on participants’ lived experiences and the meaning they attributed to these experiences
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(Saunders et al., 2019). By employing this design, the study captured the nuanced realities of
judiciary officials, persons with disabilities and the systemic factors that influenced reasonable

accommodation practices.

3.3 Area of the Study

The study was conducted in the Kampala Metropolitan area, which comprises twelve Chief
Magistrates’ Courts: Entebbe, Mpigi, Buganda Road, Mengo, Nakawa, City Hall, Makindye,
Kasangati, Kira, Luzira, Nsangi, and Nabweru. This study focused on seven (7) of these courts,
namely: Buganda Road, Mengo, Nakawa, City Hall, Makindye, Kasangati, and Kira. These
courts were purposively selected based on their urban setting, and the likely diversity in court
user demographics, these are likely to include vulnerable populations such as persons with
disabilities. By focusing on these courts, the research sought to explore the experiences of
judicial officers, and persons with disabilities who have experienced the court system, to

provide their insights on reason accommodation.

3.4 Study Population

The study population was comprised of the Chief Magistrates, Magistrates, Prosecutors, Court
Clerks, and Persons with Disabilities who have ever appeared in Courts. Each of these groups
has a unique experience regarding the provision of reasonable accommodation for persons with
disabilities, making their inclusion vital for an in-depth understanding of the practices of

reasonable accommodation as explained below:

Chief Magistrates play a crucial role in overseeing court proceedings and ensuring that
reasonable accommodation is provided where necessary. Their leadership and experience in
managing the courtroom offer valuable insights into how accommodation practices are

designed, implemented, and monitored within the judicial system.
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Magistrates are responsible for handling cases at the first level of the judiciary and have direct
interactions with litigants, including those with disabilities. Their practical experience in
dealing with disability-related accommodation during legal proceedings offers a first-hand
understanding of how policies and procedures are applied and the challenges faced in ensuring

effective accommaodation.

Prosecutors are essential actors in the judicial process who frequently interact with persons
with disabilities within legal settings. Their perspectives are critical for understanding how
reasonable accommodation is applied or neglected during legal proceedings, particularly in

terms of ensuring equal access to justice for individuals with disabilities.

Court Clerks manage the operational aspects of the court and play an important role in
ensuring that reasonable accommodation procedures are followed. They are responsible for
administrative tasks that facilitate the smooth implementation of accommodations, and their

insights are vital for understanding how these procedures function on a day-to-day basis.

Persons with Disabilities who have appeared in Courts were included as perspectives are
central to assessing the effectiveness, challenges, and gaps in the accommodation practices
within the judiciary. Their experiences provided a picture of how well the judicial system is

meeting the reasonable accommodation needs of persons with disabilities.

3.5 Sample

A sample refers to a subset of individuals selected from a larger population, chosen to represent
that population in a research study (Cohen et al., 2018). The sample is used to collect data that
can then be generalized to the broader population (Creswell & Poth, 2018). The number of

participants or observations included in the sample is referred to as the sample size. In this
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study, the sample consisted of Chief Magistrates, Magistrates, Prosecutors, Court Clerks, and

Persons with Disabilities, with a total sample size of 18 participants.

The relatively small sample size was intentional and appropriate given the qualitative nature of
the study, which aimed to gather in-depth, context-rich information on the implementation of
reasonable accommodation in the judiciary. Qualitative research prioritizes depth over breadth
and relies on smaller, purposively selected samples to allow for detailed exploration of
participants' perspectives, experiences, and practices. Furthermore, the targeted participants
hold specialized roles within the justice system, and their insights provide valuable, high-

quality data that is sufficient for thematic analysis.

Table 3.1 shows category of respondents, sample, and sampling technique

Category of respondents Sample size Sampling method
Chief Magistrates 3 Simple random sampling
Magistrates 3 Simple random sampling
Prosecutors 4 Purposive sampling
Court Clerks 4 Purposive sampling
Persons with Disability 4 Purposive sampling
Total 18

3.6 Sampling Design and Procedures

A stratified random sampling technique was utilized to select the categories of participants.
The study population was divided into strata based on their roles, such as Chief Magistrates,
Magistrates and prosecutors were included to ensure representation across different roles
within the judiciary. Within each stratum, participants were selected randomly to minimize
bias and enhance the representativeness of the sample. This method allowed for capturing

diverse perspectives and practices related to reasonable accommodation within the judiciary.
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Purposive sampling was used to select participants based on their roles and direct involvement
in the implementation of reasonable accommodation within the judiciary. This method ensured
the selection of information-rich cases that provided deep insights into the subject matter

(Patton, 2020).

3.7 Sources of Data

The study relied on both primary and secondary data sources:

Primary data were collected directly from the study participants using interviews and an
observation guide. Secondary data were obtained from official court documents, policy
guidelines on reasonable accommodation, and relevant literature on judiciary practices and

disability rights, which served as background and supplementary sources of insight.

3.8 Data Collection Methods and Instruments

Data were collected using semi-structured interviews and direct observation. Semi-structured
interviews provides the flexibility to explore participants’ perspectives while ensuring that key
themes were addressed (Bryman, 2022). This method allowed for in-depth discussions and the
capture of nuanced views on reasonable accommodation. Direct observation complemented the
interviews by enabling the researcher to gather real-time insights such as the physical
accessibility of court buildings, the availability of sign language interpreters, and the presence
or absence of assistive technologies within the courtroom, thereby providing a contextual

understanding of how reasonable accommodation is implemented in the judiciary system.

3.8.1 Interview guide: A structured interview guide was developed to explore participants’
perspectives on reasonable accommodation, challenges encountered, and institutional

responses.
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3.8.2 Observation checklist: An observation checklist was used as follows;
i.  To observe the accessibility of the court premises.
ii.  Toobserve reasonable accommodation provided to persons with disability during court

proceedings where applicable.

This allowed for the collection of observational data on how reasonable accommodation was
implemented and experienced by persons with disabilities during legal proceedings. See

Appendix Il

3.9 Credibility and Trustworthiness of Research Instruments
To ensure credibility and trustworthiness, the study adopted the following strategies (Lincoln

& Guba, 2018):

3.9.1 Credibility: Triangulation was employed by corroborating interview data with document
analysis to ensure that findings accurately reflected the perspectives of participants. This
approach enhanced confidence in the results by reducing the likelihood of misinterpretation or

bias in individual data sources.

3.9.2 Transferability: Detailed descriptions of the study context, participants, and procedural
steps were provided to enable readers to assess the applicability of the findings in similar
judicial or institutional settings. By presenting rich contextual information, other researchers

and practitioners can judge the relevance of the findings to their environments.

3.9.3 Dependability: A clear audit trail of data collection, coding, and analysis processes was
maintained. Documentation of methodological decisions and procedural steps ensures that the

study could be replicated or reviewed systematically.
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3.9.4 Confirmability: Reflexivity was practiced throughout the study, with researcher
assumptions and potential biases explicitly acknowledged. Systematic data coding and peer
debriefing were conducted to minimize subjectivity and enhance objectivity in interpreting the

findings.

3.10 Pilot Study

A pilot study is a small-scale study conducted to test the feasibility, methods, tools, and
sampling procedures for a larger research project (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2018). A pilot
study was carried out at Naggalama and Entebbe Chief Magistrate Courts to refine the
interview and observation checklist guides and address any potential issues before the main
study. This helped identify any ambiguities in the questions and ensure that the research
instruments effectively capture the intended data. Based on the findings from the pilot study,
necessary modifications were made to enhance the clarity and effectiveness of the data
collection tools (Bryman, 2016). Specifically, the pilot study assessed the clarity of the
interview questions, the feasibility observation checklist, and the time required to complete

each data collection activity.

3.10 Data Collection Procedure
Data collection for the research on the implementation of reasonable accommodation for
people with disabilities in the Chief Magistrates’ Courts in Kampala Metropolitan occurred in

the following phases:

The research begun with the development of a research proposal. A thorough review of existing
literature was conducted to provide a solid theoretical foundation for the study. This included
examining previous studies on reasonable accommodation, policies, and practices for people
with disabilities in legal settings, specifically focusing on the judiciary system in Uganda. The

proposal was approved by Directorate of Research and Graduate Training
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Before fieldwork begins, a formal letter of authorization was obtained from the university to
allow access to the relevant court departments and participants. This letter was served as an
official document granting permission for the researcher to conduct the study within the Chief

Magistrates’ Courts in Kampala Metropolitan.

Interviews were conducted to explore participants’ perspectives on the implementation of
reasonable accommodation, the challenges faced, and the responses of the judiciary system.
With consent from participants, the interviews were audio-recorded and later transcribed

verbatim for analysis.

In addition to interviews, direct observation was carried out in the Chief Magistrates’ Courts.
An observation checklist was used to observe accessibility of the environment and provision

of reasonable accommodation within court proceedings.

Following data collection, the interviews were transcribed, and observational data were
compiled. The data were processed and analysed thematically, identifying key patterns,
challenges, and insights regarding the implementation of reasonable accommodation in the
court system. Qualitative data analysis software was used to assist in organizing and analysing

the data systematically.

3.11 Data Processing, Analysis and Presentation
The data collected from interviews and observations was processed and analysed using

thematic analysis. This approach involved several key steps:

The interview transcripts and observation notes were read and segmented into meaningful units

or codes. These codes represented key concepts or ideas that emerged from the data.

42



Once the data was coded, similar codes were grouped together to form broader themes. These
themes reflected the key areas of focus, such as challenges in implementing reasonable

accommodation or the effectiveness of current practices.

The categorized themes were analysed to interpret the underlying patterns and relationships in
the data. The goal was to draw meaningful conclusions about the experiences and perspectives

of court officials and persons with disabilities regarding reasonable accommodation.

The findings were presented in a clear, structured manner, using quotes and examples to
illustrate key themes. The results were discussed in relation to existing literature, highlighting
both the successes and challenges in the implementation of reasonable accommodation in the

judiciary system.

3.12 Ethical Considerations
The study adhered to strict ethical guidelines to ensure the protection of participants' rights and

the integrity of the research process. The following ethical principles were observed:

Written informed consent was obtained from all participants before their involvement in the
study. Participants received clear information about the study’s purpose, procedures, potential
risks, and their rights. They had the opportunity to ask questions and were informed that

participation was voluntary. Consent forms were signed to confirm their agreement.

Confidentiality was upheld throughout the study. All data, including interview transcripts and
observation notes, were anonymised to protect participants' identities. Personal details, such as
names and addresses, were stored separately from the data files. Only authorized personnel had

access to identifiable information, which was not shared outside the research team.
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Participants were informed of their right to withdraw from the study at any time without any
negative consequences. If they withdrew, their data were excluded from the final analysis and

destroyed upon request. This was clearly communicated during the consent process.

All data, including audio recordings, transcripts, and observational data, were securely stored
in password-protected files or physical storage accessible only to the research team. Data were
retained for a specified period in line with university guidelines and were securely destroyed

after the study concluded.

Prior to data collection, the study sought ethical approval from the university's ethics review
board. This ensured that the research complied with established ethical standards for studies

involving human participants.
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CHAPTER FOUR
PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

4.0 Introduction

The study explored the practice of reasonable accommodation in the judiciary, particularly
within the Chief Magistrate Courts in Kampala Metropolitan Area. This chapter presents the
findings of the study, which entails an analysis and discussion of the findings based on the
objectives of the study. The findings are presented under key themes aligned with the study
objectives: factors influencing the provision of reasonable accommodation by judicial
officers, the provision of individualized reasonable accommodation to specific individuals
with disabilities, and factors inherent within the judicial system that affect the implementation
of reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities. The chapter begins with providing
the background information of the participants and proceeds with a thematic presentation of

findings supported by direct quotations from participants.

4.1 Response Rate

The study initially targeted a total of 18 participants, consisting of chief magistrates,
magistrates, prosecutors, court clerks, and persons with disabilities who had experience with
the Chief Magistrate Courts in Kampala Metropolitan. Out of the 18, 17 participants were
successfully interviewed, resulting in a response rate of 98%, which was considered sufficient
to generate reliable insights. Specifically, all targeted judicial officers (3 Chief Magistrates and
3 Magistrates), all 4 prosecutors, and all 4 court clerks participated in the study. However, only
3 out of 4 persons with disabilities responded. The non-response was attributed to the tight
schedules and unavailability of one of the targeted persons with disabilities during the data

collection period.
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4.2 Demographic Characteristics of Participants

In adherence to ethical research practices with human subjects, there was a need to maintain
the confidentiality and anonymity of participants; thus real names and actual court stations
were not mentioned in this report. Each court station was anonymised and referred to using
letters (Court A, B, C, D, E, F, G), while participants were categorized by role and assigned
alphanumeric codes based on their designations. The Chief Magistrates were CM1-CM3,
Magistrates were M1-M3, Prosecutors were P1-P4, Court Clerks were CC1-CC4, and Persons
with Disabilities were PWD1-3. This ensured confidentiality while preserving relevant
demographic and experiential information. The table below shows the demographic

characteristic of participants.
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Table 4.1: Demographic Characteristics of Participants

S/N | Participant’s | Participant’s | Participant’s Court Participant’s Years
Given Code | Gender Designation Station of Experience in the
Judiciary

1 CM1 Female Chief Magistrate Court A 11

2 CM2 Male Chief Magistrate Court B 7

3 CM3 Female Chief Magistrate Court C 6

4 M1 Male Magistrate Court D 6

5 M2 Female Magistrate Court E 5

6 M3 Male Magistrate Court F 4

7 P1 Male Prosecutor Court B 8

8 P2 Female Prosecutor CourtC 6

9 P3 Male Prosecutor Court G 5

10 | P4 Female Prosecutor Court A 9

11 |CC1 Female Court Clerk Court D 12

12 | CC2 Male Court Clerk Court C 7

13 | CC3 Female Court Clerk Court F 5

14 | CC4 Male Court Clerk Court E 6

15 | PWD1 Female Person with Disability | Court A Litigant
(Physical impairment)

16 | PWD2 Male Person with Disability | Court B Litigant
(hearing impairment)

17 | PWD3 Female Person with Disability | Court C Litigant
(hearing impairment)

The demographic characteristics had a balanced representation across roles, that is, Chief

Magistrates, Magistrates, Prosecutors, Court Clerks and Persons with Disabilities, which

provided a multi-layered understanding of how reasonable accommodation is perceived and

implemented within the judiciary. It was particularly insightful to engage with participants

from varying court stations and levels of responsibility, as this allowed for the exploration of

both systemic trends and individual practices. Notably, all the judicial officers had over five
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years of experience, which enriched the study with informed perspectives shaped by long-term
engagement in the justice system. The inclusion of persons with disabilities added authenticity
and grounded the research in lived experience, offering first-hand insight into the realities of
court accessibility. While the use of anonymised codes was necessary for ethical reasons, it did

not diminish the depth, credibility, or clarity of the data gathered.

4.3 Factors Influencing the Provision of Reasonable Accommodation at the Magistrates’
Courts.

This objective sought to explore the factors that influence the provision of reasonable
accommodation in Chief Magistrates’ Courts by judicial officers in the Kampala Metropolitan
Area. The findings revealed several interrelated factors: awareness of legal frameworks on
disability rights and reasonable accommodation (such as the Persons with Disabilities Act
(2020) and international conventions like the UNCRPD), availability of resources, perceptions
of judicial officers, prior exposure to disability issues, and institutional and systemic
challenges. These elements significantly shaped how reasonable accommodation was

understood, interpreted, and implemented across different Magistrates’ Court stations.

4.3.1 Awareness of legal and policy frameworks

Judicial officers’ awareness of national and international disability rights frameworks was a
key determinant of the provision of reasonable accommodation. Awareness in this context
referred to the knowledge of laws, understanding the rights of persons with disabilities, and the

practical ability to implement accommodations in court proceedings.

Among 12 judicial officers interviewed, eight demonstrated strong awareness, often

referencing relevant laws and examples of inclusive practices. For instance, CM1 noted:
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Whenever a litigant with a disability appears before us, we try to ensure that
they are not disadvantaged, whether by adjusting sitting arrangements or
assigning an interpreter if needed. But sometimes we are constrained by the

court infrastructure or lack of support personnel.

M1 also highlighted the role of training:

Our awareness has grown over time. Some of us attended a workshop on
disability inclusion, and that changed how we think about access to justice for

persons with disabilities.

Observations revealed that court infrastructure often lacked ramps, accessible seating, or
elevators, showing a disconnect between awareness and practical implementation. These gaps
align with Dube (2019), who emphasizes that legal frameworks alone are insufficient without

resources and enforcement mechanisms.

These findings support Lang et al. (2020), who argue that legal literacy and targeted disability
awareness training are essential for fostering inclusive justice. However, limited knowledge
among some officers, consistent with Mutesasira (2017), highlights the ongoing need for
continuous professional development. Judicial officers’ awareness is a foundational factor;
while training and personal exposure increase inclusive practices, structural and resource

constraints moderate their capacity to implement accommodations effectively.

4.3.2 Attitudes and perceptions of judicial officers

The attitudes and perceptions of judicial officers emerged as a significant factor influencing
the provision of reasonable accommodation. Positive attitudes, empathy, and openness to
learning enhanced proactive accommodation, while indifferent or uninformed beliefs often
resulted in minimal effort or exclusionary practices.
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CMS3 noted:

People assume disability is only physical, but we have seen cases where
someone has an intellectual disability and they’re misunderstood or even

dismissed. Judicial officers must learn to listen more.

Conversely, persons with disabilities reported experiences of discrimination and

marginalization. PWD2 explained:

| once went to court and the clerk told me to come back with someone to ‘speak

for me’ because they assumed I couldn’t express myself.

PWD3 added:

When 1 tried to explain my case, the magistrate seemed impatient and kept
interrupting me. It made me feel like my voice didn 't matter just because I speak

differently.

Observation notes indicated that judicial officers with empathetic attitudes often improvised
support mechanisms, such as assigning court clerks to assist litigants with disabilities,

highlighting how personal beliefs shape practice.

Interpretation of these findings indicates that awareness alone is insufficient; positive attitudes
are essential to bridge the gap between policy and practice. Judicial officers’ perceptions
influence whether accommodations are actively sought or offered. Negative attitudes, often

based on stereotypes, can undermine the legal rights of persons with disabilities.

These results align with Mutanga (2021), who emphasizes that frontline legal personnel require

sensitization on the diversity of disabilities to prevent unconscious bias and ensure fair trial
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standards. They also correspond with human rights theories that underscore the role of

individual agency within institutional structures in realizing inclusive practices.

4.3.3 Prior exposure to disability issues
Prior personal or professional exposure to disability issues significantly affected judicial
officers’ willingness and ability to provide reasonable accommodation. Exposure included

family experience, prior training, or casework involving persons with disabilities.

For example, P4 stated:

My sister is deaf, so I understand how isolating it can be when people don’t try
to communicate. In court, | always make an effort to ensure that someone is
understood. It’s however very unfortunate that these persons with disabilities

experience a lot of stigma in their life and society.

Such exposure fostered empathy and enhanced sensitivity to unique needs, often compensating
for gaps in formal training. Observation findings highlighted that officers with personal

experience proactively arranged interpreters or adjusted seating to facilitate access.

Interpretation suggests that personal exposure acts as a critical catalyst for inclusive behaviour,
providing practical insight into challenges faced by persons with disabilities. Officers without
such exposure often relied solely on legal frameworks, which sometimes led to minimal or

generic accommodations.

These findings are consistent with studies emphasizing the role of experiential learning in
promoting disability inclusion (Priestley & Lawson, 2018). Integrating peer learning and
structured mentoring could strengthen judicial understanding and foster uniform

implementation of reasonable accommodation.
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4.3.4 Institutional guidelines and monitoring
The absence of institutional guidelines was a major barrier to consistent provision of reasonable
accommodation. Judicial officers reported a lack of operational manuals, standard procedures,

and performance indicators for managing cases involving persons with disabilities.

P3 explained:

There is no official court manual on handling cases involving persons with

disabilities. We just do what we think is right.

CC2 echoed this:

Even when we try our best, we’re worried about doing too much or too little.

We need a standard guide.

Observations indicated variations in practice across court stations, with accommodations often
dependent on individual discretion rather than formalized protocols. Interpretation of these
findings highlights that institutional gaps lead to inconsistent practices, reducing accountability

and undermining equitable access.

Literature supports these findings, with Nampewo (2020) arguing that enforceable procedural
standards are essential for operationalizing disability rights. Without formal monitoring or
guidelines, the judiciary’s implementation of accommodations remains ad hoc and

unsystematic.
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4.3.5 Collaboration and support systems
Collaboration with disability-focused organizations influenced the effectiveness of reasonable
accommodation. Participants described ad hoc partnerships that enhanced access to resources

and technical support.

PWD1 recounted:

When | appeared at Buganda Road Court, the National Union of Disabled
Persons of Uganda (NUDIPU) had assigned someone to help me. That made

all the difference.

M2 suggested formalizing collaborations:

Imagine if every court had a focal person from a disability organization to

consult. It would ease our work and improve outcomes.

Observations confirmed that courts with such partnerships were more responsive and equipped
to provide accommodations. Interpretation indicates that systematic collaboration could bridge

gaps in training, resource allocation, and expertise.

These findings align with Smith and Jones (2020), who highlight that institutional readiness

and partnerships with civil society are critical for consistent disability-inclusive practices.

4.4 Provision of individualised reasonable accommodation to persons with disabilities

This section examines how reasonable accommodation is personalized and adapted to meet the
unique needs of individuals with disabilities within the Chief Magistrate Courts in Kampala
Metropolitan. The discussion is organized around several key subthemes. These include the
variability in understanding and practice of reasonable accommodation among judicial officers
and court staff, the role of judicial officers’ experience and training, specific types of
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individualized accommodations and the barriers to effective individualized accommodation.
Together, these subthemes provide a comprehensive overview of the successes and challenges
in delivering personalized reasonable accommodation measures in judicial settings, in line with

international human rights frameworks.

4.4.1 Variability in understanding and practice of reasonable accommodation
Judicial officers and court staff demonstrated varying levels of understanding and
implementation of individualized reasonable accommodation. This variability affected how

well accommodations addressed the specific needs of persons with disabilities.

For example, P1 explained:
One size doesn’t fit all. A person with hearing impairment may need an
interpreter, while someone with low vision may need case files in large print.

We try to find out what exactly is needed.

Conversely, PWD?2 reported:

At some courts they just assume you can manage. There’s no effort to ask what

support you need, and that’s disheartening.

Observations revealed that some courts proactively sought to assess individual needs, while
others provided generic support or none at all. Interpretation suggests that inconsistency stems
from differences in training, experience, and personal initiative. Judicial officers with a deeper
understanding of disability diversity were more likely to implement accommodations

effectively.

These findings align with Priestly and Lawson (2018), who argue that disability-inclusive

practices require responsiveness to individual circumstances rather than standardized solutions.
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Nielsen (2019) also highlights that assumption-based approaches often result in exclusion and

marginalization.

In theory, variability in practice reflects both structural and human factors: institutional gaps,
discretionary decision-making, and limited procedural guidance impact how officers respond
to unique needs. Addressing these gaps requires systematic training and standard operating

procedures for individualized accommodations.

4.4.2 Role of judicial officers’ experience and training
Judicial officers’ experience and formal training significantly influenced the provision of
individualized accommodations. Most participants reported a lack of targeted training on

disability inclusion, resulting in ad hoc or inconsistent practices.

CMS3 noted:

Every year we fill surveys and indicate areas where we need training. I’'ve
always written that | need training in disability inclusion or handling persons
with disabilities; but I have never received any training in that area. It’s

frustrating because we want to do better, but there’s no support or follow-up.

M2 added:

The only training we usually receive is on case management, gender-based
violence, or child abuse. Disability issues are rarely mentioned, yet we serve

people with different needs every day.

Observations showed that officers with prior informal exposure or personal experience

sometimes improvised accommodations effectively, but this relied heavily on individual
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initiative. Interpretation indicates that the absence of structured professional development leads

to inconsistency and uncertainty in practice.

These findings are supported by Mutesasira (2017), who identified the lack of continuous
professional development as a key barrier to effective disability inclusion in courts.
Incorporating disability rights into regular training programs could enhance officers’

competence and confidence in delivering individualized accommodations.

4.4.3 Specific types of individualized accommodations observed
The study identified several types of individualized accommaodations, including sign language
interpreters, personal assistants, courtroom layout adjustments, and procedural modifications

for persons with cognitive impairments.

PWD2 recounted:

At Buganda Road, the magistrate allowed me to have a personal assistant read
to me during proceedings. That made a big difference for my understanding and

participation.

However, inconsistencies persisted. PWD?2 also noted:

Sometimes | get an interpreter, but other times | have to manage on my own.

There is no clear system or procedure for requesting such support.

Observations highlighted that accommodations were often reactive and depended on officer
discretion. Interpretation suggests that while individualized measures can enhance
participation, the lack of standardized procedures and institutional support limits their

reliability.
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Literature by Smith and Jones (2020) emphasizes that consistent, person-centered
accommodations are essential to uphold legal rights and procedural fairness. Without clear

protocols, access to justice remains unpredictable for persons with disabilities.

4.4.4 Barriers to effective individualized reasonable accommodation
Systemic and structural barriers hindered the consistent provision of individualized
accommodation. Resource limitations, procedural rigidity, and limited knowledge among staff

were major constraints.

CC2 noted:

We want to support but often lack the resources or trained personnel. Sometimes
the interpreters are unavailable, technology is required and there’s no backup;
so we end up adjourning or finding a compromise which can be lacking

sometimes.

M3 added:

Some of my colleagues are not fully aware of how to identify or support specific

needs. They may see reasonable accommodation as extra work or unnecessary.

Observation findings confirmed that most courts lacked accessible formats such as Braille,
simplified documents, or monitoring mechanisms to ensure accommodations. Interpretation
indicates that ad hoc approaches compromise the dignity, rights, and participation of court users

with disabilities.

These findings align with Mutesasira (2017) and Priestly & Lawson (2018), highlighting that
sustainable individualized accommodation requires structured systems, trained personnel, and
formalized support mechanisms.

57



4.5 Factors inherent within the judicial system that affect the implementation of
reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities in the Magistrates’ Courts

This objective examined the institutional and structural challenges impacting the
implementation of reasonable accommodation within the judiciary, specifically in the Chief
Magistrate Courts in Kampala Metropolitan Area. The findings revealed a range of systemic
barriers that hinder effective and sustainable reasonable accommodation for persons with
disabilities despite the legal obligations and moral imperative to promote inclusion and equality

before the law.

4.5.1 Absence of a formal policy framework
The absence of a formal policy framework guiding reasonable accommodation was identified
as a major systemic barrier. Without standardized procedures, judicial officers and court staff

rely on improvisation, leading to inconsistent practices across different court stations.

CM2 observed:

There’s no formal policy or guideline on what reasonable accommodation

should look like in practice. We are left to improvise, which is not sustainable.

Interviews revealed that both judicial officers and support staff felt uncertain about the extent
of their responsibilities, often resulting in hesitation to implement accommodations.
Observation confirmed significant variability, with some courts providing ad hoc support while

others offered minimal assistance.

Interpretation suggests that policy gaps undermine accountability and equity, as
accommodations are not systematically guaranteed. Literature by Nampewo (2020) highlights

that enforceable procedural standards are essential for operationalizing disability rights in
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judicial systems. Without clear guidance, reliance on individual discretion perpetuates

inconsistency and limits the effectiveness of accommodations.

4.5.2 Resource constraints
Resource limitations emerged as another critical factor affecting implementation. Judicial
officers reported lack of funding, personnel, and assistive technologies as barriers to providing

accommodations.

CC3 explained:

We often don’t even have basic amenities in courtrooms. So even if the

magistrate is willing, we can’t provide something that’s not there.

CC4 recommended:

It would help if the judiciary had a dedicated desk or officer to coordinate

disability issues, just like we have for children or sexual offenses.

Observation findings indicated that many court buildings lacked ramps, elevators, or accessible
courtrooms, reinforcing physical and structural limitations. Interpretation indicates that
resource scarcity constrains the ability to translate policy awareness and positive attitudes into
effective action. These findings align with Mugo et al. (2019), who emphasize that inadequate

funding and weak institutional support are major barriers in African judicial systems.

4.5.3 Inaccessible physical infrastructure
Outdated and inaccessible court infrastructure further hindered implementation. Courts lacked
ramps, tactile flooring, accessible washrooms, and adaptable courtroom layouts, impeding

mobility and autonomy for persons with disabilities.
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PWD1 recounted:

| had to be lifted up the stairs because there was no ramp. It was embarrassing

and undignified.

Observations confirmed that older court buildings were particularly inaccessible, forcing
judicial officers to improvise accommodations, which compromised dignity and safety.
Interpretation highlights that without infrastructural modifications, procedural reforms alone

cannot ensure equitable access.

These findings are consistent with the Uganda Human Rights Commission (2021) and Mugo
et al. (2019), who underscore the importance of infrastructure audits and renovations in

promoting inclusive justice.

4.5.4 Lack of disability awareness and training
Limited disability awareness and training among judicial officers and court staff was a
recurring systemic barrier. Many professionals lacked familiarity with reasonable

accommodation principles, resulting in procedural gaps.

P3 stated:

We have never had any training on disability; so we may unintentionally do

things that are not accommodating simply because we don’t know better.

Observations revealed that courts without trained personnel often provided inconsistent
support, relying on ad hoc solutions. Interpretation suggests that awareness without structured
capacity building is insufficient; training is critical to address knowledge gaps and challenge

unconscious biases.
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These findings align with Dube (2019) and Mutanga (2021), emphasizing that continuous

professional development is vital for inclusive justice delivery.

4.5.5 Capacity building and continuous professional development
Judicial officers emphasized the need for targeted capacity building and professional
development. Regular training on disability rights, reasonable accommodation strategies, and

inclusive courtroom procedures is essential for effective implementation.

CM3 highlighted:

Nobody follows up to see if accommodations are being provided or if persons
with disabilities are being treated fairly in court. It’s not part of our

performance indicators.

Observation confirmed the absence of monitoring systems or performance measures related to
disability inclusion. Interpretation indicates that embedding disability inclusion into routine
professional development, coupled with accountability mechanisms, is essential for sustainable

change.

Literature supports this view, with Smith and Jones (2020) noting that structured training,
auditing, and feedback mechanisms strengthen institutional readiness and judicial competence

in providing accommodations.

4.5.6 Communication barriers
Communication barriers were identified as a systemic issue, especially for persons who are
deaf, hard of hearing, or with intellectual disabilities. Courts rarely provide sign language

interpreters or accessible communication formats.

PWD3 recounted:
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1 have attended sessions where I didn’t understand anything that was being said.
Sometimes I bring someone to interpret, but they’re not trained, so it’s not

accurate.

Observations indicated that courts without formal interpreter services relied on untrained
individuals, compromising procedural fairness. Interpretation highlights that communication

gaps undermine the constitutional right to a fair hearing and limit meaningful participation.

These findings align with the UNCRPD and human rights theory emphasizing access to
information as a core component of inclusion. Collaboration with disability organizations and

investment in assistive technologies could mitigate these challenges.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.0 Introduction
This chapter draws upon the findings discussed in Chapter Four to present a summary of the
study. It further outlines the key conclusions and offers recommendations based on the research

findings. The chapter ends by proposing areas for future research.

5.1 Summary
This section presents a summary of the key findings of the study in line with the specific

research objectives.

The purpose of this study was to assess the implementation of reasonable accommodation for
persons with disabilities in the Chief Magistrates’ Courts within the Kampala Metropolitan
Area. The study was guided by three objectives: (1) to assess the factors influencing the
provision of reasonable accommodation in the Chief Magistrates’ Courts; (2) to analyse how
individualized accommodation is provided to persons with disabilities in the Chief Magistrates’
Courts; and (3) to examine the factors inherent within the judicial system that affect the
implementation of reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities in the Magistrates’

Courts

A qualitative research approach was employed using an exploratory case study design. Data
was collected through observation checklists and key informant interviews with selected court
personnel. The observation tool focused on three main dimensions of reasonable
accommodation: physical accessibility, communication and information access, and courtroom

procedures.
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The study found that while some physical modifications such as ramps existed in a few court
buildings, the overall provision of reasonable accommodation remained inadequate. Key
influencing factors included limited budget allocations, lack of awareness among court staff,
and absence of clear institutional policies on disability inclusion. Individualized reasonable
accommodation measures were rarely applied, especially for persons with hearing and visual
impairments, due to unavailability of assistive devices and trained personnel. Systemic barriers
such as poorly designed infrastructure, insufficient legal provisions, and low prioritization of

disability issues within the judiciary were identified as major constraints.

The findings suggest that although some efforts have been made towards inclusion, much
remains to be done to ensure equitable access to justice for persons with disabilities in the Chief

Magistrates’ Courts in Kampala Metropolitan Area.

5.1.1 Factors influencing the provision of reasonable accommodation by judicial officers
at the Magistrates’ Courts
The study revealed that key factors influence the provision of reasonable accommodation in

the Chief Magistrates’ Courts within Kampala Metropolitan as:

The Judicial Officers’ awareness of legal obligations significantly influence their willingness
to accommodate persons with disabilities. Officers who demonstrated knowledge of disability-
related laws, like the Persons with Disabilities Act (2020), were more proactive in applying
inclusive practices. However, knowledge about reasonable accommodation varied across
participants which revealed a knowledge gap. While some officers showed commendable
initiative in supporting litigants with disabilities, others were unsure of what the law required

in practice of reasonable accommodation.
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Out of the seven courts, three stations lacked ramps in some areas, while four lacked signage
in braille, and designated personnel trained to support persons with disabilities. These
limitations hindered even well-intentioned officers from implementing accommodations
effectively. Four courtrooms operating in older buildings were particularly inaccessible, and
budgetary constraints made it difficult to prioritize renovations or procure Assistive

Technology devices.

Attitudes and experiences of participants related to disability also played a substantial role.
Judicial Officers who had personal experience with disability either within their families or
prior cases tended to show more empathy and initiative. On the contrary, negative or indifferent
attitudes led to superficial engagement with the needs of Persons with disabilities. The study
found that stigma, misconceptions about intellectual disabilities, and the invisibility of some

impairments all contributed to uneven treatment.

Lack of operational guidelines or procedural clarity on how to implement reasonable
accommodation. In four courts there were no standardized checklists, reporting tools, or
performance indicators. As a result, officers had to rely on discretion, which led to inconsistent
and sometimes exclusionary practices. Annual training surveys are filled out by judicial
officers, yet none of them interviewed reported had received training on how to handle court

users with disabilities despite repeatedly requesting it.

Limited prioritisation of disability inclusion in the Judicial System. Lack of documented
official procedures on accommodating persons with disabilities, regular training, and tools on
disability inclusion is evidence that limited prioritisation of disability inclusion. The findings
suggest that piecemeal efforts will not close the accessibility gap. Sustainable change demands

a cultural shift within the judiciary -- one that values disability inclusion, mandates inclusion,
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and holds duty-bearers accountable. This requires more than empathy; it requires leadership,

investment, and structural reform.

5.1.2 Provision of individualised reasonable accommodation to persons with disabilities
in the Magistrates’ Courts

The study established that the provision of individualized reasonable accommodation in the
Chief Magistrates’ Courts of Kampala Metropolitan is both inconsistent and inadequately
supported. Although six judicial officers demonstrated efforts to tailor accommodations to
meet the unique needs of court users with disabilities, such efforts were largely informal and
dependent on personal initiative rather than institutional policy or support. The study’s findings

revealed that:

Individualized support was offered in an ad hoc manner, because of lack of standardized
framework to guide judicial officers in identifying or delivering such reasonable

accommodation measures.

Judicial officers who had prior exposure to disability issues either through lived experiences or
professional encounters were more likely to apply thoughtful, flexible practices. These
included modifying courtroom procedures, allowing for extended time during sessions,
engaging personal aides or family members to interpret for individuals with hearing
impairments, or relocating hearings to accessible spaces. Such adaptations were appreciated by

persons with disabilities but were far from universal.

On the other hand, ten of participants reported that individualized reasonable accommodation
was rarely, if ever, discussed or planned in advance. In several instances, court officials
assumed the needs of persons with disabilities rather than engaging them directly to determine

appropriate accommodations. For example, court users with hearing or intellectual
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impairments were often not provided with the support necessary to participate meaningfully in
proceedings, resulting in compromised access to justice. The failure to consult with individuals
about their specific needs reflects not just a lack of training, but also a lack of awareness and

respect for their autonomy.

Institutional and logistical challenges significantly hindered individualized accommodation.
Courts lacked interpreters, alternative formats for documents, Assistive Technology devices,
and designated personnel to handle accommodation requests. Some judicial officers admitted
they did not know how or where to access these services. Others highlighted that there was no
formal process for persons with disabilities to request accommodations. No forms, help desks,
or clear reporting lines, meaning those with needs related to reasonable accommodation often

went unsupported.

The absence of a tracking or feedback mechanism to evaluate the effectiveness of
accommodations was another major shortcoming. There were no follow-up procedures,
documentation requirements, or performance indicators to assess whether the accommodations
made were sufficient or improved user experiences. This lack of review means even well-

intentioned efforts may fall short without institutional learning or adjustment over time.

Therefore, the absence of structured support for individualized reasonable accommodation is
one of the most critical failures of the judicial system. Reasonable accommodation, by its very
definition, must be individualized. It cannot be standardized or assumed. Without a formal
process for identifying needs, delivering services, and reviewing effectiveness, any attempts at
inclusion will remain superficial. What is most troubling is the missed opportunity judicial
officers appear willing to help, and persons with disabilities are eager to participate, but the
system offers no bridge between the two. It is imperative that the judiciary develop and

implement a clear, accessible, and rights-based framework for individualized reasonable
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accommaodation one that empowers court users with disabilities to request what they need and

supports judicial officers to meet those needs effectively.

5.1.3 Factors inherent within the judicial system that affect the implementation of
reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities in the Magistrates’ Courts

The third objective of the study sought to identify and analyse the institutional and structural
challenges within the judicial system that hinder the effective implementation of reasonable
accommodation in Chief Magistrates’ Courts within Kampala Metropolitan. The findings
revealed deeply rooted systemic weaknesses that prevent the courts from becoming truly

inclusive spaces for persons with disabilities.

The prominent barriers identified was the absence of a formal policy framework or procedural
guidelines on reasonable accommodation. Judicial officers reported that no official
documentation exists within the judiciary to direct them on how to assess, provide, or evaluate
reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities. As a result, they operate on personal
discretion, leading to inconsistent practices that depend heavily on individual attitudes and
available resources. Without a mandated standard, inclusion becomes optional rather than
obligatory, which is fundamentally at odds with the rights-based approach required by the

Constitution and the Persons with Disabilities Act.

The resource constraints was also pronounced. Most court stations lack designated budgets for
disability inclusion, making it extremely difficult to make meaningful modifications to court
infrastructure, procure assistive devices, or hire trained support staff such as Sign Language
interpreters. Even when judicial officers are willing to accommodate, they are severely limited
by what the institution can provide. The lack of accessible courtrooms with basic features like

ramps, wide doorways, accessible toilets, or visual and auditory signage was noted across
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multiple stations. In some cases, persons with disabilities were physically carried up stairs or

forced to attend proceedings under undignified conditions.

Another key systemic weakness was the lack of disability awareness and training. Most judicial
officers reported that they had never received any form of formal training on how to interact
with or accommodate persons with disabilities. Although annual training needs assessments
are filled out by staff, participants noted that even after consistently indicating a need for
training in disability rights, no programs have been delivered. This training gap leaves officers
to rely on guesswork or general empathy, which is not enough to guarantee fairness, respect,

or legal compliance.

Monitoring and accountability mechanisms were also found to be non-existent. The judiciary
had no clear indicators, audit tools or reporting structures for tracking whether reasonable
accommodations were being provided. This would make it impossible to measure progress,
identify gaps or enforce standards. Additionally, the absence of disaggregated data on persons
with disabilities who interact with the courts limits evidence-based decision-making and future

planning.

Minimal collaboration between the judiciary and disability-focused civil society organizations.
Participants noted that where such partnerships existed, they were beneficial but again these
were rare and not institutionalized. The judiciary had not established formal channels for
engagement, despite the wealth of expertise and resources available in the disability advocacy

sector.

The lack of strategic planning and institutional ownership of reasonable accommodation.
Reasonable accommodation should not be left to chance or goodwill. The current situation

reflects a judiciary that is unprepared to uphold the rights of persons with disabilities. If
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meaningful access to justice is to be achieved, the system must undergo structural
transformation anchored in policy, backed by resources, driven by data, and accountable to the

public it serves. The status quo is simply unjustifiable.

5.2 Conclusions

The study concluded that the provision and implementation of reasonable accommodation for
persons with disabilities in Chief Magistrates’ Courts within Kampala Metropolitan is shaped
by a complex interplay of institutional, individual, and systemic factors. While some courts
demonstrated a commitment to inclusion through the adoption of disability-friendly policies
and provision of individualized support such as sign language interpretation and flexible
scheduling, these efforts were often inconsistent and reliant on the discretion or goodwill of
individual officers rather than being guided by standardized procedures. Key facilitators
included institutional awareness, resource availability, and staff training, whereas major
barriers comprised limited funding, inadequate infrastructure, lack of clear guidelines, and
insufficient coordination with disability rights organizations. The findings underscore that
despite some positive strides, reasonable accommodation remains unevenly practiced and
hindered by systemic gaps, calling for a more structured, adequately resourced, and rights-
based approach across the judiciary to ensure equal access to justice for persons with

disabilities.

5.3 Recommendations

Based on the study findings and conclusions, the following recommendations are proposed for
the relevant stakeholders to address response to the gaps in the implementation of reasonable
accommodation in the judiciary, including limited awareness and training on disability

inclusion, inaccessible court infrastructure, lack of guidelines on the provision reasonable
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accommodation, limited resources and gaps in legal and academic engagement on disability

justice.

5.3.1 Recommendations for judicial institutions
Ensure court buildings are fully accessible, which entails ramps, signage, elevators, and

adapted toilets, as part of basic infrastructure upgrades.

Institutionalize disability inclusion training for judges, clerks, and other court staff to reduce

stigma, increase awareness, and promote a culture of equity.

Appoint disability inclusion focal persons in courts to ensure the needs of persons with

disabilities are addressed promptly and appropriately.

5.3.2 Recommendations to policymakers

The following recommendations are directed toward key policymakers responsible for
overseeing disability inclusion and judicial administration in Uganda, specifically the Ministry
of Justice and Constitutional Affairs, the Judicial Service Commission, the Parliamentary

Committee on Legal and Parliamentary Affairs, and the Equal Opportunities Commission.

The Ministry of Justice and Constitutional Affairs, in collaboration with the Judicial Service
Commission, should develop and enforce a National Judicial Accessibility Policy that
mandates the implementation of reasonable accommodation across all court environments.
This policy should be aligned with the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with

Disabilities (CRPD) and the Persons with Disabilities Act, 2020.

The Parliamentary Committee on Legal and Parliamentary Affairs, should appropriate
dedicated budgetary support to the judiciary specifically for implementing reasonable

accommodation measures. This includes funding for physical infrastructure improvements
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(e.g., ramps, accessible washrooms), provision of Assistive Technology, and communication

support services such as sign language interpreters and braille court documents.

The Ministry of Justice and Constitutional Affairs, in coordination with the Equal
Opportunities Commission, should strengthen monitoring and evaluation mechanisms to
ensure consistent and standardized implementation of inclusive practices across all courts.

Regular accessibility audits and public accountability reports should be part of this framework.

5.3.3 Recommendations to legal practitioners
Undergo continuous training on disability rights and reasonable accommodation requirements

to ensure that they can competently represent and advocate for persons with disabilities.

Integrate disability inclusion practices in case handling, such as preparing court submissions in
accessible formats and ensuring their clients with disabilities understand proceedings

regardless of their specific impairments.

Establish partnerships with disability organizations to ensure timely referral and support for

clients in need of specific reasonable accommodation measures.

5.3.4 Recommendations to organisations of/for persons with disability
Use the study findings to strengthen advocacy campaigns focused on legal reforms and judicial

accountability concerning disability inclusion.

Collaborate with judicial actors to develop and disseminate awareness materials that clarify the
rights of persons with disabilities and how reasonable accommodation should be applied in

legal settings.

Monitor court processes and document violations related to the lack of reasonable
accommodation, using such evidence for public awareness and policy lobbying.
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5.3.5 Recommendations to academic researchers and institutions
Expand future research to examine the effectiveness of implemented reasonable
accommodation policies and their impact on access to justice for persons with different types

of disabilities.

Conduct longitudinal studies on the lived experiences of persons with disabilities navigating

Uganda’s judicial system, focusing on the intersection of law, disability, and human rights.

Incorporate disability justice topics into legal and social science curricula, encouraging
students and scholars to engage critically with issues of accessibility and inclusion in the legal

system.
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APPENDIX I
CONSENT FORM

Dear Respondent,

My name is DECEMBER KICONCO, a Master of Disability Studies and Inclusive
Development student conducting research at Kyambogo University. My study focuses on The
Implementation of Reasonable Accommodation for People with Disabilities in the Chief
Magistrates’ Courts in Kampala Metropolitan. Specifically, it examines how reasonable

accommodation is practiced and its effectiveness in promoting inclusivity within the judiciary.

You have been selected to participate in this survey because of your knowledge and experience
relevant to this subject. I kindly request your consent to participate in this study. Please note
that the data collected will be used solely for academic purposes and will be treated with the

utmost confidentiality.
Thank you for your valuable participation.

Confirmation of Acceptance

| have read and fully understood the purpose of the study and I hereby consent to participate.

Signed: Date:

SECTION ONE

Background Information

1. What is your designation (Chief Magistrate, magistrate, prosecutor, court clerk)?

2. How would you define reasonable accommodation?

3. Have you ever received training on reasonable accommodation?

4. How would you define disability rights in the context of the judiciary?
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5. How would you define reasonable accommodation in the context of the judiciary?

6. Have you ever received training disability rights?

7. List the types of disabilities that you know?

8. In your experience, what are the biggest challenges faced by persons with disabilities

when accessing justice in Chief Magistrates’ Courts?
SECTION TWO
Factors Influencing the Provision of Reasonable Accommodation

1. What motivates or discourages the provision of reasonable accommodation in this
court?

2. How do existing laws and policies affect the implementation of reasonable
accommodation?

3. How does the judicial system play in enforcing reasonable accommodation?
What financial or resource constraints affect the provision of reasonable
accommodation?

4. In your opinion, what is the most significant factor influencing reasonable
accommodation in your court?

5. How do you think the attitudes of judicial officers toward persons with disabilities

impact the provision of reasonable accommodation?

6. Do you think courts have clear guidelines on when and how reasonable accommodation
should be provided? Please explain.

7. In what ways do you think judicial officers collaborate with disability organizations to

improve reasonable accommodation in the courts?

8. How effective do you think the monitoring mechanisms are to ensure judicial officers

provide reasonable accommodation?
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Provision of Individualized Reasonable accommodation

10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Can you describe a specific case where individualized reasonable accommodation was
successfully provided?

What are the barriers persons with disability face in accessing reasonable
accommodations?

How do you determine the appropriate accommodation for an individual?

What improvements can be made for the provision of individualized reasonable
accommodation?

What strategies do you suggest to ensure individualized reasonable accommodation
are consistently applied?

Are individualized accommodations typically provided in a timely manner? What has
your experience been in this regard?

How do courts adjust their procedures to accommodate persons with disabilities? Can
you provide an example?

Does the judiciary maintain a database of common accommodations needed for
persons with disabilities? How does this work in practice?

Is there a formalized process for persons with disabilities to request reasonable

accommodation? How effective do you think this process is?

How do you think the effectiveness of accommodations is reviewed and adjusted over
time?
How accessible are court documents for persons with disabilities (e.g., in Braille or

other alternative formats)?

Factors Inherent Within the Judicial System Affecting the Implementation of Reasonable

Accommodation for Persons with Disabilities

20.

21.
22.

23.

What are the complaints from persons with disabilities about reasonable
accommodation?

What role does the judicial system play in addressing challenges in implementation?
How do you address resistance to implementing reasonable accommodation from court
staff?

What improvements do you suggest to address the challenges in implementing

reasonable accommodation?
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24. What are your recommendations for improving the overall accessibility of courts for
persons with disabilities?
25. How well does case scheduling consider the needs of persons with disabilities?

26. How can partnerships with stakeholders help in overcoming challenges related to
reasonable accommodation?

27. Does the judiciary actively seek feedback from persons with disabilities regarding
court accessibility? How is this feedback used?

28. How effective do you think the reporting mechanism for addressing non-compliance
with reasonable accommaodation requirements is?

29. Do you think the judiciary conducts regular audits to assess the effectiveness of

reasonable accommodation measures?
Recommendations for Improvement

30. What support would enhance the implementation of reasonable accommodation in the
courts?

31. How can court infrastructure be improved to better support persons with disabilities?

32. What role can judicial leadership play in strengthening the provision of reasonable
accommodation?

33. In your opinion, what would be the most effective way to make Chief Magistrates'

Courts more inclusive for persons with disabilities?
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APPENDIX 11
OBSERVATION CHECKLIST

Research Title: The Implementation of Reasonable Accommodation for People with

Disabilities in the Chief Magistrates’ Courts in Kampala Metropolitan.

SECTION A: PHYSICAL ACCESSIBILITY

Item Observation Criteria Q Remarks

Court entrance Is the entrance accessible for wheelchair

users (ramps, wide doors)?

Signage Are there clear, visible, and easy-to-read
directional signs for (persons with

disability including braille or large

print)?
Elevators (if | Are there elevators, and do they have
applicable) braille buttons & audio announcements?
Stairs Do staircases have handrails on both
sides?
Waiting areas Are there designated seating areas for

persons with disabilities?

Restrooms Are there accessible restrooms with wide
doors, grab bars, and enough space for

wheelchair users?

Parking Is there designated parking for persons

with disabilities near the court entrance?

SECTION B: COMMUNICATION & INFORMATION ACCESS

Item Observation Criteria Q Remarks
Sign Language | Is there a court sign language interpreter
Services available when needed?
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Assistive

Technology

Are there assistive listening devices or
speech-to-text services for persons with

hearing impairments?

Case Notices

Are court hearing notices provided in
accessible formats (braille, large print,

audio)?

Website
Accessibility

Does the court’s website offer accessible
features for visually impaired users
(screen reader compatibility, high

contrast mode)?

Clerk Assistance

Are court clerks trained to assist persons

with disabilities effectively?

SECTION C: COURTROOM ACCOMMODATION

Prioritization

given priority to minimize long waiting

times?

Item Observation Criteria Q Remarks

Seating Avre there designated seats for persons with

arrangement disabilities inside the courtroom?

Witness Stand Is the witness stand accessible for persons
with mobility impairments?

Judge's Do judges demonstrate awareness and

Awareness sensitivity  towards  disability-related
accommodations?

Legal Are court documents available in accessible

Documents formats upon request?

Case Avre cases involving persons with disability

Any additional observations or issues noted:
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APPENDIX 111
INTRODUCTORY LETTER

KYAMBOGO zisstesic UNIVERSITY
P. 0. BOX 1 KYAMBOGO
Tel: 041 - 4286792 Fax: 256-41-220464
Website :www.kyu.ac.ug Email: drgt@kyu.ac.ug
Directorate of Research and Graduate Training

Office of the Director

APPENDIX 8: INTRODUCTORY LETTER
Date: 10/4/2025

The Registrar of Magistrates Court,
Plot 2, the Square,

High Court Building

P.O Box 7085,

Kampala, Uganda

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: KICONCO DECEMBER

This is to introduce to you the above named student Reg: No
23/U/GMDS/0740/PE Pursuing Master of Disability studies and Inclusive
Development, Department of Community and Disability Studies, Kyambogo
University.

She intends to carry out research on “The Implementation of Reasonable
Accommodation for people with Disabilities in the Chief Magistrates’
Courts in Kampala Metropolitan” in partial fulfillment of the requirements of
the award of Master of Disability studies and Inclusive Development of Kyambogo

University.

The purpose of this letter therefore is to request you to grant her permission to
carry out her study in your institution.

Any assistance rendered to her will be highly appreciated.

Yours sincerely, K‘fAthUGo UNWERS”T

o,

oD 9rnc
Prof. Bosco Bua * 1R 450 9m5 ¥

AG. DIRECTOR + P Fop e iy
; - ’ gt i f e
DRELT. % 0 v, il
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APPENDIX IV
REQUISITION LETTER

Kiconco December

Najjera, Kampala
kiconco.december@gmail.com
0774117777/0759117777
Date: 29" April, 2025

The Chief Registrar
Plot 2, the Square
High Court Building
P. O. Box 7085.
Kampala, Uganda

Dear Madam,
RE: REQUEST FOR P! i N ONDUCT RESEARCH

| am Kiconco December, a Master’s student of Disability Studies and Inclusive Development
at Kyambogo University, Reg. No. 23/U/GMDS/0740/PE. | kindly seek permission to conduct
research at your institution for my thesis titled “The Implementation of Reasonable
Accommodation for People with Disabilities in the Chief Magistrates’ Courts in Kampala
Metropolitan.”

The study seeks to explore current practices and implementation equitable access to justice
for persons with disabilities in Chief Magistrate Court's in Kampala Metropolitan. | have
attached an introductory letter from the Directorate of Research and Graduate Training at
Kyambogo University for your reference.

Your support and cooperation will be invaluable to the success of this research. Thank you for
your kind consideration. | look forward to your positive response.

YEurs :ajgully,

KICONCO DECEMBER

R
CHIE@::II%EM STeion

S0 APR 205 ¥
ECFIVED

=N

S s FRUTTE 00 o .-uu-u-u
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APPENDIX V
ACCEPTANCE LETTER

Chambers of the
Chief Registrar

THE JUDICIARY

Plot 2, The Square High Court Building
P. 0. Box 7085, Kampala Uganda

IN ANY CORRESPONDENCE ON
THIS SUBJECT PLEASE QUOTE NO.

CR/DOR.1

7t May, 2025

Mr. Kiconco December

Najjera, KAMPALA

Tel: 0774117777 /0759117777

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO CONDUCT RESEARCH

I refer to your letter dated 29t April, 2025 on the above subject.
Permission is granted to carry out research in the Chief Magistrates’

Courts in Kampala Metropolitan. By copy of this letter, the Chief
Magistrates are requested to provide you with the necessary assistance.

B
Lamunu Pamella Ocaya
AG. CHIEF REGISTRAR
Copy to:

- The Chief Magistrates (Kampala Metropolitan Area)

“Justice for All”
T: +256 414 233 420/3  E: info@judiclary.go.ug W: www.judiclary.go.ug
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