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Executive Summary

In response to the evolving food and livelihood security context in Southern Africa, analysis of vulnerability must account for the complex interaction of a number of factors ranging from poor and erratic rainfall, ineffective and inappropriate government policies, limited market access due to high staple prices and chronic poverty. Each of these factors is compounded by the increasing impact of HIV and AIDS in the region. The epidemic has exacerbated community and household vulnerability throughout the region by decimating the most productive age group (15-49), placing increased demands on an already overburdened health infrastructure, and overwhelming the capacity of governments to adequately respond to the affects of the disease on agricultural economies. Each of these factors exhibit longer term trends that are contributing to chronic vulnerability throughout Southern Africa. Accordingly, comprehensive analysis of vulnerability to food and livelihood insecurity in the region requires a more thorough understanding of complex causal relationships that have not been adequately addressed through conventional emergency responses. 

A number of lessons learned through development relief approach supported by C-SAFE can be incorporated into future country program activities. First, future efforts to address vulnerability in each of the countries should be guided by a thorough understanding of community and household risk and the ways in which proposed interventions enhance the resiliency of vulnerable populations in the event of particular shocks. Adoption of a risk management framework such as the one provided in Annex A is a critical step in such efforts. Secondly, C-SAFE has made important contributions to the social protection of vulnerable populations through the provision of food resources as well as creation of household and community assets. In order to solidify the gains made by such efforts, future programs must find ways to achieve sustainability by linking innovative community social protection activities with longer-term government and donor support.  

Drawing on the lessons learned from HIV/AIDS programming over the last three years, C-SAFE partners are uniquely positioned to continue improvements in food aid targeting in support of PLWHA. Priority should be given to incorporation of an HIV/AIDS lens into ongoing food and livelihood security programming, and creation of linkages between food aid interventions and health-oriented activities funded by PEPFAR and the Global Fund. Regarding ongoing food aid interventions, continued emphasis should be placed on identifying the most appropriate commodities for different types of project activities, developing commodity allocation and storage arrangements that more adequately align with FFP financial cycles, and food baskets capable of responding to the needs of chronically ill beneficiaries in light of current government commodity restrictions. Finally, agencies throughout the region should continue to pursue improved market conditions as a component of livelihood diversity and food security, and should attempt to engage strategically with National Vulnerability Assessment Committees and other key decision-making bodies through appointment of technically proficient staff. 

Regarding follow-on activities of regional consortia, there are two key programming approaches that can be taken in follow-up activities. The first involves a focused approach to HIV/AIDS vulnerability reduction. This would involve drawing on NGO partner experience to achieve a competitive advantage in the implementation of integrated HIV/AIDS and food and livelihood security programming. It could also utilize the HIV/AIDS continuum framework developed by C-SAFE to reduce the burden of morbidity and vulnerability to food insecurity, as well as creation of food for assets programs designed to sustain food production among labor-poor HIV/AIDS-affected households. 

Alternatively, a second programming approach would involve a more comprehensive vulnerability response. This approach would be based on comprehensive risk analysis to identify a disaggregated set of responses to the underlying causes of food insecurity within different country contexts. This approach would be multi-sectoral and would rely on mulit-donor funding in order to address social protection measures for chronically vulnerable populations, inadequate market access, HIV/AIDS, and inappropriate government policy. The choice of interventions pursued would depend on the specific context and availability of donor resources. 

Following the end of the C-SAFE consortium in September 2006, it is strongly recommended that individual country consortia continue to support a number of critical regional functions. First, the maintenance of a second regional commodity pipeline has proven to be an enormous advantage given the scale and complexity of food and livelihood security programming in Southern Africa. Such a pipeline should be designed with an eye toward maintaining general food distributions in times of acute emergency, and should facilitate domestic production of appropriate commodities in light of current import restrictions. Secondly, there is a continued need for regional information exchange among implementing agencies. Given the likely existence of several country consortia within the coming year, establishment of a regional Knowledge Center is recommended in order to consolidate and disseminate information on best practices with respect to vulnerability assessment, monitoring and evaluation, and HIV/AIDS, food and livelihood security programming. Finally, individual country consortia should support the regional function of strategic engagement with decision-making bodies such as the Regional Vulnerability Assessment Committee (RVAC). Fulfillment of this function would best be supported by appointment of highly-skilled technical staff to positions capable of influencing the methodologies used in vulnerability assessments as well as the allocation of resources made by international donors. 
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I. Underlying Factors Contributing to Chronic Vulnerability

Although the drought in 1991-1992 was much worse than the erratic rainfall of 2001-2002, that later climatic event exposed the underlying vulnerabilities in the region. These vulnerabilities included wide-spread harvest failures due to erratic rainfall, poor soil fertility, long term economic decline and chronic poverty, higher prices and reduced market access, a high prevalence of HIV and AIDS, as well as poor governance and inappropriate policies. The combination of these vulnerabilities has reversed the strong development gains evident in many countries in the region during the eighties and nineties (USAID 2006; UN Humanitarian Strategic Framework for Southern Africa 2005).

Vulnerability throughout the region was again exacerbated by reduced crop harvest in 2004-2005 that resulted from poor or erratic rainfall. Although better than in some previous years, this year’s rainfall is not enough to overcome this chronic situation. Due to poor planning on the part of a number of Governments in the region, inadequate seed and other inputs were made available in time, leading to reduced harvests. 

Despite favorable conditions for crop growth this year, hunger in the region was at its peak in February 2006. Interventions targeted at the current food emergency were planned to peak between January and March 2006. 

The Role of Markets

Market forces have also seriously affected food security in the region. Although record maize harvests contributed to agricultural surpluses in South Africa, high transportation and distribution costs significantly reduced the ability of vulnerable populations throughout the region to purchase South African exports. Retail maize prices continued to increase in December 2005 and January 2006 especially in Zambia and Zimbabwe. This was also due to slow progress in planned commercial imports as well as slow and inconsistent in-country distribution of food assistance (USAID 2006a).

Despite efforts to fill the maize gap in each of the countries requiring humanitarian assistance, success has been varied over the course of the marketing year. For instance, Lesotho, Mozambique and Swaziland are currently facing relatively small import gaps that still remain to be filled by the end of the marketing year, while Malawi, Zambia and Zimbabwe still have extremely large import gaps of 54, 49, and 42 percent, respectively (FEWSNET 2006). 

Slow delivery rates have been exacerbated by the lack of adequate regional transport (rail and truck) to deal with the huge demand occasioned by large consignments of both food and inputs being moved from South Africa to recipient countries. The slow rates of food aid delivery slowed down planned distributions (WFP and C-SAFE) in the period between April and December, with only 57 percent distributed on average in the six countries (FEWSNET 2006).

HIV and AIDS

A new kind of humanitarian crisis has emerged in Southern Africa that consists of a deadly triad of a lethal epidemic (HIV and AIDS), deepening food insecurity due to poor agricultural production and limited livelihood opportunities, and reduction of government capacity. There is indeed a two-way relationship between HIV/AIDS and food insecurity.  AIDS has an impact on people’s livelihoods, reducing food security through illness and death.  Food insecurity and poverty fuel the further spread of HIV/AIDS epidemic, as people are driven to adopt strategies that make them more vulnerable to HIV infection in order to survive. Ultimately, HIV/AIDS impacts the livelihood outcomes of households. 

Food-insecure households affected by HIV/AIDS are vulnerable in specific ways; they usually have less income, face more risks, and experience more shocks and stresses. This is likely to leave them more vulnerable to other shocks, such as drought. If it is severe enough, the impact of HIV/AIDS could result in destitution and households becoming dependent on external assistance.  It is important to note that this bi-directional relationship can be positive as well as negative; it can reinforce a downward spiral into further poverty and deprivation for poor households, but also presents opportunities to help arrest and reverse this descent (Harvey 2004). For example, food assistance has been successfully used to increase both adherence to, and effectiveness of antiretroviral (ARV) therapy and food aid has a continual role as a safety net to protect the productive assets and livelihoods of HIV/AIDS affected households (TANGO 2005).  

HIV/AIDS has made hunger an even greater peril. An HIV-affected household can see its income drop by up to 80 percent and its food consumption by 15 to 30 percent. One in four people in the productive age group (15-49) in this region is living with HIV. This means that fewer adults must support more people, and the burden of care is shifted to society’s weakest and most marginalized, especially women and girls. Desperate people adopt damaging and high-risk ‘survival strategies,’ such as selling off land or exchanging sex for food or cash. These strategies undercut people’s ability to recover and contribute to long term poverty (Southern Africa: Countries in Crisis – Overview. UNICEF website). 

HIV/AIDS raises household vulnerabilities to an unprecedented extent and in numerous ways.  The most visible of these is the reduction of available household labor.  HIV/AIDS transforms productive household members into dependents drawing upon already scare household resources.  Such removal of productive household members requires alterations to current farming systems to include less labor-intensive crops or shifts into alternative livelihoods. (Devereux and Sabates-Wheeler, 2005)

This structural crisis has been unfolding for more than a decade. Not only are the existing financial and human resources inadequate for the task, but the policy tools for effectively combating HIV and AIDS and mitigating its wider impacts are also insufficient.

The traditional focus on HIV and AIDS as a health issue has contributed to a general lack of understanding among health practitioners of the potential role of food aid in support of PLWHAs. There is also a disinterest among health care providers of integrating health interventions with food security interventions. 

However, there is insufficient information on how well food rations provided by NGOs and WFP are responding to the specific nutritional needs of people living with AIDS. PLWHA require nutrient dense foods such as CSB. GMO restrictions in Zambia and Zimbabwe require that these types of foods are produced locally, making them difficult to access or produce under Title II programs. In addition, many sick individuals have trouble digesting the whole grains usually found in a family food aid ration. NGOs and WFP usually do not have specialized foods for these individuals. Fortified foods that would be appropriate to feed sick individuals with low vitamin and mineral intake are also usually not available in a food aid ration.

Governance

To effectively address issues of food insecurity requires recognition of the linkages between food issues and governance elements such as the capacity of the state to fulfill its social and economic responsibilities. Different countries facing significant governance challenges often take different approaches to resolving food insecurity, which may inadvertently or deliberately exacerbate existing food security problems (USAID 2006b). Effective social welfare protection in many of the countries in Southern Africa is made difficult by: 1) resources being spent in fragmented and inefficient ways; 2) weak institutions that lack adequate staff and capacity; 3) outdated legal frameworks and procedures; and 4) the lack of political will on the part of the international community to support such programs (UNICEF-Report on Wilton Park Conference November 2005). The crisis of national capacity has become the very essence of the crisis itself.

The importance of significant economic policy failures have been understated by the humanitarian community. Structural adjustment programs have seriously undermined access to basic health services, education, and market services over the last 20 years. Specific food policies in countries such as Zimbabwe have continued the food crisis and worsened the effect of the crisis. For example cereal trade policies in Zimbabwe have had a huge impact on food insecurity. 

C-SAFE has not engaged in a strategic way with host governments and other stakeholders concerned with food security policy at the national level. Part of the problem lies in the fact that C-SAFE program coordinators are often placed in mid-level agency structures which is not congruent with the scale and complexity of the program or appropriate for engaging policy makers in national food security forums. 

The multiple and deep seeded vulnerability factors that plague the Southern Africa Region manifest themselves in different ways in each of the countries that C-SAFE works.  These are summarized for each country.

Zimbabwe

In its sixth consecutive year of economic decline, Zimbabwe continues to suffer food insecurity due to political volatility, an HIV/AIDS pandemic, a collapsing economy and a disappointing harvest in April 2005.  Policy failures have perpetuated and maintained the food security crisis. Opportunities for climbing out of the crisis remain limited as long as governance problems remain. There are currently about 1 million children orphaned by AIDS in Zimbabwe and despite normal rainfall, the country continues to suffer low harvests due to problems of input distribution, water logging, pests and diseases (army worm), difficulty in weed control due to shortages of labor, fuel shortages for tractors, poor draft power due to weakened animals, and limited access to credit (FEWSNET 2006). With inflation at 1,000 percent and climbing, the purchasing power of households is declining dramatically. The currency woes have led to a shortage of basic commodities. Cholera is also beginning to appear in Harare. It is currently estimated that 2 million people are chronically food insecure, with approximately 2-3 million that are transitory food insecure.

Zambia

The majority of Zambians are struggling to maintain their livelihoods in a nation afflicted by chronic food insecurity, poverty and HIV/AIDS.  Zambia is 164th (out of 175) on the 2004 UN human development ranking, with 73% of the total population classified as poor, and 58% as extremely poor. Sixty six percent of the population lives on less than 1 dollar per day. Food availability is a serious problem, with 19% of Zambian households seldom or never having enough to eat. Malnutrition rates due to chronic food insecurity are alarming, with 47% of children under five stunted, 22% severely stunted, and 5% suffering from wasting. HIV/AIDS is widespread with a prevalence rate of 16% of 15-49 year olds in Zambia, and life expectancy of 38 years of age in 2000 (Draft DAP proposal, Zambia Consortium FY 2006 to FY 2010). 

Although rainfall has been plentiful this year, production has been negatively affected by: 1) excessive rains in some areas leading to heavy leaching of nitrogen; 2) high prices of inputs making it difficult for poor farmers to purchase fertilizer and access seed; and 3) animal diseases posing a significant threat in the southern region of the country. Cholera has also become a problem in Zambia, with 5,526 people affected near Lusaka. 

Lesotho

Similar to Zimbabwe and Zambia, chronic poverty, rising rates of HIV and AIDs and weakened government capacity have lead to increased food insecurity. In a recent survey of households, nearly half did not have adequate food consumption four days prior to the survey in October 2005 (CHS-Lesotho Fact Sheet WFP 2005). Heavy rains have lead to excessive flooding, and negatively affected food distributions. The excessive rains will likely delay planting of winter crops. Even in areas where rainfall is good, crop production will not be a major determinant of livelihood security since it is the primary livelihood strategy of only 16% of rural households. Remittances have declined in recent years, reducing the purchasing power of many households. Cereal prices have also been fluctuating.  Because sixty percent of the maize consumed in Lesotho is imported from South Africa, market access can significantly influence food security.

Food and livelihood insecurity in Southern Africa must be understood as an outcome of these various long-term causal factors that are not easily addressed through conventional short-term emergency responses that are more appropriate for tackling transitory food insecurity. Such longer term trends are harder to address than single events such as droughts. Food insecurity in the region will remain high as long as the needs of the chronically food insecure are not addressed.

II. The C-SAFE Project: Has it Addressed the Multiple Dimensions of Vulnerability?

The C-SAFE program is a large-scale response to the southern Africa food security crisis, jointly implemented by a consortium of three PVOs (WV, CARE and CRS) and funded by USAID/FFP. C-SAFE has been an innovative program in several ways. Firstly, the scale of the operation and cooperation has been exceptional. This program has brought together three major PVOs, working regionally with a dedicated commodity pipeline, to deliver relief on a scale unprecedented for PVO agencies. Secondly, the program was designed under a development relief conceptual framework. Under this framework C-SAFE aimed to do more than a traditional relief program; it sought to integrate immediate food assistance and program development to protect and build sustainable livelihoods (Maunder 2005).

The overall goal of C-SAFE has been “To maintain or improve household food security in targeted communities”. Under this three specific objectives (SO) were defined:

· SO1:
Protect and/or improve the food intake of vulnerable groups

· SO2:
Increase productive assets among vulnerable communities and households.
· SO3:
Increase resilience to food security shocks among vulnerable communities and households
.
During the course of implementation it became apparent that FFP did not possess the flexibility to finance the range of development relief interventions initially proposed. SO1 was fully funded because it was consistent with traditional approaches used in emergency food aid programs.  SO2 and SO3 were not fully funded because these activities fell outside traditional emergency responses. At the same time efforts to bring on board alternative donors to fill this resource gap proved unsuccessful (Maunder 2005).  In addition, given the size and complexity of the C-SAFE project, the participating NGOs did not provide the program the strategic attention and complementary resources that it needed to fulfill its objectives (TANGO 2004, Maunder 2005). 

This funding shortfall seriously jeopardized the ability of C-SAFE to achieve its program activities. However, to the credit of the program, it did not abandon the overall conceptual framework and continued to seek creative opportunities to achieve the broader design objectives within the limited basket of resources (Maunder 2005).

Some of the major achievements of C-SAFE include the development of an innovative conceptual framework; the promotion of interagency learning through the establishment of a learning center; a stronger collective voice from operating within a consortium; the establishment of a second regional pipeline; and many examples of improved programming including a major focus on HIV/AIDS; strong centralized M&E practices; and the use of markets under the MAP intervention.

Although C-SAFE should be lauded for promoting cutting edge thinking for development relief, such concepts were not well understood by various donors and the implementing agencies. Because there was no clear guidance of what such projects should look like, there was considerable confusion on the part of the donor as to what should or should not be funded. Despite the fact that C-SAFE triggered many future initiatives around the development relief theme within Food for Peace, it was not able to take full advantage of these changes in on-going implementation until the end of the project (TANGO 2004). As a result, the implementation of a consistent risk management approach has proved to be challenging.

In order to improve program quality and capitalize on the collective strengths of the consortium, emphasis was placed in the beginning on the need to learn at all levels. C-SAFE established a regional learning center to help facilitate this learning. The center was designed to assist in the transfer of information in and between agencies and countries. Newsletters and a variety of documents and learning exercises have been implemented to facilitate the learning process. This center documented better practices and lessons learned on food aid programming for HIV/AIDS affected families, such as targeted food assistance and food for assets programming, and exit strategies. The center also produced a document identifying the top ten initiatives in monitoring and evaluation. The center and the products that were produced have provided an important platform for cross agency learning. These consortium-based learning opportunities have been under-exploited ever since the RPU was discontinued. Great opportunities exist for expanding this function at the regional level in the future.

C-SAFE was designed to foster cooperation and partnerships at many different levels. All of the implementing partners have felt that the consortium approach has facilitated stronger collaboration among organizations typically focused on their own programs, promoting the sharing of lessons learned among participating countries, and paved the way for greater participation in regional food security fora (TANGO 2004). C-SAFE also sought to establish close collaboration with national governments. Although examples do exist of such collaboration, this link could have been stronger. All three country consortia want to carry forward consortium collaboration in follow-on MYAP and SYAP activities once the regional program concludes. 

The effectiveness of a second food pipeline for southern Africa has also been perceived by consortia members to be a key accomplishment of C-SAFE. Complementing the existing WFP pipeline, the commodities provided through C-SAFE allowed WFP and other food aid agencies to fill periodic gaps in supply. The establishment of the C-SAFE pipeline also has allowed participating agencies to collectively and effectively engage with WFP in regional food policy decisions. 

One major challenge facing the C-SAFE pipeline has been the mismatch between the peak of vulnerable group feeding programs and arrival of commodities in single year food resourced programs. In order to acquire commodities for peak distributions in January and February, commodities have to be requested in March for food that will be needed for programming in the first and second quarter of the fiscal year.  This has been problematic for C-SAFE and numerous pipeline breaks have resulted. A solution to pipeline breaks needs to be developed in the follow-on activities after C-SAFE. 

Each of the C-SAFE consortia has made significant progress in HIV and AIDS programming. Although General Food Distributions (Vulnerable Group Feeding) and Targeted Food Assistance interventions dominated the initial program period in 2003/04, activities have expanded to other diversified responses such as Food for Assets, school feeding, and market assistance through the MAP.  Beneficiary feedback suggests that there is a high degree of satisfaction with the Vulnerable Group Feeding, targeted food assistance and the Food for Assets (Maunder 2005). With regards to program exit strategies, C-SAFE partners have been forewarning communities of program closures and are trying to institute arrangements for the maintenance of community assets. Once the regional program shifts to a MYAP in Zambia, the consortium will not be able to meet the needs of the same number of people.  Opportunities have not been adequately explored on how to link the strengthened community safety nets to national social protection programs. In many cases local community responses are often invisible or not known in the broader national level HIV/AIDS networks.

It is important to acknowledge that C-SAFE is being implemented in a very challenging operating environment. Restrictions on the use of GMO commodities in Zambia and tight restrictions placed on NGO operations in Zimbabwe where hyperinflation has created enormous operational constraints makes it difficult to successfully achieve development objectives. For this reason, short-term responses such as food provisioning were the main activities carried out by the project. Such interventions may be appropriate for addressing transitory food insecurity, but do little to address chronic vulnerability. Addressing the longer-term causal factors leading to chronic food insecurity has been problematic. 

Based on a recent program review (Maunder 2005), it appears that C-SAFE has clearly protected food access for millions of people in the region. Until recently, it has not been as successful in asset creation or building resiliency to future shocks, mostly because of the funding constraints discussed above. In addition, the longer term benefits and sustainability of the FFA activities are poorly understood.  As a result, the benefits of the project appear to be transitory, and vulnerability to future shocks remains high.

III. A Way Forward for the Country-Based Consortia

C-SAFE was instrumental in piloting the Development-Relief concept, creating an opportunity to draw out lessons from this program to inform future programming in the region. Building on the strengths and lessons learned from the program, and addressing some of the programming gaps, a number of factors should be emphasized in follow on country activities. These include a better understanding of vulnerability and risk; the role that asset creation plays in social protection; and the links between HIV and AIDS and food and livelihood insecurity. Each of these is discussed in greater detail below.

A. Understanding the Concept of Vulnerability and Factoring it in to Future Designs

Within the humanitarian community as well as among C-SAFE staff, there is confusion around the concept of vulnerability. Some view it as a dynamic process and others view it as an outcome. For example, the National Vulnerability Assessment Committees in most countries in the region carry out assessments to identify the number of people who are vulnerable  that need immediate assistance rather than assessing people’s vulnerability to future food insecurity. These vulnerability assessments are done primarily to assist targeting rather than to understand vulnerability processes to identify interventions that can reduce risk (Maunder 2005).

Viewing vulnerability as a process enables the design of development relief programs to be guided by a risk management framework (See Annex A). The process begins with risk assessments which help identify both the most important hazards/shocks and who is vulnerable to these shocks. Hazards are not restricted to climatic factors, but may be related to markets access, economic opportunities, health factors, and political factors. How vulnerable people are to these hazards will vary depending on people’s access to resources (both tangible and intangible), institutions, as well as livelihood and coping strategies. 

Once a risk assessment has been conducted, opportunities for identifying vulnerability reduction measures are considered. These can include risk reduction, where efforts are made to remove the incidence of the hazard (eg. a dam to reduce flooding); risk mitigation where measures are taken to lesson the impact of the shock once it has occurred (eg. savings programs); and risk coping where the capacity to manage the consequences of the shock are enhanced (eg. public works programs) (Heitzmann et.

al. 2002).

A risk management framework explicitly recognizes that assistance is required not only during the shock, but also prior to it so that communities and households may take preventative actions to reduce exposure or increase coping capacities (Maunder 2005). Flexibility is also required in order to enable smooth transition between development and relief programming.

Current C-SAFE programming does not use a risk management framework to guide decisions. As a result, a more diverse menu of risk management measures aside from asset creation are not part of the C-SAFE portfolio of interventions aimed at building resilience. Without a more thorough understanding of how the assets created are tailored to reduce vulnerability to a specific hazard, the intervention choice may not be the most effective option. 

As consortia in each of the three C-SAFE countries move into the next phase of programming, such a risk management framework should be incorporated into the design. This is consistent with the Strategic Plan of Food for Peace. In addition, such a framework will enable the NGOs participating in consortia to seek complementary non-food resources that can be used to reduce risk from other donor sources.

B. Linking Follow-on C-SAFE Programming Activities to National Social Protection Measures

Social protection is a concept that has recently received a great deal of attention among donors and the rest of the humanitarian aid agencies. The terms social protection, social welfare and social safety nets are often used interchangeably, and mean different things to different people. However a common theme across most definitions is to protect individuals and households most vulnerable through the provision of certain goods and services, including health, education, and social services that provide financial, material, social, or psychological support to people who are otherwise unable to obtain it through their own efforts (TANGO 2005). Social protection is intimately linked to risk management and is critical to any economic development strategy because it enables investments to be protected. A social protection lens focuses our attention on the institutions operating at various levels that are critical to risk management.

Social protection has been promoted in the C-SAFE project through the provision of food resources to chronically and transitory food insecure to prevent asset depletion as well as through the creation of assets at the household and community level. Human capital has been protected and promoted through the allocation of vulnerable group feeding and targeted food assistance, as well as through school feeding and food for training. Training has been provided on improved crop production techniques such as crop rotation, intercropping, composting and manuring, legume production, and fodder production and storage. Other types of community assets built through the project include roads, water harvesting structures, conservation tillage, key hole gardens, and improved food storage. The integration of FFA projects with local administrative structures responsible for planning and maintenance such as the Ministry of Public works in Zambia has been well received (Maunder 2005). It is less clear how other types of assets will be maintained after the project ends.

Despite the various assets that have been created, there is generally limited understanding how specific assets relate to risk management for the range of vulnerable households found in each context that C-SAFE operates. In addition, where community mechanisms have been created to provide social transfers to the chronically food insecure, how such transfers can be sustained and supported by the government and other civil society institutions have not been clearly worked out.

NGOs have a comparative advantage in social protection activities in their ability to generate innovative programming solutions at the community level. The challenge is to link these innovations to improved practice and policy at the national level working closely with government. Consequently, successful pilot programs must be designed in such a way that they can be easily scaled up to regional and national levels given the human and financial resource constraints facing government agencies. This means that pilot projects that require considerable resources and technical capacity are less likely to be scaled up. 

It is important that food based safety nets promoted by follow-on programming after C-SAFE are: 1) aligned with and integrated within the national strategic framework for social protection; 2) make efforts to strengthen informal, semi-formal and formal local actors that play a role in providing social protection; and 3) look for opportunities to both protect and promote livelihoods of vulnerable groups. 

The impact of HIV and AIDS on both the supply and demand of social protection has been enormous. Informal safety nets at the community level have been eroding as a result of the number of families needing support. To be effective for PLWHA, social protection needs to be transparent, reliable and predictable. These concepts are a challenge for food aid programs. Due to the long-term consequences of HIV and AIDS, efforts need to be made to channel resources through more permanent mechanisms to be more effective in the long run (Greenblott 2006). Programs need to strengthen the capacity of local government to implement long term national food safety net programs that are aimed to help HIV/AIDS affected families.

C. Focusing on the Link Between Food and Livelihood Insecurity and HIV and AIDS

HIV prevalence rates in Southern Africa are among the highest in the world. As stated earlier, there are strong linkages between food insecurity and HIV and AIDS, where the disease can be a cause as well as an outcome of food insecurity. Donors recognize the importance of this disease to the long-term vulnerability of the Southern Africa region, and are putting considerable resources in the area to address it. However, most of these resources are directed toward addressing the health related aspects of the disease, and are not addressing the dynamic interaction between food insecurity, livelihoods and HIV/AIDS. C-SAFE partners are uniquely qualified to address the linkages between food and livelihood security and HIV/AIDS. Additionally the role of nutrition as a therapeutic response to the disease is not well integrated into HIV and AIDS health responses. Food aid can play an important role in such interventions. Again C-SAFE and follow on programs are well positioned to support such interventions.

C-SAFE partners have been implementing a number of HIV and AIDS interventions over the last three and a half years. Drawing on lessons learned, C-SAFE gained considerable experience in Home Based Care, working with OVCs, linking food with ARVs, asset creation in a high prevalence context, and programs for people living with AIDS. Each of the C-SAFE country consortia have made significant progress in improving targeting of chronically ill affected households through the input of community committees, home-based care groups and village AIDS committees. 

To fill an important programming niche in the region, follow on activities carried out by the country consortia after C-SAFE should give greater emphasis to food and livelihood security programming with an HIV/AIDS lens. Such an emphasis will complement the health focus being emphasized by PEPFAR and the Global Fund. Opportunities should be created to link development relief food aid interventions supported by Title II with PEPFAR and Global Fund activities operating in the same country to achieve synergistic impact on HIV/AIDS affected families. 

D. Ensuring that C-SAFE has Appropriate Commodities to Meet Programmatic Needs

Nutritionally appropriate rations for people with AIDS related illnesses need to adequately meet 20% increase in energy intake and possibly 50 % higher protein requirements. Chronically ill adults, HIV positive pregnant and lactating women, and children failing to grow need nutrient dense, highly fortified, easy to prepare and palatable food (C-SAFE 2004). Palatability is important because primary beneficiaries are not only hungry, but often experience mouth ulcers, nausea, diarrhea and a poor appetite. Ease of preparation must also be considered, as small, frequent meals are often required, creating a huge burden on caregivers (C-SAFE 2004). In addition, the weight of the ration packages or the frequency/location of distributions may have to be adjusted to accommodate HIV/AIDS affected families (Save the Children 2004).

The rations utilized are largely determined by national GMO policies and the, as yet, lack of a scalable and sustainable High Energy Protein Supplements production model. For example the GMO policies in Zambia have resulted in the elimination of vegetable oil and CSB from the Zambia commodities list. Therapeutic feeding using special foods such as the plumpy nut formulation and other HEPS in the context of CTC’s should be systematically evaluated. NGOs and donors need to develop appropriate commodities for chronically ill individuals and affected households, especially where GMO constraints exist (C-SAFE 2004).

Government regulations in Southern Africa affect the timing and type of commodities that can be used for programming.  Government regulations in Zimbabwe restrict distribution of whole-grain cereals to a four-month period from January to May when there is little chance that part of the ration could be planted.  Only milled cereals can be distributed during the rest of the year.  Recent policy changes in Zimbabwe also require that all processed commodities must be tested before import permits can be issued.  Testing causes significant delays in transporting commodities to Zimbabwe and creates additional logistical and financial burdens for the C-SAFE consortia.  Processed commodities affected by these policies include fortified oil, corn soy blend, and corn meal.  Whole grain commodities such as sorghum and bulgur wheat must also be inspected to prevent the importation of weeds and other pests. Government policy in Lesotho favors the importation of corn meal for food-oriented programs while bulgur wheat is favored in Zambia.  C-SAFE will need to actively engage government and FFP to negotiate the most policy appropriate commodities are available for programming.

Certain types of C-SAFE projects can only use milled cereals.  Institutional feeding programs that include wet feeding in schools, hospitals, and hospice all require that food provided is ready to cook.  Households affected by HIV and AIDS generally have lower labor capacity and less money to pay for milling.  For example, corn meal would be more appropriate than whole grain sorghum for these beneficiaries.  Care must be taken to get the best food-resource for the different requirements of food for assets, targeted feeding, and institutional feeding programs.  More learning on the most appropriate commodities for different types of projects needs to be documented, disseminated, and implemented in C-SAFE.

The program cycle in Southern Africa does not match well with the financial year for FFP. C-SAFE projects have been planned to distribute the majority of commodities to beneficiaries from December to April before the harvest begins in May.  The financial year for FFP that begins in October generally is not early enough for commodities shipped from the United States in that programming year to arrive for peak distributions.  C-SAFE programmers are in the difficult situation of only having food that is “carried-over” from previous years of C-SAFE.  This was not a large problem in years 2 and 3 of C-SAFE, when large stores of commodities were available in Durban for programming at peak periods.  The situation was very different in C-SAFE year 1when food shipments arrived too late to make significant distributions possible.  In C-SAFE year 4, carried-over commodities stocks in the region were very low and a continuing resolution delayed the approval of FY06 commodities shipments.  This year, every food-resourced program in the region experienced a pipeline break.   

The program-cycle in Southern Africa requires commodities that have a relatively long shelf life.  Commodities carried over from one programming year to another need to be stored for 6 months or more before distribution.  Oil and other commodities are more easily damaged in storage.  Bulk storage facilities tend to be better at preserving commodities in good condition than those storing packaged commodities.  C-SAFE logistics must engage with FFP to ensure that the most appropriate commodities for storage are provided if there is a chance of carry-over from one year to the next.

Receiving the right mix of commodities at the right time requires that programmers and logisticians plan together.  Due to the late arrival of commodities for the peak distributions, C-SAFE year 4 implemented a complex logistical plan that included purchasing some commodities within the region and several trades between consortia in different countries as well as WFP.  Most of these decisions were made ad hoc and would have benefited from a strategic plan.  The challenging programming and logistical environment in Southern Africa will require new level of cooperation between FFP, programmers, and logisticians.  Local purchase, pre-positioning, regional and inter-regional loans will need to be orchestrated so that the programmatically appropriate commodity is available in sufficient quantity for peak distributions in Southern Africa.

E. Understanding how Market Interventions can Address Food Insecurity

Markets and prices play a critical role in determining food consumption, private trade flows and producer incentives.  Except in emergency relief situations involving refugee camps where food aid accounts for total supply of food, consumers usually acquire some of their food through market purchases.  Changes in market prices thus influence the levels of food consumption.  Likewise, market price incentives can induce private trade flows (imports) that enhance local market supplies and help stabilize prices (Caldwell 2004).

All households are linked in some way to markets, including labor markets, food markets and commodity markets.  How well these markets function, in both good times and bad, is a key determinant of a household’s access to food and other aspects of well-being.  Market analysis can help assess how markets are functioning at national, regional and community levels, as well as how the state of markets may be impacting the current food security of households in both rural and urban contexts. Additionally, the state of markets may influence consortia response options, and may even become a key component in mitigating the impact of a food security crisis (Caldwell 2004).

Markets are important to food security not only because they are a forum for economic exchange.  They facilitate diversity in diets because they bring together food items produced from a wide geographical area, and they also offer productive inputs and essential items that households need but otherwise have no access to.  Merchants’ stocks often serve as one form of local reserve (e.g. grain stores). Beyond goods and services, village markets are a critical arena for information, political exchange and socializing, all of which are important for maintaining kinship ties, increasing efficiency in markets and bringing together groups with common economic interests.  Markets can smooth inter-temporal and spatial risks by providing, for example, credit and insurance (Lautze 1997).
In the majority of cases, food imports and food aid alone will not be enough to

make up for projected shortfalls in food availability due to a crisis.  Markets add another dimension to addressing food security emergencies and they can be target-neutral (address needs of households overlooked by relief programs).

C-SAFE currently recognizes that markets are a major source of food for most households, especially in urban settings. C-SAFE has already piloted market based interventions in Zimbabwe through the MAP. Capturing the lessons learned from the MAP, and market intervention efforts in other parts of region will be critical to identify innovative market interventions to address urban food insecurity. Conventional rural food security interventions that rely on community level engagement often do not work in urban settings because community identity is much weaker in urban settings (Maunder 2005). Working directly with the market, NGOs can avoid politically sensitive interventions such as direct food distributions.

F. Support Greater Participation in National Vulnerability Assessment Committees and other National Food Security Policy Initiatives

Currently, NGOs in the consortia in the three C-SAFE countries are not actively participating in National Vulnerability Assessment Committee (NVAC) on a regular basis. As a result, they are not in a position to influence the methodologies used for conducting vulnerability assessments nor the geographical targeting derived from such assessments that determines where food aid programs will be located.   

Engaging more strategically with NVACs will require the use of more senior technical staff in such interactions. Placing strong technical staff on such committees will ensure that the NGOs have a greater say in the methods used for vulnerability assessments and analysis, and a greater say in where food aid and other resources used to address food insecurity are targeted. Such participation will also give the NGOs an important entre point to food security policy dialogue at the national level.

G. Ensuring There is Adequate Technical Capacity at the Country Level to Implement Quality Programming

Staffing arrangements in some of the C-SAFE country offices and the CMU have not always been commensurate with the complexity and scale of the program (Maunder 2005). More resources and capacity need to be put into strategic functions. For example the authority of C-SAFE managers and technical staff is often compromised by their lack of seniority within the organizational structure. This makes it difficult for decisions to be made in a time effective manner. Due to recurrent staff turnover in some countries and the CMU, there is a continual need for staff placement and training at various levels to ensure that the necessary technical and administrative skills are in place for program implementation. For example the M&E position in Zimbabwe has been vacant for a long time. 

Better information management will also be key to implementing quality programs in the future. As C-SAFE programs transition to MYAPs and SYAPS, good information management will be critical to ensure that lessons learned from previous programs guide new activities. 

IV. Two Possible Scenarios to Consider for Follow on Programming

To address vulnerability in the region, follow-on consortia activities can take two possible pathways. The first pathway involves retooling the program so that NGOs can become niche players focused on the link between food and livelihood security and HIV and AIDS. The second pathway involves broad-based vulnerability programming that addresses the underlying causes of vulnerability. Such an approach would require food and non-food resources obtained from multi-donor support.

A. A Focused Approach to HIV and AIDS Vulnerability Reduction

This scenario is based upon the assumption that food resources will be greatly diminished in coming years and that given C-SAFE’s experience and emphasis to date, a more focused strategy should be oriented toward learning how to best tackle vulnerability to food insecurity as a consequence of HIV/AIDS. The consortia would emphasize the identification of good practices in HIV/AIDS vulnerability reduction in the context of poverty. Using the HIV/AIDS continuum framework
 of prevention, positive living, treatment, care and support and impact mitigation, consortia would strategically emphasize the identification of efficient and scalable food and clinical linkages to reduce the burden of morbidity on food insecurity vulnerability on one hand. Outcomes to be measured include the number of people and prevalence of chronic illness and increase in quality of life and nutrition. On the other hand, complementary food for assets programs will give particular emphasize to reducing the labor demands on HIV/AIDS affected households and developing sustainable approaches to food production. 

This focused approach also intends to leverage resources from PEPFAR, Global Fund, and the Multi-sectoral AIDS Program (MAP). That is, consortia would work closely with these programs to ensure that ARVs and treatment for Tuberculosis and Opportunistic Infections (OI) would be made available in selected consortia program areas. Year one activities would focus on operational research to identify the effectiveness of food rations on nutrition, adherence and quality of life measures. FFA will emphasize creation of approaches that will lead to the achievement of sustainable nutritional support to the community as well as creative approaches to both raise the income of households and communities affected by HIV/AIDS. Emphasis will also be given to new manpower needs of health care roll out (developing health worker surge capacity, for example). 

This more focused approach has both advantages and disadvantages. The advantages include: 1) the ability to create strategic alliances with large and well funded international initiatives; 2) to focus learning around one outcome: and 3) the sustainable reduction of community and household morbidity burden while promoting strategies that both reinforce this outcome and also potentially reduce the occurrence of new infections. 

The disadvantages of this approach include the fact that it might be risky to be tied closely with a small group of donors and in some communities, HIV morbidity burden may not be the most prominent threat to food insecurity/vulnerability. Additionally, if implemented, this scenario might require geographic and program refocusing work. 

The key to this strategy, again, is the recruitment of strong program officers at a relatively senior level that are full-time residents and have adequate evaluation and applied research skills. 

B. Comprehensive Vulnerability Response

To tackle the multiple dimensions of vulnerability in southern Africa, consortia will need to seek multi-donor support. To do this effectively, consortia will have to do a better analysis of the causes of food and livelihood insecurity to design a disaggregated set of responses. Risk assessments and analysis will be key to program design. Interventions need to be context specific to reduce and mitigate risks around each type of specific hazard. As the program shifts from addressing the symptoms to the causes of food insecurity, conventional emergency responses no longer apply. Addressing the chronic nature of the problem will require multi-annual programming rather than single year responses. 

Social protection measures will become more important as more emphasis is given to the chronic dimensions of food insecurity. Lessons can be drawn from Ethiopia’s safety net program to determine which approaches may be more successful. DFID is currently supporting a project entitled the Regional Hunger and Vulnerability Project (RHVP) that is giving considerable emphasis to social protection measures. Links could be established between the consortia and this initiative.

Although multiple causes are leading to vulnerability in each country, consortia may not have total flexibility to work on all of these causes simultaneously. For example, the governance issues in Zimbabwe will be difficult to address in an NGO program. Where improvements in food security are firmly in the realm of policy reform, the challenge is to determine the appropriate role and contribution of NGOs in the policy debate (Maunder 2005). Greater participation in the NVAC is one entry point that should be given more emphasis. 

Taking a comprehensive approach, interventions could focus on potential market interventions, HIV and AIDS, livelihood protection and promotion through the creation of assets, and policy dialogue. The actual types of activities would depend on the context and donor funding. Emphasis would be placed on partnering more effectively with government to reduce vulnerability. Achievement of sustainable improvements in food security will depend on the active involvement of national governments (Maunder 2005). Towards this end a risk and vulnerability framework should be developed that the government, UN agencies and different donors could buy into based on their comparative advantage.

V. New Institutional Configurations to Support Regional Responses to Chronic Food and Livelihood Insecurity

C-SAFE as a regional project will end in September 2006. In its place are likely to be three country consortia implementing either MYAPs (Zambia) or SYAPS (Zimbabwe and possibly Lesotho). These consortia will join the ranks of other country specific consortia operating in the region (Malawi, Mozambique, and possibly Angola). The interaction among these consortia has been minimal, so the opportunities for cross-country and cross-agency learning have been underexploited. In addition, these NGO consortia have not engaged systematicially in regional food security fora, nor have they engaged with SADC institutions such as the Regional Vulnerability Assessment Committee. Furthermore, if the country consortia decide to create their own food pipelines, then opportunities for achieving economies of scale and efficiency in the movement of food will be limited.

To address these issues, it is proposed that a number of regional functions are created or maintained to support country specific programs implemented in consortia. These are outlined below.

A. Maintain a Regional Food Logistics Function to Facilitate the Movement of Food

In the current C-SAFE program, the value of having a second food pipeline for Southern Africa to compliment the WFP pipeline is considered an important accomplishment. Having two pipelines enables food aid agencies to fill periodic gaps in supply associated with regular pipeline breaks. The second pipeline also enables the NGOs to collectively and effectively engage WFP in regional policy decisions that relate to food aid distributions. Because the three country consortia will no longer be under a C-SAFE umbrella, it will be important to preserve this important function. 

If such a regional pipeline is maintained, several issues should be considered. First, is the pipeline able to address general food distribution issues during years when emergencies in the region are more acute given the budgeting cycle of the US government? Currently, call forwards in September/October to address hungry season needs in southern Africa have been difficult to fill due to budget constraints. Unless local purchases are more feasible, it appears that WFP is in a better position to address the food shortages during this period. It might make sense for the food used in the NGO pipeline to be used to support longer term food security issues.

Second, linking food aid to appropriate HIV and AIDS responses can be challenging as long as CSB is considered unsuitable for some of the countries in the region due to GMO restrictions. Creative ways need to be sought to use food aid to support the production of locally appropriate foods.

B. Maintain a Regional Function that Supports Cross-Country and Cross-Agency Learning 

The current C-SAFE project has provided an important platform for cross-country and cross-agency learning on issues related to HIV/AIDS, monitoring and evaluation, and exit strategies. Despite these accomplishments, consortia-based learning opportunities have been underexploited. In addition, after Malawi dropped out of the C-SAFE regional structure, information exchanges between Malawi and the rest of the C-SAFE countries on better programming practices has been minimal. Once the three country consortia go there separate ways, it is likely that information exchanges between countries will cease to occur. Given the value gained from such exchanges in the current regional configuration (eg. key hole gardens), such cross learning should be maintained and enhanced. 

There will be 5 to 6 country consortia in the region next year. For this reason, a great opportunity exists to promote active learning across all of these Title II consortia. This could involve cross visits, the writing of case studies and conducting meta analyses on key programming issues.  To do this effectively, staff, resources and incentives need to be put in place to encourage the capture of innovation and better practice.

A  Knowledge Center should be created to support consortia follow up activities after C-SAFE ends. Such a regional entity could become a center of excellence in community-based vulnerability reduction. This functions would be consistent with Food For Peace’s Strategic Plan, especially Sub-IR 1.3 (evidence base for more effective policy and program approaches improved) and 1.4 (technical excellence and innovation supported). As such, the consortia activities should emphasize rigorous assessment, monitoring and evaluation of  NGO programs and other relevant activities in the region and also those addressing community-based vulnerability. A standardized set of indicators should be measured across all consortia sites that have similar objectives. These indicators should emphasize individual, household and community factors as well as program monitoring indicators. Nutritional status, adherence to therapy where relevant, risky coping strategies; quality of life; need for caregivers, program uptake are among the indicators that should be considered as per Egge and Strasser
. In addition, a list of indicators related to asset creation should be developed, also focusing on outcomes such as quality of life, nutritional status, household access to food, and household assets. To the extent possible, impact evaluations and community randomized studies should be promoted. 

The key to the knowledge center activity is generating scientifically legitimate good practices based upon reliable data and designs. Also important is the development of standard evaluation and measurement approaches, at least to some degree, across the different consortia countries. 

The electronic knowledge “center” will support the generation and dissemination of knowledge, both internally among consortia staff and with the external world. Functions of the knowledge center should be clearly delineated. These would include at least the following:

· Collaboration: internal sharing and communications

· Training tools for consortia staff and partners

· Document management/library

· Information center: digested and near real time evidence related to programming and program performance

Implications for the knowledge center activity include a senior level evaluator/analysis available at least half time in support of the regional level to set normative guidance, build capacity and conduct regional analyses in support of country programs. The knowledge center also should include at least one resident knowledge manager at the regional level. Each country is expected to hire a mid to senior level evaluation and information staff member. At least 10% of the budget resources should be devoted to the knowledge center activities, including surveys, secondary analysis, website maintenance, etc. 

C. Encourage Greater NGO Participation in Regional Food Security Fora such as the SDAC/ RVAC 

Currently, NGOs in the consortia in the three C-SAFE countries are not actively participating in Regional Vulnerability Assessment Committee (RVAC) deliberations at the strategic level. As a result, they are not in a position to influence the methodologies used for conducting vulnerability assessments in the region nor are they having an influence on donor allocations of resources for the region. For this reason, it is important to maintain a regional function that facilitates greater strategic participation in food security assessments, discussions on social protection (eg. engagement with the Regional Hunger Vulnerability Programme supported by DFID), as well as national and regional food security policy dialogues. 

If NGOs decide to engage more strategically with the RVAC, it is important to use senior technical staff in such interactions. Placing strong technical staff on such committees will ensure that the NGOs have a greater say in the methods used for vulnerability assessments and analysis, and a greater say in where food aid and other resources used to address food insecurity are targeted. Such participation will also give the NGOs an important entre to food security policy dialogue at the regional level.
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Annex I. Comprehensive Vulnerability Analysis

Figure 1 presents an analytical framework that can be used to help organize the data collection process so that risk and vulnerability analysis can be carried out. On the far left hand side of the framework the types of  contextual and livelihood information are identified that are critical to our understanding of the risk environment and potential resources, activities, household characteristics and institutions that enable individuals, households and communities to manage risk. The next column identifies the information needs that are critical to determine the types of risks communities and households are exposed to and how they manage and cope with these risks. This section also identifies the food security and nutrition outcomes resulting from risk exposure and risk management strategies. This is the first level of analysis. The next column specifies the trends that are important to track, the different levels of vulnerability that can be found (vulnerable individuals, vulnerable household types, vulnerable groups, and vulnerable populations), and the opportunities that can be built upon for reducing vulnerability in the future. The next column identifies a number of responses that can be taken to address vulnerability (investing in human capabilities, livelihood capacities and community resilience). Interventions are tailored to the chronically vulnerable and the transitory vulnerable. The next column deals with the different targeting decisions that have to be made such as the selection criteria, the targeting level and the targeting mechanism. Finally, the last column focuses on the types of information that needs to be monitored to assess the outcomes of risk exposure and risk management strategies and what indicators need to be tracked to monitor changes in vulnerability. Each of these columns is further discussed below.

Figure 1:  Livelihood Risk and Vulnerability Analytical Framework 
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Context, Conditions and Trends

A holistic analysis of risk and vulnerability begins with understanding the context for any given population. To understand the macro-level factors that influence the range of possibilities for livelihood systems, we must consider the social, economic, political, environmental, demographic, historical, and infrastructural information. It is this information that sets the parameters within which livelihood strategies for risk management operate. This information is primarily derived from secondary data to reduce costs.

Community Level

Similar information must also be collected at the community level.  This information can be collected both from secondary sources as well as primary data collection methods including key informant interviews, focus groups as well as household interviews. It is particularly important to collect information on social differentiation, informal safety nets, institutions that operate at the local level, spatial considerations that could influence vulnerability, and the range of livelihood activities available to the community.

Household Level

Household level data are usually collected through formal household surveys and provides information on the different vulnerable groups that are found in communities.  In addition to general household characteristics such as demographic, economic data, and access to assets, culturally specific information collected through focus groups provides insights into the types of programming that will have a better chance of success. 

Livelihood Resources 

Households have access to both tangible and intangible assets that allow them to manage risk and meet their various livelihood needs.  Natural Capital consists of natural resource stocks from which resource flows useful for livelihoods are derived (e.g. land, water, wildlife, biodiversity, and environmental resources).  Financial Capital is cash and other liquid resources, (e.g. savings, credit, remittances, pensions, etc).  Physical Capital includes basic infrastructure (e.g. transport, shelter, energy, communications, and water systems), production equipment, and other material means that enable people to maintain and enhance their relative level of wealth.  Human Capital consists of the skills, knowledge, ability to labor and good health, which are important to the pursuit of livelihood strategies.  Social Capital is the quantity and quality of social resources (e.g. networks, membership in groups, social relations, and access to wider institutions in society) upon which people draw in pursuit of livelihoods. The quality of the networks is determined by the level of trust and shared norms that exist between network members. People use these networks to reduce risks, access services, protect themselves from deprivation, and to acquire information to lower transaction costs.  Political Capital consists of relationships of power and access to and influence on the political system and governmental processes at the local and higher levels.

In the analysis of these resources, it is important to take into account the combinations necessary for sustainable livelihoods, the trade-offs that exist between resources, the sequences that may exist between them (i.e. which resources are prerequisite to others), and the long-term trends in their use.  The analysis should also determine the differences in the distribution of assets between different socio-economic groups. 

Livelihood Strategies
Households combine their livelihood resources within the limits of their context and utilize their institutional connections to pursue a number of different livelihood strategies. Strategies can include various types of production and income-generating activities (e.g. agricultural production, off-farm employment, informal sector employment, etc.) or, often, a complex combination of multiple activities. A risk and vulnerability analysis should determine the livelihood strategy portfolios that different households or groups pursue and the historical pathways they have taken. Although some of the information on livelihood strategies will be derived from secondary sources, more detailed information will be obtained from the primary data collection during the assessment. Importantly, all livelihood strategy data should be desegregated by ethnic groups, gender, economic status, social strata, age, etc. to ensure proper analysis of sub-groups.

In the analysis of livelihood strategies, it is also important to capture the types of coping strategies people use when normal livelihood options are not adequate to meet household needs. It is important to distinguish strategies that are non-sustainable (divestment strategies) and coping strategies that are sustainable. 

Intra-household Level

Many of the vulnerable people that may be targeted in programming are subsets of households.  Therefore it is essential to collect information on intra-household dynamics and resource distribution.  These dynamics are most strongly related to gender issues as well as inter-generational differences.  

Level I Analysis

The first level of analysis provides three separate outputs: 1) a risk analysis which includes a hazard/risk inventory; 2) a risk management analysis that looks at activities associated with risk reduction, risk mitigation and risk coping; and 3) a description of the current livelihood and food security outcomes. 

While hazards/risks have always had roles in food security analysis, this approach re-emphasizes the key role of risk reduction and mitigation due to its functional relationship with vulnerability.  Risk analysis is an assessment of the level and type of hazard/risk exposure experienced by a population.  These hazards/risks can come from exogenous climatic or environmental sources, institutional constraints, economic changes, political edicts and/or conflict or social change.  Valid risk analysis is central to the ability to conduct an accurate and informative vulnerability analysis.  Key to this type of analysis are discussions of:

· Policy relevant categorization of hazards/risks.

· The level of exposure to risks including:

· The frequency of occurrence

· The severity of impacts.

· The type of exposure:

· Covariate (collective) – these include many natural occurring risks (droughts, floods) where most households or communities are exposed.

· Idiosyncratic – these are risks that have a more random and individual distribution such as injury or theft.

· Risk management strategies:
· Risk reduction (ex ante)

· Risk mitigation (ex ante)

· Risk response/coping (ex post).

Hazard/Risk Inventory

A hazard/risk inventory identifies the types of shocks that have a possibility of occurring in a given region. For each shock, the frequency, magnitude, duration, timing, speed of onset, correlation, and geographic location is specified. It is important to remember that different hazards may result in similar shocks, which means that the particular challenges faced by populations may come from a variety of unrelated sources.  Figure 2 presents four categories; environmental, social, economic and conflict hazards/risks.  The figure presents a matrix in which the shocks from the hazards/risks are compared with the types of capital which are impacted.  The list of hazards/risks should be as comprehensive as possible and should also reflect the hazards/risks that a priori are most likely to produce the shocks which incur the most severe impacts.

The frequency of a particular hazard/risk and its timing need to be assessed.  Some hazards such as earthquakes may strike infrequently while a hazard of low rainfall may be experienced almost every year.  Timing refers not only to periodicity but also to how it relates to impacts during the course of a year.  For example, floods/droughts will have differential impacts on an agricultural population depending on when they occur in relation to the agricultural calendar.  In addition, there may be periods of the year when exposure for several shocks increases simultaneously increasing the likelihood that a household will experience difficulties.

Risk correlation can be thought of as the type of risk exposure. Idiosyncratic risks are those that may occur for individual households but not whole communities. Covariate or collective risks however, affect groups of households, communities, regions or nations.  Depending upon whether the risk is collective or individualistic will determine the type of risk management strategies that will be required to manage the risk.  

Once the inventory and categories of risk are determined, the level of risk exposure must be assessed.  Risks are not felt evenly among all households and there are several ways in which the population may be disaggregated to look at specific exposure levels.  Exposure may be differentiated by socio-economic group, ethnic groups, livelihood groups, geographic regions, or gender among others.  Risk exposure can be explored in questionnaires at the household level or with qualitative instruments such as key informant, focus groups or structured community discussions
Risk Management

A number of risk management activities are undertaken by households and communities ex ante to reduce the likelihood of a shock (risk reduction) or that minimize the impacts of a shock once it occurs (risk mitigation).  Risk coping responses are the strategies initiated post-shock.  The post shock responses initiated by households are usually referred to as coping strategies.  Post shock responses initiated by communities are informal safety nets, while those carried out by governments and NGOs are formal safety nets. A thorough understanding of risk management responses provides entry points for appropriate programming that seeks to support and enhance the positive activities already taking place as well as to fill gaps where support is needed. 

During Level I Analysis, it is important to collect information on risk management at all three levels.  Information on risk management at the household level is gathered through household surveys focusing on particular activities and behaviors undertaken by households.  Risk reduction and mitigation activities are best understood as they apply to particular livelihood strategies.  

Collecting information on risk coping strategies at the household level is also gathered through household surveys. Annex IV presents the coping strategies index tool which is useful not only to understand the types of coping strategies that are used by households but can also be used as a monitoring tool to detect changes in the food and livelihood security of a population.  Risk coping responses at the community level (informal safety nets) can also be gathered during village surveys. Information on formal safety nets can be gathered through secondary data and from government and NGO key informants. 

In general, community informal safety nets deal better with idiosyncratic shocks.  Covariate or collective shocks tend to overwhelm community level resources and often require an external response in the form of a formal safety net from government or NGOs. Since households often turn to neighbours and communities for help in times of need, the diminished capabilities of the community may leave households more vulnerable as they struggle to cope with the shock on their own.

A number of community level institutions may operate in any given locale that can play a role in helping to manage risk. These institutions can be either formal or informal groups or organizations.  These may include religious groups, social clubs, savings or credit groups, funeral societies as well as service delivery institutions that may focus on health or education. 

The focus of the Level I analysis is not simply to document the existence of these groups but to determine to what extent these networks, institutions contribute to the ability of households to manage risk.  

External or formal means of risk management can address both idiosyncratic and covariate forms of risk.  More frequently the formal management activities deal with covariate shocks.  The types of activities may range from formal safety nets to deal with shocks such as crop loss to market subsidies of staple crops to address soaring prices.  At the same time policy programs that encourage ready credit opportunities help individuals respond to idiosyncratic shocks such as illness or death.

Livelihood Outcomes

To determine whether households are successful in managing risk in the pursuit of their livelihood strategies, it is important to look at a number of outcome measures that capture need or well-being satisfaction. Outcome indicators serve as proxies for risk exposure. Household differences in assets and risk management explain differences in outcomes. In addition, the responses of households to risks and/or adverse outcomes also affect their vulnerability. Thus the different ways of responding to risks and/or outcomes can determine differences with regard to vulnerability of individuals, households, communities, or countries.

Nutritional status is often considered one of the best outcome indicators for overall livelihood security since it captures multiple dimensions such as access to food, healthcare and education. Other livelihood outcomes that should be measured include sustained access to food, education, health, habitat, social network participation, physical safety, environmental protection, as well as life skills capacities. Analysis of these outcomes should not only determine what needs are currently not being met, but also what the trade-offs are between needs. In addition to these outcome measures, attempts are made to derive from the community the criteria they use for determining whether their livelihood strategies have managed risk effectively. These measures are often location specific. Every effort is made to establish community-based monitoring systems to enable the community to track improvements in risk management themselves. This information on community criteria is usually derived from the village assessments. 

Level II Analysis

Determining Livelihood, Institutional and Demographic Trends to Understand Future Vulnerability

On the basis of the Level I Analysis, it is then necessary to determine trends in livelihood strategies and changes that are occurring in internal household dynamics. For example, are households following certain livelihood strategies more likely to sell off assets that other types of households? Are these households more likely to dissolve? This will help determine the future dimensions of vulnerability as it evolves. In addition, it is important to determine the role of social networks and institutions in terms of adapting/coping or disintegrating with these changes and to analyze the intra- and inter-community dynamics. For example, HIV has had a significant negative impact on community informal safety nets in Southern Africa. The breakdown of these informal safety nets will make HIV affected households more vulnerable in the future.

Identifying Vulnerable Individuals, Households, Groups, and Populations

Taking the Level I  Analysis regarding exposure to risks, risk management strategies and the analysis of outcomes derived from these risks, coupled with the livelihood, institutional and demographic trends that are characterizing a given locale,  it is then possible to determine vulnerability at the individual, household, community, and regional level. This analysis delineates the target populations that need to be focused on in future interventions.

Differentiating Chronic and Transitory Vulnerability

By looking at livelihoods, access to assets, exposure to risks and risk coping, it is possible to identify groups that have similar characteristics and similar levels of vulnerability in regards to particular shocks.  These vulnerability groups can be characterized by demographic factors, socio-economic differentiation, intra-household distribution issues as well as by social and institutional access (Ellis 2003).  

As stated previously, some household are chronically vulnerable to shocks and experience food insecurity on a continuing basis while others are vulnerable on a transitory basis. The distinction between chronic and transitory vulnerability adds value if its application results in better designed Title II programs for safety nets and building livelihood resilience, and in predicting the onset of food crises. Taking the distinction between chronic and transitory vulnerability to food insecurity into account, development relief programs need to devise programs that focus on human capital investments and livelihood diversification for the chronically food insecure to pull them out of poverty traps, and safety nets that lead to consumption smoothing and asset protection of the transitory food insecure.

Opportunity Analysis

In addition to analyzing risks, it is also important to take into account the opportunities that are available to communities, households, and individuals within the program setting that can contribute to risk management. For example, many households have devised positive responses to constraints they face that could form the basis for intervention designs in other locations. This positive deviance approach derives from the health sector, but is equally applicable in other sectors as well. Visioning exercises and Positive Deviance Inquiry approaches can be used with communities to build on community strengths. 

Opportunities for risk management may also be derived from efforts being promoted by community-based organizations and local NGOs. Such groups may be operating effective programs that address risks that future projects can build upon. In support of these opportunities, enabling conditions at the policy level may exist through changes promoted by the government. Finally, a coalition of organizations can collaborate in a complementary way to scale up risk management approaches.

Many of these opportunities can be discovered through household surveys as well as through the use of tools such as stakeholder and institutional analysis. 

� This was changed from “Improve or maintain the health and nutritional status of vulnerable communities and households”.


� This was changed from “Improve or maintain the health and nutritional status of vulnerable communities and households”.


� This was made evident by the erratic rainfall conditions that affected the region in 2005, where the number of food insecure households increased dramatically when compared to the previous year.


� C-SAFE learning center, targeted food assistance in the context of HIV/AIDS, (no date)


� Egge, Kari; Strasser, Susan. Measuring the Impact of Targeted Food Assistance on HIV/AIDS-Related Beneficiary Groups, C-SAFE, November 2005.





