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1. Introduction

This report outlinesthe findings of the first
comprehensive Community Based Resilience
Analysis (CoBRA) assessment undertaken [in e
Malawi on 6th ¢ 14th March 2017with special :
focus onZomba, Ntcheu and NkhaBaydistricts (
(Figure 1) It was carried outby the United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP) Malawi -
Office andthe Government of Malawi through

Figure 1 Target Districts of COBRA Assessment (Highlight
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the Horn of Africa (HoA)To date, CoBRA el o
methodology has successfully been testeshd

appliedin different locations withinKenya, Uganda, Ethiopia and two Districtdviafchinga and Mangoclim the
Southern Regioof Malawi. Theassessment findings have beércorporated into relevant resiliencpolides,
plans and programmes/projecttt various levelén the region The assessmenin Zomba, Ntcheu and Nkhaiay
districts of Malawibuilds onthese successful CoBRA experiencdgldichinga and Mangocldistricts and isnot

only meant to make direct inputo the resilience/adaptation flagship proje&DAPIPLANproject planning and
interventionsbut also ontribute to evidencebased policy advocady Zomba, Ntcheu and NkhaBaydistricts
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CoBRA is a participatorysiience assessment methodolodgrgely qualitativelt aims to identifythe locally
specific factors contributing to the resilience of households and communitieich facalifferent types of shocks
and stressesThis tool does not use any preconceiwdgfinitions or indicatorof reslience, but rather helps local
populations describe and explain them on their own, based on their past expesidnce

i Stating the concept of resilience in plain teripased on local knowledge and experiernces


http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/ourwork/global-policy-centres/sustainable_landmanagement/bes_net/
http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/ourwork/global-policy-centres/sustainable_landmanagement/bes_net/
http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/ourwork/global-policy-centres/sustainable_landmanagement/bes_net/

1 Identifying the key factors/characteristics contributing to their local resilience;
1 Identifying households that are more (or fully) resilient; and
1 Specifying the types of interventiomehichthey perceive to best build resilience.

A detailed explanatiomf the conceptual framework that underpins the methodology is contained inGbBRA
Conceptual Framework and Methodolodgcumert.



http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/librarypage/environment-energy/sustainable_land_management/CoBRA.html
http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/librarypage/environment-energy/sustainable_land_management/CoBRA.html

2. Context andApproach

2.1. Characteristics of Field Site

Malawi is one of the poorest countries in the world, ranking 173 out of 188 countries and territories in the Human
Development Index (a multidimensional measure of human development). The i@&ti@sal income per capita is

just 747 U.S. dollars in 2016. Nearly 51 percent of the population resides below the national poverty line and an
estimated 12 percent of the population is classified as piwar (those suffering from chronic hunger mosttioé

year). Malawi has made progress with respect to a variety of development indicators in the past three decades
6F2NI Ayaidl yodSs tA¥S SELISOGlIyOe G 0ANIK KFEa AyONBI
level of development is webelow average for suBaharan Africa. Moreover, a young, fgsbwing population;
3S23ANIF LIKAO YR OfAYIFIGAO O2yRAGAZ2YAT YR LIR22N AYyFTNI &

Malawi is highly exposed to natural disasters, such as floods and droughts. Available records indicate that in the
last 100 years, the country has experienced about 20 droughts. In the last 36 years alone, the country has
experienced eight major droughtaffecting over 24 million people in total. The impact, frequency and spread of
drought in Malawi have intensified in the past four decades and are likely to worsen with climate change,
compounded by other factors, such as population growth and environnheleigradation. Droughts and dry spells

in Malawi cause, on average, a 1 percent loss of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) annually. Most drought episode
have occurred in El Nifio years, during which the country experiences rainfall défleétglramatic incrase in the
frequency, intensity and impact of natural disasters in recent decades has been well documented. But few could
have predicted what has befallen Malawi in the last two years. A-im&@0-years flood in 2015, which impacted

more than 1.1 milliorpeople,wasfollowed by a devastating drought thdeft at least 6.5 million people food
insecure during the 2016/17 season

Deforestation is a serious problem, as well. The country lost over half of its 4.4 million hectares of forest cover
between 1973nd 1991, and the net deforestation rate remains at over 36,000 hectares a year. Deforestation is a
particularly difficult problem; over 84 percent of homes use firewood as their main source of cooking fuel, which
LJdzd & F dzNI K S NJ a i NIsaryés. @oficerad-aboltdléfafeatatidn had ladithe §jdBernment to reduce
earlier efforts to turn forestland into farmland in an effort to expand agricultural production, with efforts instead
being put into rehabilitating forests through replanting programs.

The 2015/2016 agricultural season was greatly affected by stroijfiBlconditions and resulted in erratic rains

and prolonged dry spells across most parts of the country. In particular, the country experienced a delayed start of
the 201516 agriculturalseason by two to four weeks followed by erratic and below average rains in November
and December 2015. Prolonged dry spells resulted in severe crop failure, particularly in the Southern Region anc
parts of theCentral Region. The drought wabkaracterizedas an agricultural drought, as in large parts of the
country precipitation commenced too late and was too erratic or occurred over a short period of time.

In response to the dry spells, the Government of Malawi declared a state of disaster in Apfil\®@thédamages
amounting to USD 36.6 million and losses (projected to March 2017) amounting to USD 329.4 million, the total
effect of the droughtwasestimated at USD 365.9 milliomports of maize increaskin 2016/17 marketing year

to compensate for rduced 2016 har.

! The 2016 Malawi Vulnerability Assessment Committee (MVAC) Report on food security
*Government of Malawi, Post Disaster Needs Assessment (PDNA) report 2016.



The bod security situation expected to improve in 2017 on account of expected average hdxatnal
production prospects argenerally favourable and the 2017 maize harvest is expected to rebound from the
LINS @A 2 dza & -BetubkD fevel RWNtR praidciion preliminarily forecast an about average level of 3.2
million tonnes. The anticipated recovery would mostly be on account of the wetter conditions this season that
boosted vegetation conditions in cropped areas, implyindgelyliincrease in yields in most parts of the country.
However, in some northern areas, where the current seasonal rainfall volumes (O&tebarary) have been
below average, yields are expected to be constrained and productigid cecline in localizedapts.

2.2. CoBRA Methodology a Glance

CoBRAmethodology consists of four main phases, i.e., preparation, field data collection, data analysis and
reporting, and implementation of CoBRA findings, along with severs@&gs (Figure 2).

Figure 2: CBRA Phases and Steps

Phase I: Preparation
Phase II: Field data collection
® Phase llI: Data analysis and reporting

® Ph IV: Impl tati f CoBRA Findi
» STEP 7 ase IV: Implementation of Co ndings

Integrate findings into policy
and programme actions and other
resilience measurement studies

STEP1

Identify target area

STEP2

Prepare for field work

@ STEP 6

Document and
validate the findings

STEP3

Identify and train
field staff

m STEP S STEP 4

Analyze data Collect data through focus group discussions
(FGD) and key informant interviews (KII)

Development of the CoBRA concept #osmba, Ntcheu and NkhaBaydistricts (i.e., CoBRA Phase | Step 1) and
preparation for the field work (i.e., CoBRA Phase | Step 2) were carried out in the moFRtisrwdryand March
2017. Training of the CoBRA assessment team (i.e., CoBRA Phase |l Stepied)l aladafcollection(i.e., CoOBRA
Phase Il Step 4yere conductedn earlyMarch2017. Following the initial analysis of field data (i.e., CoBRA Phase
Il Step 5) iMMarch 2017, the preliminary results and findingsere presented to theCoBRA assessment team
Zomba, Ntcheu and Nkhaaydistricts officials who took part in the data collection as enumerators/supervisors
¢ for joint review and validatior(i.e., CoBRA Phase Ill Stepo)17" May 2017 Please refer to theCoBRA
Implementation Guidelinefor further details on the CoBRA phases angbste



http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/librarypage/environment-energy/sustainable_land_management/CoBRA/cobra_guide.html
http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/librarypage/environment-energy/sustainable_land_management/CoBRA/cobra_guide.html

2.2. CoBRAieldData CollectiorOverview

The fielddata collection exercisavas conducted irZomba, Ntcheu and NkhatAay districts in the Southern,
Centraland NorthernRegiors respectively wherethe resilience/adaptation flagship proje&DAPTPLANS being
implemented A total of19 Traditional Authorities (TAsyere selected for thiasssessment, including both the
ADAPIPLANproject target TAs and netarget TAgascontrol sites) andn a manne to balancegeographi¢cagro
ecologicaland demographic representatign(Table 1)within the districts In general, hese TAsare highly
dependenton rain fad, maize dominated agriculturenaking majority of thepopulations highly vulnerable to
climatevariability/change induced droughts, floods and pbsirvest grain losses

Table 1: FGDs and KlIs Undertaken Ktalawi CoBRA Assessment

District TAs _ Population (2008) ~ #FGDs  #Klis
Timbiri 35,858 6 6
Malanda 21,095 3 3
Kabunduli 37,295 6 6
Mbwana 16,156 3 3
Fukamalaza 11,269 6 6
Mankhambira 17,051 6 6
Zilakoma 13,620 6 6
Mpando 61,481 17 17
Phambala 66,652 6 6
Makwangwala 104,100 3 3
Ganya 127,558 4 4
Masasa 29,878 6 6
Kwataine 68,230 3 3
Mwambo 132799 6 6
Ngwelero 28,338 5 5
aQoAll 32,862 7 7
Malemia 61,762 10 9
Ntholowa 24,104 6 6
Kuntumaniji 31,464 6 6

115 114

Field data was collectethrough the methods of focus group discussions (FGDs) and key informant interviews
(KlIs).Table 1 summarises the number and locations of FGDs and KlIs undertaaeh of the TAand Figure 3
outlines the overview of the CoBRA FGD and KIl proced8exs Annex 1 for further details on the CoBRA data
collection steps)Datacollectionwas undertaken by #otal of 28 enumerators the officials deployed bZomba,
Ntcheu and NkhataBay districtsQCouncil Administrationsand NGOs operating in those district#\s outlined
earlier, dl the enumerators participated in the intensive CoBRAntrgj on 6-9th March 2017, which combines
deskbased and fieldbased sessions.



Figure 3. CoBRA Data Collection Process

FDG Step 1. Agree on the definition of resilience: FDG Step 5. Identify interventions that have

What does a resilient community look like? What are the contributed to households resilience: What interventions

main hazards or shocks facing the community? have helped to enhance households’ level of resilience,
and what additional/future interventions would help to

FDG Step 2. Identify resilience characteristics: build resilience further?

What does a resilient community look like? What are the

characteristics of a resilient community? Kl with nominated resilient households: What factors
or characteristics have contributed to your household'’s

FDG Step 3. Prioritize resilience characteristics: resilience? How did your household become resilient?

What are the three most important characteristics of Why do you think your family coped better with shocks and

resilience in the community, ranked by importance? crises affecting the community? What interventions do you

think would best build wider resilience in this community?
FDG Step 4. Identify the households in the community
that have achieved (fully or partially) the resilience
characteristics and list their common features and
attributes.

The enumerators were divided intfive teams,which comprisdour to sixmembersdepending on the CoBRA TA
locationsto be visited Each team was givethe responsibility for undertaking 14 FGDs and Kllg.took the

teams an average of 9020 minutesto complete a FGD. Men, women and youth participated in separate
discussions to solicit gender/age specific views and perspeaivessilience An average o20-40 minuteswas

spentto completea Kll with the representative of the FGD2 YA y I 1 SR & NB a JAf the@gdibEtheK 2 dza
training, eachteam identified ateam supervisoamong the members who was assignedntonitor the quality

and accuracy of collectdeGD and Ktataclosely

2.3. Constraints and Limitations of Data Collecti®irocess

Some of the constraints and challenges encountered dutiagmplementation of theCoBRAield data collection
in Zomba, Ntcheursd NkhataBaydistrictsinclude, among others

1 Time allocation Sincethe assessmenareasare largelyagricultural it was criticafor the enumeratordo
be sensitive to community time schedud@d notto take FGD and KII participardgsvay from thefarms
for too long.

9 Difficulties in travelling Due tolong distances, poaroad conditions rural nature of sitesand prevailing
rains during the assessment period especiallilikiataBaydistrict, it took verylong to move from one
TA/community to another, resulting in limitetime for the discussions andnterviews andinto
breakdown of vehicleshat were transporting the enumeratorsThe validation workshop suggested
allocating more time to the entire fieldwk process as a whole to give the enumerators adequate time to
travel to far flung places.

91 Data entry. Some of the enumerators did not take time to enter the data into the spreadshigiag
the fieldwork period as is expected of them at the end of each interview day. Thislweato power
outagesexperiencedacrossthe country and a substantial number of data collection forms were not
entered necessitating their entry after the assessnt period by the consultanivhich then required a
constant back and forth between consultant and several enumerators in case some areas required
clarification



3. FGDFindings

This section reports on the summarized findings from @@BRA FGDSpecifially, the findings are presented
according to the following categories:
1 FGD Step:What the main hazards or shocks facing the communities assegSeditfon 3.1)
1 FGD Step-2: What are the characteristics of a resilient commufiiggection 3.2)
1 FGD Step:BNhat does a resilient household look likgaction 3.3
1 FGD Step :6What existing interventions contribute to household resice and vat additional
intervention would best build resilienc€Section 3.4)

The section also outlinethe key feedbackprovided and consolidated inputs generated #te CoBRA field
validation wokshop

3.1. Main hazards or shocks

The main hazaslreported in all the FGD& Zomba, Ntcheu and Nkha®aydistricts were: 1) drought, and 2)
flooding Communitiesviewed these hazard to be the most significant contributsito agriculturalproduction loss
and the mostdevastatingshockdimiting their development and prosperityCommunities also reporteithat even
though the currentseason(2016/2017) experiencedfavourable climatic conditions they viewed this as an
exceptioral yearrather than a norm and indicated that it has been a long time since conditions were this
favourable for agricultural productiorFlooding was particularly seen to be serious in Nkigggthan the other

two districts.

Theweatherreports forthe first quarter of2017portray theinconsistentand erraticnature of the climateamong
thesethree districts (attributable to climate changeyhere rainfall patterns over the first quarter of the yeanea
been largely below normal idlombanear normal irNtcheuand above normal ilNkhataBaydistricts (Figure 3.

To a limited extent, the communities also reported armyworhe|storms human diseases such as cholera and
stormywinds(the latter esgcially soin NkhataBayDistric) asthe other observedhazards.

2 AGK GKSasS NBadzZ Ga Ay YikyZdhba, Nidid and NehdRsydsictswasdesdribe8 02y
that all households in the community are able to feed their families adtzly every day and meet basic needs in
a stable manner both in normal and drought/flood periods.



Figure4: Rainfall and Rainfall Anomalies in Zomba, Ntcheu and NkhatBaydistricts - 2017
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3.2, Characteristicof a Resilient Community
FGD participants were askedltst as many characteristics as they could thifid:
of to describe the building blocks of r@silient community Typically, each
group provided 15 to 3Bharacteristis. The participants were then requesteis=4
to rank and score thecharacteristicsby importance. Each focus group AN .
member was given six beans to rank the three most significant cleaistics, §
givingthree beans for the most significant characterigtictermsof priority ¥

for building resiliencetwo for the second and one for the third

In the following subsectionshé bean scoring results arfirst presented o
give an overall picture of ghmost highly ratedcharacteristicsin Zomba, Ntcheu and NkhatBay districts
respectively(Section 2.1 below). This is followed by an analysis by categc
of respondent namelygender/age (Section 3.2) to disaggregate findingg
and identify differences across groups.

3.2.1. Analysis for overaltespondents
Tables 2a-2c lists the top six most highly rankedcharacteristis used to s+
describe the building blocks of rasilient communitywith the bean scores
(SeeAnnex2a-2c for the full table of bean scores)Figures 5a-5¢ show the

resilient communitycharacteristics whicheceived more than 50 bean scores

Table 2&: TopPriority Statements That Define Community ResilienZ®mba

Short statement Long statement Bean
‘ _ scores
Irrigation Farmers would be irrigating land to improve the production of crigpsonsumptionsale. 474
Healthcare for humans  The community would have access to quality and affordable basic health care locally. 411
Productive farms / Farmers would be more productive and profitable (i.e., would have inputs like qteaity 409

agricultural practices &  oxen, fertilisers and improved knowledge of good farming practices).
inputs

Food for humans All households would be able to feed themselves well every day. 377
Forest management/ Local forestand other natural resources are well managedisat they do not become 355
Tree cover degraded over time

Housing/shelter Everyone would live in good quality housing. 353

Table D: TopPriority Statements That Define Community Resilienéécheu

Short statement Long statement Bean
_ scores

Short statement Long statement Bean
scores
Water for humans The whole community would have access to sufficient, good quality water at all times. 432
Healthcare for humas The community would have access to quality and affordable basic health care locally. 388
Productive farms / Farmers would be more productive and profitable (i.e., would have inputs like quality tool 374

agricultural practices &  oxen, fertilisers and improved knowledge of good farming practices).
inputs

Food for humans All households wouldéable to feed themselves well every day. 238
Forest management/ Local forest@nd other natural resources are well managed so that they do not become 232
Tree cover degraded over time

Irrigation Farmers would be irrigating land to improve the productidrerops for consumption and sale 201




Table Z: TopPriority Statements That Define Community ResiliencblkhataBay

Short statement Long statement Bean
scores

Livestock herds Households would have large enough herds to sustainably supportféamailies. 433
Productive farms / Farmers would be more productive and profitable (i.e., would have inputs like quality tool 398
agricultural practices &  oxen, fertilisers and improved knowledge of good farming practices).
inputs
Access to saving groups People have good access to affordable credit and would be saving money (banks/ 301
and credit microfinance institutions /community savings and credit groups[VSL]).
Diversified income / Many households would be involved in othecame generating activities / small businesses 226
alternative livelihoods and trading.
Irrigation Farmers would be irrigating land to improve the production of crops for consumption and 215
Housing/shelter Everyone would live in good quality housing. 166

Figure 5a: Scores for Priority Statements that Define Community Resilience in Zomba District
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Figure 5b: Scores for Priority Statements that Define Community Resilience in Ntcheu District
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Figure 5c¢: Scores for Priority Statements that Define Community Resilienbikirata Bay District

Livestock herds | ——
Productive farms / agricultural practices & inputs| [ N R
Access to saving groups and cred e
Diversified income / alternative livelihoods IR GG 0
irrigation |
Housing/shelter [INNNEGEGED

Healthcare for human [[INNENENBE
Forests / tree covers [ NG m Men
Water for human  [IREEEG_——— ® Women
Food for humans / balanced diet NG = Youth
Tertiary education [T
Roads [N

Access to markets (General I NEEGEG
Telecommunication [[NEGEE
cash transfers [[INIEGNGT
Primary education [N
Secondary education [T

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450

13



The results reval that the communities in the assessment areas look at resiliggreglominantly from food
security perspectivesincethe disruption in precipitation patters often result in crop failure and food shortage
andl FTSOU abdésatd Jeli@asupply of foodIn all the three cases irrigation, productive farrand
improved agricultural practiseappeared within the top priority. This focus on food security was however more
pronounced in Zomba and Ntcheuvhere secure food access for humansalappeared at the top of the list.
Strongfocus on basic physiologicahd subsistenceneeds, such as fooaind water for agriculture (irrigation) and
(humans)might be associated witthigh anddeteriorating poverty rates deep climate vulnerability andmited
sociceconomic achievemenis Zomba andNtcheudistricts

A prominent interest in food and efarm characteristics such as irrigation, livestock herds and improved
agricultural practices and inputs further reflectpedominance of agrdased livelihooddt is also a reflection of
the recurrentstate of food insecurity arising out of the mujtear drought and flood disasters that have hit these
districts. Thisin turn couldalsoimply limitedopportunities/awareness ofother (off-farm) economi@pportunities

or availability to divesify livelihoods out of agriculturein general. This tendencywas particularly pronounced
communities theSouthern Rgion (Zomba and Ntcheu)

The data suggest thawhilst factors of prduction such as irrigation and improved agricultural inputs featured
prominently across board within the three districtdhe Northern Region communitie®f Nkhata Bay place a
greater emphasis odiversification of income generating activii@nd are mordusiness orientedhan the other
two districts Furthermore, diversification into livestock keeping emerged prominently and wamtst desired
building bloclof resiliencein NkhataBaydistrict.

Overall, the CoBRa#ssessment team from Zomba, Ntcheu and Nkigagconfirmed that the bean scoring results
resonate well with the local reality athe factors/characteristicsprioritized by the communitiesare largely
expected. The teardeterminedthat recurring incident®f food shortages and insecurity in the past years due to
climate disasters facing the districts such as dry spells, droughts and flash floods must have resulted in the
O2YYdzyAGASEAQ KAIK LINA2NRGAT FGA2Yy 2 ytsd 2otba ahdNRHed0ai A 2 y
typically haverelatively poor production potentiadspecially in the Lake ChilvBasinin Zomba Most households

in these districtsdepend on more than just crop production to meet their food and cash requiremamisare

reguar recipients of food assistance among other safety based interventionsThe poor production potential
combined with increasing land pressure means that, year by year, the need to diversify away from crop production
becomes more acute. Livestock salemaliscale trade, selémployment (such as brick making), and a range of
casual seasonal employment opportunitiés form of piecework weeding or ridging on éhfields of other
smallholders/agricultural estatesganyd, mostly on local farmgrovide haiseholds with additional cash income

Specifically thesuggestedey explanations for thop resilience statements are as follows:
In Zombadistrict:

9 lrrigation is critical and significartb the communities herebecause the district hagonsistently
experienced fequent dry spells and viewrigationas the most dependable mechanism to enable them to
secure reliable agricultural production

1 On prioritization of kalth care forhumans, itwasreported that tere is a dearth of adequatkealth
facilitiesasthese facilitiesare few andfar in between meaningnost peoplehave totravel long distances
to access such facilities

1 Productive farms and improved agricultural practisesdistrict were prioritised because the district
dependsalmost entirelyon agiculture and nost of the businesses are agbased

1 Food forhumanswasprioritizeddue to the frequency of poor harvests and the tendency of the district to
receivefood aid almostevery yeato fill the resultingfood gap
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9 Foress were prioritised intis district because of thhigh deforestatiorand recognitionof the need to

restore the environment, watershedsdsecure aeliablesource ofwood-fuel forthe homestead uses
Alternately, there were some resilience building statements tbe¢med to &fer a high potentialto enhance
resilience inZomba but were not prioritized. These included:

9 Smallscale businesdhe reasoning behind the poor pritzation of this waswofold. One was largely due
to high poverty rates prevailing in this district amlderefore lackof start-up capital for businesses
Secondly, it was suggested thhere exist a substantiahumber of socialsafety netinterventions taking
place in Zomba whereby the communitiesgularlyreceive caske.g.cash transfemprogramme, fooeaid,
FFA, Masaf 4, MFERImongothers. The high dependence on these programmestliy communities
seems to havédhamperedtheir ability to appreciatethe benefits of small businesses and other income
generation activitieandhaveinsteadlargelyfocused on the donations they receive frorthese safety net
programmes.

1 FactoriesThe lack of factories in the district, lack of knowledgl proximity to the commercial city of
Blantyre where all processed goods are sourced meant that factorbsnamufacturing was not a priority
here.

1 Land OwnershipThis did not also emerge as a priority give that most larehiestral land (customary
land) and inherited by offspring and there is limited opportunity to expand or lease additional land for
agricdtural production or other purposes

9 Agquacultureand construction offlood control dructures though proposeddid not feature high in the
priority list as they were deemetd be too labourintensivedue to the manual nature in construction of
these despitetheir potential to enhance nutrition (fish protein) and arrest the frequent flooding here
respectively. The focus on ddbour was largelyinto maize farms which aréhe one only culturally
preferred food source/staple.

In Ntcheudistrict:

1 Water for humansand the need foaccess taeliable,sufficient, good quality water at all times of the year
emerged as the topmost priority for communities in this distrigthis was attributed to the fact that the
water aquiferis quite low in Ntcheudue to the topographyi KS RA a0 NRX Ol Qa (2LJ23INI L
Rift Valley Escarpmentand water in wells and other sourcedries rather up quickly during the year
resulting in scarcity of this resourfer most months of the year. This low aquifds@a means that opening
up of new water sources is difficult and there are therefore inadequatder pointsto adequately
provide for the communities here.

9 Healthcare for humanssas prioritized because of the lack of adequate health facilities as the#itidac
are few and far in between meaning most people travel long distances to access such faritlées
difficult terrain of theRift Valley Escarpment

1 Productive farms andnproved agricultural practicesndinputs were prioritised becauseven thowghthe
district dependdargely on agriculture, production is stitiw becausethe land holding of most farmers
are quite small whilst cultivation islsohampered by thdlifficult terrain that traverses the district. Most
production can therefore be fad in lowlying areas which are quite limited for the large population here.

1 Forestmanagement and treeoverwas prioritised in orderd conserve the degradedreasare rapidly
expanding due to fast pace ioutting down of trees, something that is largely attributed to the
predominance of charcoal production in this district.

1 Finally it was noted thaivhile the communities in Ntau prioritizedfood for humangshereby implying
inadequacy in food, the feedback workshopten that this area wan averagefood selfsufficient
because it is a key producer of vegetables and other horticultural products whilst it is alsoaine
producer of Irish Potatoes iMalawi. Ths prioritizing for food for humanscantherefore be explaned by
cultural food preferencesvhereby communities prefer maize and therefore do neiew their other
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produce such as potatoess significantlycontributing to their food selsufficiencyand almost all Irish
Potatoesproduced herdsthusexported forsale to other parts of the country.
Since livestock is particularly important in Ntch@in¢ Ngontribe traditionally rear largeherdsof beef cattlg, it
would seem that the stocking darge enough herds to sustainably support familesuld emerge as a top
priority. This was however not observed during this COBRA assessment. Several factoexfileghythis loss in
importance of livestock among thBligoni First the pure livestock keeping tradition is slowly dyiagay as
communities diversifyinto other forms of agricultural production largely farming. Secondly since the livestock kept
hereare predominantly beef cattle that take a quite a numloéiyearsto mature withoutanyimmediately visible
benefits, it seems that the commures did not see these as representing a pathway to resilience. The
communities seemed to be largelyterested in resilience priorities with immediate anidible benefits. This can
be alscsaid of the low prioritization that was given to education indicatnot only in Ntcheu but also in the other
two districts.
This result suggest that there is an opportunity to expand the scope on the livestock being reared to include small
stock that produce more frequently (sheep and goats), poultry and dairy livesktat can produce milk on a
regular basis.

Nkhata Bay District presented a significantlgifferent set of resilience building priorities. This district is
predominantlya high agriculture production zone, which makes it one of the richest zonksiawi. In terms of
crop production,it has a diversified portfoli@f crops withcassava, maize, bananas, sweet potatoes, beans, and
tobaccobeingthe main crops grown in the zon€he zone has a food surplus because of the predominance of the
droughtresistant cassava which most households rely on even in bad {#ssood seHsufficiency is further
reflected in the FGD results where food for humans emerged way below the list of priority statements)
Households in this zone grow and sell a greataietya of crops than in other zones, enabling them to receive
profitable returns.They are also significantly engaged in fishing in Lake Malég.also allows them to diversify
their diets, not relying as muabnly on maize and cassava, and helps thespandbetter to any climatic shocks.
Thoughverylimited in numbers, the main livestodlept are cattle, goats, pigs, and poultry. Pigs are usually stall
fed while the rest are mainly fed by free range or grgawith a bit of stall feeding.
Specifically:
f Livestock and thenhancemen2 ¥ (1 KS O 2aNilitydayhavé lar§edefbuglivestockherdswas the
highest rated resilience statement. This was a result that significantly deviated from resthits dather
two districts. The reason for this preferender livestock is dudo the fact that ivestocknumbershave
been and arequite low heré becausethe key livelihoods have largely concentrated on farming and
fishing,whilst most of the lands are forestedhibitingfree rangegrazing. The communitidsave however
in recent timesbheingenlightened and arénterested insignificantly expandinito livestockkeepingas a
meansof diversifyingtheir livelihoodsresiliencebeyond crop production and fishing
1 Secondly, wile there is stilla predominance of focus into productive farmenproved agricultural
practicesand irrigation as means for supporting the dominant livelihood activity of farmimmgraunities
in Nkhata seerad to be focusingbeyondfarming to build resilienceéy means ofliversification of income
sources vialternative livelihoodsand income generatingctivities and access to credit, &ictors that
appeared as top priorityesiliencestatements.
This focus on income diversification and income generating activities iisuattd to the fact thattommunities
in NkhataBayare alargely food securédistrict and they cartherefore shift their focusaway from food needs
onto these business relatedctivities. Secondly NkhatdBay population havehigher literacy rates (some
interviews were conducted in Englistddmpared to other parts of Malavéttributed to presence of a large
number of Community Based Childcare Centr€8CQgprovided by the government, NGOs and faith based
organizations. The availabiliof comparablysignificant employment opportuties in such enterprises as tea,

® Nkhata BayDistrict has only approximately 8,00@ads of cattle and 19,000 sheep and goats (pers. comm.)
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tobacco andubberestatesin the districtcombined with a large number of migrant working youth population
to places like South Africkas also gone to play a significant rateexposing darge population hereo
opportunities outside farming and inentrepreneurship

Fig6: Percent omparison oftop 6 Priority Community Resilience CharacteristicZomba, Ntcheu &\khataBay
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As a summary, in comparing the top bean scores antbaghree districts (See Figures-5d), the results look
largely similar for the Southern Districts (Zomba & Ntcheu) with similar top priority characteristics, namely
irrigation, healthcare, productive farms/improved agricultural practises and food d$gciihere is however a
distinct difference between the top priorities of these two districts and those of Nkhata Bay District. Within the
latter district, Livestock keeping emerged as the top priority statement whidsess to saving and credind
diverdfied incomealternative livelihoodgbusinesses) also emerged among the top priority statements here.

Figure 6 shows the percentage distribution of resilient community characteristics which received more than 50
bean scores in each of the three distsict
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Fig7: Percenagecomparison ofPriority Community Resilience Characteristic€omba, Ntcheu &\khata-Bay
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Some of the observations made from the results include:

w Communities inZomba and Ntcheudistricts seem to be more vulnerable facing difficulties in accessing

basic human services such as food, cleatewand health facilitiesvhich are fundamental not only to
resilience building but also to lortgrm poverty alleviation and sustainable developmeritepossible
reasons behind the difference between getwo districts and NkhataBayis both climatic (available
precipitationand thereby food selufficiency and alsan terms of access tother opportunities such as
more employment opportunities in NiataBayand the presence of the lake for fishing.

w Focus groups imoth Zomba and Ntcheudistricts also rated forest management/tree cover relatively

highly, which indicates tree districtd Q12 LJdzf | G A 2y Q&

(e.g., charcoal productiorgnd household fuelThe result also indicates their deeper understanding of the

K A btk asMISdurkel of/ liQeftiod? y

importance of forests as sources of water recharge for domestic and agricultural purpodébata Bay
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however, the favourableainfall condiions there haveensured that therds still significant forest and tree
cover across the district anelxpansion ofthis characteristic did not therefore emerge as a noteworthy

priority.

1 Communities iMNkhataBaydistrict expressed highegree of interestot onlyin resilience characteristics
which will help improve existing livelihood activities (e.qg., irrigation, improved agricultural practices and
inputs, increased livestock herds, etc.) but aleothose contributing to offarm income generating
activities (e.g., access to credit, business/trade, etdles€ characteristics linked toff-farm incomes
highlightthe significant difference between the two districts the Southand NkhataBaywhereby the
latter is exposed to more economic opportunities duddod selfsufficiencyaccess to more employment
opportunities, presenceof fishing activities in the.ake Malawiand a higher literacy rate Furthermore,
while interior villages and farms camly be accesed bypoor feeder roads, keyirban and perurban
centresin the zoneare well networked with mostly good roadshich make it easier for it to be linked to
the major highway which connects the central and northern regidfzuzu City is the main markenait
attracts a lot of produce frorwithin the district.

1 Quality Housing was scored above median by botimba and Nkhata districts but not Ntchea result
that was out of the norm for this and previous CoBRA assessments in other districts of .Miiswbt
clear why this result emergeth this mannerbut possiblybecause ofsuccess of théhe Decent and
Affordable Housing (Cement and Malata) Subsidy Programme (DAHSP) of the Government ofiiMalawi
Ntcheu Popularly known as Malata and Cement Subsgithgramme, this flagship programme provides
subsidized cement, ireaheets and other related building materials for the low income households to
build and improve their own housel NkhataBaydistrict, the communities reported that the frequent
presenceof flooding accompanied by strong winds and hailstorms necessitated the negdddrquality
housing

In conclusion, it seemshat the communities already have deep understanding of the need to break the cycle of
climate vulnerability not only responaily from the angle of results (e.qg., food insecurity) but also proactively from
the angle of causes. The results show their strong willingness to address those underlying factors which
undermine community resilience e.g. unavailability of reliable agticall water supply (through irrigation and
forest conservation and watershed management), limited use of advanced agricultural technology and practices,
low livestock ownership, poor access to finahsi@rvices and markets, etc.)iversification of incora generating
activities (businesses) is also viewed as a significant resilience building block across the(8¥itiit®th Zomba

and NkhataistrictsFig. 7.
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3.2.2. Analysis by Gender and Age

This section presents the bean scobgsgender and aggroups. The resultsllustratedin Table3 demonstrate the
different priorities that men, women and youtfmixed genderplace oncommunityresiliencecharacteristicsThe
data suggests the following:

T

In the three districts oZomba, Ntcheu and Nkhatay, all the three groups (memwomenand youth) largely
prioritize almost the exact same resilience statements. The difference among the groups occurred in the order
in which these items were prioritized.

In Zomba both women and men placed great emphas on factors of production (productive farms and
irrigation) putting these at the top of the list than the youth who placed food for humans at the top of their
priority list. In comparing men and women however, women placed food for humans higher upptinaity

list than men.

It seems that both men and women thus tended to prioritize characteristics which help improve theimon
production and productivities and, in turn, lead to higher food security as well as additional income. Higher
focus of men ad women in onproductive farmscum- agricultural pacticesqum- inputs and irrigationis

linked to the fact that agriculture is the main source of livelihobdse and there is heightened focus on the
mechanisms to enhance production. It also shows thannand women are the ones responsible for this
production which is why youtlplaced it at the bottom of thi top five priority list preferring instead to
highlight foodfor humans(typicaly in form of donations) at the top.This probably also indicatéat youth

rarely have control over factors of production e.g. farms.

Women still however placed food for humans higher in the list than men which reflected the historical gender
roles where the women are responsible for making sure there is adequate fodteotable for the entire
family.

In Ntcheuwomen prioritized resilience charagtstics which help improve then-farm productionmore than

men who placed productive farms towards the end of the top 5 priority list. Youth on the btrat placed

the forward lookingforests / tree covergxpansiorat the top of their priority list.

¢CKAa F3IFAY NBFESOGa (GKS aA3ayATFTAOIY(d 62YSyQa foKA ai:
both producing crops, processing basic household food, providinglanensuringdietary diversity and
children's healthetc. CdzNII K SNY 2 NB S 62YSy Qa8 LINAZ2NAGATFGAZ2Yy YAIK
men and women within households and focused on the fields where they have degiaking power. Youth

in Ntcheu on the other had focused on long term forwarkboking resilience characteristic related to
tree/forest cover expansion in order to protect the environmemd watershedghat would serve them as

future generation. This result clearly demonstrathe strong willingness of youtto focus on forward looking
long-term resilience building strategies.

In Nkhata Bay District, both men and women similarly prioritized characteristics which help improve their on
farm production in this agrtased livelihoodzone. More important though expansion of livestqaoduction

also happened to be a keyement The difference between the genders appeared in men placing livestock at
the top of the priority list. This is largely due to the fact that men are respon&ibkhe rearing and maaging

the proceeds from livestock and it is therefore a characterity prioritize most over and above the crop
husbandrythat they already undertake as a familjFurthermore women and youth hefarther prioritized
access to @dit andbusiness opportunities, trade and diversified incorhagher up than men.

These results clearly demonstrate the strong willingness of yanthwomen who have less access to/control
over land,to diversify out of traditional subsistence agriculttbased livelihoods tmff-farm incomebased
livelihoods (even within the agricultural value chainlLocalwomen andyouth were highly interested in
acquiring loango help them set up business The sedentary and collective action nature afmen (they are

not asmobile asmenwho move out in search of employment opportunitiegyes them more chances to get
loans from lending institutionand they want an expansion of these opportunitighile youth on the other

hand seek toeconomically empower themseles through small businesseand are much drawn to the
financial economy.

20



Table3: Priority Characteristics by Gender/Age GroupZomba, Ntcheu and NkhatBayDistricts

Zomba Ntcheu NkhataBay
Gender/Age Resilience Bean Resilience Bean Resilience Bean
Characteristics Scores Characteristics Scores Characteristics Scores
Women Productive farms / 267 | Productive farms / 210 : Productive farms / 186
agricultural practices & agricultural practices & agricultural practices &
inputs inputs inputs
Forests / tree covers 218 | Water for human 179  Livestock herds 159
Food for humans / 169  Healthcare for humas 159 Diversified income / 115
balanced diet alternative livelihoods
Irrigation 154  Food for humans / 116  Accessto saving group 114
balanced diet and credit
Healthcare for humasy = 154  Forests / tree covers 52 Irrigation 74
Men Irrigation 197  Water for human 203 | Livestock herds 177
Productive farms / 122  Healthcare for human @ 203  Irrigation 120
agricultural practices &
inputs
Healthcarefor humars 119  Food for humans / 96 Productive farms / 104
balanced diet agricultural practices &
inputs
Forests / tree covers 75 Productive farms / 91 | Accesstosaving group 62
agricultural practices & and credit
inputs
Food for humans / 45 Forests / tree covers 83 Diversified income / 19
balanceddiet alternative livelihoods
Youth Food for humans / 163  Forests / tree covers 97 | Accessto saving group 125
balanced diet and credit
Healthcare for humas 138  Productive farms / 73 Productive farms / 108
agriculturalpractices & agricultural practices &
inputs inputs
Irrigation 123  Water for human 50 Livestock herds 97
Forests / tree covers 62 Healthcare for humas 26 Diversified income / 92
alternative livelihoods
Productive farms / 20 Food for humans / 26 Irrigation 21
agricultural practices & balanced diet
inputs

3.3. Features of Resilient dliseholds

Focus group participants were asked to descrije
the characteristics ohouseholdsthat are more &=
resilient compared to others within their }
communities, i.e.,, the households that havel
alreadyattained many if not all,of the resilience &
characteristics prioritised The top three |
characteristics of a resilient household, cited
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consistently by focus groups, includéx following:
1 Households that hava busines®r engage irother income generating activity
1 Householdwhichown livestock
9 Households which havehysical assetsparticularlygood quality shelter (e.g.,iron sheet roofed housing
etc.) as well adargeland, means oftransport (e.g. bicycle, motorcycle, vehicle, etc.)

A few other household characteristics werlsomentioned but significantly less often
1 Households which practiggigated farming
1 Householdsvhich arefood securewith stable nutritious food supply
1 Householdsvhichreceiveremittancesthrougha member(or membersvho hasemployment

The aboveesultsreflect the local reality andhow that resilience

is clearly linked to incomes and asset#ajority of households
Malawi are under chronic poverty. Most of them practice rdéu
smallholderagricultureas a subsistence activity, with traditional

| farming systems, rather than a business that makes profits,
. limited-based® Future Agriculture paper (2012) states that only
abou 15% of the maize produced in Malawi is marketed, while the
rest is used to meet subsistence needs.

With low level of itome and assets ownership, pdoouseholds have challenges in making personal investsnent
to address either results or causes of thelimatic vulnerabilityand ensure food and other physiological security
throughout the year In contrast, resilient households appear to have more ability to capitalize on their income
and assets$o improve existing and expand new livelihood activitigkich enable them t@absob, adaptto and/or
transformfrom recurrent climatic shockand maintain stability ifiood security both in normal and crisis periods
This trend may perpetuate theélivide that already existin the communities between the vulndoée/poor/
marginalized andhe resilienfwealthy/elite.

Focus groups were further questioned about whether the number of resilient households was increasing,
decreasing or staying the sanrethe past yearsAs Figure 8 illustrates, the communities in t&sessment areas
provided negative perspectivaes general. While there is consistenof negative sentimentin responseamong

the three districts,Zomba and Nkhat8aydistrict turned out to bemore pessimistic with over 60%of the focus
groups indicating the decreasing number of resilient househdldgontrast there was slightly momptimismin
Ntcheudistrict where39% percent of the population indicated that resilience was increasing

In terms of geder/age groups (Tablé), there did not seem to banysignificant discerniblérend in terms of the
perception of the direction that resilience was takiexcept forthe youth in all the three distric@who were more
pessimistic and indicated that resitice was decreasing. The largest proportion of respondents that indicated that
resilient households in the communities wedecreasing was observed in youth in Zomba (82%) and Women in
NkhataBay(82%).

* Chirwa, E. W. and Matita, M. (2012yom Subsistence to Smallholder Commercial Farming in Malawi: A Case of NASFAM
Commercialisation Initiatives. Availablehdtp://www.future -agricultures.org/publications/researeiind-analysis/1566rom-
subsistenceo-smallholdercommercialfarmingin-malawia-caseof-nasfamcommercialisation/file
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Figure 8:Change in Proportions of Resilient Hous®ds in the Communities
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Table4: Changen Proportions of Resilient Households in the Communitles Gender/Age Group

Zomba Ntcheu Nkhata Bay
Gender No No No
/Age Increased Decreased Change | Increased Decreased Change| Increased Decreased. Change
Men 36% 57% 7% 47% 35% 18% 42% 58% 0%
Female 50% 42% 8% 40% 47% 13% 18% 82% 0%
Youth 18% 82% 0% 2% 57% 14% 18% 55% 27%

Generally, themain reasongiven bymost respondents for decreasing resilience related to the fact the Districts
have been experiencing a variety wiulti-year climatic hazards, which include intensenfail, floods, within
season andannual recurrent droughtsand deterioration in living standds in generalMalawi in general has
experienced consecutive climate change related shocks namely floodsdmugjhts This hasmade most
communities(especially ilNtcheu and Zombpexperiencechronic foodinsecurityon a yeafround-basis owing to

the effects ofthesefloods and droughtsThe increasing prevalence of the recurrent floods and droughts has had
far-reaching consequences not only on food but also diminished available water resources in terms of reduced
streamflow that the communities typicglldepend on for irrigation. Erratic rains have resulted in acute crop
failure, food insecurity and malnutrition, especially among the vulnerable members of the communities such as
women and youthEven in tle more food secure district dilkhataBay, the rdny season arrived late on two
consecutive seasons in both 2015 and 2016.

Specifically, the most optimistic of the three locations was Ntcheu with 39% of the FGDs indicating resilience has
increased Ntcheu has seen an upsurge in production of Irish matover the last few years and it has become

the main producer of this produce in Malawi. Almost all production is exported to other parts of the coumtly

brings a significant amount of cash to Ntch®istrictQa S O02y 2 Y& & ¢ Kean&ributedito theSpBsffiveli 2 ¢
attitude regarding the increase in resilient households in the community.

On the other hand, the validation workshop felt that the pessimistic views regarding the resilient households in

Nkhata Bay district (over 65% indicatithgt resilient households are decreasing ) is largely related to thedfact
the three districts studied, Nkhata Bay receives the least number of interventions such as safetggratnmes
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and communities here mostly give a pessimistic view of their itimms during such exerciseis the hopethe
hope that they may beable to attract these and other kinds of programmes to their localities even though
conditions on the ground suggest that such may not be required.

34. Interventions to Drive ResiliencBuilding

Finally, focus groupsere asked to list aliypes ofservices and interventions they had benefited from in the last
two to five yearstowards building of community resilience They included projects that were not only
implemented by Governmeniprivate sector, faith based organizations and NGOs but also those that were a
consequence of internal community initiatives.reasonably wide range of sectoral and public,“gomernmental

and private interventions was mentioneBrom this long list, edcfocus group was asked to identify jointly: 1) the
three most beneficiaberviceginterventionscurrently or previously provided; and 2) the three most important
services/interventionswhich theyfeel should be prioritized in the future for further resitice strengthering.
Figures 9a through to 9c show the most commonly rated interventionsdZmmba, Ntcheu and NkhaBaydistricts
respectively.

Concerning the past/ongoirtgeneficialinterventions, @& shavn in the figuresthe threedistricts rated most highly
the same combinations of interventions in different orders:

1 Productive farming interventionsjargely in the form on own productionlabour (ganyy (e.g.,
advanced/climateproofed tools, equipmentand techniquey and nonlabour inputs (e.g., improved and
diversified seeds and seedlings, higher quality fertilizer, other subsidized farm inputs, seahratput
Subsidy PrografiISP]).

1 Irrigation interventions, both the improvement/expansion of existing systems and creationew
facilities.

1 Smaliscale noAfarm activitiesbusiness/job/market related Interventions such as the creation of small
scale businesses and wage labour opportunities, business skills and market development were also quoted
as critical in both districts

1 Social assistance interventions through productive safety net support such as social cash traasfers,
for work, etc., such as thilalawi Social Action Fund (MASAF).

9 Food and other relief itemdistribution.

When the results are analysed through the lenshoée different types ofesiliencecapacities namely absorptive,
adaptive and transformatr cgacities (see Anex 3for more details on resilience capacity categories), those
past/ongoing initiatives which improve absorptive capacity were highly rated gener#lfly threedistricts.

The focus groups valued the adaptive capacity building interventions, with wrectothmunitiescan continue to
operate without major qualitative changes in function or structural identityen in the face of droughts, floods
and unpredictable weather patterns. In the agvased society, they are typically the initiatives contributiog t
ensure stable level of agricultural (darm) production and productivity despite high climate variability. These
include the ones related to productive farming, large/snsalhle irrigation interventions, improved agricultural
practises and inputs andrestock sector support (e.g., increase in herd size), etc.

A lot of focus was also given for transformative capacity building interventions, which assist in creating
fundamentally new system so that thdrought/flood shockwill no longer have any impgd.e., the initiatives
leading the local livelihoods less weather/rainisdinsitive,such as offarm economic activities. These include
support in creating large/smadicale business and casual/longerm employment opportunities and improving
accesgo formal/informal loan, credit and saving facilities.
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Social protection initiatives such akstribution of food and other relief itemthat contribute to lessen the impacts

of climatic shocks and stresses (e.g., food insecurity) by helping the affectestholdsto keep meetingthe
immediate dietary and other basic human needs and preserve/restore essential basic community structures and
functionswere also prioritizedunder ongoing intervention but least preferred for desired interventiofisese
interventions also help communities to protect development gains by providing alternatives to negative
adaptation activities that would further erode their resilience.

LG A& AYLRNIIYyd G2 y238S GKIFIG GKS 02 YYdaythaidsfognati@e LINA
capacity building are influenced highly by thigrelihood strategies and the need to improve on the&iventhat

these communities are largely agbased and in the face of recurreftod insecurity attributed to climatic factors

over the past several yearitiatives contributing to ensure stable levahd expansion o&gricultural (orfarm)
production and productivitygenaally emerged at the top acrosmard The low rating of certain types of
interventions could mean that either ehcommunities did not value such support (i.e., no demand) or they simply
have not been exposed to such support (i.e., no supply)was heartening toobserve that those
activities/interventionscontributing to offfarm income generating activities (e.ggcess to credit, business/trade,
etc.)were highly prioritized by communities across all the three districts.

In terms of thedesiredinterventions that are perceivetb best build communityesiliencein future, priorities of
the focus groupglearlyshift away fromsocial protection and safety nets/relief relat@éaterventions totwo key
areas; adaptive and transformative capacity building interventionand improved access to basic services
Therefore sipport contributing towards the enhancement of ag-basedlivelihoods (e.qg.,irrigation, productive
farming,and livestock and diversification of economic activities (e.g., business/job/market, loan/credits/saving)
are highly recommendedThe O 2 Y'Y dzy furthér Bndplasizedielivery of basiservices k. hedth, education,
and reliable anatlean waterservicesascritical componentgor strengthening resilience

Two unigue desired interventions that emerged were Peace and SefurMtcheu and Roads in Nkhata Bay
districts. Ntcheu suffers from freque incidences of thefts (particularly of livestgakitributedto it beingon the
border with Mozambique and thievdeequentlydisappear across thieorder after stealindivestockhence desire
for security Nkhata Bay on thether hand highlighted construction/improvement of road network as the most
desired intervention becaugthe accessibility to farmlands is extremely poor in this area and there are very few
access roads to the farms to collect produce and take to the markets.

Figure @& TopResilienceBuilding Inerventions Most Commonly CitedybFocus Groups ZombabDistrict

Past/Ongoing Interventions Future/Desired Interventions
Irrigation I 01 Access to credit/loan saving Sl 12

. Irrigation I 9
Relief foods NN 20 .
Secondary Education(hard ware)llllis 6

Business 12 VSLA introduction I 6
Access to credit/loan/saving N O Afforestation N 6
Productive farm inputs _ 8 Livestock N 5
) |
Farming I 6 Access to markets 5
Access to clean waterllllN 5
Casual labour I 4 m# of FGDs

Roads N 4 m # of FGDs
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Figure9b: TopResilienceBuilding Inerventions Most Commonly CitedybFocus Group# NtcheuDistrict

Past/Ongoing Interventions

Credit/loan/saving IS 13
Business IS 13
Farming M 12
Food and/or other relief item mEEEEEEEEEE——— 11
Social Assistance/Safety Ncinmmmmm 6
Irrigation farming IS 6
Health: Hardware mammmmmm— 5
WASH: Improved water quality & quantity-—— 4
Education hardware mmmmmmmm 4
Labour s 4

Cash transfers e 4 m # of FGDs
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Future/Desired Interventions
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Figure9c TopResilienceBuilding Interventions Most Commonly CitedybFocus Groups NkhataBayDistrict

Past/Ongoing Interventions
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Food and/or other relief item I 10
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4. Key Informant Interviews (Klldyindings

As shown in Tablb below, a total of 114&ey informantinterviews (Kll)were undertakenn NkhataBay, Ntcheu
and Zomba districtavith members otthe householdswhich weredentified by the participants of the focus group
discussions (FGDa} dresilient @ / NAGSNAIF 2F {Se& AyTF2NXIYyd AyaGdSNIAS
stable access to basfmuman needs, such as food and shelter, regardless of shocks and stresses affecting the
communities.

Table5. CoBRAIIslocations

District No. of Klls
NkhataBay Mbwana

I
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Makhambira
Kabunduli
Timbiri
Malanda
Fukamalaza
Zilakoma
Ntcheu Mpondo
Makwangwala
Ganya
Masasa
Phambala
Kwataine
Zomba Mbiza
Ngwelero
Malemia
Kuntumaniji
Mwambo
Ntholowa
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39

39
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Total 114

Klls examined the following four areas:

Composition of the households;

Economic activities dhe household;

Pathways to resilience;

Ability to cope with recent shocks and hazards; and

Priority interventions recommended by resilient households.

=A =4 =4 =4 A

4.1. Composition of the households

The KII record sheet records teze nature andeducation levelof the dresilient! | dnderviewed. These HHs
were quite divese in terms of HH size, ranging from tto20 members with an average 6.7 members. 17 HHSs, or
15% of the interviewed were femmheaded.

Results orthe highest level of education attained kiye member(s) in the resilient HHse also dynamic, ranging
from those which contain membersvho completed tertiary education to thosewhose membess are all
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illiterate/received no formal edcation. However, it was found that almost all HHs (i.e., 986 member(s) in

formal education system and over 80% of the HHs has at least one member who completed primary or higher
education (FigurelQ). Table6 compares the highest education levelthin the resilient HHs among the three
districts. No significant difference was observed in terms of the education level betweernewded and female
headed HHs

Figure D: Highest Educationdvelwithin the Key InformantHousehold

1% 1% . )
! m No formal education: llliterate

m No formal education/Drop Out: Can read and writ
m In primary school
m Completed primary school

m |n secondary school
m Completed secondary school
m In tertiary education

m Completed tertiary education

Education Level

No formal education: llliterate 0 2.6 0

No formal education/Drop out: Can read/ write 0 0 2.6
In primary school 14.3 15.4 20.5
Completedprimary school 20.0 154 5.1
In secondary school 20.0 20.5 48.7
Completed secondary school 34.3 38.5 17.9
In tertiary education 5.7 5.1 0
Completed tertiary education 5.7 2.6 5.1
Total (%) 100 100 100

4.2. Economic activities of the households

Key informants were asked to list all the economic activities which the household members have been engaged in.
Figurell illustrates the types of activities carried out by the key informant HHs in the three districts. All the
interviewed HHs engage inap farming as part of their livelihoods, mostly either riéa agriculture, or a
combination of raiAfed and irrigation agriculture. Only one HH conducts solely irrigated crop farming. About half
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of the interviewed HHs (52.6%) also undertake other agtcall activities such as small scale livestock husbandry
and fishing to complement their livelihoods.

Figurell Economic Activities oKey Informant Households

% 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Subsistence 0.0
Crop farming: Rain-fed I  95.6
Crop farming: Irrigation I 62.3
Livestock: Sale of anima/ N 30.7
Livestock: Livestock products I 5.4
Fishing Il 4.4
Self-employment / small business / petty trade I 72.8
Wage income: Formal employment i 21.1
Wage income: Informal casual labourilllllil 14.9
Remittances 1 7.0
Rental Income: Landl 1.8

Rental Income: Property I 0.9

Overall,all the HHSs interviewedeportedto be engaged in multiple income generatingiaities and none of the
Y2YAYFGSR aNBaAf ASy ibasis (Figud2)f Thed/ast raajoritydotizbederHHE @Y 1DSHHS or
86.8%) across the three assessment districts have income sources from bothaagu orfarm activities (e.g.,
crop, livestock, fishery) and cablased offfarm activities (e.g., business, wage, remittaneantal income, etc.)
These results clearly show that the diversification of economic activitiagkey strategy faresilience with most
retaining their traditional agricultural activitiesas the primary means of livelihoods, while earning additional
incomes through less weather dependent sourcEgure 13 illustrates thehtee most important means of
livelihoodsof resilient households.

Figure12wSaAft ASy (i 1 2dzaSK2f R

Combine on-farm and off-farm Incomes

® Combine on-farm incomes

Business activities conducted by the Kll HHs are diversmmpassingale of livestock and farm produce, with
livestock being particularly important in NtcheiNdon) and Nkhata Districts. Others includedotorcycle

transport hirg sale of bricks, sale of charcofdpd/groceryshops butchery, farm etc. Most wage earners were
casual or temporaryaborerscarrying out carpentryconstruction of housesetc. Some HHs also earn wages
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based on formal employment (21.1% of HHs) and informal activates (14.9% of HHs) such as casualrarytempo
labors. No private sector employment was mentioned, reflecting the dearth of any significant private sector
employers irthe threedistricts

Figurel3: Three most important means of livelihoods
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Crop farming: Rain-fed I 55.8
Crop farming: Irrigation I 56.6
Livestock: Sale of animal I 20.8
Livestock: Livestock products I 17.9
Fishing W 2.8
Self-employment / small business / petty trade I 59.4
Wage income: Formal employmentillill 12.3
Wage income: Informal casual labourillllll 9.4
Remittances Il 4.7
Rental Income: Land 0.0

Rental Income: Property 1 0.9

About 33.6% of the respondents reported that theidsteceival social assistance/productive safety retpport

more than once in the past five years. Almost half of them received only once in the past, while the most
frequency supported HH receives MWK 7,200 in every two weeks since October 2016 dueoitog dogal
situation. By comparing the results as per districts, Nkhzdghas the highest number of HHs receivisagial
assistance/productive safety nstipport (40.0% of HHs), followed by Ntcheu (35.0% of HHs) and Zomba (23.1% of
HHs).

Meanwhile, 259% of the respondents report that they received emergency relief support, either food of other
items, more than once in the same period. Frequency of such support ranges from once in the past five years to
once every month. It is important to note thatemumber of HHs receiving emergency relief support was by far
the highest in Zomba districts (50% of HHs), comparing with NiBeateistrict (11.7% of HHs) and Ntcheu district
(16.2% of HHSs).

4.3. Pathways to resilience

Figure14 provides the full lisbf the keyfactors contributing to thehousehold Q NX Zcitedl dossigtensly by

the key informants. Almost all the Kll HHs practicing irrigated crop farming (69/114 HHs or 60.5%) reported
irrigation as the main building block of their HH resilienteigation contributes to make agtbased livelihoods
stable, allowing continuindpoth producing crops to fulfill dietary requirement@nd selling cropdor income
throughout the year including the dry season/drought period.
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More than half of the intervizwed HHs (62/114 HHs or 54.4%) also pointed the importance of stable income
secured in all seasons through-6dfm activities such as small scale business, wage employment and casual labour
opportunities.
Figurel4: Key Contributing Factorsto HouseholdResiliencg# of Households)
Crop farming: Irrigation I — 69
Off-farm income (e.g., business, employment, labour, etc jlINEGGGa 62
Crop farming: Techniques/technology/Inputs [INNIEGTS 57
Livestock ownership IIIIINININGIGENEN 48
Access to finance (formal/informal) NG 42
Education (e.g., Academic qualification, knowledge, etc il 32
Cash/food support [INIINEGEGEEEE 30
Land ownership/access [IIININININNGGEGEGEE °5
Access to health [IIIINEEE 15
Crop farming: Subsidy NI 14
Fishery income [l 6
Remittance 1l 5
Good housing [l 4

Environment Il 3

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Since all the assessment districts are largely dgised, agriculture related factors were frequently mentioned.
Besides irrigation, half of the respondents (57/114 HHs or 50%) shared various farming methods, inputs,
techniques and technology as a means to cope with shocks and stresses. 12.3% of Kll HHs (14/114 HHSs) reporte
that they benefited from agricultural subsidy to maintain stable crop farming income.

More than 40% of the HHs (42.1%) noted access to formal andriaf credit/saving/financing mechanism as
critical building block of resilience not only to purchase necessities but also to start up, strengthen and expand on
farm and offfarm income generation activities. More than one third of the HHs (48/114 HH8.8%@ mentioned

the importance of livestock ownership, not as a food source but as a business property used for manure
production and for trading with which to purchase different goods and access to various services. Access to
education was also highly wald by some respondents (32/114 HHs or 28.1%) as academic skills and qualification
often lead people to more diverse livelihood opportunities.

Ly GSN¥a 2F (KS LIk iGKgtre& G2 GKS OdNNByd NBarAfASyd
K2dzaSK2ft Raé¢ oT1ndoz0 LISNOSAYSR (KIFd GKS& INB SAGKSNI
resilient (43.1%), and have copeglatively better in comparison to the rest of the households, regardless of the
types of shocks and stresses faming their communities in the recent years (Egyulany households stressed
OKSANG2NGIANWRT Yy I G§dzNBQ | a4 { K Ssterd eediliEncehingpBiNgSHaiir&ifieince 2apacity K S |
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may be obtained/maintained in the long run. However, 25.7% of the HHs felt that they are not necessarily always

resilient. The respondents often pointed the increasing frequency and intensity of clineetazds in the recent
years as the key challenge, threatening their household stability.

When the responses are compared among three districts, it looks the HHs in NBdngaise the least confident
about their ability to keep resilient (Figui).

Figure 155 dzNJ G A2y 2F t SNOSA GBS

= Always relatively resilient
= Almost always relatively resilient
= Not always relatively resilient

Figurel6./ 2 YL NRA a2y 2F t SNOSAQPSR | 2dzaSK2f RaQ w

w
QX
>

Zomba Ntcheu

4

NkhataBay

LA

When the responses are compared between ferdadaded and makheadad HHs, it turned that femalbeaded
HHs are more positive about their ability to cope with shocks and crises within their communities. As shown in

Figurel?, over 80% of the key informantserceiving that they are either always relatively resilient (18.8%0)
almost always relatively resilient (62.5%).
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Figurel7./ 2 YLIr NA a2y 27F t SNDSA d&viken FemzEhSadat tirid #&echeaded AHs @S y O S
Femaleheaded HHs Male-headed HHs

= Always relatively resilient
= Almost always relatively resilient

= Not always relatively resilient

4.4. Priority interventions

Each key informant waaskedto list up to the three most importantchanges orinterventions which are
perceived to bestY LINE @S G KSA NJ O2 Yardeyidblé peSpien tHel corniuhitiee/ t@tfer cope
with future shocks and stresseBable 7and Figure & provides the list the most frequely cited interventions by
the KII HHs (i.e., more than 5 HHaj}erventionsmostfrequently mentioned were justified on the basis that they
would increase productive assets and skilbiereby to expand theisources ofincome and stabilize/improve
their livelihoods
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Table7: Priority Interventions Recommended by Kl HHS to Build Resilience

Priority Resilience Building Interventions No. of HHs
Busineses 49
(e.g., Skill development, improved business environment, etc.)
Farming: Irrigation 44
Farming: Labor & notiabor inputs/technology/techniques and subsidy 39
Credit/loan/saving: Access to formal or informal services 36
(e.g., village savings, miebanks, etc.)
Livestock: Quantitative 31
(e.g., Increase herd size stecking of livestock, etc.)
Environment 15
(e.g., Natural resources management, land rehabilitation, reforestation, etc.)
WASH: Improved water quality and quantity 13
(e.g., Boreholes, taps, piping, tanks, dams, etc.)
Food and/or other reliefitem distribution 12
Health: Hardware 11
(e.g., Construction/refurbishment of health facilities)
Social assistance/productive safety net 11
(e.g., Social cash transfer, cash for work, etc.)
Farming: Improved market access 10
Housing 10
(e.g., supportn building safe and strong shelter)
Road 10
(e.g., Construction, improvement, etc.)
Health: Software 7
(e.g., Improvements to health services and staffing)
Education: Hardware 6
(e.g., Construction/refurbishment of school facilities, etc.)
Education: Software 6
(e.g., Staffing/quality improvement, scholarships, bursaries provision, etc.)
Job/Employment/Labor 6
(e.g., Increased formal/informal job opportunities)
Empowerment 5

(e.g., Improved community organization/sélélp group, genderquality, etc.)

9 Businesss Interventions related to expansion of business opportunities and jobs were most widely cited (49
HHS9. These interventions included business trainicrgation of new business opportunities and an enabling

business environment including job opportunities,.etc

1 Farming: Irrigation Interventions aroundreating new/expanding existing irrigation facilities were also most
frequently cited (44 HHsTheseinclude not only infrastructure development (e.g., irrigation reservoir, shallow

well irrigation system, etc.) but also skill for effective water harvesting and management.

i Farming: Labor & no#abor inputs/technology/techniques and subsidylnterventionsto improve farm
productionand productivitywerethe third most rated (39 HHsMany of the interventions relate tmcreasing
access to extension services, seed varieties, (subsidized) farm inputs, hardware/software support in adopting
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modern farming tebnology Interest was also expressed in climate smart agriculture and conservation
agriculture

Credit/loan/saving: Access to formal or informal servicelsiterventions to improve access to formal and
informal loan and credit services were equally higtalied (36 HHs). These include support in creating and
improving the quality of village saving and loans associations. These were seen as an opportunity to inject
capital into new and ongoing businesses enterprises already cited above.

Livestock: Quantiative: Interventions around livestock sector were also highly rated Ki#ds) usually in
relation to the support in expanding the herd, improving livestock farming/management skills, and
creating/expanding livestock markets

Figure B: Priority Intervenions Recommended by KIl HHS to Build Resilience

Business I ——
Farming: Irrigation -
Farming: Labor & non-labor inputs/technologyi
Credit/loan/saving: Access to formal or informal servicESHIIII"
Livestock: Quantitative I
Environment I
WASH: Improved water quality and quantity s
Food and/or other relief item distribution [
Social assistance/productive safety netim
Health: Hardware s
Road mmmmaw
Housing s
Farming: Improved market accesSHmm
Health: Software N
Job/Employment/Labor s
Education: Software
Education: Hardware s
Empowerment [N m # of HHs

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
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Table8: Comparison ofPriority Resiliencdnterventionsamong Three Districts

NkhataBay Ntcheu Zomba
Priority Interventions | No. Priority Interventions No. Priority Interventions No.
Farml_ng: Labor &on- 20 | Business 16 | Business 16
labor inputs
Business 17 | Credit/loan/saving 16 | Farming: Irrigation 16
Livestock: Quantitative| 13 | Farming: Irrigation 16 | Livestock: Quantitative 9
Credit/loan/saving 12 | Farming: Labor &on-labor inputs 11 | Farming: Labor &on-labor inputs 8
Farming: Irrigation 11 | Livestock: Quantitative 9 | Credit/loan/saving 8
Environment 8 | Health: Hardware 8 F.O oc_j an_d/or other relief item 8

distribution

Farming: Improved 5 WASH: Improved water quality anc 8 Social assistance/ productive safet 8
market access quantity net

When the recommendations on resilience building interventions are compared between fémabted and
male-headed HH¢Table 9)it is found that the results are largely the same with business sujmeing

perceived as the highest priority intervention. Both types of HHs also highly prioritize support to enhance
crop-farming practices through irrigation and other labour/rtabour inputs.

Table9: Comparison oPriority Resiliencdnterventionsbetween Femaleheaded and Maleheaded HHs

Priority Interventions No. Priority Interventions No.
Business 8 Business 41
Farming: Labor &on-labor inputs 8 Farming: Irrigation 38
Farming: Irrigation 6 Credit/loan/saving 31
Credit/loan/saving 5 Farming: Labor &on-labor inputs 31
Livestock: Quantitative 4 Livestock: Quantitative 27
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5. Conclusions
Some of the key findingsom the CoBRA iZomba, Ntcheu and NkhaBaydistrictsare as follows

Context Specificityf Resilience Concept

The CoBRA study revealed substantive degree of variation concerning the
understandng of the concept of resilience (to droughts and floods in particular
within the two districts,amongdifferent gender/age groupsViews and peceptions
towards resilience could differ, depending on local samonomic conditions,
climatic and ecological trends, traditional cultural dynamics and other variables. &

®
o O
Reflecting the contextual gender/admsed roles and relationships, for example, w w *

Need for context
pecific understanding

women, men and youth respectively have different perceptions in terms of the

building blocks of resilience and changes in the level of community resilience.

Prominent differences, as well as commonalities, in understanding of the resilience concept arbsascedat

district level. In Zomba and Ntchéor example, resilience characteristics aletermined to a large extent by the
agra-based livelihood strategies found theré/hile there exists clear similarities around these livelihoods with
Nkhata Bay, clear differences also emerge whereby there is a lot of focus on livestock anégronbased
livelihoods (businesses) in the latter distrigtich is seHsufficient in food and has a variety of other opportunities
These resultslemonstratethe need for acommon butdifferentiated approach in addressing drought and flood
resilience building at policy, planning and programming levels in view of the unique contextual needs, aspirations
and priorties among different gender/aggroups.

ResilienceEnhancedhrough Robust Asset and Income Bases ili _
The CoBRA study provided strong evidence that drought/flood resileicne is closeﬁ\'/es' IEncEiSropUSt
associated witthousehold income and assketvels in the context afomba, Ntcheu income & asset bases
and NkhataBay Those householdshich havedirm assé base, such as land, quality H‘"‘h [!m
housing, livestock herdsicydes or other means of transport, as well as stable

income source® 0 dza A Y S & a Sricluding/ rBmittanDy ténd to be able to |~ s s & ?? /n\l.

cope better with drought/flood related shocks and stresses amdntain the S

household's food security level balance betweersecure asset ownership and

income base is considered as a kgiyen their complementarities and mutually reinforcing effe@saring normal,
non-crisis period, atural and physical assets arétem used to start, expand and stabilize income generating
activities, while saving may be invesied in additional livelihood assets. These asset/income creation and
enhancement efforts serve as a major contribution to building adaptive and transformaileence capacities.
During drought/flood period, part of asset and/or income bases mawutilzed to develop al@ptive capacity,
which ensure securaccesgo food andother necessities and enable householdsatithstand and quickly recover
from shocks.

Resilience Enhanced through a Combination af-Barm and Gf-Farm Incomes
Among other features,easilient householdswho have attained many, if not all, of
the resilience characteristicaiere consistentlydescribed as having higher incomes
because they benefited from a cmnbination of income generatinglsiness
activities, over and above agriculturdndeed, almost allof the KIl respondents *® @, |\ &
indicated that their househokl engage in both ofarm (e.g., productivecrop %

farming, livestock rearijgand offfarm (e.g., business, petty trade, wage Y
employment, casual labour) economic activiti€sven that farm holdingsend to

be small,it is highly difficulfor communities inMalawi, where climate variability is high, falfil food and other

Resilience = on-farm
& off-farm incomes

W
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basicphysiological human nedaly subsistenceain-fed farming alone. Diversity of household livelihood strategies
through multipleincomesources, both onand offfarm, is thus extremely critical factor as it enablesiseholds
to spread risk againstariousshockgstresses

Widening Divide between Resilient Households and the NRasilient Households

Most of KII respondents perceived that their households are always or almost

always resilient by copingelatively betterwith drought and flood related shosk | The resilient & the
and stresses thathe rest of the households the communityin the recent years = pnan-resilient divide
Meanwhile,the great majority of the community members in the assessment areas

indicated through FGDs that the proportion of rgsilieAnt household§ are either ®
decreasing omot changing.The communitief2 3 Sy Sskict respalsas may.

not only be driven by recurrerdlimate hazard facingZomba, Ntcheu and Nkhata

Bayin the recent past but also be a reflection of the negative spiral that many rural

chronically poorhouseholds with subsistence agbased livelihoodshave been

trapped in.

As mentioned above, resilient householdfien capitalize on theirassets andncomeand improve existing and
expand new livelihood activities, which enable them to absorb, adaptni'or transform fromthe impacts of
frequentdrought/flood. By contrast, those households with low level of income and assatership experience
challenges ircreating robust livelihood system and maintain stability in food security not only durinig bris
even in normal periodsThese findings stress the need for futuesilience building intervention® be deliveed
in a manner to bridge the wide gdbat already existsvithin the communities between the resilieand the non
resilient byhelpingto strengthen the asset and income level at household level.

Demands to Shift from Absorptive to Adaptive/Transformative Capacity Building :
Among various past and ongoing resilience building interventions delivered tPAdapt_lve & "af'§'
S . : : ormative capacities
Zomba, Ntcheu and Nkhaiaydistricts communitiesparticularlyrated highlythe
support related to irrigation and labour/nelabour farm inputs. These have led ‘. '
directly to reliable food supply andigheragricultural productivity in both normal
and climate dsis periods @mmunities are supportive of continuing and scaling up
some of hese successful intervention® some extent. At the same time, however,
they made strong recommendations to shdwayfrom those food and cashased
support whichmay help the affected households @bsorb the immediate impacts dfought/flood crisesut not
necessarily contribute to adapt to and transform from future impaRssilient households also emphasized their
transformative capacity (e.g., efirm income, access to finance, etc.) and atlapcapacity (e.g., crop farming
technigues, livestock ownership, irrigation, etc.) as the key factors driving their resilience and ensuring their ability
to tackle effectively and efficiently with droughts and floods than other households in the comguinit
It seems that conditions for this shift fromAbsorptive/Adaptive to Transformative would be much easily
appreciated and hastened by a robust salfficiency in foodamong other opportunitiesas could beobserved in
Nkhata By District

Emergirg Awareness on Importance dEducation as Resilience Driver
Education is gowerful driver of developmenta key pathway to access to a wide
range of opportunities,and a strong instrument through which to build up

asset/income bases antence enhance resilienceEven though the favourable
climatic conditions among other opportunities in Nkhata bay seems to have playe
: ORYYdzy A G e Qa

Education as Hidden
Resilience Driver

themosta AAYAFAOLI Y NRES Ay SyKFEyOAy3a GKI
the other two districts, it was consistentiyentioned that the high literacy rates

38



GKSNBE KI @S LJX &SR I 1S& Nettaformafive FedilferiRd oaFhcitiedy2Qi#ars Q a
income, access to finance, etc.) which ayeite critical to resilience building. Thgenerallylow educational
attainmentin Zomba and Ntcheu can be attributed ltmited availability of educated role modetentributing to

high dropout rats. However theO2 YYdzy AGASEAQ | g NBySaa 2 7Fof GRlidnOdwash 2 v
however stillprominentand their demands for futurénterventionsin education secto(Secondary Education in
Zomba and Technical College in Ntchsaje substantialand among the top desired interventions for the future
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Annex1: CoBRAData Collection Steps

Focus Grouiscussion (FGD)

Step 0: Welcome, Introduction and Explanation 2 =2 2 2 ‘@

[ )

Focus groups are divided into three different categorie w 'n‘ w @ @ @ w

1) adult men; 2) adult women; and 3) youth (includi ] ® o o o ®

both male and female). The FGD facilitators would: r“‘ w ’n‘ w @ @ ﬁ % *
9 Welcome and thank particgnts for their time

9 Introduce themselves anigrief on the background and purpose of the CoBRA assessment

4
i

=)o =Be

!
$

Step 1 Agree the definition of resilience
In this step, theO2 YLI SE O2y OSLIi 2F aNBaArAftASyOS¢e ra O2yiGSE(
translated into plain terms that are understandable for the focus groups.
The facilitatoramayask the following questions:
9 What are the main crises/hazards affecting the commuiity a
whole or largeproportions of households?
92 KIF G ¢2dzf R I WNB&aAft ASY[’JQ C)QYde;/?\Gé f 2
92 Kl R2Sa GKS GSNX¥YI WNBaAtASYyOSQs YSI
contextin the face of aforementioned crises/haza®ds

21 tA1SK
ya FT2N 0KS

Step2: Identify resilience characteristics

In this step, focus groug identify and make a long list othe key

factors/characteristics contributing to their local resilienées participants

state each factors/characteristic the relevantcorrespondinggraphic card

can be placed on the ground (or tables) in front of the group. If no

appropriate graphicexists, the facilitators should draw an appropriate

graphic on a lnk card to represent that factor/characteristidThe

facilitatorsmayask the followig questions:
92 KI G ¢2dAZ R GKS O2YYdzyAide 6S tA1S AT FdzZA f WNBaAf
9 What makes a household resilient?

Step3: Prioritize resilience characteristics
Once the list offactors/characteristicss completeand exhaustive enougtihe
FGDparticpants are requestedto consider which of all theséactors are the
most important i.e. if only three of these statements could beha&ved which
would they chooseTo do this, ach participant receives 6 beandJsing the
graphiccards, they puB beandor the most important, 2 beans for the 2nd most
important and 1 bean for the 3rd most important.

Once all beans have been placed, the scores are counted and the cards are placed
in order from highest to lowest scoring in front of the participanihe
participants shallexplainand give specific examples ¢row the three highest
scoredfactors/characteristis have contributed to their definition of resilience.
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