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FOREWORD

Malawi’'s economy is highly dependent on agriculfuparticularly rain-fed agriculture, with
smallholder farmers making up about 80% of emplaynie the country. These smallholder farmers
are highly vulnerable to climate variability, aslias to macroeconomic instability, price shocky] a
the persistent currency inflation and devaluatiboe in part to the effects of chronic poverty and
vulnerability linked to climate variability, whicls driving natural hazards like floods and droughts
Malawi is increasingly turning into a shock-prormntry.

These factors have driven up the impact of shamkstributing to a rise in the need for humanitarian
assistance in recent years. In the last two ydéatawi has faced historic flooding (in 2015) ane th
strongest El Nifio in 25 years (in 2016). The eHBaxftthese successive and compounding events have
resulted in two consecutive poor harvests. Withtéthtime, resources, and capacity to anticipate an
recover between shocks, Malawi went from needingh8¥hanitarian food/cash assistance during the
2014/15 lean season, to 18% in 2015/16, peakid§%t of the population (6.7 million people) during
the 2016/17 lean season — the highest in the souffeca region and in Malawi’s history. Looking
back, in the last ten years, the Government angatsners have in fact been providing small
humanitarian responses every year, even in thenebsd major shocks or when the country registers
a food surplus, because chronic issues pertaiminfgdd and nutrition security, food systems and
poverty prevail.

To address these issues, the Government of Malasvbken driving a strategic discussion with key
stakeholders on how to learn from these experiemadls a focus on strengthening and linking social
protection and humanitarian systems to make theme rfghock-sensitive’. This thinking allows
social protection and humanitarian sectors to wodether along the resilience spectrum — from
prevention to preparedness, response, recoverylamgdterm development. The objective is to
enhance the capacity of individuals, communitied aational systems to become more resilient,
foster wellbeing, and break the cycle of hunger launmhanitarian crises in Malawi.

This study, undertaken by the Overseas Developinstitute (ODI) and the Red Cross Red Crescent
Climate Centre (RCRCCC), was commissioned to affercrete ways to take forward shock-sensitive
social protection in Malawi. Led by the Governmantl supported by German Cooperation/GlZ, the
World Bank Group, and World Food Programme (WFP)looks at how social protection and
humanitarian work can be implemented to providediotable support to the most vulnerable,
including in the face of shocks. The concept ofc&kgensitive social protection has become a
national priority in Malawi, and is reflected iretimew Malawi Growth and Development Strategy I,
the Malawi National Social Support Programme (MNSBPthe National Resilience Strategy, and
the Joint Emergency Food Aid Programme (JEFAP) Einds. This study supports these processes.
As a concept, it proposes alternatives that cafuibeer contextualized and refined in practice loy t
Government and its partners and provides caseestudom within the country, regionally and
globally. Partnerships are key to developing resde and we welcome the support of our
development partners as we continue to define Huekssensitive social protection agenda for
Malawi.

Harry Mwamlima James Chiusiwa
Director Director of Disaster Risk Reduction
Poverty Reduction and Social Protection Division epBrtment of Disaster Management Affairs
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report assesses the potential for strengthetsinock-sensitive’ social protection in Malawi.
Bringing together recent experiences and knowledganalyses the ways in which existing social
protection system components can more effectivadpare for and address the impacts of events that
result in humanitarian emergency response. It pges/clear options and recommendations for a more
shock-sensitive social protection approach in Malaw

The report focuses on the following social protatsystem components:

- the policy and institutional framework

- social protection programme design and implemeontati

- social protection systems (data, information systand targeting, delivery systems and early
warning systems)

- financing arrangements.

Key messages

Malawi faces recurrent cyclical crises that preveng-term poverty reduction. The causes of these
crises are complex and diverse. On one hand, tinetigs high exposure to climate risks — primarily
arising from hazards such as dry spells, drouglt #ooding — results in frequent shocks and
emergencies. However, this problem is compoundedrigerlying household vulnerability tied to
food insecurity and seasonal patterns of produciiosh consumption that exacerbate the impacts of
large, covariate shocks. Hence, a significant priogpo of Malawi's humanitarian needs originate
from largely predictable patterns, including nors@hsonal variations in weather.

Although investment in social protection has inseshsignificantly over the last decade — largely
driven by donor funding — and certain programmaes srowing important impacts on poverty and
food security, the current social protection apphoas a wholedoes not yet sufficiently achieve its
core goals of reducing household vulnerability tovgrty and food insecurity, and increasing
resilience and livelihoods at scale. While it isportant to recognise that social protection alone
cannot address all the factors that create foaetumsty and emergencies in Malawi, the effectivenes
of social protection could be improved to minimike impact of seasonal exposure as well as of large
shocks to households.

A particular weakness is that the current sociatqmtion approach does not adequately address the
predictable seasonal nature of needs and food urigecwhich can be exacerbated by climate
stressors. There is, however, positive progresshisarea — for example, positive impacts of the
Social cash transfer programme (SCTP) and schoallsmerogrammes (SMPs) during the lean
season. The system, as a whole though, does moirt@kaccount the additional needs that arise from
seasonal stressors.

Moreover, while there are emerging linkages betwsmrial protection and the emergency systems
that demonstrate important positive progress tosvardmnore harmonised approach to addressing
crises, there is not yet a consistent and cohaygmbach to responding to more moderate or extreme
shocks caused by climate-related hazards and atsedhis is not surprising, given social protegtio
capacity and systems constraints to deliveringleegocial protection and achieving core objectives
but recent innovations and coordination betweemakpcotection and emergency actors demonstrate
that more can be done in this area.

Thus, in the context of the Second Malawi Natio®Batial Support Programme (MNSSP II), there is
an opportunity to strengthen the capacity of theadgrotection sector to address seasonal an& acut
variations in wellbeing.

Towards a shock-sensitive social protection system Malawi



A shock-sensitive social protection system in Malslould reduce poverty and food insecurity; meet
the chronic and seasonal needs of the poorest] besllience to shocks and climate change; and
support early, efficient and effective emergenctyoacwhen needed. Such a system would prioritise
core social protection objectives, while also eimgurthat any progress made is protected from
predictable seasonal food insecurity and from feetjshocks. While social protection can never fully
replace emergency response capacity, a succes$sfck-sensitive social protection system would,
over time, reduce the need for year-on-year emesgegsponse and reduce the scale of emergency
responses that are needed.

In Malawi, a social protection system that is sheeksitive must deal with the impacts of a range of

climate-related events that affect poor and foaaure households. As such, it must recognise that,
even in the absence of large shocks, these houseaid dependent on weather for their subsistence,
and address climate risks that occur with varyiaegrdes of frequency and predictability, such as the
following scenarios. Each scenario has differengmmming implications.

e Seasonality:

a) Seasonal variabilityis influenced by the agricultural calendar, andecf
households’ livelihoods (including income, expeuadit and workload), food security,
nutrition, health and wellbeing at particular timefsthe year. This variability is well
known, and the MNSSP programmes already addresg sements of it in their
programme design.

b) Seasonality causes predictable, regular food gapsnd the lean season, which in
most cases require an emergency responie. affectshouseholds that do not produce
enough food or income to meet their needs througtima year, and results in food-
access deficits from October to March. Often, tHesd gaps affect the same households
in the same districts each year, even in the alesehgnusual weather events. The needs
of these households are currently met through theua Malawi Vulnerability
Assessment Committee (MVAC) emergency response.

* Extreme or unusual climate shocks occur with rewatfrequency in Malawi and cause
exceptional periods of acute ne@dg.El Nifig). Such shocks interact with underlying poverty
and vulnerability, and can exacerbate poor housisheulnerability to seasonal variability
thus increasing food insecurity and the scale sfstence needed. Forecasting, advanced
planning and preparedness, and risk-reduction appes can mitigate their impacts by
enabling early response. Programmes in Malawi hacently piloted options to support
households through combined social protection adRAN interventions. In addition, some
social protection programmes seek to reduce anigiatet the impacts of climate shocks by
linking social support with complementary progransnge.g. climate-smart agriculture) and
designing public works to increase economic rasieand protect natural resources. Efforts
can be strengthened in this area, however.

To meet the objectives set out above, a futureksbensitive social protection system would do the
following in operational and programming terms:

In the short term,

1. Prioritise strengthening the design and deliva@rgore social protection programmes to achieve
their objectives.

2. Address the predictable annual food gap for pmarseholds through multi-year and predictable
programming to reduce the scale of the annual eanesgresponse.

3. Strengthen shock-sensitive objectives in sgaratection programming through a more explicit
focus on preparing and planning for shocks andimgliresilience.



In the medium-to-longer term,

4. Develop ‘scalable’ social protection mechanismbich temporarily increase coverage of social
protection programmes to existing or additional dfearies, to deal with exceptional periods of
acute need that result from unanticipated weathents.

Throughout,

5. Provide on-going support to larger-scale emarigsnthrough closer alignment and coordination
with humanitarian response.

Moving towards such a vision in the short and medion term will require policy-makers and
practitioners to build on existing programming and systems, as well as to more radically shift
programming and financing that underpin current sodal protection approaches— both from the
social protectiomndthe humanitarian and disaster risk management side

There are three key areas of work for policy-malesrd practitioners to enable Malawi to achieve a
shock-sensitive social protection system.

1. Vision and leadership

» An agreed vision for shock-sensitive social pratectis established and a 5-year strategy
developed to guide national-level policy and prograng across different actors.

* The Department of Economic Planning and Developr(ieR&D) provides strong leadership
and the mandate to lead, coordinate and convenek-semsitive social protection across
different programmes and sectors — particularhwlie Department of Disaster Management
Affairs (DoDMA).

* Development partners support the government inveefig the shock-sensitive social
protection vision through a coordinated approach.

2. Systems and capacity

« Effective implementation of the Unified BeneficiaBegistry (UBR), with discussion on
future expansion to collect relevant data on viabgities to seasonality and shocks to enable
rapid scale-up of social protection or emergenspoese, and support improved programme
coordination at the household level.

« Implementation partners effectively deliver corel @@asonal social protection, strengthening
capacity and delivery systems for rapid responserider to scale up and coordinate in
emergencies in the future.

* Integration of forward-planning and preparationoinsocial protection programming,
including climate information and early warning &yss.

» Establish and strengthen monitoring, evaluation keaining (MEL) to measure progress
towards shock-sensitive social protection systems @utcomes, and use the findings to
inform operations.

3. Financing

e Invest more resources into core social protectioogq@@amming to improve programme
effectiveness in reducing poverty and vulnerabitity seasonality (including re-design of
programmes with enhanced focus on resilience)

« Provide multi-year commitments to finance seasomatl scalable social protection
interventions.

- Establish a pooled-funding mechanism to enable neffeeient coordination between
government and donors.
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INTRODUCTION

This report assesses the potential for strengtbesatial protection in Malawi to become more
‘shock-sensitive’. By this we mean the role thabaial protection system can play in dealing wit t
negative impacts of shocks, by both reducing antigating risks and also helping cope with the
immediate effects of these shocks. In Malawi, #toscept is understood as ‘a system that helps
people prepare for, cope with, and respond to shdbkough the closer alignment of humanitarian
and development actors and systems’ (SRSP, 20h@ckSensitive social protection can achieve
this via a variety of mechanisms that help to marnthe different magnitudes and timescales of risks,
through adequate design and implementation of ipsli@nd programmes, and through better
coordination with humanitarian responses.

We acknowledge that ‘shocks’ encompasses a widgerah events that households face — from
idiosyncratic shocks such as poor health or losermployment, to covariate shocks including
financial crises.For the purpose of this study, our focus is onrtlwst common climate shocks in
Malawi — notably, floods and droughts. However, findings and recommendations are also relevant
for broader shock contexts. Moreover, the studyrémas the interaction betweehmate shocksind
underlyingvulnerability to seasonalityto emphasise the differences between unanticipsttedks
(such as floods and droughts) and predictable sahfmod insecurity. The latter is often treatechas
‘shock’, but it is a predictable annual occurrefmemany households in Malawi.

Indeed, seasonality, climate variability, and, @sgingly, climate change, are key challenges to
poverty reduction in Malawi. Even without accougtifor the future impacts of climate change,
poverty is widespread and persistent in the couribgta from the Integrated Household Survey
(2010-2011) calculate that approximately 50% ofgibpulation live below the national poverty fine
(NSO, 2012). Ultra-poverty — defined as an inapilit even afford the basic daily recommended food
requirement — affects around 25% of the total pajorh (ibid.). Meanwhile, poverty and
vulnerability remain predominantly rural phenometige poverty incidence in rural areas is around
57% and around 85% of households are engaged iculigre (ibid.), with nearly all agricultural
households dedicating at least some of their lanth¢ main staple crop, maize. There are also
variations in poverty across the districts, wherpbyerty levels in some districts in the north amel
south have reached over 70% (2011 data, GoM and R(15). Food insecurity is high and a
significant portion of Malawi’'s population repealgdequires food assistance. In the last ten yddrs,
out of 28 districts have been classified as fosdnire six times or more, with some being declared
food-insecure continuously for this whole periodostlyears, food assistance has been provided to
those districts as part of the MVAC humanitariaspanse.

Moreover, Malawi is highly exposed to climate riskdich are becoming increasingly important in a
context of climate change. On a global scale, tleeoensensus that floods and droughts will ocour i
higher frequency and magnitude. The poorest and mdserable countries will suffer the impacts
the most; worldwide, climate change could push dditeonal 100 million people into poverty by
2030 (Hallegatte et al., 2016). While the model$utdire impacts of climate change in Malawi vary,
there is agreement that the country will experiemmcéncrease in temperatures and less precipitation
which will impact agricultural yields and, henceo#dl availability and access (USAID, 2013).

Thus, this report focuses on the role that soadialgetion can play in addressing persistent chronic
poverty and vulnerability in the context of seadityand recurrent climatic shocks. The assessment
will feed into the forthcoming MNSSP II (Malawi Nahal Social Support Programme), which sets

! Idiosyncratic shocks are natural, economic ortigali shocks that affeéhdividual households or household members.
Covariate shocks are natural, economic or polisbalcks that affedarge numbers of people and/or communities at once
2 Living on less than the annual income deemedssacy for covering basic food and non-food expemei.

3 Authors’ interviews, based on WFP data.



policy and programmatic directions for social potiten in the country. The analysis carried out unde
this study was done prior to the revised MNSSP.

The main objectives of this report are two-foldisEito synthesise and analyse how existing social
protection programmes have dealt with seasonatity shocks. And second, to provide options and
recommendations for moving towards a more shockigea social protection approach in Malawi.

Research methodology and structure of the paper

Five research methodologies were used to conduststiady: 1) desk-based reviews; 2) online
consultation via a survey; 3) district-level workgls; 4) key informant interviews and field visits i
selected districts; 5) national-level key informamterviews. The research team also held a final
validation workshop in Lilongwe with district- anthtional-level stakeholders on 3 February 2017.
More details of the methodology can be found in é&nf.

The report is structured into three parts. Parbduses on understanding poverty, seasonality and
shocks in Malawi (section 1), and provides an aryframework that discusses the potential réle o
shock-sensitive social protection (section 2). RPagynthesises experiences on how current social
protection contributes to reducing risk, buildirggitience and responding to shocks. After presgntin
an overview of social protection programmes andemecmergency responses, there are four
subsequent sections: policy coherence and instiali structures (section 3); social protection
programme design and implementation (section 4gjakgorotection systems (section 5); and
financing arrangements in the social protection@meérgency sectors (section 6). Part 3 concludes by
setting out a vision for moving towards a streng#te shock-sensitive social protection system in
Malawi, with key recommendations.



PART 1. POVERTY,
VULNERABILIT Y AND SHOCKS
IN MALAWI: UNDERSTANDING
THE CONTEXT AND THE ROLE
OF SOCIAL PROTECTION

1. Overview of poverty, vulnerability and shocks in Malawi

The debilitating impacts of climate shocks and unaf disasters persist in Malawi due to high
vulnerability linked to a multiplicity of complexattors, including chronic poverty, high levels of
food and nutrition insecurity, seasonal patternspajduction and consumption that are rainfall
dependent, and high exposure to climate extrenmggidner environmental hazards.

This section discusses each of these factorsimn &nd emphasises three main points:

1. The underlying vulnerability of households and lafkadequate mechanisms to deal with
unexpected events increase the potential for langeacts from shocks, even when abnormal
weather events are only a small deviation fromrbien. Without addressing the structural
problems of poverty, low agricultural productivigyd lack of livelihood diversification, etc.,
the slightest shock sends households into crisid, umanitarian appeals are required to
mobilise life-saving support.

2. Even in the absence of weather extremes or disagteasonal food insecurity is common,
both for labour-constrained and non-labour-consé@i households. High dependence on
rain-fed agriculture and on undiversified livelilts in a context of unpredictable rainfall,
creates a cycle of food insecurity and vulnerapbiliiat exacerbates the impacts of shocks.

3. As aresult of the above, ‘emergencies’ that regaihumanitarian response occur frequently.
In reality, the emergency response mechanisms aneya of addressing seasonal food
insecurity caused by chronic factors such as pgwert limited livelihoods, as much as they
are a way of responding to exceptional needs grisom extreme events such as floods or
droughts.

1.1 Chronic poverty, food insecurity and vulnerabil ity

Poverty is widespread in Malawi and varies acregsons. Districts in the very north and south have
the highest poverty rates and the largest povexpg gAs described in the Introduction, approxinyatel
50% of the population live below the national pdydine, and 25% are defined as ultra-poor (NSO,
2012). The poverty incidence in rural areas is atdki’% and around 85% of households are engaged
in agriculture (ibid.), with nearly all agriculturbouseholds dedicating at least some of their tand
the main staple crop, maize. Poverty levels in sdrsgicts in the north and the south have reached
over 70% (2011 data, GoM and ILO, 2015), and pgviatels in some of the poorest districts are
almost double that of the wealthier districts (ihid

Food insecurity is high and concentrated in a nurobdistricts (Figure 1). Malawi’'s food security i
generally defined in terms of adequate productibaral access to maize, which is the country’s
staple and accounts for 60% of calorie consumpfiglakombe et al. n.d). Around 80% of



smallholder farmers are net buyers of maize (iblgspite bumper crops of maize at times, however,
acute and chronic food insecurity remain major leingjes.

Chronic poverty and food insecurity are compountdgda series of other factors that increase
people’s vulnerability to shocks. Key determlnanfshousehold vulnerablllty that magnify the
impacts of both idiosyncratic ant

covariate shocks include educaﬂoE | o |

gender, access to land, livestoc igure 1 Recurrence of Food Insecure Population

holdings, and distance to a road or:
town (USAID, 2017).

Livelihood diversification is Zambia
extremely limited, especially in rura
areas which account for 84% of th
population (Clarke et al., 2016). Suc
households have a very hig.
dependence on one crop: 98% of -
households in Nkhata Bay, Balak
and Mulanje grow maize as a stapl
Ganyy a form of informal labour, is a
widespread livelihood strategy an
coping mechanism on which the por
and middle-income population ar
overly reliant (USAID, 2017).

It is commonly accepted tha
households that are laboul
constrained (because of disabled
elderly members, or female-heade
households) are unable to produ
food or earn an income, and, henc
are amongst the most vulnerable
shocks. However, in reality, evel
households with labour availability
might be vulnerable to shocks due
high dependence on limited
undiversified livelihoods that are
rainfall dependent, as detailed below.

wwrr

X

2 E
wfp.org

AN
((é/

¢

A8

United Republic

of Tanzania # OF YEARS (OUT OF THREE)

WITH PREVALENCE OF
POOR/ BORDERLINE FOOD
CONSUMPTION ABOVE 30%

(2009, 2011, 2013)

"| Admin. Boundaries
Countries
:] Provinces
Districts
Water Bodies
# of Years with Food
Insecurity Prevalence
Above 30%
0
1
H N
| E

N

A

Mozambique

0 25 50 100
- —

Km

In addition to these vulnerabilities, poor and feddsecure populations often live in informal
structures or in sub-prime geographical locatians f Source: WFP Malawi

agricultural productivity. Only 2.5% of people liven land that is highly suitable for maize
production, while the majority live on land only derately or marginally suitable (ibid.). Besides
having direct consequences for food productiors éxacerbates their risk exposure to climatic and
environmental hazards.

1.2 Seasonality and vulnerability

Rain-fed agriculture in Malawi depends on unimadahfall (i.e. a single rainy season in a yeary an
is characterised by dependence on erratic rairdfiadgll farm size, limited use of modern inputs, and
poor access to markets (Devereux, 2009; Makombé,et.d). This makes agricultural productivity
highly dependent on seasonal weather patternsHigeee 2), which — due to climate change — are
becoming more unpredictable so that both smallmolted commercial farmers face challenges
around when and what to plant.
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Figure 2: Malawi's seasonal calendar

Source: FEWSNET

Agricultural seasonality, arising from the prodoati of only one harvest each year, has two
implications for rural livelihoods and makes runaluseholds highly vulnerable to seasonal variations
(1) annual household income depends crucially enstke of the harvest, and a single failed harvest
can destitute a poor family with limited savingslassets; (2) families with undiversified livelitdso
must survive from one harvest to the next on whétarvested only once each year (Deveraux, 2009).
Babu and Sanyal (2007) estimate that using avetegenology and even under normal weather
conditions, a six-person household that cultivétes than a hectare (single harvest) will not He ab
to produce enough food to feed the household fggaa. The average household will produce about
10 months’ worth of food, of which it will sell Halo meet immediate cash needs, and store the rest
for consumption. By the time the household runs afutood, it will rely on low-paid agricultural
work to buy food at higher prices, neglect workitsown farm, and perpetuate the cycle of low
productivity. More than 50% of Malawian househatdftivate less than one hectare (ibid.).

According to Devereux (2009), food insecurity in IM& following a season of average rain is

associated with a number of factors, including iotparom previous shocks that have depleted
productive resources, as well as dependence argke sinreliable source of food and income — rain-
fed agriculture — in a context where rainfall (tmest important input) is erratic and unpredictable;
weakness of rural markets for food, assets and @m@nt; inadequate roads, transport systems,
telecommunications and other rural infrastructurd, avidespread poverty, which exacerbates all of
the above. Seasonality perpetuates poverty anddiespefforts to escape from it (ibid.).

1.3 Exposure to climate-risks and vulnerability

Notwithstanding the vulnerability context describakove, Malawi is highly exposed to multiple
hazards that cause widespread shocks. Climate aather risks are among the most significant.
Indeed. the country was the third most affectetthénworld in the Climate Risk Index for 2015 (Kreft
et al., 2016). In recent years, the country hasdaticcessive and compounding climatic shocks; from
the worst flood in 50 years in 2015, to the stratdgd Nifio event in 35 years in 2015/16, which
resulted in a drought and, consequently, two caniaecpoor harvest{GoM, 2017).

The impacts of such shocks and disasters are c&sttynomic productivity is suppressed during a
disaster; growth in gross domestic product (GDF)Malawi was revised from a projected 5% to
2.8% following the floods in 2015 (IMF, 2015 in GoiI017). Investments in long-term development
programmes and their subsequent gains can beAlmshe Malawi economy is heavily dependent on
the agricultural sector, climate-related eventsehasubstantive effect on the productivity of fargni

4 http://www.fews.net/southern-africa/malawi
® Food security impacts of drought and flooding ¢veare typically felt during the following agricutal season, when
reduced yields of the previous season are experkeas food shortages in the months leading upetodht harvest.




households and food prices. This, in turn, lead$otal insecurity, as most smallholders are net
purchasers of food.

The most important climate risks in Malawi arisenfr hydro-meteorological events — most
commonly rainfall extremes that create floods, dpells and drought situations. Malawi is also
exposed to other climate-related hazards suchndslides, hot spells, storms and lakeshore flogding
as well as others that can be indirectly linkedaltmate events, such as locust outbreaks and weevil
infestations, in addition to health stressors sagmalaria, cholera and dengue outbreaks.

Floods and droughts have the greatest negativectspa food security, and, as such, are the primary
focus of this study.

Floods are the most frequent climate shock, reptegp74.5% of all disaster events between 1990
and 2014 (Prevention Web, 2017, and produce moeetdbsses to life and property than droughts.
Furthermore, they mostly occur in the low-lying ighRiver basin in the southern part of the couhtry,

where a third of Malawi’s maize is grovin.

Droughts have greater negative impacts on the braszbnomy, because of high dependence on rain-
fed agricultural production in the country. Drougivents typically increase poverty by 1.3%, buta 1
in-25-year drought (extreme drought) can increamesty by as much as 17%, potentially pushing
another 2.1 million Malawians over the poverty |{wéorld Bank, 2011).

Droughts and extreme droughts occur in all thregiores (north, central, and south), with eight
droughts having occurred since 1980 (GoM, 2016jtiddarly in southern Malawi, the impacts of
droughtshave become more frequent and severe in recentlelees they are compounded by factors
such as population growth and environmental degi@daMost extreme droughts in the region have
been associated with Nifio.

Dry spells and droughts impact crop yields, meartimgt their impacts are experienced several
months after the actual harvest because of the add@hpattern of production. Food shortages are
therefore felt during the following agriculturalas®n in the lead up to the next harvest.

Extreme drought events can have longer-lastingcesffd=or example, Lake Chilwa nearly dried in
November 2012 and water levels remained low forfdtlewing six months, even after a normal
rainy season (IFPRI, 2010). Impacts such as dr{svesid stressed fisheries can be felt by the local
population much longer than the seasonal periothefdrought, and have direct impacts beyond
agriculture into public health (water rationing aeduced hygiene) and fisheries.

Of central importance is the fact that, in Malaglitnate and weather events can impact food security
even in the absence of extremes. Small disturbatiasare within the norm — such as a gap in
rainfall during the growing season — can lead tpdailure or reduced yields because of the extreme
dependence on rainfall, only marginally suitablepcplanting, and low-input agriculture (USAID,
2017).

What arethe main drivers of climaterisksin Malawi?

The El Nifio Southern Oscillation (ENSO) is the most importdnver of climatic variability in
Malawi (USAID, 2013). The most recent ENSO event — whias whe strongest event in 35 years
and prompted the declaration of a state of emeggernut 40% of the country (6.7 million people) at
risk of food insecurity during the 2016/17 consuimpiperiod (MVAC, 2016).

Malawi is located in between two opposite modesliohate variability relative to ENSCE( Nifio
andLa Nifig events. Duringel Nifio, the northern region (especially Karonga) is aglened risk of

5 However, the north is vulnerable to floods duridNifio events, when the typical flood-drought patterresrarersed.

" While the southern region may be at greatest fiskriverine floods, flash floods frequently occim urban and
topographically complex areas across all regiohges€ are difficult to forecast and are potentimltyeasing in impact, with
informal settlements growing rapidly in flash-flopdone areas and rapid deforestation fostering itiond for loose soil
and unpredictable runoff.



above-average rainfall, whereas the southern refggpecially Nsanje, Mulanje, Chikwawa and
Thyolo) is at risk of drier-than-average conditiolbese signals are reversed dutiagNifia

ENSO is of central importance for the developmehtearly warning systems (EWS) linked to
preparedness actions that can be taken on a sétiswstale.

In addition toEl Nifig, it is clear that climate change will create aiddial challenges for Malawi.
Although models vary, overall, there is agreeméat in the future the country will experience an
increase in annual mean temperature and decreasesiall precipitation, as well as an increase in
mean rainfall on rainy days. This is expected toréase the frequency and severity of floods
(especially flash floods) and droughts in the ragiand lead to soil erosion and crop failures.
Changes in seasonal patterns such as dry spdife anset and cessation of rainy season, are also
expected to have impacts on maize production. Eurtore, the land area that is suitable for farming
maize is expected to reduce in size over time (II5ARD13).



2. Analytical framework

As discussed above, Malawian households face riltipks that exacerbate and perpetuate their
vulnerability, including chronic poverty and foausecurity, seasonal variability, and high exposare
climate risks. In this section, we provide a bra@ceptual review of these issues to build a
framework of analysis for the remainder of the gtud/e analyse shocks and seasonality and their
relationship to poverty and food insecurity. Basadhis analysis — as well as on lessons from other
contexts — we present a series of features of ekstesponsive social protection system that underpi
the analysis and recommendations throughout thefdse report.

2.1 Understanding shocks and seasonality

Shocks are complex events that result in losseanaindividual or community level due to a
combination of specific hazards as well as peopmegjsosure and vulnerability (Hoddinott, 2009 in
OPM, 2016; Twigg, 2015). The focus of this studpiiscovariate shocks, meaning shocks that affect
large numbers of people or communities. Moreovérenshocks can be caused by natural or man-
made hazards, we focus our study on the impacshadtks that are primarily triggered by climate
variability. These can be slow-onset (i.e. droughtiast-onset (i.e. floods) shocks, and predontlpan
affect rural populations.

There is consensus that poor, food-insecure antexatble populations are disproportionally affected
by climate shocks; a larger share of poorer hoddsheport economic impacts from weather risks
compared to richer households (Wodon et al., 2@ Halllegatte et al., 2014). Poorer households have
fewer coping mechanisms, and are hence more viilieerbut they might also be more exposed
because of their location and other factors. Inavial 15% of people live on land that is not sui¢abl
for maize production (USAID, 2017).

Importantly, climate shocks also increase the numifepeople that fall into poverty or food
insecurity (Hallegatte et al., 2014). Studies shbat while many households escape poverty, others
fall back into it because of shocks, making theflwet out of poverty negligible (Krishna, 2007 in
Hallegatte et al., 2014). When a shock occurs, ethesuseholds might resort to selling their
productive assets or grain stocks (if they haven)heely on food assistance, take children out of
school or potentially migrate in search of work ({@F2016). Moreover, households generally face
multiple negative shocks over time, and each shueal affect the general welfare and food and
nutrition status of the household. Livelihood saés are a major determinant of the degree of
vulnerability of the household, therefore, and vihiwelihood strategies are adopted will depend on
the household’s resources and its ability to aceassg, credit and insurance markets (Pieter§,et a
2013).

Climate change will exacerbate these challengemgds in weather patterns will lead to increased or
decreased rainfall and more extreme events, futimetering the ability of poor and food-insecure
households to recover. It will also likely increatbe number of people who fall into poverty, and
make it more difficult to escape (Hallegatte et &014). In this sense, shock-sensitive social
protection is relevant to both current variablenelte and future climate change.

However, the impacts of extreme weather eventsoalg one of the causes of persistent food
insecurity and poverty in Malawi. The underlyingura of vulnerability means that the predictable
seasonal patterns of production and consumptionatea prevalent in Malawi also often result in
annual emergency food responses. This is refegeaks seasonality,and has been the subject of
rigorous research since the 1960s. Seasonalityeshapd structures rural lives and livelihoods, rofte
in negative ways — and is a key factor in creatmgl reproducing poverty, especially among
smallholder families (Chambers et al., 1981 in Deug et al., 2013). Cross-country research has
highlighted that regions with pronounced seasgnalitrainfall — particularly unimodal rainfall such
as in Malawi — experience particularly negative sgmuences at particular times of the year.
However, despite the importance of seasonalityuioderstanding rural poverty, the international
development policy agenda has been inconsisteatidinessing it. In recent years, in the context of



policy debates about shock-responsive social piotecseasonality has often been conflated with
climate-related ‘shocks’ such as floods and drosight

Seasonality and climate shocks can be — but aralnatys — interconnected. For example, extreme
weather events such as floods or drought may ebatean already fragile situation (particularly at
certain times of the year), creating a covariateckland increasing the intensity and scale of si<cri
(Devereux, 2009). However, it is also true thatrtdas may experience no major deviation from
‘normal’ weather patterns in certain years, buseeality can still result in the need for an emanye
intervention due to the underlying vulnerabilitytbé poor population.

The wet season before the harvest is usually thet anitical time of year where adverse factorsrofte
overlap and interact, and a significant body oéaesh demonstrates the causal impacts of seagonalit
on hunger, malnutrition and ill health (see, foample, Chambers et al., 1981). Food supply is short
and food prices are high, physical energy is neddedgricultural work, women are overburdened
with double workloads (care and domestic work, adlvas agricultural work), and sickness is
prevalent (ibid.). The capacity of the householccdpe with seasonality determines its impact, as
much as exogenous conditions such as weather. &g the coping behaviour of poor households
during a hungry season might be similar to distdeshaviour observed during a famine where
households face severe hunger, not just mild ratipfDevereux, 2009).

In summary, from a shock-sensitive social protecii@rspective, it is important to highlight that
shocks perpetuate poverty and food insecurity,di&m increase them. This, however, is due to a
combination of factors that go beyond a specifimate hazard and include other factors such as
exposure and vulnerability that need to be adddedsgually importantly, in order to understand the
role of shock-sensitive social protection, it ic@essary to take into accouptedictable seasonal
patternsof production and consumption as discussed ahelizh contribute to high levels of food
insecurity and often result in an emergency siturtas much as othenanticipated climate-related
eventsWhile there may be some similarities in appropr@t#cy responses to these two issues, they
require different policy approaches.

Seasonality and shocks caused by climate extremeebath understood as having a cyclical nature
and requiring a cyclical policy response. But seafity cannot be considered a ‘shock’ as it has
clear predictable annual patterns, whilst shocksncéire difficult to anticipate, come at once asel
together. A shock-sensitive social protection sysite Malawi will need to take this into account and
focus on ways to deal with some of these completofa (i.e. not just responding to shocks but also
addressing vulnerability). Importantly, social maion alone cannot achieve this, as it needs to be
part of a coordinated effort with other sectorduding agriculture, health, education, gender atual
and others.

2.2 What are the implications for social protection ?

In many ways, social protection is inherently daeidjto be shock-sensitive, as a core objective is t
reduce vulnerabilityVulnerability considers both trexposureo the risk that a household faces, and
the household’s ability to copeavith that risk (Chambers, 1989; Sabates-Wheeler Ravereux,
2008).

Social protection has a clear role meducing household vulnerability to shocks, supporting
households to cope with the impact of shocks and, by extension, increasing resilience to shocks.
Social protection interventions do this through tvevision of regular income or consumption
support, social assistance interventions, insurameehanisms, and/or by supporting livelihood and
income-generating opportunities. Social protecfioogrammes can also enhance their effectiveness
by combining one or more of the ‘Prevention, Prite; Promotion, and Transformation’ objectives.
For example, promotive social protection programntest support livelihood promotion and
diversification are more effective, and can beligitd household resilience to shocks if they as® al
combined with a minimum income safety net and/eufance to protect assets and livelihood gains in
the event of a shock.



10

How to strengthen shock-sensitive social protection?

If we consider that the impacts of seasonality eimdate shocks may have similarities, but that the
structure of these stressors are different, thésifmgortant implications for designing shock-sdwsit
social protection. For example, a predictable ahiseasonal food gap needs to be met with a
predictable shock-sensitive response, whereas desushset flood will require different policy,
programme and institutional responses.

Much of the international (conceptual and empijicabrk to date on social protection’s role in
relation to shocks has focused on the ability a$téng social protection interventions to scaleimp
responseto climate shocks. There has been less focus @ndwozial protection can contribute to
mitigating risks and anticipating shocks in orderbuild resilience for beneficiaries (Ulrichs and
Slater, 2016), and supporting specific food andithoh security needs in the event of a crisis (ast
focusing on income poverty).

Examining social protection from a shos&nsitiveperspective, rather than simply shaekponsive,
necessitates an examination of social protectiools across a whole cycle. For poor households
affected by seasonality, this requires an explaitis on the annual agricultural cycle. In relation
climate shocks, this requires an examination actbsesdisaster risk management (DRM) cycle:
prevention, mitigation, preparedness, response randvery. It is important to note that shock-
sensitive social protection does not pre-suppoae gbcial protection will be the most appropriate
approach to use in the context of disasters, how®te using a DRM framework as a starting point
enables us to look at the long-term function ofi@ogrotection in the context of increased climatic
variability, and assess the opportunities througjickv social protection can contribute to the DRM
goals. Table 1 takes a brief look at some of theikwplications of seasonality and climate shocks fo
social protection.

Table 1: Implications of seasonality and climate sh  ocks for social protection

Core social protection

Implications of seasonality for
social protection

Implications of climate shocks for social
protection

Takes as starting poir
livelihoodsor life-cycle

tTakes as starting point an
annualcycleof seasonal
patterns of consumption and
production. Critical junctures —
lean season before the harvest
when hunger is highest; labour
requirements during harvesting
and planting.

Takes as starting point disaster even
cycle: prevention, mitigation
preparedness, response, rehabilitation
recovery.

and

Protection: relief from
poverty and deprivation

Prevention: avert
poverty/deprivation
through ex-ante support

Promotion: enhance real
incomes and capabilities

Transformation: address
concerns of social equit
and exclusion

Protection: smooth income and
consumption across seasons

Prevention: support coping
strategies for lean season
throughappropriate insurance
mechanisms, savings, linkageg
to health and education

Promotion: long-term approach
to appropriate livelihood
¥ support and resilience-building

Transformation: consideration
of gender equality, enabling
environment

Prevention and mitigation of shocks
social protection can reduce vulnerability
and enhance capacities to mitigate impa
of shocks through supporting livelihood
diversification, public works programme
(PWP) watershed approach

Preparednessbuild in contingency
planning in social protection programme
coordination across actors, integration of
EWS, and early action based on predicte
impacts or extreme events

Responsebuild institutional and financial
capacity for fast, large-scale and flexible
response; programme adaptation

Rehabilitation and recovery: social
protection programmes adapted to need

cts

D

2d
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support livelihoods and resilience-building

Features of a shock-sensitive social protection approach

The analysis above suggests that a shock-sensitippoach needs to consider diverse risk factors
including seasonality as separate from climate lehadt also suggests that the long-term impacts of
climate change need to be considered. While sontleesk approaches will need to be differentiated,
there will also be common core infrastructure angdgmmming features that can be put in place
across the whole shock-sensitive system to redskelwuild resilience and to manage such disasters.

In order to build a framework for analysis for thstaidy, we identify what a shock-sensitive social
protection system may look like. Table 2 draws aternational literature (World Bank, 2013;
Kuriakose et al., 2012; OPM, 2016) and combine® @nd seasonal-based approaches, pointing to
where these need to be distinguished from speciiticate-related disaster responses (scalable and
emergency-linked).

Table 2: Features of a shock-sensitive social prote  ction system

Components Cross-cutting

of a shock- | Core and seasonal social protection Scalable and emergency-linked social

sensitive protection

social

protection

system

Clear government policies that enable social ptimtedo link disaster and climate risk
management
Clear government commitment to building effectivieNd systems that include a role for socijal
protection

Champions in the government and donor agenciesatbdnd conceptualise shock-sensitive
social protection, and be willing to innovate prmmes
A lead ministry/agency to coordinate shock-sensitigcial protection that has a recognised
mandate and ability to convene actors
Collaborative donor—government relationships timabde cross-fertilisation
Effective formal coordination to enhance communarathannels and information-sharing
between social protection, DRM, agricultural, cltmand humanitarian ministries/agencies
Capacity of implementing ministries/agencies tagdtar and deliver shock-sensitive social
protection, including at local level, and link witklevant sectors for implementation
Coordination plans and procedures (roles and
responsibilities) between social protection,
DRM and humanitarian systems for disaster
response
Capacity of social protection sector to draft in
additional district or field staff/teams in
response to emergency, or ability to coordinate
with appropriate institutions

Policies and institutions

Core social protection programmes deliver¢ Social protection programmes can prepare and
regularly and predictably, at an appropriate plan for climate shocks. Pre-identified
transfer level and coverage adaptation of coverage and duration of existing
programmes includes:
- the adjustment of transfer amounts or values
- the introduction of extraordinary payments |or
transfers

- modifications to programme rules and the
relaxation of requirements to facilitate
participation

Proper analysis and identification of chroni¢ Social protection coordinates with emergeng
and seasonal risks and vulnerability match¢ response sector

by appropriate and effective instruments
Social protection programmes prepare and
plan for predictable seasonal food gaps

<

Programming and implementation
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Programme coherence for shock-sensitive
social protection (not individual programme
but a system of programmes)

Programmes that build resilience, and focu
on livelihoods and assets, including

strengthening natural assets

Systems:targeting, data and

information

Registration system linked to national civil regyst

Registries are regularly updated

Monitoring and evaluation (M&E): Measure outcomes @anpact of seasonal vulnerability,
and use the findings to inform operations

Targeting systems enable identification of at-as&as and individuals for vulnerability to
chronic and seasonal food insecurity and climatekdity

If giving top-ups to regular beneficiaries, thesesiill a need to have a system for reaching o
affected households

ther

Creation of a data-triangulation service for
humanitarian agencies to coordinate with the
UBR, and knowledge on how to use this in
humanitarian contexts

Systems: delivery

Timely delivery of core/routine
transfers/benefits

Established partnerships and payment
operating systems (reduced time and costs)

Effective payment system with flexibility fo
households to switch between types of

payment modalities when required (ability 1
overcome cash liquidity in affected areas)

Flexibility of payment providers to bring in
staff from other regions (e.g. prepared for in
existing plans)

Adaptability of payment schedules and
modalities (but still require predictable
payment)

Systems:

early
warning

Information and monitoring of information

Communication of early warning messages

Action plan linked to forecast or early warnin
that includes social protection

Financing

Government commitment and ownership of social ptaia system through:
Domestic financing of social protection
Resources delivered through government structuithscapacity

Sustainable multi-year commitments, including asresasons

Good financial management of public expenditure

Donor coordination and harmonisation of funding

Framework of diverse financial instruments t
adequately address risks

Ex-ante financial instruments in place

Established rules for expansion of social
protection in case of a shock

Financing modalities for climate risks linked
forecasts and EWS for more effective

anticipation
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PART 2: HOW IS THE
EXISTING SOCIAL
PROTECTION SYSTEM
SHOCK-SENSITIVE?

Here, we synthesise existing experiences and kmig®leon shock-sensitive social protection in
Malawi, and analyse the ways in which the existingial protection system (policies and institutions
programmes, system components and funding) dealls predictable seasonality, as well as
unanticipated weather events.

First, an overview of the MNSSP programmes is presk as well as recent emergency responses.
The four sections that follow then focus on poliapd institutional frameworks (section 3);
programme design and implementation (section 4fesys (section 5); and financing (section 6).

Each section introduces the key messages emenmgimgdur analysis, before discussing the analysis
in detail. We then summarise the main findings itrafic light' table that examines the extent to
which social protection in Malawi is shock-sengtiusing international experience as a benchmark.

Overview of MNSSP social protection programming

The current social protection programming appro@cMalawi is guided by the Malawi National
Social Support Programme (MNSSP), which has besiguled to operationalise the National Social
Support Poalicy (NSSP) between 2012 to 2016. To eaghithe objectives of the NSSP, five
intervention areas are prioritised: i) the Sociasi Transfer Programme (SCTP); ii) Public Works
Programmes (PWPSs); iii) School Meals ProgrammesR$§Miv) Village Savings and Loans (VSLS);
and v) Microfinance (MF) (for programme detailse &nex 2).

In theory, there is a logic and sequence behingktfige programmes, as they are designed to support
households at different levels of poverty with eiffnt types of programming. However, at present
they are all implemented separately, through dfierministries, supported by different donor
agencies, and delivered through a combination eégonent and development partners.

The SCTP and PWPs are targeted at the ‘ultra-gapproximately the bottom 25% of the national
poverty distribution). Operating separately in mdsitricts, the two programmes distinguish their
target group based on those who do not have |ladapacity in the household (the SCTP), and those
who do (PWPs). However, as we discuss below, thésindtion of labour capacity can be
problematic, and, moreover, in practice these tragm@mmmes operate separately despite there being
a rationale for greater coherence, particularlygithe overall target group of the ultra-poor.

The SMPs and VSL programmes are aimed at ultra-podrpoor households. The NSSP envisages
that beneficiaries will move between some of thgsegrammes; for example, that SCTP
beneficiaries will be able to access VSLs and thétt time, VSL members will then be able to
access MF. Figure 3 illustrates the proposed s@ipgto be achieved by the MNSSP programmes.
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Figure 3: MNSSP programming
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Source: EP&D via the WFP.

Overview of emergency response

Malawi’s main mechanism to deal with the consegasraf seasonality and climate shocks is based
on seasonal assessments. The main elements sf/#ésn consist of: i) the MVAC, whose goal is to
assess food security and livelihood vulnerabildy timely and accurate early-warning information to
inform policy and programmingn Malawi; and ii) DoDMA, through which the Humaartan
Response Committee (HRC) uses the assessmentgpar@r plan and respond through a Food
Insecurity Response Plan (known as the ‘MVAC respin

Each year MVAC, which is situated under the Minisof Finance, Economic Planning and
Development (MoFEPD), conducts bi-annual assessr(post-harvest and pre-lean season) as part
of early warning to food insecurity. The MVAC thproduces an estimate of the population at risk of
food insecurity during the following season. Thegm#ude of the need is also expressed in terms of
the tonnage of maize required to meet that needielisas the length of time (months) for which the
response is needed in each affected district. &ctjme, this means that MVAC estimates take into
account food insecurity caused by vulnerabilityagicultural seasonality as well as, in some years,
exacerbated by climate shocks (even when thes&sliawe occurred in the previous rainy season,
such as with the 2015 floods). As such, humanitadation and disaster response are somewhat
indistinguishable from the annual, seasonal resptm$ood insecurity.

After MVAC has clarified the food security situatic- including the level of response needed at
specific times — the HRC determines whether toardhrough the humanitarian cluster system. The
food security cluster, which is led by DoDMA and-led by the WFP, works closely with other
clusters, notably the agriculture and nutrition stdw, to focus on providing life-saving food
assistance, while linking relief beneficiaries wltinger-term development and resilience-building
activities. Livelihood support and recovery actest also continue to be implemented in many
districts at the same time (GoM, 2017).

In addition to the seasonal assessment of fooccumgg, response to fast-onset shocks (such as
floods) is activated in the aftermath of a disast&ese activities typically appear to be basedam
food disaster response measures (shelter, evacuata-food items). Other response activities also
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deal with localised, less severe shocks acrosscomtry (floods, fires, other hazards), and are
activated and assessed by local councils. The gment has limited relief items prepositioned, and
works closely with institutions such as the Mal&ed Cross for these activities.

Food assistance can be transferred in-kind, cashsing vouchers. International non-governmental
organisations (INGOs) operate in cash or vouchbesjing distributed benefits in 2016/17 to
approximately 700,000 people. WFP operates inha#iet modalities, and reached approximately 6
million people in the same year.

It is not easy to track MVAC data on beneficiarymners and location because it is not digitised,
however estimates are available. Figure 4 illusgrdtends in the number of people needing food
assistance. MVAC data show that between 270,000680¢000 people per year required emergency
food assistance from 2008 to 2012. These figurge hcreased dramatically in more recent years,
however, with the mean number of people who couldmeet their basic food consumption from

2011 to 2015 rising to approximately 1.67 milliomople per year, according to an analysis of MVAC
figures. The 2016/17 lean season saw 6.7 milliaplee— approximately 40% of the population — in

need of emergency food assistance (although thdsasto exceptional weather events resulting in a
significantly increased proportion of the populatiteeding assistance).

In terms of affected districts, 15 out of 28 didisihave been classified in the last ten yearoad-f
insecure six times or more, with some being dedldomd-insecure continuously throughout this
period (See Annex 3). Most years, food assistaasebeen provided to those districts as part of the
MVAC humanitarian response (authors’ interviews).

The value of the MVAC transfer is tied to the fooaisket. In 2016/17 approximately MKW 20,000
(US$28) a month was transferred.

Figure 4: Trend in number of people in need of food assistance
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Source: Adapted from data provided by WFP for #iigdy (GoM); extracted from MVAC reports
2005-2016.
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3. The policy and institutional framework for shoc k-sensitive social
protection

Several policies, institutions and coordination hsdsms are relevant to the design and
implementation of shock-responsive social protectidnnex 4 presents an overview of the key
policies, actors and coordination mechanisms abmaitand district level for all relevant sectolrs.
the following subsections we provide a brief analysf how these policies and institutional
mechanisms currently support a vision for shoclsiisre social protection in Malawi.

The key messages from this section shows that iildeNSSP and MNSSP begin to articulate the
relevance of climate shocks and the seasonalityvelihoods as the key drivers of poverty and
vulnerability, this is not translated into a visionoperational plan of shock-sensitive social gctibn

— the current MNSSP review process presents anrtyoty to address this gap. Several other
sectoral strategies and policies that are relettite design and implementation of shock-sensitive
social protection do not clearly link with the salcprotection sector, either at a conceptual or
institutional level. Since some of these strategiesl policies are being reviewed, there is an
opportunity to deepen linkages, strengthen collatomm, and also signal the need to make sure that
social protection in general, and its potentialdealing with shocks in Malawi, are clearly reccgu
and engaged throughout. Moreover, while many coatthn structures are defined ‘on paper’, their
operationalisation is difficult. This is problematfor effectively implementing social protection
programmes themselves, as well for developing ackskensitive social protection system,
particularly in terms of coordinating with humamiga response activities and actors.

3.1 Malawi’s policy framework to support shock-sens itive social protection

Social protection falls under the NSSP in Malawhjet has four main objectives: to provide welfare
support, protect assets, promote productivity, @nsure policy linkages with economic and social
policies and disaster risk reduction (DRR) (see éxnd). The policy is operationalised through the
MNSSP for 2012-2016.

The MNSSP is currently under revision, and is etgub¢o be finalised in the second half of 2017.
The third Malawi Growth and Development Strategy@Bs Ill) is also expected to be finalised then.

The NSSPrecognises shocks as a key driver of poverty atdevability and seeks to protect assets
and increase resilience of the most vulnerableohtaptly, the policy makes significant linkagestwit
DRM at strategic and institutional coordinationdévncluding recognising the importance of climate
risk management for poverty reduction, and estainigs institutional coordination with relevant
actors. But it makes no clear reference to theeissuhigh seasonal food insecurity, its role in
exacerbating vulnerability, or its links to errati@ather patterns and low-input agriculture. Hence,
the NSSP does not provide policy directions thatdcontribute to addressing these problems.

The MNSSP recognises the importance of climatekshaod the seasonality of livelihoods as the two
key drivers of poverty and vulnerability. Importgniit also points to an important challenge thas h
emerged time and again through our research, ttalawi is getting trapped in a vicious cycle of
emergency appeals [...] Chronic and predictable hungetreated as if it is an unpredictable
emergency. To break out of this cycle requires iptable resources for a predictable problem’(GoM,
2012b: 9).

Solutions to these key issues are less clearlyatiparlised in the rationale for the MNSSP
programmes, however, which lacks a coherent vifaorshock-sensitive social protection. Instead,
the MNSSP is framed along individual programmediigeash transfers, public works, etc.), which
prevents it from articulating how the different grammes complement each other. It also fails to
fully recognise the linkages with climate shocksseasonality in a coherent way, only making
specific references when providing guidance ondgbasonality of public works interventions, for

8 While other sectors such as nutrition, health eghacation are of relevance to social protectiogy thave not been
analysed for the purposes of this study.
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instance. However, recent discussions around ttmessor programme document, MNSSP I, suggest
that this might change.

Therefore, the review process of the MNSSP offarsg@portunity to better conceptualise how social
protection can help households better deal withrtloe causes and impacts of climate shocks, and
make those linkages operational at the systempmagidamme levels.

In addition to the NSSP and MNSSP, several strasegnd policies are relevant to the design and
implementation of shock-sensitive social protectisee Annex 4). Our review of these policies and
strategies found that while they generally recagiiee importance of shocks as a key driver of large
impacts, the predictable nature of seasonal foegcurity and its consequences in increasing
vulnerability are not well articulated. Furthermgoitgere are weak linkages between those policids an
their lead institutions and the social protectientsr, either at a conceptual or institutional leve

As with the MNSSP and NSSP, a few of the strategresb policies are undergoing review or being
drafted, which presents an opportunity to deepekalies and strengthen collaboration, and also
signal the need to make sure that social proteatigeneral, and its potential for dealing with cke

in Malawi, are clearly recognised and engaged tinout.

The MGDS Il shows the government’s commitment to the potenfiglocial protection to transform
the lives of poor people by including a pillar arcsl protection and DRR (GoM, 2012a). A review
of the policy shows that there is little conceptaalstrategic articulation of the connection betwee
the two sectors, however. Thus, an important itenthe agenda for the revision of the MGDS is to
more clearly demonstrate how social protection BR# connect conceptually and strategically, and
what the implications are for programming and fungdi

The DRM Policy and Implementation Plandoes not conceptualise linkages with social ptiec
There is no immediate opportunity to address ttap @ the current documents (as the DRM
policies/programmes have recently been approvad)there are certainly opportunities to increase
coordination on joint advocacy and programme imgietation.

While recognising social protection as a key pillar cilience, theNational Resilience Plan (NRP)
does not yet clearly conceptualise coordination @ihboration across sectors, and the draft tleat w
reviewed did not reflect the potential for shocksiive social protection. The drafting processhef
NRP represents a clear opportunity to advocate fote for social protection in building resilienice
shocks. However, at the time of this researchMNSSP review and drafting of the NRP seemed to
be taking place in parallel but with relativeltlét coordination, despite involving many of the sam
actors from both the government and developmenh@as. It is important that these two processes do
not result in two different ‘resilience’ agenddsattultimately compete for funding and visibility.

The different climate change policy documentsdo not explicitly consider links with social
protection directly. Indeed, our research findd,thaross all areas, linkages between climate &ang
activities and social protection seem to be vergkver non-existent. It is important to initiate a
process of outreach, advocacy and dialogue betweersectors, therefore, within the context of
shock-sensitive social protection.

While theNational Agriculture Policy (NAP 2015)presents linkages with social protection policies
and their interventions, it is important that itvadates for closer linkages with food and nutrition
security and operationalises these linkages throlager collaboration.

Our review also shows that most policies do nacadte clear linkages with some of the most
important humanitarian processes in the countrgiuding theMVAC assessment processr its
consequent ‘response’. Even when data and resuts MVAC reports are fed into several of
Malawi's policies, formal links with broader poligrocesses are relatively weak (MVAC, 2016).

3.2 Institutional coordination

Shock-sensitive social protection requires, at aimmim, coordination between key actors in NSSP,
DRM, and climate and emergency sectors. Howevergthre challenges to effective coordination,
both within the social protection sector as weleaternally.
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I nstitutional coordination within the social protection sector

There are a range of actors involved in socialgmtiin implementation and oversight in Malawi (see
Annex 5), with each programme under the MNSSP bienpdemented by a different line ministry or
development partner (in the case of VSL, for exangiere are over 100 different implementers).
Institutional coordination at national, districtdaaub-district levels is led by the Poverty Redurtti
and Social Protection (PRSP) unit in EP&D, whiamsio provide coherence and coordination across
MNSSP as well as with other relevant sectors.

This coordination structure includes five thematiorking groups at the national level that aim to
foster greater coordination within each MNSSP pogne. However, the way in which social
protection programmes are currently operationaliseery fragmented. For example, various donors
fund the SCTP, and they divide their funding acoaydto districts. This results in a disjointed
approach, where different pilots (payment mechasjdimkages and referrals) are being implemented
in different districts, alongside different fundiagd reporting requirements, etc. This undermihes t
programme’s effectiveness as a whole, and makaifitult to build a coherent approach to social
protection programming (discussed further in sec@oon financing). This is further exacerbated by
weak coordination committees at higher levels —Tbehnical Committee and Steering Committee
have oversight of the MNSSP as a whole, but funetidimitations of these committees mean that
programmes continue to operate in isolation (Holetes., 2017).

At the district level, District Councils (DCs) havwmmittees for each programme, often with
common membership, which has resulted in multiplegrlapping and uncoordinated committees
(author interviews; see also O’Neill and Hall, 20H®Imes et al., 2017). Furthermore, district-level
staff face a range of programme guidelines andguhaies for targeting communities for NSSP sub-
programmes, but these are not aligned or harmor(isachanga, 2016). Encouragingly, there is
ongoing discussion about trying to harmonise sofmihe&se structures, including a pilot to use the
Community Social Support Committees (CSSCs) todioate both the cash transfer and the Malawi
Social Action Fund (MASAF) public works programmeDedza and Nkhatabay under MASAF IV

(Kardan, 2016; Holmes et al., 2017).

I nstitutional coordination of social protection, DRM and emergency actors

Coordination within the NSSP to effectively implemeocial protection programmes is a challenge
in itself, but it is also problematic in terms ahwbloping a shock-sensitive social protection syste
Good coordination between social protection and DRY§ficulture, climate etc. is necessary to plan
and prepare for seasonality and shocks in advanadether this is reducing risk to predictable
seasonality through programme design (such as tdigraart agriculture) or building the capacity of
implementers to respond quickly in an emergencyerhational evidence suggests that strong
coordination or a centrally responsible body witie imandate and strong institutional backing to
coordinate social protection is critical to the a&s of a shock-sensitive social protection sy$tem,

for example, Slater and Bhuvanendra, 2013; Bastagli Holmes, 2014). In Ethiopia, for example,
changes to the government structure that has letidotive coordination of social protection sugpor
has proven more effective for managing scale-uprisis times than putting multiple agencies in
charge (Slater and Bhuvanendra, 2013). And in Bategh, the government has established a unit
dedicated to coordinating responses to covariaieksh(Kuriakose et al., 2012).

Notwithstanding the challenges to the effectivene$scoordination committees led by PRSP

mentioned above, some actors and programmes atati@al level are not well-represented in the

coordination structure in practice, which meang thare are gaps in information and representation
across social protection programming (see Holmesd.e2017). One of the most notable gaps is the
agricultural sector (author interviews; see alsdlé€ll and Hall, 2016), but there are also challenge

when it comes to coordinating effectively with atlsectors such as DRM, climate and humanitarian
through the MNSSP coordination structure (Holmesl .e2017).
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Indeed, the DRM, climate and humanitarian sectdirhvave their own national- and local-level
committees. While this is understandable, a shedisitive social protection approach needs to
recognise that this complex system is likely totocare, and that clear leadership and action will be
needed by a key actor to coordinate policy andvities effectively. While there have been some
recent efforts to coordinate social protection paogmes and MVAC response — through the
automatic inclusion of SCTP beneficiaries and pikuich as data collection of the UBR in Dedza (see
section 5 for further discussion) — there has rattbeen a systematic drive to create synergies and
linkages between the MNSSP and emergency respansg-ante planning or response. Moreover
there is also not an explicit recognition or guickaof the types of linkages or coordination needed
reduce vulnerability to the adverse effects of geabty for social protection target groups.

Cross-sectoral coordination is difficult withoutgaled incentives and resources. According to some,
the NRP offers some potential as an umbrella togbtogether different actors and enable alignment
of humanitarian and social protection systems (@uihterviews). However, there are concerns

among stakeholders whether this could be achiayigdn the lack of mandate and involvement of

key ministries in this process.

Effective coordination across and within sectoigunees that each set of actors (or their coordahate
bodies) has defined roles and responsibilitiesrétly, for instance, there are a number of forums,
particularly at the national level (e.g. MVAC, Fo8dcurity Cluster, Cash Working Group, Education
Cluster Emergency Response Programme, Unified Beaef Registry Task Force, etc.) that have
similar or overlapping mandates, which is causimefficiencies and confusion (O’Neill and Hall,
2016). In terms of the responsibilities of humanidta actors, during the past few years there haa be
concerted efforts to better coordinate humanitaresponses that are mainly divided into cash and
food support. Under the coordination of the Fooduggy Cluster (within the HRC), the delivery of
food, cash and vouchers is implemented in a coatéihway between a consortium of INGOs and
the WFP. As such, there is the possibility thas¢gheommittees could coordinate more effectively
with the MNSSP coordination structure in future.

3.3 Summary

Table 3: Policy and institutions: progress towards a shock-sensitive social
protection system

Components Level of progress in Malawi
of a shock-

sensitive Features of shock-sensitive
social social protection Traffic light |Key messages
protection
system

NSSP recognises the importance of climate
shocks and disasters and starts to articulate the
importance of seasonality of livelihoods.
There are clear government However, there is little operationalisation in th
policies that enable social Emerging MNSSP. Current discussions on shock-sensitjve
protection to link disaster and social protection in MNSSP revisions show
climate risk management. progress.

1%

Cross-aitting

(22;?2?02_ Other policies and plans do not seem to
socliallY effectively recognise social protection or provifle
protection a role for it.
components) While it is clear that there is government

commitment to social protection, it is not clear
whether there is commitment at higher levels {o
Emerging [supporting a SP role in DRM. The MGDS
presents weak conceptualisation of this in pillar
three. The draft NRP integrates social protection,
but a shock-sensitive social protection role nepds

Clear government commitmen
to building effective DRM
systems that include a role for
social protection.
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to be articulated furthewith greater coordinatic
between social protection and emergency act

DI'S.

Champions in the government
and donor agencies to lead an
conceptualise shock-sensitive
social protection, and be willing
to innovate programmes.

There is a lead ministry/agenc
coordinating shock-sensitive
social protection that has a
recognised mandate and abilit
to convene actors.

Donors pool resources and
provide coordinated support to

Emerging

Champions for shock-sensitive social protecti
so far seem to be mostly external partners, wi

are not well coordinated. However, the role of|i

in current MNSSP discussions shows this is
changing.

(o]

While MoFEPD has overarching responsibility
for social protection, it does not have a conve
or coordinating role for shock-sensitive social
protection yet. DODMA is also not leading in tf
space.

hing

S

While the government and donors collaborate
there are still challenges with funding restrictd
and donor coordination, which result in a very

n

nd

the government to enable a el fragmented approach to social protection desi
collaborative approach. and funding and undermine effectiveness and
efficiency.
Effective formal coordination t Currently weak. Existing, relatively weak
enhance communication collaboration between PRSP and DoDMA,; bu
channels and informatiogharin weak relationship between social protection a
between social protection, DR the Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation and Wate
agriculture, climate and Development, and the Ministry of Natural
humanitarian ministries/agenci Resources.
'”?p_'e"_‘e”“”g . Current challenges and pressures on district 3
ministries/agencies have the ) .
. . local field staff to implement programmes.
capacity to plan for and deliver : A S
v . . Fragmentation and multiplication of district-,

shock-sensitive social protectig . : e :
. . L community- and village-kel coordinating bodie
including at local level, linking . : .

. across different social protection programrakss
with relevant sectors for
. . : present challenges.
implementation. Emerging
Coordination plans and
procedures (roles and There are emerging roles and responsibilities
responsibilities) between social Emerging social protection to respond to emergencies, K

protection, DRM and

Scalable anchumanitarian systenfer disaste

emergency-
linked social
protection

response.

Capacity for thesocial protectio
sector to draft in additional
district or field staff/teams in
response to emergencies or th
ability to coordinate with

appropriate institutions.

most of these practices are currently pilots an
experimental.

for
ut

1=

Current district staff are delivering social
protection under demand and pressure. Depe
on the type of shock (antdrefore damage don
social protection is able to operate through
disasters. This may result in some delays, or

changing the mode of transfers.
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4. Shock-sensitive social protection design and im plementation

Here, we synthesise existing experiences of shenkive social protection programme design and
implementation. Specifically, this section lookstla¢ available evidence on the effects of existing
social protection to address seasonality, innodatim supporting long-term resilience (addressing
both seasonality and reducing future climate-relatsks), and recent experience in linking social
protection and humanitarian responses.

There are four main messages highlighted in theiosecFirst, social protection needs to be
implementedegularly and predictablyto support households to cope with the effectseaisonality
and climate shocks. However, challenges in thevelgliof the SCTP and Local Development Fund
(LDF)/MASAF public works in some districts underram the potential positive impacts of these
programmes. Second, with few exceptiomddressing seasonality is weak across programities
value of social protection transfers to householdome and consumption fluctuates across the
seasons, and, without additional support, housshotthtinue to face severe food and nutrition
insecurity in the lean season. Third, theak linkages and coherence within MNSSP progranames
with other sectorsnake for isolated and fragmented programming $sleaerely compromises their
potential, especially when benefit levels are alyew. Linking social protection programmes to
complementary services and programmes is an engeggir, and there is little evidence on what
really works. However, the combination of completaey activities — and an integrated approach
that simultaneously provides a safety net, enhaskils and learning, and promotes livelihoods — is
seen as essential to address the underlying faoforailnerability and to reduce the risks that
households face. This includes a combination ofummes that protect gains, prevent losses and
promote productivity. And finally, there have baerportant innovations in linking social protection
and emergency response in the context of the mosnt crisis in Malawi. Whilst these innovations
should be developed further, existing social prixdacprogrammes are still not well equipped to
respond rapidly to the impacts of unanticipatednate events. As such, there is a needotus
investment to get core social protection programruggtioning effectivelyacross districts before
investing in more complex scale-up options for gheensitive social protection.

4.1 Addressing chronic and seasonal poverty and foo d insecurity

The core objectives of the SCTP (implemented byMiastry of Gender, Children, Disability and
Social Welfare, MoGCDSW), LDF/MASAF public worksggrammes (PWPs), and school meals
programmes (SMPs) (implemented by a variety ofragtare to reduce income poverty and to reduce
vulnerability to food insecurity. They are desigrteddo this by providing income transfers (SCTP
and LDF/MASAF) or food transfers (SMPs), and aintemtribute to household consumption needs
on a monthly or bi-monthly basis (SCTP), or seakbasis (LDF/MASAF and some SMPs).

Both the LDF/MASAF PWP and some SMPs also aim tegrate seasonality into their programme
design. For some SMPs (e.g. WFP), this is achidwedlelivering the programme to orphans
specifically in the lean season (under emergendsitiom cluster). In the case of the LDF/MASAF
PWPs, seasonal livelihood planning is built inte frogramme design in theory, interlinking the
timing of work with Malawi's large-scale farm-inpuwtubsidy programme (FISP) in the main
agricultural season. The premise behind this i¢ tha PWP facilitates poor, credit-constrained
households to access subsidised fertiliser (whislo aistinguishes Malawi's programme from
traditional PWP design that is implemented durlmglean season (Beegle et al., 2015)).

The transfer levels as income, food or wages reflee objective of meeting proportion of the

household poverty gap, meaning that households mest the remainder of their needs through their
own income-generating activities or food producti@ee Table 4). The current social protection
approach through the SCTP and SMPs mainly respiondsmediate poverty and food security needs
that ultra-poor households face on a daily or migritasis. A recent impact evaluation of the SCTP
by the University of North Carolina (UNC, 2016) dm that most beneficiary households used the
transfer to purchase food (94%), followed by expeeme related to clothing and shoes (45%), formal
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government education fees (43%), and rent or shi@8%6). Almost a third of beneficiary households
used transfer funds to purchase livestock and @itpecultural inputs (ibid.)

The LDF/MASAF has an additional objective thateflected in its programme design, to support the
longer-term trajectory of households to generatonme and support agricultural productivity. In
theory, this is designed to be achieved in two wayslinking the timing of works (and therefore
payment) to the agricultural season so that houdslean purchase fertiliser through FISP, and by
building community assets to support rural andcadfiiral infrastructure.

Table 4: Approximate transfer values and coverage o f social protection
programmes and MVAC response °

Programme | Coverage MKW rate Frequency | x = MKW/yr USS Duration
SCTP 170,000 2,600 Bi- 12 | 31,200 43 3-4 years
households (minimum) monthly
(755,730 5,400 Bi- 12 | 64,800 90 3-4 years

beneficiaries as (maximum) | monthly
of April 2016)

LDF/MASAF | 521,000 600 Daily 36 | 21,600 30 3 years
I (PWP) beneficiaries

LDF/MASAF 600 Daily 96 | 57,600 79 1 year
vV (PWP)

MVAC 6.7 million 20,000 Monthly 4 80,000 110 Varies
(2016/17) Malawians Monthly 8 160,000 220 Varies

Notes: National poverty lines (based on 5.5 mempershousehold) — ‘Poor’: MKW 37,002 per person per
year (US$51), MWK 203,511 per household (US$280)ird-poor': MKW22,956 per person per year
(US$32), MWK 126,258 per household (US$174) (NBD2R

Sources: Programme documents, author interviews.

Evidence shows that the SCTP, the SCTP plus V8UsSKIPs are supporting households to cope
with chronic poverty and food insecurityhe SCTP and VSL have been found to improve food
security, measured by number of meals per day (\&Hd)increased consumption and diversification
of diet (SCTP) (Ksoll et al., 2013; Pozarny and @B, 2015; UNC, 2016). SCTP has been found to
support households to accumulate assets — inclymliogductive assets and livestock — and increase
agricultural production and labour opportunitiesZ&ny and O’Brien, 2015; UNC, 2016); and VSLs
are associated with improved income-generatingities (Ksoll et al., 2013). SCTPs and SMPs have
reduced negative risk-coping mechanisms, such @lraiving children from school (with important
effects particularly for girls) (GoM, 2017; see@M/FP, 2016; UNC, 2016). These findings point to
positive effects of the SCTP, VSLs and SMPs to cedoegative coping strategies. In terms of the
LDF/MASAF PWPs, a recent evaluation on MASAF lllg@&jle et al., 2015) finds no significant
impact on food security or use of fertiliser — desghese being core programme objectives.

There is also evidence showing that some socidleption programmes play a protective role in
supporting food security in the lean seasBridence shows that SMPs have had positive effatts
school attendance during the lean season (the lp@adrer period), particularly for girls in higher
grades (GoM, 2017; see also WFP, 2016). The recaptact evaluation of the SCTP also
demonstrates that cash transfers can help proéeeficiary households from food insecurity in the
lean seasdh (UNC, 2016). However, without regular monitorid the effect of the MNSSP

® Calculations of the SCTP based on minimum transiare.

19 The impact evaluation states that the midline lzamkline surveys were conducted during the lezspae®lative to the
baseline. As a result, at endline, mean consumptam22% lower than at baseline among the contomimbut only 9%
lower among the treatment (beneficiary) group,dating an important protective effect of the SCTRe €ndline was
conducted a little earlier than the midline, buadime when food stores would have just begumimoout. As a result, mean
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programmes at the time when households need sufhorost (i.e. during the lean seasons), it is
difficult to get a full picture of the role of s@diprotection in helping households to reduce the
seasonal food gap without resorting to the usesghtive coping strategies. Whilst evidence from the
SCTP and SMPs is positive, we have already destiiberevious sections how some districts have
been classified as food-insecure six times or mardhe last ten years (and some classified
continuously during that time), which indicatesaniinued serious problem of chronic and seasonal
food insecurity (See Annex 3).

But we do not know how MNSSP programmes supporeholds to withstand the impacts from
recent floods and droughts, because programmesatanonitored or evaluated to capture these
effects: What we do know from international evidence (disews below) is that there are core
features of social protection design and implemértathat enable programmes to fulfil their
objectives to meet chronic and seasonal food imggcneeds, and, potentially, to support poor
households in the event of extreme climate shdidkese are:

 Regular and predictable transfers over a periodiro&é, with benefits at an appropriate
transfer level.

 Timely one-off (or short-term) transfers at a pafar time(s) of the year, set at an
appropriate transfer level.

In terms of the first point, recent evidence frothigpia, Kenya and Uganda demonstrates that well-
implemented, regular, long-term cash transfersetadyat the poorest and/or those unable to work
make a strong contribution to people’s ability tisarb the negative impacts of climate shocks and
stresses on their livelihoods (Ulrichs and Slat2®16). This is regardless of whether these
programmes specifically aim to address climatesrisk lifecycle-based risks: the capacity of
households to purchase food increases, and the tneeahploy negative coping strategies reduces
(ibid.; Hjelm, 2016). Key features of these progna@s are that they support coping mechanisms over
time, and are not expected to promote livelihoad® graduate. They are a temporary mechanism, as
they do not address the underlying structural @moisl of food insecurity.

Challenges have been observed in Malawi's SCTPdhaipromise its ability to support household
coping strategies. This includes some irregular lendthy waits for the transfer in some districts
(UNC, 2016), the low value of the transfer, and loaverage of the programme. In terms of transfer
values, the programme transfers income every twotingo(in most districts), with a minimum basic
transfer of MKW 2,600 per month (households withe gmerson) (US$4), up to MKW 5,600
(households of four people) (US$8) (UNICEF, persows)’. In the UNC (2014) SCTP baseline
report, the authors estimated this to be 17% ofcapita consumption. In many other sub-Saharan
African countries, cash-transfer sizes are also aseta percentage of household-consumption
expenditure or food poverty to achieve food segwtijectives (World Bank, 2012 cited in Bastagli
et al., 2016). Values range from 7% in Ghana tamatr80% in Zambia (FAO and UNICEF, 2014).

The issue in Malawi is whether contributing appnoaiely 17% of household consumption through
the SCTP is appropriate. Here, it is also importamiote poverty-rate differences at the distectl

— not only in terms of poverty gaps, but also predile seasonal food insecurity in the lean season.
For example, ultra-poor households receiving 17#samption support just after the harvest will be
able to fulfil more of the remaining 83% gap thrbubeir own food stocks and/or by purchasing food
(at lower prices in the market), compared to inléen season when own stocks have been depleted
and/or they have limited income (and there are higb food prices). Moreover, dietary diversity is
also important, which can increase the cost of fobdsl such, the contribution of the transfer to
household consumption varies significantly acrbgsseasons, and across districts.

consumption among the control group was only 4% tlkean at baseline. On the other hand, consumptei20% higher
among the treatment group than at baseline, indgatvery large effect of the programme on congiongUNC, 2016).

! Calculations of the SCTP based on minimum tranatere. Additional bonuses are made to eligiblesebwlds (MWK 800 per month
per child in primary school, 1,500 MWK per montir pkild in secondary school, 800 MWK per monthtfasse children aged between 6
and 15 years which are not reported as going toa@s an incentive).
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The SCTP does not account for these variation®itiyr Whilst the transfer is not expected to cover
full household consumption, there is a need to idendts limited value, especially in relation to
predictable seasonality, as well as explicitly intk SCTP households with other interventions (such
as the SMP, for example) to support householdsetet this food gap through other means.

In terms of the second pointthat timely one-off or short-term transfers haveeahown to help
bridge the seasonal food gapstach transfers are often in the form of seasonaP®Visset transfers
or SMPs. For example, take-home rations of maieepaovided to girls and orphan boys in upper
grades during the lean season to encourage atmmdand reduce dropouts (on the condition that
students achieve at least 80% attendance each hiuvir, 2016).

International evidence on one-off lump-sum cashnpayts at key moments in the agricultural
productive cycle show that they may have greatgraots on investments (rather than benefiting
consumption-smoothing). The timing — linked to se@d change and agricultural moments — is
critical to these impacts (Bastagli et al., 20Td)ese types of programmes also require precondition
to be in place (such as secure tenure of a pliainof), and demand high management costs in terms of
time and resources to support beneficiaries toimgestments effectively (Farrington and Slater,
2009). PWPs, on the other hand, are often frammaharsupporting short-term consumption gaps and
producing long-term gains in resilience and povesguction by building assets at the household and
community level.

The international evidence indicates that the tgniand level of payment of public works
interventions are crucial. Ulrichs and Slater (204@ue that if PWPs are delivered on time, even if
they are one-off in a season, they can help pdoptepe with the effect of seasonal food insecurity
or a shock. But it is important to recognise thiefmitations. Short-term, low-value and one-off PWPs
will not contribute to improving household copingasegies or reducing their vulnerability beyond
that season or that shock (given the current eceldrase on the real limitations of assets created).
For example, evidence from the Northern Ugandagbdaition Fund (NUSAF 1) programme, which
provides 22 days of wage labour a year to bridgefdlod gap, shows that short-term, unreliable and
untimely PWPs limit the impact on food security &od et al., 2013). In this case, PWPs are
likened to an ad hoc emergency relief interventiather than long-term development (McCord et al.,
2013). Moreover, like the regular transfers disedsabove, PWPs do not address the underlying
vulnerability caused by seasonality or shocks, @aflg if there are limitations to the appropria¢ss
and quality of assets created and maintained.

Recent reports from LDF/MASAF public works note ttheeneficiaries use their wages to meet
immediate food needs (IEG, 2016). However, a remepact evaluation of MASAF Il by Beegle et
al., (2015) finds that the LDF/MASAF PWP has nongigant impact on food security or use of
fertiliser — despite these being core programmeaihbjes. The evaluation finds no differences even
when payments are given during the lean seasonedndrvest season, or as a lump sum or as five
equal payments three days apart (ibid.). Moreoakihough payment is timed to coincide with the
planting season to promote take-up of the FISPpractice, PWP households do not use more
fertiliser. The findings suggest that the low valfethe transfer contributes to its ineffectiveness
(ibid.).

Indeed, until recently, the value of LDF/MASAF wageave been comparably low, internationally
and nationally (against the SCTP value, for exain@emparable PWP programmes in the region,
such as those in Ethiopia, Sierra Leone and Ghana maximum earnings of between US$60 and
US$190 compared to US$44 for Malawi at the timehef study (Beegle et al., 2015). LDF/MASAF
wages are set equal to or below market wages fekilled labour, and not linked to a food basket
like some other PWPs elsewhere in Malawi and asgiher countries.

The wage rate for the programme was recently asjust MKW 600 from MKW 485 (US$0.8 and

US$0.7 respectively) (Kardan, 2016; Developmenh®ays, 2016). Households have been able to
access up to 36 days of wage labour (four hoursrark for 12 days a year, over three years at
particular times of the year). Under this arrangetm@ household would receive approximately
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MKW 7,200 a year for three years (US$10) (or thaeiemlent of MKW 600 a month if calculated
evenly across the year) (US$ 0.8). Recently thebmunof days available to work has increased
further to 96, as part of the emergency responghed=l Nifio crisis (author interviews, January
2017). Some beneficiaries may participate for tlyesrs, while others participate for just one year.

The timing of PWPs is also a critical feature iistto achieve its objectives. As mentioned above,
LDF/MASAF aims to support households to access RiStme for planting. However, even when
projects are planned for particular times of thary¢hey often face delays, resulting in laboungei
employed at the wrong time of the year and redutie quality of the asset (author interviews,
February, 2017; District Workshop, February 2017).

This is also an important programming challengeahbse international evidence suggests that low-
guality assets, and poor timing of PWPs, comprosnibeir potential to support households’ coping
capacities and livelihood promotion (Beazley et dD16). In theory, the asset component is an
important mechanism to contribute to positive clesnigp livelihood strategies such as diversification
or a shift to alternative farm-based or off-farnagtices — but there are requirements that have to b
met to achieve this impact, which relate to thevahce, quality and functionality of the assets, {an
the accessibility of its benefits. Beazley et 2046) argue that, in particular:

- assets must be relevant to local needs

- assets must be designed, located and constructi@ekeimvith technical specifications, with
adequate capital inputs

- labour-intensive methods must be appropriate toctirgext (e.g. consideration of transfer
levels, season and calorie intake)

- adequate technical inputs must be ensured durisigmldmplementation and maintenance

- local government and/or community ownership andagament of the asset must be ensured

- follow-up maintenance must take place to ensur@ioggfunctionality

- access to asset benefits must be equitable

- the functionality and usage of the asset must hatored.

Evidence from previous LDF/MASAF project documesitigigest that there is a need to improve the

quality of community assets created through PWRyelsas to ensure that the assets created meet
sector norms and standards. This can be improvezhbyring that adequate capacities are available
at the local authority to support the implementata$ the projects, and ensuring that standards and
frameworks are also provided to guide implementatieG, 2016).

The role of savings and access to loans are algmitant programming features to mitigate the
impacts of future riskddouseholds can set money aside in advance of ssdsod insecurity — or in
the event of a future shock — to be used in respooghe event. Here, VSLs can be particularly
important. The evaluation of MASAF Il by IEG (201L6inds that out of 100,000 households that
were participating in the Community Savings andebtment Promotion (COMSIP) groups, almost
80,000 had accumulated savings of at least 50%aif tvages from public works one year after
joining a group. Approximately 60% were women. Aaet impact evaluation of the SCTP finds that
very few households reported saving transfer faés) (UNC, 2016),which raises the question as to
whether the transfers received through various MRB®grammes — and/or their linkages to VSLs —
are sufficient to support the coping strategiebeaieficiaries or for them to invest in resilienaad
what other support is needed at the household.level

Another important investment that households makearatheir social networkdnformal networks
receive less attention in discussions on sociateptipn — but perceptions of fairness at the
community level strongly influence the effect ofted protection programmes. When resources are
scarce, and poverty levels across the communityhigle sharing social protection benefits within
family and solidarity networks further dilutes thaatively small transfer. A recent study examines
community-sharing, and finds that the type of tfanglays an important role as to whether people
are more likely to share: food is more likely to $leared, and less so cash (Platzmann, 2017). The
study also finds that, in some contexts, pressoraes from village leaders to share. Moreover,
community (and political) perceptions around the touble dipping’ principle makes it difficult to
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provide more than one type of intervention to adetwld. It is clear that more work is needed on
how to support and complement local strategieslydicg communication strategies to the
community), rather than undermining them.

4.2 Reducing risk, supporting recovery and promotin g long-term resilience

Much of the focus on social protection’s role irspending to emergencies has been around
supporting household coping strategies and immedigponse to the impacts of shocks. However,
this sub-section focuses on the potential long-teomiribution that social protection could make in
reducing risk (to both seasonality and climate eargs) and building resilience, by incorporating
climate change adaptation and resilience objectintes programme design at the household and
wider-environment level. This is an area that estedeveloped in the social protection literatase,
there has been relatively limited analysis of paogme impacts on the environment and long-term
sustainability of livelihoods (Ulrichs and Slat2016).

In Malawi, a number of social protection programniesded and implemented by development
partners are adapting to reflect the need for ggpresilience and DRR (e.g. prevention, mitiggtion
in their design. This is a key aspect of the broagproach to shock-sensitive social protectiom tha
aims to prevent or mitigate the impacts of sea$tyrahd climate shocks, as well as improving shock
responseFor example, the move towards catchment areasvatetshed management approaches to
improve natural resources management and build/aeteassets through LDF/MASAF aims to
reduce risk in vulnerable areas over the long t6€8RSP panel, 2016). Increasingly, there are also
linkages being made between relevant programmesldoess poverty and vulnerability in a more
integrated way, as well as recognition that sqmiatection programmes cannot ‘do it all’.

A number of interviewees and workshop participafaisexample, commented that the SCTP amount
is not sufficient to enable people to escape frovepy, and that cash or food transfers alone ate n
enough to smooth consumption over the annual leasos, or to build the resilience of households
and communities to future seasonality or climateckh.

Indeed, a recent study by Scott and Harman (20b&duwcted with a small sample of SCTP
beneficiaries who had exited the programme, indg#bat the positive effects of the programme on
food security and coping strategies may not beaswble in the long term. The survey finds that
nearly one third of exited households were eatirstj pne meal per day, and almost two thirds eating
just two. Qualitative fieldwork also highlightedathprevious beneficiaries were eating insufficient
food. In addition, some households were withdrawdmgir children from school after leaving the
SCTP as they could no longer afford the fees (ibMoreover, the study also estimates the threshold
a household would need to achieve in order to bd &ecure over the year and withstand a climate-
related shock: a substantial majority of househwldee found to have not managed to reach the level
of assets that could be associated with a reaseteals! of resilience (ibid.).

In the validation workshop, it was suggested thatsaful way to look at sustainability during
programme design is to ask oneself, from the beiag§i perspective, ‘what else is needed by this
household or individual’ in order to escape fronvgrby, or to be better able to cope with the next
drought or flood, or to improve the nutritional tsis of their children? Here, it also important to
consider household capacity as well as the locar@mment. For example, programmes focusing on
agricultural livelihoods will be inappropriate feome households receiving SCTP as they require
long-term protective social protection support. @thouseholds receiving SCTP or MASAF PWP
will need appropriate linkages to promote viablelihood opportunities and resilience, but with
realistic expectations of what this can achievg. (e shape and type of markets, as well as atzess
and the quality of public services, matter) (Daielat al., 2015). Moreover, international evidence
shows that the level of transfers, the predictgbidf payments and the type of messaging associated

12 Note that during the period of data collection f@er 2015) many households were suffering fromadrtae recurrent
periods of drought experienced in Malawi and théeniregion. As such, households may have alreaglygen in some
negative asset-selling in order to secure the taphrchase food. Nevertheless, this is a readithbuseholds in the region
and, as such, any social cash transfer programmiagio achieve graduation of its beneficiaries hinae this firmly in
mind (Scott and Harman, 2016).
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with programme implementation are critical facttitat can support broader impacts (ibid.). One of
the critical issues to be considered in the redesighe MNSSP, therefore, is the question of lgés
and layering among different programmes and sesyidecluding complementary activities to
enhance the shock-sensitivity of the social pratactystem.

Malawi already has experience of various resilidmgiéding programmes and social protection
programmes that are increasingly trying to linkditer sectors — including relief and recovery
operations, which can point to technical and op@mat lessons for the redesign of the MNSSP. In the
remainder of this subsection we discuss WFP’s R&lRResilience Initiative, the World Bank’s flood
and drought recovery programmes, the DISCOVER ptojgy an INGO consortium, and
interventions aimed at creating wider linkages leefwsocial protection and other relevant sectors.
Observations are noted from the team’s field visitBalaka and Dedza districts.

Building long-term resilience to climate change

The R4 Rural Resilience Initiative builds on the established Food Assistance for ias@eFA)
programme, a productive-asset-creation programuatectimtributes to objectives of the public works
pillar of the current MNSSP. FFA is a multi-yeasitience-building programme implemented with
the DC and NGOs between June and December wheelmds are in need and labour is available.
It engages households in participatory planning@ses to collectively decide on the assets todbuil
delivers complementary trainings, and provides Hymeansfers (cash or food according to the
household food gap) in exchange for participatinonasset-building activities that contribute to
improving the productivity of the environment, helpengthen livelihoods, and promote resilience by
mitigating disaster risk. The key innovative aspafcthe R4 approach is that it integrates four-risk
management strategies: 1) risk reduction througktageation; 2) risk transfer through index-based
microinsurance; 3) prudent risk-taking through dreand 4) risk reserves through savings (WFP,
n.d.).

As a whole, this integrated approach is seen &isatrio building household resilience (see Boxd f
more programme details). Households receive suppost least four years (note that recertification
for the SCTP is carried out after four years, aDdFIMASAF programmes run for three-to-four-year
cycles but with some beneficiaries only participgtfor one year). R4 beneficiaries can also choose
to do extra asset-creation work under FFA in exghaior WFP paying the insurance premium, as
they build the capacity to pay for it themselvebeTnsurance pay-out is linked to a pre-determined
rainfall index agreed with participants, whereby-pats are triggered when insufficient levels of
rainfall are realised, which compromise yields. fEheas a proportional pay-out last year in Balaka
due to theEl Nifio event, and now WFP is learning from this and tgkinto scale, starting with
Blantyre and Zomba districts in 2017/£8.

Box 1: The R4 Rural Resilience Initiative

13 The pay-out was not the full amount — this wasbecated according to rainfall but the harvest wasse than the rainfall
amount suggests because of soil erosion (Authote's).
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In 2014, the R4 Rural Resilience Initiative (R4pked and integrated four risk-management appraaeh
risk reduction, risk transfer, prudent risk-takiugd risk reserves.

For the 2017/18 season R4, with support from UnRedpose (UP), will reach 3,056 families in Balaka
(with immediate plans to scale up to Zomba and ®tandistricts). In R4’s first year, 500 farmers@ied
for drought insurance and received compensationttfer2015/16 season. Subsequently, 2,346 farmers
received insurance coverage in the 2016/17 season.

That same year, R4 supported over 100 VSL groujith, 624
participants. Over US$120,000 of savings were actated by all
VSLs that period. A credit component was also ihticed in
2016/17, which offered mature and interested VSImimers with
the opportunity to take out larger loans for prddigc purposes
through a partnership with CUMO Microfinance. In1Z018, R4
will reach over 10,000 households throughout theehdistricts,
with a vision to reach over 40,000 households 220

Source: WFP (n.d.); WFP (pers. comms).

The assets created within R4 have an explicit facuproduction and DRR to address the root causes
of chronic food and nutrition insecurity and promaustainable livelihoods (WFP, pers. comms).
Asset creation includes a combination of househgibup- and community-level activities such as
reforestation, soil and water conservation, fisingsy water-harvesting/soil-conservation structures,
backyard gardens, tree-planting, disposal pitéetoand wash facilities, and contour-ridging. Thes
activities also include important gender-sensifeatures, such as the appropriateness of home-based
work.

While there is no evaluation of the programme’s@§ yet, during the field visit interviewees from
WFP and UP in Balaka considered that the combinatfacomplementary activities at the household,
group and community level is essential for housghesilience-building (rather than focusing mainly
on the community level like other PWPs). Fish pomnuster-harvesting (for higher crop yields) and
backyard gardens (for vegetable production), fangxe, are designed to increase and stabilise the
future income and food access of participant hoolsishin addition to the wages received for the
work itself.

In the community visited in Balaka district, linlegywere observed with climate services offered to
R4 beneficiaries who are also part of farmers’ geouThe climate services provided are a
combination of agronomic and livelihood advice withmate and weather data and analysis,
delivered to beneficiaries through radio, SMS orbileophones a ¢~

1

DISCOVER is a five-year community-based resilience prc dj 2017.
Accordingly, at the time of the field visit to ofseneficiary tradi Prudent | Zes. | .eth
project was near its end and was able to showcalsieveme | ' "¢ fisk Reduction | pited

Kingdom’s Department for International DevelopméD€ID), Ir
Embassy, and implemented by a consortium led bythH#projet
across five districts (Dedza, Balaka, Karonga,r&aland Nsanje
aims to increase resilience largely through prongptiliversifie
options. Promoted activities include small-scalgation, conser | Risk Transfer | gityr

energy-efficient stoves, micro-solar lighting, affetation, VSLs Iemes,
drought-tolerant seeds (e.g. cowpeas) and beekg€jiked to fo

Linking social protection with relief and recovery initiatives

gian
2 TAs
roject
100d

Risk ReservesJ

As part of the 2016/17 MVAC emergency responseelbgment partners aimed to create productive
assets. WFP’s approach was rolled out across gliads, reaching 218,000 households, of which
118,000 households in eight districts were prieeii with additional resourcing. Observations from
the field visit in Balaka saw the programme provi@silience-building assistance similar to that
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received under the R4 programme as optional (uhppeisnplementary activities for MVAC
beneficiaries (i.e. people receiving short-term aecy/humanitarian food assistance based on the
MVAC assessment for the current year).

The level of inputs provided for these projectsmsch lower than for the full R4 programme
(although the focus on quality of asset was maiewd), and the impression from brief field visits is
that they are unsurprisingly less effective. Thsndt surprising, given the large scale emergency
context in which it was implemented, but does r@jsimportant questions over the level of transfer
needed for successful impacts. The strategy hewe thet WFP aims to transfer at least 70,000
households onto the multi-year FFA programme as gfaefforts to coherently build a bridge from
emergency, to recovery, and then resilience-bugl@inFP, pers. comms).

There are also other interventions under way onrgd, which aim to reduce risk and increase
resilience to droughts and floods. For example, Werld Bank is fundingthe Malawi Flood
Emergency Recovery Programme (MFERP) (2015-2019) drthe Malawi Drought Emergency
Recovery Programme (MDERP) (2017-2021)The former is situated in the Ministry of Finance,
whilst the latter is anchored to the Ministry ofrhaylture. The flood emergency recovery programme
provides'cash-for-work’ and ‘Inputs-for-Assets’ (IFA) sches, and aims to build resilience to floods
whilst building back infrastructure damaged frora #015 floods. The programme currently operates
in 15 districts that are predominantly clusteredha south of the country. Cash-for-work is being
used to build large dykes and other flood-contmalcgures, as well as to reconstruct public buddin
including health centres and schools. IFAs focumaily on supporting small farms to recover,
including through the use of small irrigation teology (treadle pumps, small canals etc.).

MDERP s modelled after the MFERP and was due to be laeohin March 2017 to implement both
cash-for-work and IFA. The assets developed walbdbcus primarily on building irrigation capacity
(large dams and reservoirs), but will add additioaetivities, including providing livestock in
exchange for work. This programme will cover a ¢&argrea (24 out of 28 districts), reflecting the
more generalised vulnerability to drought experezhinmn Malawi.

Both recovery programmes use a catchment apprddcivever, there are questions over their
effectiveness given the time lag between the crigid the programme intervention, which is
implemented many months after the disaster (WFB,. gemms). There are also questions about the
fragmentation of programmes operating through dbffié ministries, and it is unclear whether there
are overlaps with the LDF/MASAF beneficiaries here.

Linking social protection to complementary programmes and services

The Linkages project was implemented by Save the Children (SC) withpsupfrom the United
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF). Observations werade from the field visit in Balaka district,
where SCTP beneficiaries are targeted with findregavices, specifically encouraging them to join
VSL groups.

An important component of this project is the tegtof a health-insurance mechanism in the form of
‘social support funds’ (SSFs) attached to the VSISL members themselves decide how much of
their monthly savings to contribute to the sociatd, what kinds of illness or healthcare costs are
eligible for pay-outs, and how much the fund shopéy for each event. The objective is to raise
household resilience to idiosyncratic health shoftksough insurance), as well as their general
economic resilience (through the savings and lofaadities). Membership of these VSLs is
voluntary, but is strongly encouraged for SCTP fierzeies in the project area.

Interviewees at SC in Balaka reported that 75%heirtSCTP beneficiaries had joined VSLs as of
November 2016, while their target was 100%. The Kengstion raised anecdotally by various
interviewees is whether the SCTP transfer amoumn@mugh to enable beneficiaries to sustain the
regular contributions required for membership ofL¥Sor to significantly change their vulnerability
levels. It was also noted that the amounts thatS8Es are able to pay out in the event of health
shocks are quite low, and cannot cover any majpemses. Further evidence and impact analysis of
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this and similar projects would be very useful foe future design of joined-up social protection
programming.

The Linkages and Referrals Componentof the SCTP implemented by District Social Welfare
Offices with UNICEF support aims to address chronitmerability of beneficiary by linking SCTP
beneficiaries with service providers in the sectofshealth, education, agriculture and livestock,
construction, trade, and social assistance. Asptiogramme leaflet explains, ‘cash alone is not
enough to reduce poverty, malnutrition, and impreebool enrolment’. Through the Linkages and
Referrals Component, the SCTP aims to assist hrsedis to access existing social services. The
objective is to maximise the impact of cash, imgmguhe quality of life of those most in need.

In Dedza district, author interviews with Distri€taining Team members engaged in implementing
the Linkages and Referrals Component noted thattantial directories had been compiled of service
providers in different sectors for each TA (incluglinon-governmental organisations (NGOs) and
civil-society providers, as well as government g#s). A system is in place for home visits to asse
SCTP beneficiaries’ needs in other social sectansl to provide them with a written referral to
specific service providers. However, a major cmgte identified during the discussion is that the
service providers are not necessarily preparedesourced to supply their services to additional
clients referred from SCTP. Consequently, benefesawith referral cards had been turned away at
the point of delivery.

UNICEF is funding training and sensitisation adies for the Linkages and Referrals, but no
additional service-delivery costs. As one of theermewees put it, ‘We need a tangible agreement
with service providers to avoid embarrassing ourefieiaries’. This example illustrates the general
issue of the constrained capacity and resourcéseafocial protection system and related servizes t
meet the basic requirements of beneficiaries.

4.3 Linking social protection and emergency relief

Going beyond the core remit of social protectioogcial protection interventions have been
increasingly used internationally in coordinatioithshumanitarian responses. This is partly due to
the significant increase in the use of cash traasfehumanitarian response, as well as an attémnpt

converge systems and institutional structures togbwaluable gains in delivering emergency
responses quickly, effectively and cost-efficiently

In the last few years, and especially in respooshd devastating effects Bf Nifio, actors in Malawi
have increasingly sought ways to utilise sociatgotion to contribute to the humanitarian response.
All three social protection programmes have inadashe value of transfers to their existing
beneficiaries and/or expanded programme coverageaiious ways: LDF/MASAF PWPs have
increased the number of days that a beneficiarywratk and accelerated the planned expansion of
cash transfer coverage; the SCTP has used a ‘higgying’ technique to automatically include
SCTP beneficiaries to receive the MVAC emergenspoese (which is a significantly larger transfer
than the monthly SCTP as it is linked to the foedket); and the SMP has added take-home rations
and expanded coverage to new schools in specffidals (author interviews).

- Under LDF/MASAF, additional financing was requesteexpand the number of programme
beneficiaries and to increase the number of dag work on the programme (to 96 days for
one year), but the PWP payment rate stayed the aaM&W 600 per day (US$0.8). A rise
in the pay rate was prohibited because of the mimrmwvage policy. In contrast, the R4
programme wage rates and MVAC response (whichad md cash) are linked to the food
basket.

- At the same time, the planned expansion of the demfsfer under MASAF IV was
accelerated in response to the crisis. The WorltkBeccessed additional funding to support
the implementation of the SCTP in nine more disri@and Irish Aid in one more district,
bringing total coverage up to all 28 distritt$dowever, the beneficiaries of expansion are not

14 Seehttp://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/34786 88386 7752/pdf/Malawi-PP-update-10282016. pdf.
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necessarily those impacted by the shock, but thdeerepresent the regular target group of
the programme. While this expansion has taken titrigas been the first time this kind of
approach has been trialled in Malawi (pers comms.).

- The 2016/17 humanitarian response automaticallydied SCTP beneficiaries to receive the
MVAC response. This was a national decision, anel finst time that this happened
(especially because of resistance against benédigieeceiving more than one programme in
the context of perceived fairness at the commuaitgl, as discussed previously). We discuss
this in more detail in section 5, but it is wortbtimg that while there were initial discussions
about using the SCTP mechanisms to deliver hum&mtaesponse, there were a number of
factors that influenced the decision to delivethibugh humanitarian channels instead. This
included the challenges of delivering food in comaition with cash, lack of preparedness
specifically related to funding channels, and éxgstchallenges within the SCTP systems
(slowness and unreliability of delivering cash ione).

There have been challenges with matching the zandsclusters used by SCTP with the
village/TA allocations used by MVAC (Platzmann, Zp1Some stakeholders reported that
using these parallel systems exacerbated frustsatat community level around SCTP
beneficiaries receiving both SCTP and MVAC, esgiciahere the MVAC allocation was
used up almost entirely by SCTP beneficiaries (ilee problems of ‘double dipping’
discussed previously), which was highly unacceptablthe community (author interviews,
January 2017). However, the automatic inclusiobefeficiaries marks an important shift in
attitudes towards beneficiaries receiving more thae form of assistance. Opportunities for
the future (which we discuss in more detail belaveJude considering building contingency
funding to ‘top up’ SCTP-affected households irt&@ierareas, and using the SCTP systems to
deliver it.

- Using earmarked funding, WFP rolled out an emerge&MP in response to the widespread
acute food insecurity in 2016/17 (WFP, 2017a). pregramme operates in 71 schools across
the four hardest-hit districts, and includes temapprexpansion from regular school-feeding
to additional schools, including take-home ratiqBkg corn soya blend per student per
month, conditional on 80% attendance each monthj¢lwis an important contribution for
households with several children in school (ibiMpreover, families receiving school meals
may also receive MVAC rations — and there appeaatsetless resistance to this than in the
case of other social protection programmes wheubldadipping is seen as problematic (it is
not well-understood why this is). A recent assesgniedicates that the effects of the
emergency school meals include increased enrolna¢ed and attendance rates of boys and
girls (WFP, 2017b).

In recognition of increasing climatic variability@ its impact on poor households, social protection
actors in other countries have recently soughtetteb prepare for and respond to shocks that affect
poor households within and outside their targetigso The most significant and relevant examples
are Ethiopia’s Productive Safety Net Programme (PShd Kenya’'s Hunger Safety Net Programme
(HSNP), which introduced contingency funding arsk+financing mechanisms, respectively, in order
to enable rapid scale-up of interventions when ededlVhile these details are discussed further in
section 5, here it is important to note the preditions of early warning, contingency plans,
contingency funds, and institutional arrangementsl aapacity. As discussed above, both
LDF/MASAF PWPs and school meals have scaled ugiegiprogramme response in the last year to
try to reach more beneficiaries affectedElyNifio— however, this has taken a lot of time without an
pre-planned procedures in place. Author intervielgo indicate that other programmes, beyond
social protection, are developing contingency pilagnnto their programme design to be able to
better respond to climate shocks. United Statesné&gdor International Development (USAID)
programmes, for example, are including flexibilapd contingency funding in order to be able to
increase coverage, and have the flexibility to geamprogramme design if necessary. Getting
financing for these is challenging, however, andissussed more in section 6.
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4.4 Summary

Table 5: Programming and implementation: progress t owards a shock-
sensitive social protection system

Core,
resilient and
promotive,
and seasonal
social
protection

Core social protection
programmes delivered
regularly and predictably, at
an appropriate transfer level
and coverage.

Challenges in some districts with delingri
SCTP and LDF/MASAF on time,
compromising their potential impact on

poverty reduction, food and nutrition security
and livelihood promotion. Transfer values of

SCTP and LDF/MASAF are also relatively
low, and not tied to food basket therefore
reducing the ability to contribute to chronic
and seasonal food insecurity for the ultra-

poor. Coverage remains below need for ultrja-

poor households and not well distributed
according to district need.

Thorough analysis and
identification of chronic and
seasonal risks and
vulnerability matched by
appropriate and effective
instruments.

Current mix of poverty and food and nutritio
insecurity used to identify target groups;
mixed evidence of programmes being able
reduce chronic poverty and seasonal food
insecurity. SCTP supports food security but
does not measure effects on seasonal
vulnerability; LDF/MASAF designed to
address seasonal food insecurity but evider
finds no positive impacts.

Social protection programme
prepare and plan for
predictable seasonal food g
and this is reflected in
programme design.

LDF/MASAF and SMPs are designed taking
into account seasonal patterns of productio
and consumption to reduce the lean-seasor
food gap. However, as demonstrated by the
annual MVAC emergency response — often
required annually in the same districts —
existing social protection interventions are f
from supporting the needs of ultra-poor
households during this annual predictable
seasonal food gap.

J

Programme coherence for
shock-sensitive social
protection (not individual
programmes but a system of
programmes).

Limited approach to shock-sensitive social
protection beyond specific programme,
although emerging discussion on what
features a shock-sensitive system would log
like (e.g. in recent discussions around MNS

).

Dk
SP

Programmes that build
resilience, and focus on
appropriate livelihoods and
assets, including
strengthening natural assets,

Emerging discussion and practice on mgld
resilience through PWP approaches and
building programme linkages to support the
provision of climate information and
agricultural productivity, and SCTP linkages
with other priority sectors. However,
challenges around implementation linkages
LDF/MASAF supply-side constraints, and
consideration of appropriate types of suppo

It

for ultra-poor households.
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Scalable and
emergency-

linked social

protection

Social protection programme|
can prepare and plan for
climate shocks. Pre-identifie
adaptation of coverage and
duration of existing
programmes include:

- the adjustment of transfer
amounts or values

- the introduction of
extraordinary payments or
transfers

- modifications to programm
rules and the relaxation of
requirements to facilitate
participation

-opportunity for rapid
expansion to non-
beneficiaries.

The issue of ‘scalable’ social protection to
expand coverage is starting to be discussed
Malawi at specific programme levels. For
example, expansion of school meals coverg
increased value of SCTP and LDF/MASAF.
However, these were not pre-planned, they
were scaled up as the effectd=bNifio were

in

ge,

becoming known, therefore have been subject

to slow administrative and funding
procedures.

Social protection coordinate
with emergency response
sector.

Examples of greater co-ordination betweetj
humanitarian sector and social protection
actors, particularly in identifying target
groups. However, programming and systenn
currently remain separate (see section 5).

(]
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5. Shock-sensitive social protection systems

Systems and operational capacity are crucial f@ementing shock-sensitive social protection. The
Government of Malawi (GoM) and development partreme investing in building systems in the

country, including information systems and a Naidd system to register all Malawians by the end
of 2017. In the social protection sector therepscHically a ‘systems-strengthening’ component of
the MNSSP, with the implementation of a UBR curiebeing rolled out to harmonise targeting of

social protection programmes. A number of develapgmgartners have systems-strengthening
objectives in their programme-support packages.

In this section, we synthesise existing experienoestrengthening three components of the social
protection system and the implications for shoaksieve social protection, namely: targeting, data
and information systems; delivery systems; and/egakning systems.

The key messages emerging from this section at&kdyainvestments are being made in the systems
that underpin social protection programmeshich are important for the timely delivery and
effectiveness of social protection programmes, a as being the necessary building blocks for
moving towards a more complex and scalable soc@kption system in the future. However, key
challenges for moving towards a shock-sensitivéaspcotection approach that addresses seasonality
as well as climate shocks include timaitations in the UBRf only registering 50% of the population,
and a focus on income-poverty indicators that dasscapture household vulnerability to the risk of
seasonality or shocks, or food and nutrition ingécuThe fragmented approach to innovations in
delivery systems and slow progress to ensure finhimclusion of the pooare also challenges for
creating common infrastructure between social ptme and emergency response. More work is
needed to focus on operationalising these at aomwdtilevel. Early warning systems are
underdeveloped, however some capacity exists d@adsttbeing strengthened to improve weather
services and EW®rogress in this area has two main implicatiamsMNSSP programmes: firstly,
how EWS can provide relevant information to infoswcial protection programmes far enough in
advance to alter programme design or implementataomd secondly, how EWS or climate
information can be provided to social protectiomddfeciaries. A system for early warning and early
action that is based on forecast information as@eal, sub-seasonal and short-range level could
support both the delivery of benefits in anticipatbf a shock, as well as climate information sEvi

to beneficiaries in advance of expected weatheditons

5.1 Targeting, data and information systems
I nformation management systems

The introduction of the information management ayst, particularly the Unified Beneficiary

Registry (UBR) is an important recent developmenthe social protection sector, and is a key
priority area in strengthening social support paogmes in Malawi. Data collection for the UBR is
currently under way.

The UBR aims to overcome institutional coordinatémmd duplication challenges around targeting and
information (MoFEPD, 2015} It is a ‘national platform used for entering, #tgr accessing and
sharing household data for the implementation aia@rotection programmes in Malawi’ (GoM,
2016). One of its objectives is also to provide aantonised targeting mechanism for identifying
social protection beneficiaries, but it should lbepbasised that the UBR in itself is not a targeting
tool — it is a registration and management inforamatool that only collects the data to be used to
apply targeting methodology.

The UBR has two components: a management informaistem (MIS) and a single registry
(database). The vision is to provide an automatés &d a single platform for accessing, storing,
analysing, sharing, and reporting indicators acrassial support programmes in the country. In

15 Specifically, it aims to overcome the lack of adioation at national, district and community leyete lack of a single
targeting mechanism, and the lack of a single tagisr targeting the ultra-poor, moderate poor podr households
(MoFEPD, 2015).
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theory, it can also be used by programmes andcasrim other sectors too. The beneficiary registry
expected to provide information on households xéogisocial support services, the location of
services, the type of support provided, and a cominol for accessing information on household
eligibility. The UBR is a web-based framework, apibvides information aggregated at national,
district, community, household and programme IéM&FEPD, 2015).

UBRin practice

At present, the UBR is collecting data for SCTP aBiF/MASAF beneficiaries (ibid.), and is being
implemented under MASAF IV (which started in Ma&il5).

The UBR administers a survey to 50% of the podmestseholds in the district — a list of households
that is decided at the community level. These huooiss are then grouped into wealth categories:
poorest, poorer, poor, better, rich. It is impottgnnote that there is no ranking of householdfiwi
these five categories. Proxy means-tested (PM@gteng methodology is then applied to identify the
poorest 25% of households that are eligible toivecthe SCTP (identified as the ‘poorest 10%’
based on indicators including labour capacity) v LDF/MASAF (the next ‘poorest 15%’ who
have some labour capacity).

The UBR is currently being rolled out nationallyitwemphasis on the 11 districts under additional
financing by the World Bank. Extension workers ased as the enumerators — author interviews note
that approximately 80% of the data collection im@mn tablets and 20% is done on paper (due to
limited access to tablets or problems with conwégji At the time of this study, data was avaibl
from a pilot in two districts (Nkhatabay and Dedzaging harmonised community-based targeting
and PMT for SCTP and LDF/MASAF beneficiaries (reéerto as the joint SCTP/PWP information
management system), and a pilot in Dedza testiagdasibility of harmonising MVAC and social
protection beneficiaries.

With regards to the first pilot — harmonised tamgfor SCTP and LDF/MASAF PWP beneficiaries
— the aim is to learn lessons to expand the UBRomatde over time (it is set to expand to an
additional 10 districts during 2016/17), as wellexpanding the number of programmes that will be
able to use the data for targeting (including belythre social protection secttrfKardan, 2016). The
16 districts already covered under the SCTP wilrdtargeted using the UBR approach (Farug and
Chirchir, 2015).

The second pilot is run by WFP and the INGO comgortand is testing the feasibility of using the
UBR to identify beneficiaries to receive MVAC agaixe in Dedza. The trial has taken place in two
TAs in the district (one each for INGO cash and W&6d TAs!’ both being implemented by UP)
(see Box 2). This is also an important area to kiok the context of shock-sensitive social pribec

as it is examining the potential to use a commaitf@m to harmonise information systems for social
protection and humanitarian response (as discuakede, the MVAC 2016/17 response targeted,
registered and delivered food and cash transfags/tmillion Malawians).

Box 2: The UBR MVAC pilot

» The UBR generates the first list of beneficiarieéieu of the Village Civil Protection Committees
(VCPCs) creating the list under normal MVAC proesss

» The implementing partner takes the UBR lists todmmunity, who endorse households based on their
understanding of the Joint Emergency Food Assisté@mogramme (JEFAP) criteria. Households not pn
the UBR can also be endorsed.

» Endorsed households are screened and registerad JEFAP tools.

» If possible, the implementing partner verifies ampdiates the data, or records new households, and
pushes information to the UBR.

18 There are future plans being discussed aboutdiraa broader set of programmes such as the Fgut Subsidy
Programme and the National Health Insurance Prageam

17 United Purpose is the implementing partner fohB&FP and the INGO consortium, providing humarétam@ssistance to
31% of Dedza district for the 2016/17 lean season.
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Source: King and Tranchini (2017)

There are a number of reasons why using the UBRcasnmon platform to link social protection and
emergency response is beneficial. These include:

Improved information-sharing between social protection and MVAC actors and
institutions. The MVAC secretariat and UBR task force currenththbsit under MoFEPD,
offering potential linkages between the two proessgo share information more
systematically and improve both targeting syste®i®3P panel, 2016);

To inform and update data on household vulnerability to seasonal food insecurity: The
UBR database could potentially be used to suppMAWN targeting, and, at the same time,
MVAC data-collection processes could help to updhte UBR. Benefits could arise from
using the MVAC seasonal targeting and registrapimtess to enrich the UBR database, and
vice versa (ibid.);

Time and cost efficiencies. Resource and time savings can be made to idergifypuseholds
in need of emergency response by using the UBRadI& with demographic information
from the UBR along with an ID. Once a householdidentified for MVAC by the
community, their ID could be used to populate tB&AP screening tool with static data
(King and Tranchini, 2017).

Scaling up social protection in the context of emergencies: International experience shows
that administrative registries that contain databamth beneficiary households and other
vulnerable households can be useful, particularlgdale up horizontally in the context of
emergencies. For example, Kenya's HSNP runs a sesigle registration of every household
in the geographical region it covers, then assigng-term social protection support to a
minority that are the poorest (known as ‘Group 17).

Our current knowledge of the UBR points to a numiferhallenges that need to be discussed further
and overcome as the UBR is rolled out, howeverelation to shock-sensitive social protection, ¢hes
challenges centre around: a) the appropriatenedatafand indicators collected; b) the regularity o
updating information; c) accountability and trustdiata; and d) capacity constraints.

Appropriateness of data and indicators collected

There are three key issues around data colled¢aogeting and indicators used.

Currently, data is collected from 50% of the pobtesuseholds in the district. The 50% figure is
imperfect — both in terms of the absolute figuna she process of choosing the 50%. The absolute
figure is a result of using the national povertyeli(51%) as a cut-off point in the context of lieoit
resources to fund a 100% roll out. From a shoclsisea perspective, collecting data on only 50% of
the population is limiting, not least because ctienshocks and production failures can affect others
not just the poorest. In terms of the process aiosig the 50% to collect data on, this is also
contentious. Discussions with interviewees sugtiest the initial listing of the 50% is not accurate
with inclusion and exclusion errors, incorrect riaugk and limited grievance mechanisms in place (at
the time of writing, these are just being developed implemented}

The 50% cut-off has been recognised as a limitagod there has been discussion as to whether the
UBR questionnaire can be integrated into the 2048onal census to allow for 100% coverage.
However, it is unclear how this will happen in giee, due to challenges around the validity of diata

18 The fact that chiefs are excluded from the in&i@® listing has pros and cons, depending on whotgi to; and there is
a suggestion that enumeration should not be domxteysion workers and others within the commualityough they do
not make the decisions about who the 50% are -stliisne with the help of the Community Social Sup@ificers

(Author interviews).
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the two processes are linkEddata protection and institutional coordination.thWho national
identification number linking household informationthe UBR database, this limits how household
information can be used more broadly (e.g. fordang other services etc.).

A second issue relates to observations from thedishat highlight some initial challenges withet
targeting process in the harmonised pilot (SCTP bD&/MASAF) in Dedza. It was noted that
arbitrary cut-offs may occur between the two tamgetups once the respective programme quotas
have been filled, which results in households #hmatuld be targeted by the SCTP being pushed onto
the LDF/MASAF PWP list if the number of SCTP benifiies has been exceeffedauthor
interviews). This is particularly problematic givémat those in the SCTP target group are, in theory
labour constrained.

The third issue relates to the appropriateneskenindicators being used by the UBR questionnaire t
gather household information — and therefore baseg for targeting: The SCTP and LDF/MASAF
PWPs are currently targeted according to poverticators, which include indicators on food
security and vulnerability to seasonal and climsitecks, but are largely focused on economic
measurements of poverty (e.g. assets, labour &ilajh

The UBR questionnaire (reviewed by the report agthn February 2017) includes questions on
seasonal food insecurity — but focuses on own fpoatduction and crop failures, rather than
household ability to buy food. Food security quisti are also very time sensitive — they ask about
household food consumption in the last week — whmerans that answers will vary significantly
depending on whether data is collected in the Esason or after the harvest, whether households
have been unusually affected by the impacElbNifio, etc. Moreover, these questions only capture
food production and consumption, not the qualitdieersity of food consumed.

Vulnerability to covariate shocks is only capturdgough a question about whether households
received any assistance (including MVAC) in the B8 months. However the global positioning
system (GPS) targeting data, which is collectednithblets are used, could be a useful tool to asses
households affected by visible shocks (e.g. floods)l pre-identify these households as ‘at risk’ of
climate shocks.

In sum, this version of the UBR questionnaire aydgs some way to identify household vulnerability
to annual predictable food gaps and climate shddles.acknowledge that the UBR questions were
expanded to include additional indicators, howeireluding those needed to target a humanitarian
response under existing JEFAP criteria. Howevés,ithnot sufficient for the UBR to serve as an up-
to date targeting tool in case of shocks. At tmeetiof writing, JEFAP criteria are under review,
offering an opportunity to see how to better adsinadnerable populations who participate in social
protection programmes (King and Tranchini, 2017).

Frequency of information updates

Under current plans, the UBR data will be updateerye four years. However, there are emerging
discussions on how rolling or more regular upda¢emanisms could be applied. Having a gap of four
years has been recognised as a key challenge, tiieeohanging and fluid nature of poverty and
vulnerability in Malawi. Moreover, if householdseamissed in one round of data collection (as
mentioned above, and also see capacity issues héavill be four years until they can be integrat
into the registry. If all programmes were to use tlarmonised targeting approach — and if there were
significant exclusion errors by design or implenagion — many households will effectively be locked

19 Barca (pers. comms) notes that there are challendiging the census with UBR data collection, intihg the
unintentional perverse incentives for citizensespond differently to the census data collectpedple think it might affect
programme benefits.

2t is also not clear how the process of targeBWgPs based on catchment areas works via the UBR.

21 Also note there have been challenges with matctiegones and clusters used by SCTP with the il allocations
used by MVAC.
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out of receiving support from several social protecprogrammes until the next round of targeting
(Kardan, 2016¥?

Whilst grievance mechanisms are being develop&y, éine not being rolled out at the same time as
the UBR.

The timing of data is also particularly problematiche context of recurrent shocks and vulnergbili

to seasonality: as the need for the JEFAP respom&®16/17 demonstrated, an extremely high
number of people were in need of assistance oiep#riod of time. Household assets and needs can
change rapidly in the aftermath of a shock — thendmitarian response database is annual and
seasonal, and is formed every year as part ofERAR response. Other forms of targeting (such as
geographic targeting or the use of damage assetmeay be a more appropriate targeting
mechanism than household-level poverty assessifibiuts.

At the same time, experience globally suggestsupdating registry databases at a regular intesval
challenging (ibid.), and, as we discuss in the satien below, Malawi has already faced time and
cost challenges in collecting data for the UBR. rEheave been discussions about obtaining some
information from households in interim periods (@ell as how the JEFAP/UBR pilot is being
operated), and it is important to learn from thesamples. However, it is also important to note the
concerns with updating information in an ad hoc wakliich doesn’'t serve the completeness of the
database. In Brazil, the Cadastro Unico administatgistry collects information on all those with
per capita household income below half the natiomaimum wage, although the income eligibility
threshold of social programmes is lower than tliats means that the registry contains information
on social protection programme beneficiaries amdigs that do not qualify for such programmes but
who can, nevertheless, be considered as vulnerBeigistry entry is open on a rolling basis, with
individuals able to register at any time. Information registrants is also updated regularly, with a
maximum time lapse of two years (Bastagli, 2014).

Trust in data

Trust in the quality of data will influence whethether programmes or services — such as MVAC
response — want to use it. Whilst the Nationali§teal Office has been brought on board to assist
with data quality assurance (with support from Glaly 10 officers are overseeing the process. As
such, they have had to take a regional focus amapgdistricts, and are not involved in data coitect
itself, which undermines confidence in the proc@¥&P, pers. comms). Indeed, author interviews
noted the challenges in maintaining data quality suggest that the reliability of data is an ongoi
issue.

Resource and capacity constraints

It is unclear what the exact costs of the UBR &aessons from the harmonised pilot in Dedza and
Nkhatabay suggest that initial costs per housebblasing an information management system may
be high (MKW 14,000 (US$19) per household). But encecent estimates from the MoFEPD are
much lower, at MKW 3,000 per household (US$4). Aeotstudy estimates that the cost of targeting
alone is projected as being equivalent to 1.4%efgovernment budget and 0.6% of GDP, however
it is not clear how accurate this data is and ¥ neguire updating (Radermacher, pers. comms).

This raises some important questions on the sdi#&yabf the UBR approach. Our interview with
MASAF staff suggests that administrative costscameently high, as the UBR is at the initial stages
of being set up and implemented, however it is etqubthat these costs will reduce as the UBR is
rolled out. Finding ways to increase cost effickettrough better harmonisation and utilisation asro
sectors therefore seems valuable. Indeed, thentugteestionnaire provides a comprehensive list of
types of questions that could be used by otherrproges — with some small changes it could capture
more data requirements, potentially increasingafterdability and cost efficiency if used by other
sectors and programmes beyond the SCTP and LDF/NFABWP. However, this also requires

22 |n addition, there is an issue around communioaiioccommunities — e.g. the purpose of the regisésds to be clearly
explained in communities as there is a risk of aeitin about why some registered households arévimgeegular social
assistance while others aren't.
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greater inter-agency coordination (as currentlygmmmes operate under different institutional
settings with limited overlap), which requires tiaued negotiations (Kardan, 2016).

Currently, there are no discussions taking pladt wiher sectors, although there is a Task Team to
facilitate knowledge-sharing and dialogue acroesMINSSP. Author interviews also noted that there
are challenges of sharing the UBR information beeaaf data protection, and there is a view that the
UBR would ‘take away’ information from their prognmes. Clearly there is a need to advocate for
and build capacity and knowledge on the UBR, and ih@an be used by other sectors.

Another key concern relates to capacity at thel llzsal. Author interviews suggest that the UBR is
an additional burden for frontline extension wogkewhich puts pressure on their already heavy
workload. Moreover, we noted that collecting dadathe UBR goes beyond the expected tasks for
extension workers.

The targeting process is only meant to take thresetins within each district. However, the experience
so far in Nkhatabay and Dedza suggests this tnbealistic. Author interviews noted that the speed
of the process is slower than anticipated, pamiyalise of training extension workers on new mobile
technology (using tablets), who often have low Iewa education. Although tablets are faster than
paper data collection, around 20% is still donepaper (author interviews, January 2017). Other
factors include low internet connectivity and/omiied user rights that prevent information from
being uploaded, extension officers not given wifiairtel time to synchronise the tablets, and time
taken to reach more remote areas (WFP, pers. camms)

In sum, the UBR is a positive step towards buildangarmonised targeting and MIS system for social
protection and other relevant sectors. There isgeition amongst stakeholders that the pilots edrri
out under the UBR offer important lessons as tbédevelops and evolves, and that the development
of the UBR is a work in progress. It will be impamt to ensure that lessons are learnt and shaved fr
these experiences and pilots before it is scaleith ogher districts (author interviews, January 201
Currently, roll out of the UBR is happening distrlzy district, and there is a process evaluation
underway. However, it is unclear whether thereuiligent space for reflection and any necessary
design changes informed by roll-out in each distric

5.2 Delivery mechanisms

Reports suggest that the SCTP and LDF/MASAF PWIe faefficiencies in programme delivery
such as ineffective targeting, which results inlusmn and exclusion errors, delays in delivering
transfers on time, and lack of integrated MIS an®iBvsystems that hamper better coordination and
harmonisation across the programmes (GoM and 1I0Q5P Whilst these challenges vary by district,
they undermine the long-term gains of the programamel reduce the ability of the programme to
support household coping strategies and rendemadiedk with humanitarian interventions more
difficult. When households need specific suppogpaaticular times of the year — especially in than
season and/or after-shocks — the timing of trass$ecritical.

In recent years, there have been innovations invetgl mechanisms around cash transfers,
particularly focused on the use of mobile techngl@mnd banking. Pilots have shown that such
technology has been effective, when it has worRadticular benefits include reducing programme
staff workload and freeing their time to focus @méficiaries at the pay point rather than the payme
process, and supporting the financial inclusiorpebrest households by opening bank and savings
accounts. The downside to e-payments, however,uiserability to technological problems —
especially mobile or internet coverage — and tigh ktart-up costs needed to invest in equipment and
training.

In this section, we examine recent innovations @T'B payment systems, experiences of delivering
social protection during emergencies, and expeeeraf linking emergency and social protection
delivery systems.

Recent innovationsin SCTP payment systems

Several different cash-payment modalities have bmaployed by different implementers of the
SCTP in different districts in Malawi. These inctuchanual payments, e-payments, mobile money,
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and bank cards. While each modality has advantagebs disadvantages, several interviewees
commented that the current multiplicity of methaaisl providers across the different districts, fuhde
by different donors, creates a barrier to harmdaioiseboth within the SCTP and between the SCTP
and humanitarian distributions. However, theredscarrent consensus about moving to one payment
method, and pilots are ongoing to examine the il and cost efficiency of different
mechanisms. As such, there is a need to share lgssms widely across the different stakeholders,
but also to build on what works and scale up. Tdeemntly instated Task Force on payment systems
represents an important opportunity to build tliesensus and move forward its operationalization.

The experiences of using mobile banking or bankixdrave been generally positive, but there are
limitations, especially in terms of scaling up patvide. In the Irish Aid-funded pilot that uses ban
cards for SCTP beneficiaries in Balaka (with techhassistance from UNICEF), the service provider
has set up fee-free bank accounts specificalySfoTP beneficiaries. Interest is paid on any money
left in the account (or added by the account hgJdbus encouraging its use as a savings account.

Author interviews with district-level officials iBalaka reported that using bank cards has positive
effects for both the beneficiaries and the efficierof the programme. They reported that an
increasing proportion of current beneficiaries wesang ATMs and branches rather than mobile vans,
as they became familiar with the banking systenerQwne, the objective is for beneficiaries living
within 5km of an ATM or branch to use those, wtithe mobile vans will go only to hard-to-reach
areas. This would be beneficial in terms of congroe, waiting time and opportunity costs, and also
substantially reduce the time and costs of the payraystem for the SCTP programme. Interviewees
also noted efficiencies in terms of staff time, mimy costs for the vans, and security arrangements.
They noted that the major advantage of the bankystem is that it greatly reduces their workload
and frees them to focus on the beneficiaries afp#tyepoint rather than the payment process: they
were engaged with case management, handling camgland supporting the community committee
members. Using banks instead of manual paymeraksdsreported to have succeeded in delivering
regular monthly payments, while in many other ai®@3 P distributions are made every two months
(author interviews, January 2017).

Similar positive effects have also been reportethfthe EU-funded pilot using mobile banking and
bank cards, with reduced staff time in processiagnents (from 15-21 days to five days). This has
also enabled implementers to spend more time onitommy and case management, and has
improved consumption-smoothing linked to more fetupayments (Development Pathways, 2016).

As mentioned above, vulnerability to technologigadblems and the investment needed in equipment
and training are downsides to using new technolbgieed, the pilot experienced difficulties similar
to in other low-income countries using new techgglan social protection or delivering cash
Ivouchers in emergency respoiseThe pilots have highlighted that capacity-buildirfgr
beneficiaries and agents is crucial, and that tipplg/provider side is a limitation to going to kxa
There have also been difficulties in identifyingypeent agents with enough liquidity, and challenges
of processing payments in places without netwonkneations (point-of-sale devices require strong
network connectivity compared to mobile-based smhg) (Development Pathways, 2016).

This obviously has important implications for thespibility of scaling up options such as mobile
banking (given the low connectivity issues and latkayments), and the quality/availability of the
supply-side is out of the control of social protectactors. However, part of the problem at pregent
that SCTP districts and other social protectiongpammes all operate separately, resulting in
fragmentation across the country. Taking a combaggatoach to social protection recipients — who
total over 1 million households — could be morediiemal when discussing bank account options with
service providers. Developing a consortium of paidnmay also be required to effectively run e-
payment solutions at scale in Malawi (ibid.; Sawe €hildren, 2016).

Delivering social protection in emergencies

Z see, for example, learnings from CaLP digital paymand new technologieskitp://www.cashlearning.org/digital-
payments/digital-payments
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Cash distributions run by humanitarian agenciesgererally perceived to be more timely, reliable
and regular than those provided via non-emergeacialsprotection. Author interviews suggest that
this is because of the high priority given to tmedliness in humanitarian operations, combined with
more flexible budgets for operating costs, inclgdipayment mechanisms. In other words, the
emergency cash-payment mechanisms set up for anfemths each year are considered more
effective, but also more expensive, than the axgstiystems for social protection payments (author
interviews, January, 2017).

The 2016/17 MVAC emergency response saw the highastoer of people in Malawi's history
receiving cash transfers. As discussed above, therechallenges with regards to the capacity to
deliver some social protection payments on timeome districts. Initial discussions on the automati
inclusion of SCTP beneficiaries to receive 201@ilimhanitarian relief in the form of cash transfers
considered using SCTP mechanisms to deliver huarsanitresponse to the SCTP beneficiaries, but it
was decided that it would be more efficient, an@raponally easier, to use humanitarian systems
instead.

Existing delivery systems are also put under stiesisnes of emergencies. Author interviews noted,
for example, that the SCTP could not reach ceragas during the floods in 2015, so helicopters
(operated by DoDMA) were used to deliver paym&ntauthor interviews, January 20F7)Author
interviews also point to the difficulties in deliteg meals during floods if school infrastructuee i
damaged, as the school is the central distribyt@int (ibid.). Similar problems do not exist during
droughts.

It is important to note that whilst emergency defiv systems are well-run, they also encounter
challenges. An example of this is the recent attdmpperationalise coordinated vouchers to MVAC
beneficiaries. Observations were made from thel fiedit to Chikwawa district where beneficiaries
had been receiving MVAC food assistance in the fofroash, but because of maize price rises it had
been switched so that part of the transfer wasreleld in-kind as a voucher to be exchanged for
maize at the distribution site. Since the fieldtvisok place on the first day of operating the coer
distribution, it is not surprising that technicabplems were encountered: specifically, the caediee
operated by the maize wholesaler (Rab) was not imgrkrhe implementers were able to work
around this problem to ensure people received thaire ration on the day, by reverting to a paper
register and inked fingerprints. But this highlighthe need for flexibility in payment systems,
especially when confronted with unforeseen chalieng

Linking social protection and emergency delivery systems

The wider literature suggests that there are sggmf gains to be made in cost-efficiency and
timeliness if an established cash-payment systemldiog-term social protection can be used
temporarily for emergency transfers instead ofirsgtlip a separate, parallel mechanism (e.g. ‘piggy-
backing’) (OPM, 2015). Indeed, author interviewsph@asise that the technical capacity to use social
protection systems to respond to emergencies islal@ng. For instance, the First Merchant Bank
manager in Balaka reported that it would be feasibith this system to implement a horizontal
expansion of cash payments within 10 days, providednoney was made available to the bank. The
bank’s process for registering beneficiaries asdirgy pre-opened bank cards with account numbers
(once the beneficiary list has been provided) Ipgeded up since the beginning of the pilot: about
600 beneficiaries could be registered by one vaoria day. A vertical expansion (i.e. a top-up
payment of additional cash to all existing beneafigs) could also be done as soon as the bank
received the additional money, as no further tamgebr new cards would be needed (author
interviews, January 2017). Moreover, author inmg on the SCTP MIS were also positive about
the potential to use SCTP in the future to resgoneimergencies, noting that, ‘technically’, the MIS
can be adapted quickly and relatively easily to mooradd-ons’ (ibid.).

24 The implication is that this requires a lot of odination with DoDMA.

% To assess how the social protection system istafieby a given shock, there is a proposed ameridméme rapid
assessment form to be tested in Salima after dloelithgs (activity planned under the contingencynp(@NICEF, pers.
comms.)
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Interviewees noted two additional challenges tongisexisting programmes to scale up in
emergencies. The first relates to the calculatica ‘op-up’ of the SCTP, due to the different s&er
amounts that beneficiaries receive (based on thaauof household members, children of school-
age etc.). This was a challenge in the recent ationmclusion of SCTP beneficiaries. Because
SCTP households receive different transfer valoglsulating the amount required from the MVAC
assistance would have been a challenge — espeagatlye amount for MVAC fluctuates each month
(MVAC is calculated on a percentage of the SPHE®#I fbasket). In the 2016/17 MVAC response,
this was deemed operationally difficult, and therefit was decided that full MVAC rations would be
given to SCTP households.

The second challenge raised was the complicatiatifferent types of transfers being delivered in
emergency response (where cash, food or vouchersoanmonly distributed) compared to regular
social protection provision, which predominantharsfers cash. Whilst there is agreement by the
international community that cash transfers shdaddthe choice of transfer in emergencies where
appropriate (Humanitarian Policy Group, 2016), imldvi a combination of cash and food (and
sometimes vouchers) is transferred, based on aetnaskessment in each TA. As a result, one of the
biggest challenges around using SCTP systems is they can only deliver cash, which is
incompatible for humanitarian assistance where atarare not viable (WFP, pers. comms).

In sum, there is significarfuture potentialfor social protection information systems and \ly
infrastructure to flexibly respond to unanticipatdtbcks through increased coverage and ‘top-ups’.
The ways in which the SCTP MIS is being developad(the UBR discussed above) — and the
potential of the banking system to rapidly get mpoteebeneficiaries and non-beneficiaries if theg ar
registered and know how to use bank accounts —osufie future potential of greater alignment and
harmonisation for using social protection in emanyeresponses.

Whilst improvements are being made in delivery exyst with support and innovation from
development partners, the social protection systera whole is not yet in a position to realise such
gains at scale, because the cash-payment systemsfeastructure for delivering social protection
still have a long way to go in terms of effectivese(in delivering regular, timely, predictable
payments to beneficiaries across all districts) staddardisation.

Malawi has a wealth of knowledge and experiencenffumanitarian cash-transfer operations that
could be used to understand how to strengthenadtial protection system, and to build capacity for
smoother interaction of the two systems in therijithowever.

5.3 Early warning systems
Weather early warning systems

Systems to provide advanced warning for weathentsvare underdeveloped in Malawi, but some
capacity exists:

The Malawi Department for Climate Change and Metlegjical Service (DCCMS) disseminates:

a. seasonal and shorter-term forecasts to user agemuibthe public for droughts

b. forecast information for rainfall, which includet)(seasonal, seven-day and daily
forecasts; (2) severe weather warnings for stromgisistorms and cyclones; and (3)
50mm-threshold warning$.

c. Agro-meteorological forecasts include (1) seasémacasts (3 months); and (2) 10-
day agro-meteorological bulletins.

2 The mandate for issuance of warnings is splitse@CCMS and the Water Resources Department (undfitisry of
Irrigation and Water Development). The DCCMS'’s raléa provide early warning to the Water Resourcgsaienent,
which has the jurisdiction to give early flood wergs. DCCMS also provides prognostic climate and heyahformation
to the Shire River Water Management Programme, wisidunded by the World Bank. In turn, the recipséeof this
information develop early warning messages.
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The dissemination of climate and weather warnimgghie public is not well established, with
seemingly random triggers leading to warnings. @kelaration of a disaster (especially drought)
itself can be politicised.

However, progress is being made in improving fosdng and dissemination of early warning. In
2014, the DCCMS began producing and disseminatinggdregated weather forecasts at district
level, helping farmers to make decisions basednformation specific to their district, rather than
region. It is likely that the reliability of the waings and forecasts produced by DCCMS will improve
in the coming years following substantial investtsebeing made by development partners (as
described below).

At present, there are two major donor-funded pnognas to improve weather EWS in Malawi: the
Global Framework for Climate Services led by ther/®eteorological Organisation, and Scaling
Up the Use of Modernised Climate Information andlfe&Varning Systems in Malawi, which is
funded by the Green Climate Fund (GCF) with technisupport from the United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP). The former is in fafleration, while the latter is in its early
stages as funding has yet to be released by the GCF

At the district level, DCCMS also supports severstrdit-level ‘climate centres’, which are
established centres within district governments ifderpreting and using climate and weather
information services. These centres receive postitts weather information and have had some
training. There are also a number of village-leskinate centres, which are pilot projects. More
information is needed on the efficacy of these remnt

In community-level consultations, farmers expregbeddesire for forecasts specific to their aréas.
skilled disaggregation of weather information at Tevel could help farmers to make informed
planting decisions, where the capacity exists amgle on-farm practices.

In addition to the DCCMS EWS systems, there is alsommunity-based flood EWS functional in a
small number of communiti€s.Malawi Red Cross, Christian Aid and World Visioave been
particularly active in establishing community-bade@/S with specific focal communities. These
projects use the common river pole system, whesahple coloured poles help community members
to identify danger levels (green, yellow and refhese systems, when functioning as planned, are
effective at giving an early warning of a few howrsdays for flooding conditions in downstream
communities. They do, however, require the consisemgagement of volunteers to monitor river
levels and make phone calls, and a functioning raobétwork. They are not suitable for flash
flooding as the lead time provided is typicallyufficient.

Key findings that are relevant for the design shack-sensitive social protection system include:

» Despite low levels of development until now, weatheervices and EWS are a growing
priority for the GoM and international donors. It is likely that the reliability of the
warnings and forecasts produced by DCCMS will imprén the coming years following
substantial investments being made by developnaatrgrs.

» Early warnings are only valuable if used to make alecision at local level; this requires
additional support. In the case of Malawi, additional support will beeded to downscale
the forecasts in a way that helps users make dasisiThe use of local structures can help.
There is a boom in community radio, which couldvile an excellent opportunity to give
radio forecasts for specific areas at sub-disleil, in local languages, etc.

» Staff in DCCMS are keen to better integrate weatheand climate information into social
protection programmes in addition to creating greaér literacy on climate change and
weather forecasts among institutions and the genergublic. DCCMS is aware of and
concerned about forecasts being misunderstood, hwhappened frequently in the most
recentEl Nifio. During interviews, they suggested multiple stémsvard to formalise the
provision of weather information for social proieat including producing a training on

27 One example of a small-scale flood EWS using rpades is a project by Christian Aid
(http://ec.europa.eu/echof/files/aid/dipecho/malahiistian_aid_en.pdf).
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climate change and weather forecasting for sociakeption practitioners, and establishing a
desk officer for social protection within the metalogical service once plans for shock-
sensitive social protection have been further dwpe.

Food security early warning systems

MVAC conducts bi-annual vulnerability assessmentd analysis in May and October using a
livelihood-based analytical framework known as H@usehold Economy Approach. The approach
uses primary and secondary data to assess howefgetiptlihoods operate in a normal situation, the
consequences of being exposed to a shock(s), eateégies used by the household to survive and
protect their livelihood systems. Shocks may inelalought, dry spells, price changes, and loss of
labour opportunities. As of 2017, this informatiteeds into the Integrated Food Security Phase
Classification along with Nutrition Survey Repoasd Food Security Reports and other information
provided by stakeholders, which classifies the feedurity situation at district level (from none,
stress, crisis, emergency, to famine). Analysess undertaken to ensure the right support mgdalit
(e.g. cash, food, vouchers, or a combination) @seh at the right time, based on market assessments
food prices and the realities of providers delingrcash (e.g. geographical coverage, liquidity}hwi
the flexibility to shift between modalities.

Global EWS, such as the Famine Early Warning Sy$etwork (FEWSNET), are also in operation
in Malawi, and SERVIR has produced a vulnerabifitgpping tool to inform decisions on a medium
time-scale.

5.4 Summary

Table 6: Systems: progress towards a shock-sensitiv e social protection
system

Components
of a shock- Level of progress towards features in Malawi
sensitive Features of shock-sensitive
social social protection
protection Traffic light Key messages
system

Targeting, data and information systems

Registration system linked to

> o : Emerging Discussions under way on this.
national civil registry.

The UBR will be updated every
four years, however seasonal
vulnerability affects households

Cross-cutting | Registries are regularly annually and shocks can

social updated, grievance significantly change households’
protection mechanisms are in place. poverty and vulnerability status.
components Grievance mechanisms are only just

being developed.

M&E: Measure outcomes and
impact of seasonal
vulnerability, and use the
findings to inform operations.

Programme M&E tends to not
monitor programme impacts
considering seasonal vulnerability,

Targeting systems enable The current UBR is an important
Resilient and | identification of at-risk areas step towards collecting and utilising
promotive, and| and individuals for data on poverty; but types of
seasonal social| vulnerability to chronic and indicators used are problematic fo
protection seasonal food insecurity and shock-sensitive social protection,
climate variability. which requires information on

Emerging
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seasonal vulnerability, food
insecurity, risk of shocks, etc.

If giving top-ups to regular
beneficiaries, there is still a

Emerging practice within the socia
protection sector to automatically

P::(?hitrc: hgx]ee?;%;?; for Emerging include social protection (SCTP)
househglds beneficiaries.
Creation of a data-triangulatio UBR pilot recently conducted.
service for humanitarian
agencies to coordinate with th
UBR, and knowledge on how
Scalable and g o
to use this in humanitarian
EMETGENCY- | contexts Emergin
linked social ' ging
protection
Delivery systems
Timely delivery of transfers in
social protection programming is
Timelv delivery of absolutely critical for achieving
transférs /bene):‘its Emerging programme objectives: programmes
' in Malawi continue to suffer from
delays in transfers, which reduce the
effectiveness of programmes.
Recent pilots and experimentation
on the use of e-payments, mobile
Resilient and banking, etc. demonstrate good
promotive, and progress; but there are still
seasonal social| Effective payment system witl Sv?ggincgjz :glgiﬁ,:/g;?mae Egeenqg ple
protection flexibility for households to L paym !
switch between types of This is important for progressing
L . with shock-sensitive social
payment modalities when Emerging ; :
required (ability to overcome protection, esp_emally to support
cash liquidity in affected financial inclusion and efficiency
areas)q y gains, but is not a pre-requisite —
' these payment systems can be
developed at the same time (the
most important issue here is that the

transfers are delivered on time as
expected).

Scalable and
emergency-

linked social

protection

Established partnerships and
payment operating systems
(reduced time and costs).

No formal procedures or
partnerships in place.

Flexibility of payment

providers to bring in staff fro
other regions (e.g. prepared f
in existing plans).

Not presently — currently only an
emerging issue to link social
protection and humanitarian.

Adaptability of payment
schedules and modalities (bu
still require predictable
payment).

Emerging

There is awareness of the need to
adapt payment schedules and

modalities, e.g. minimising number

of cards for accessing benefits.

Early Warning Systems




46

Cross-cutting
social

Information and monitoring of

There is good skill of forecast and

. . . Emerging significant investment in this area in

protection information.
recent years.
components
Resilient and
promotive, Communication of early . Weak for weather-forecast EWS,
seasonal, and . Emerging X
._ | warning messages. good for food-security EWS.
scalable social
protection
Scalable and . . To our knowledge, social protection
Action plan linked to forecast . h

emergency- or early warning that includes is not currently included as a sectar
linked social social protection in the weather-forecast EWS or in
protection b ' the food-security EWS.
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6. Financing shock-sensitive social protection

The financing of shock-sensitive social protectimust strike a balance between achieving
sustainable support for long-term programmes taicedchronic poverty, and access to additional
finance to support temporary expansion of programinetimes of greater need. It should link to

Malawi’'s overall disaster risk financing (DRF) framiork, which includes funding for humanitarian

and emergency response activities as well as |eteger interventions.

In this section, we provide an overview of key ed@mits to take into consideration for financing a
shock-sensitive social protection system that redutironic poverty and addresses seasonal gaps on
a long-term basis. We also consider financing s¢aability component of such a system. This study
does not aim to provide recommendations on thenéiah architecture of Malawi's entire DRR
system.

Overall, this analysis shows that social protectimuigets are mostly donor-funded, and Malawi's
mobilisation of domestic resources for the sectnains low across all programmes under the
MNSSP. Multi-year commitments exist, but still dageon project-driven donor funding, which is
highly fragmented. In addition, serious concernsuglpublic finance management severely constrain
programme delivery and is a key issue to be adeldess

In Malawi, the main instrument for dealing with aters is ex-post, namely, humanitarian appeals
after MVAC figures are produced. A scalability manism with a set of financial instruments to
adequately address different magnitudes of risles dwt exist in Malawi. While the country has
some limited experience with ex-ante financialrimstents such as insurance, they don’t form part of
a coherent financing system of risk management.fifla@cing of a shock-sensitive social protection
system in Malawi should include a shock-responsieehanism for anticipating and responding to a
pre-determined need, as well as links with a hutagan response system

6.1 Financing sustainable multi-year and seasonal s  ocial protection programmes
Key features of financing long-term social protentprogrammes — including those that are shock-
sensitive — include:

* Government commitment and ownership of the shookitee social protection system
through domestic funds and resource delivery thnagmvernment structures with sufficient
implementation capacity.

e Sustainable multi-year funding commitments thataatequate to support fluctuating levels of
need, including across seasons.

* Good financial management of public expenditurspeng funding is available when needed
and as planned.

» Donor coordination, ensuring external contributians well managed and provide maximum
benefit to the programme.

Below, we provide an analysis of the status oféHesy features in Malaf.
Government commitment and owner ship through domestic financing and delivery

Overall, Malawi is highly dependent on donor finzgg; although the level of external financing
varies across sectols 2014, external donor support represented 16#%eotountry’s gross national
income and amounted to 75% of government expevwseld Bank, 2017a). Following a major
public financial management scandal in 2013 (knoas ‘cashgate’) the level of on-budget
development assistance received by Malawi decliuhednatically (Clarke et al., 2016). This has
restricted the government’s ability to improve fisspace and increase long-term funding across all
sectors.

2 O'Neill and Hall (2016) provide a more detailechbysis of the financial landscape of social pratectHere, we only
provide an overview that focuses on relevant aspect
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Social protection budgets are mostly donor-funded, Malawi’'s mobilisation of domestic resources
for this sector remains low, across all programmeder the MNSSP. For instance, 90% of the
SCTP’s budget is externally funded (O’Neill and KH&016). The Government of Malawi has
recently increased its contribution to the SCTRyldiag it (UNICEF, pers. comm.)

It is worth noting that this is also true for DRMti&ities in Malawi (including DRR and mitigation),
as well as the MVAC secretariat's activities (authaterviews; MVAC, 2016). The scope and
budgets of DRR activities are quite constrained much of the support that reaches government is
focused on supporting policy change (author intawg)). At the time of this study, it seemed only the
UNDP was providing direct support for the governtded DRR programme, which was nearing its
end. It is unclear whether additional resourcesheitome available for this area (ibid.).

However, this is not the case for all programmdse ™VAC response’ received higher allocations
of domestic financing (according to data colleatedng field work, 40% of its financing is from the
government in the form of maize), as well as sigaift funding from external donors with large
humanitarian programmes. The cost of the excepgtiemergency response during the 2016/17 lean
season was estimated at US$395.1 million (GoM, R017

In the agricultural sectors around 85% of FISP’'sigmi, which combines social protection and
agricultural productivity objectives, is financed ldomestic allocations (Van Meerendonk, n.d.;
author interviews). According to the World Bank {80, pilot reforms to the FISP programme (which
has been an inefficient programme) have the patletdi open up fiscal space for investments in
resilience and social protection.

In the social protection sector, development pastngre advocating for stronger government
commitment as a prerequisite for expanded suppoithér interviews). While it is unclear whether
the government plans to increase commitments t@lspmtection, the MNSSP review process, as
well as the MGDS llI, offers an opportunity for aaating for increased domestic resources for social
protection in general, and shock-sensitive soaiatigetion in particular.

In addition to low levels of domestic financing, Mai faces two interrelated challenges to the
delivery of social protection resources throughegoment systems. First, social protection strusture
on the ground are weak and have low capacity téeiment. For instance, SCTP programme delivery
in the one district financed by government hasdagignificant implementation challenges, including
disbursement delays (author interviews; O’Neill dthall, 2016). In addition, restrictions on direct
budget support hinder the country’s ability to n@gmalevelopment and humanitarian funds and
channel them to local levels of implementation. sThipacts the government’s ability to operate
social protection activities on the ground, weakgnalready inadequate implementation capacity at
district level. An exception to this might be thBIE, which channels finances to the Ministry of Lioca
Government at district level, however the programseems to have been beset by accusations of
funds mismanagement (author interviews).

From a district-level perspective, funding for &SSP comes from different sources, which puts
pressure on the district administration to recancihultiple accounts and provide varying
accountability depending on the source and modé&imading (O’Neill and Hall, 2016). Other sectors
face similar problems: for instance, most significiunding for DRM activities is implemented
directly by international agencies and NGOs.

Adequate multi-year commitments for fluctuating levels of need across seasons

NSSP programmes have multi-year project fundindesythat last, on average, four years (ibid.)
However, because this funding is donor and prajependent, it is relatively unpredictable beyond
the project cycle. In some cases, gaps in projealifhg have created gaps in coverage and delays in
NSSP payments — as seems to have been the casgakaBwhere payment of benefits has been
delayed by over five months at the time of reseéacithor interviews).

The MVAC assessment process is also ‘poorly furtdemligh an ad hoc or “piecemeal” approach to
securing funds, and therefore cannot make long-fglans or effective use of current resources’
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(MVAC, 2016: 38). Inconsistent funding also makedifficult to sustain longer-term links with other
programmes and projects, and useful disseminataifopms are affected.

Despite the MVAC response process occurring onl@os yearly basis, multi-year funding is not
available, in part because most financing comes fnramanitarian funds, which are not committed
on a multi-year basis (although some donors mag awulti-year budget that enables them to fund a
response every year on a case-by-case basis)attiqa, there is then an almost yearly process of
fundraising for the response aimed to cover sedsmmals. This also might include implementing all
processes anew every year — including targetingistration, and establishment of delivery and
payment mechanisms. Since 2005, the same type &G/sponse has occurred every year, except
on two occasions, in the 2009/10 and 2010/11 aljuiah seasons.

Good financial management of public expenditure

Malawi has a track record of weak fiscal disciplifeeading to macroeconomic instability (Clarke et
al., 2016). This has deteriorated further followithg decline of on-budget development assistance
after the 2013 ‘cashgate’ scandal, so that thergovent persistently runs large fiscal deficits.

Mismanagement of public funds continues to be mggrconcern in Malawi, constraining the ability

of government to manage development funds. But gmogress has been made. The World Bank
recently approved an US$80 million credit to theMSimr general budget support to agriculture for

the first time in four years, with the objective @fpporting ongoing public finance reforms (World

Bank, 2017b). More progress is needed, howevepublic finance reforms and in increasing the

government’s management of funds in a transpanestagcountable way in order for long-lasting

measures for poverty reduction to succeed.

In the social protection sector, development pastn@gre now supporting the government in
conducting a public expenditure review. This ieimted to generate evidence and analysis on the
efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability of iabgrotection expenditures, and will inform the
future design and reform priorities of social pobien interventions, especially basic social aasist
programming (author interviews).

Donor coordination to ensure external contributions are well managed

Support to the NSSP pillars is highly fragmentess donors. None of the five programmes within
the NSSP currently has a single, harmonised appré@adunds management, largely due to the
varying appetite for risk (O’'Neill and Hall, 20168fubsequently, DCs are burdened by the multiple
funding mechanisms and related management andirgpoequirements.

While the NSSP makes a provision for establishir@S&, this scheme has not yet materialised. The
SSF would use a basket-funding mechanism, whichldvonclude government funds, long-term
guaranteed contributions from development partreerd, private-sector contributions (GoM, 2012b).
However, limited programmatic or financial coordina — as well as donor concerns over fiduciary
risks — mean that there is little appetite amongsiors to establish a common funding mechanism in
the short term (O’Neill and Hall, 2016).

Stronger donor coordination around programme obvest design, implementation and funding
modalities is crucial. Addressing the constrairgsestablishing more harmonised financing and
reporting approaches is also essential, and a keyitp in the medium term is to establish the
building blocks for a SSF, supported by the riglgrsight mechanisms.

6.2 Financing scalable social protection in respons e to shocks
Key features of a financing system for shock response

A shock-sensitive social protection system thathlke to act quickly to avert an impending disaster
deal with its impacts requires support from a firiag mechanism that provides liquidity in a fast,
reliable and objective manner. The following prpies of DRF can be used to plan for the potentially
significant but uncertain financing needs for suddgpansion of both a social protection programme
and humanitarian system.

» A scalability mechanism with diverse financial iagtents to adequately address risks.
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» A scalability mechanism is supported by ‘ex-antericial instruments.
» Established rules define expansion of a safetyatietving a shock event.

» Financing modalities for dealing with climate shechre linked to pre-agreed, objective
indicators, such as those based on forecasts cgrobd weather information.

One example of a programme that uses some of pngesples is NUSAF Il in Uganda (see Box 3).

Box 3: Financing of the Northern Uganda Social Acti  on Fund

Administered by the Office of the Prime Ministdretthird Northern Uganda Social Action Fund (NUSAR
1) is being implemented until 2021 in 56 disteatf Uganda. The public works component provides
beneficiaries with seasonal transfers in returrttieir labour, with the objective of sustaining ancreasing
their assets and smoothing consumption during$easons.

Building on the achievements of previous projedts)SAF 11l now includes a DRF component to help
address the impact of disasters in the northeriomegf Uganda. It will utilise the public works c@mnent
as a delivery channel to increase financial assistdo affected households upon identification ghack
event, using established targeting and paymen¢sissto select and transfer funds.

The overall project has a budget of US$130 milliehwhich the majority is to finance ongoing neeasl
expansion of the programme. The DRF component hbadget of US$12 m., of which US$10 m. s
allocated to fund scale-ups and US$2 m. is to bihitdsystem and capacity — including data systemds |a
communication technology to gather reliable andetimdata for risk analysis and for triggering the
scalability mechanism.

The DRF mechanism uses satellite images of vegatatbmbined with ground data and reports made by a
technical inter-ministerial team together with Kepd-security partners (WFP, the Food and Agrigeltu
Organization and FEWSNET) to determine if thereevédence of likely crop failure. If a pre-defined
threshold is met that indicates drought conditidhsn a temporary expansion of the PWP will begeigd.

The DRF mechanism became fully operational in ROES, and initially covers the seven districts tod t
Karamoja sub-region in northern Uganda. It wasgergd in all seven districts y August 2016 due
drought conditions across the region, however gfoee the government is implementing an expande® AW
over the 2016/17 lean season.

—
o

A scalability mechanism requires consideration le# potential costs and benefits of a range of
financial and budgetary instruments, including egeecy budget reallocations, contingency funds,
insurance, and emergency appeals from the intematicommunity. The World Bank (2015)
suggests a ‘risk-layering’ approach, as indicate#figure 5. This framework suggests that it is most
cost-effective to: i) finance frequent but relativbow expenditures through reserves or contingency
budgets; ii) finance medium-impact events throughtiogent lines of credit, and iii) finance low-
frequency but high-impact events through mechanisues as insurance that transfer the risk away
from the government.

Ex-ante financial instruments are those that at@béshed in advance of when the funds are needed;
ex-post instruments require no advance planningaaadnly arranged following a disaster (Clarke
and Dercon, 2016). A scalability mechanism sho@dipported by ex-ante financial instruments, as
evidence shows that acting in advance of a disastent can generate significant cost-savings
compared to financing the costs of disasters on@vant has occurred (ibid.).

Ex-ante instruments include contingency funds afget allocations, contingent credit, insurance, re-
insurance and derivatives, whereas other sourcefinafice such as post-disaster aid or credit,
emergency budget reallocations or an increaseatitan would be considered ex-post instruments.
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Figure 5: Risk layering of financial instruments to finance disaster losses
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Source: Adapted from World Bank (2015).

In addition, the level of financing required to bleaexpansion of a programme following a shock
event is an important consideration for shock-gemsisocial protection. This means that, before
deciding on the set of financial instruments topgurp scalability and response, it is necessary to
establish the rules that will define expansionhaf programme in case of a shock event. This ingolve
decisions on when the programme will scale up, hwamy beneficiaries will receive assistance, how
much the additional assistance will cost, and htienathis is expected to occur.

This planning is critical so that a financial stét@y can be developed to match the potential coat of
scale-up. For this, financial analysis can be perédl to estimate the cost of the scalability
mechanism under different scenarios, and thenamdial strategy can be chosen to ensure funds are
available when needed, based on the general canaePRF outlined above.

This rules-based approach to scaling up and linkimgial protection with emergency response can
lead to significant benefits for both beneficiaraexd governments. These rules will include whether
the mechanism is triggered to support anticipadatjon (acting before the disaster happens but when
the certainty of it is high, based on forecastsihonediate or seasonal response. In all cases,auch
mechanism would benefit from objective indicatdmatttrigger a set of pre-agreed and adequately
funded actions. This could be linked to forecasid BWS, and so it is important to understand how
current mechanisms can be coordinated and usethimpurpose. Such an approach ensures that
adequate resources are available to respond t&sHhmat also that there is timely deployment of pre
and post-disaster aid to those most in need. dt etsures that a programme is based on high-quality
data that is free from political manipulation.

The status of shock-responsive financial instrumentsin Malawi

Malawi does not have a comprehensive DRF stratedy as such, most of the elements of a good
shock-financing system described above are noeptek this subsection we provide an overview of
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existing instruments used in Malawi to finance ageecy and disaster response, and assess them
against the DRF principles above.

Financing to cover the impacts of shocks is typyc@x-post and donor-driven. In
Malawi, this type of funding is linked to the argdture of the MVAC assessment and
response cycles. This funding is not suitable facalability mechanism because it is
unpredictable and could be too slow to meet thelseéaffected populations.

It is reported that the four most recent disastenglalawi (2002, 2005, 2008 and 2015)
have cost the country close to US$1 billion (MoAIWZD16). An important point is that
it is unclear how much of the ‘emergency respomses gone to addressing chronic food
insecurity.

Social protection programming in Malawi does noerseto have any dedicated
contingency fund or ring-fenced reserve fund thetdmes available immediately after a
qualifying event. There are no contingency creulitthe Malawi social protection sector
(author interviews). Moreover, attempts to scalehgg SCTP and PWPs during the last
humanitarian responses have highlighted the clggkeiof using existing mechanisms to
channel additional, unexpected funds (ibid.). Thereome limited experience where a
few NGO programmes (supported by USAID) have atleddunds that can be used to
deal with shocks (called crisis modifiers).

Malawi’'s disaster response sector seems to haviéetintontingency funds that are
replenished every year, but no contingency créalgsl| (ibid.). Small contingency funds
are used for non-seasonal disaster response fedatlisasters) upon assessment and
activation by local councils. These funds seem é&ahidy government contingency funds
and humanitarian agencies, including the Red Gandsthers.

Malawi has had a few experiences with the usefremce products to enhance financial
protection against disaster risk, both at the smgarand household level. The Malawian
National Drought Insurance first came into force208, structured as a derivative
product on a rainfall index. This innovative rislamagement instrument was a first for a
sovereign entity in Africagnd was renewed twice, in 2009 and 2010 (Syroka and
Nucifora, 2010). The product had a maximum pay-outUS$4.4 m. in the 2009/10
renewal, although weather conditions did not trigge pay-out while the drought
insurance was in forcg.

Malawi was among the 18 original signatories of #feéca Risk Capacity (ARC) in
2012% and purchased an insurance policy in 2015. Foligwmvidespread drought
conditions across the country in 2016, the catphromodel used by ARC initially
indicated that no pay-out was due. However, aftembodel was recalibrated, ARC stated
that a pay-out of US$8 m. would be made followihg &pproval of their Financial
Implementation Plaf. At the time of writing, the GoM was in the procesfsdeciding
how best to allocate these resources.

While sovereign-level insurance can support the egawent’s contingency plans,
microinsurance can be layered at the community hodsehold level to protect
households directly. Malawi also has experiencen witeather-index microinsurance
through the R4 initiative, which offers accessrisurance as part of an integrated risk-
management package. This mechanism acts as a fyp®mntingency mechanism
integrated into a safety-net approach, and cowaestrophic risks at household level.

The financing of a shock-sensitive social protecttigystem in Malawi should include a shock-
responsive mechanism for anticipating and respagntira pre-determined need, as well as links with
the humanitarian response system

2 http://siteresources.worldbank.org/EXTDISASTER/ResesfMalawiDerivative Final.pdf

30 ARC is an index-based sovereign insurance schemehygiays out to the government of the insured cguintcase of
major drought event in a country, which is therpasible for implementing a contingency plan withispecific timeline.
31 http://www.africanriskcapacity.org/2016/11/14/preskease-malawi-to-receive-usd-8m-insurance-paymsiipport-

drought-affected-families/
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As mentioned previously, a scalability mechanisnuldaequire objective indicators that trigger pre-
agreed, adequately funded actions in anticipatraegponse to a shock. Such a system would rely on
the use of forecasts and EWS, including coordinatidh existing mechanisms (MVAC/FEWSNET),
and should consider overlaps and coordination lextvitbe different social protection programmes
(SCTP, PWP, SMP). A risk-financing strategy wouleed be developed to adequately cover the
financial costs of such a mechanism.

Ex-ante options for financing a scalability meclsami(and potentially larger emergency response)
would include:

- Contingency financing. A contingency fund could be established that iy oeleased upon
an agreed set of rules and triggers. This wouldaseof individual programmes or held at the
level of a SSF.

- Contingent credit. The World Bank Development Policy Loan with a &atophe Deferred
Drawdown Option (CAT-DDO) is a contingent creditdi that provides immediate liquidity
in the aftermath of a natural disasteWhile this funding has not traditionally been dabie
as concessional credit for less-developed countitiegll shortly be made availabfé.As a
CAT-DDO forms part of a larger development loans thrrangement could offer the GoM
the opportunity to access both longer-term finagdior ongoing efforts to reduce chronic
poverty and additional finance if a disaster occuraking it highly suitable for financing a
shock-responsive safety net.

- Donor contingency financing It may be possible for the government to secuwaod
funding specifically for a scalability mechanisnr fa social protection programme. This
would require an ex-ante agreement with a donenture that a certain level of funding can
be provided to the government under certain preedjrcircumstances. It would therefore
make the source of finance similar to a contingefunyd, but would be held by the donor
rather than the government prior to disbursemeandss that typically provide financing for
humanitarian action may be an appropriate sourdé@aficing for a scalable social protection
system, and this may result in a reduction in therall costs to donors that usually support
humanitarian assistance.

- Macro-level insurance schemesWhile at the time of research, the GoM had indidahat
they will not be renewing the ARC policy for the1BJ17 seasorgther options exist for
insurance mechanisms in commercial markets. Itaghwnoting that insurance might not be
the best instrument to deal with recurrent shocld lasses, however, and so may not be a
suitable financing mechanism if expansion of aaquiotection programme is expected to be
triggered frequently (for example, once every twdhoee years).

In the long term, a shock-sensitive social protectystem might be able to take on a substantial
share of emergency needs, but there will alwaysabeall for a strong emergency system to
complement it. It is therefore important to enstina linkages with the emergency system can be put
in place, so that responses are coordinated, mptiroterms of targeted populations and benefitg, b
also so that disaster financing is used more effity.

32 http://treasury.worldbank.org/bdm/pdf/Handouts affice/CatDDO_Product_Note.pdf

33 See Annex 8 of International Development Assowiafi8 replenishment:
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/34866658855091/Report-from-the-Executive-Directors-of-the
International-Development-Association-to-the-Boafdsovernors-Additions-to-IDA-Resources-Eighteenth-Rashment
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6.3 Summary

Table 7: Financing: progress towards a shock-sensit ive social protection
system

Components
of a shock- o Level of progress towards features in Malawi
sensitive Features of shock-sensitive
social social protection
protection Status | Key messages
system
Government commitment and Overall, Malawi is highly dependent on
ownership of social protection donor financing, although the level of
system through: external financing varies across sectors.
Social protection budgets are mostly dongr-
funded and Malawi’s mobilisation of
- Domestic financing of . domestic resources for this sector remaing
X . Emerging
social protection. low, across all programmes under the
MNSSP. Government needs to address this
in future MNSSP revisions.
Core - Resources delivered . _ . .
resiliént and through government Emerging Low capacity to implement is constrained
promotive structures with by frggmented and_ bl_erensome
and seasc;na! capacity. requirements on districts.
social Sustainable multi-year
protection commitments, including acrosg Medium | Multi-year commitments exist, but still
seasons. depend on project-driven, donor funding.

Serious concerns about public finance
management severely constrain programre
delivery. Key issue to be addressed.
Support to the NSSP pillars is highly
fragmented across donors. Addressing th¢
constraints to establish more harmonised
financing and reporting approaches is

essential, including a type of pooled fundipg
mechanism.

Good financial management o
public expenditure.

Donor coordination and
harmonisation of funding.

Emerging

A framework of diverse
financial instruments to
adequately address risks.

Framework does not exist. It requires
making decisions about scalability rules of
the system, before an analysis of the mos
cost-efficient framework can be done.
While some instruments exist, they are no
organised coherently. Most of the financin

—F

Ex-ante financial instruments i

[(®]

Scalable and| pjace. EMerging| f disaster response is through ad-hoc poft-
emergency- disaster fundraising.
linked social

These do not exist. A scalability mechanigm
would require objective triggers and a set pf
pre-agreed actions supported by adequat¢g
funding.

A scalability mechanism would require the
use of forecasts and EWS, including
coordination with existing mechanisms
(MVAC/FEWSNET).

protection Established rules for expansio
of social protection in case of g
shock.

Financing modalities for
climate shocks linked to
forecasts and EWS for more
effective anticipation.
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PART 3: A VISION FOR
SHOCK-SENSITIVE SOCIAL
PROTECTION IN MALAWI

This report synthesises recent experiences of ol protection to deal with shocks. In doing so
three important messages emerge for moving towarsisock-sensitive social protection system in
Malawi.

First, Malawi is highly exposed to climate risksdaro-stressors that create emergency situations, bu
the underlying vulnerabilities of households to chronicpoverty and predictable annual food
insecurity are important factors in producing recurrent humanitarian emergencies Data on
MVAC emergency responses show that the number oplpedeclared to be food-insecure has
changed considerably over the last ten years -ingrigpm 260,000 people in 2011 to 6.7 million in
2016 — but also that food insecurity is an annealiaence in some districts.

Second,climate change is set to increase Malawi's exposute climate risks, creating more
frequent or severe climate extremes that impact pgbe across the country The need for
humanitarian action will be determined by the deptlseverity of food insecurity, which depends not
only on the magnitude of the climate event, bub @ls the series of vulnerability factors that oeeat
large impacts from those shocks. Tdiference between a humanitarian response and a cal
protection response might then be largely determirgeby an impact-based approach

And third, it is important to recognise that sogattection alone cannot address all of the fadtwat
create food insecurity and emergencies in Malawiyédver, challenges in programme design and
implementation reduce the effectiveness of sodiatggtion support already in place. While some
positive trends have been observed in the impattsome programmes, by and largscial
protection in Malawi does not yet have the abilityto significantly address chronic and seasonal
poverty and food insecurity at scale.

In the context of these key findings, the finaltsetof this report outlines a vision for strengtirey
shock-sensitive social protection in Malawi.

7. Towards a shock-sensitive social protection sys tem in Malawi

7.1 Objectives

A shock-sensitive social protection system in Malavehould reduce poverty and food insecurity,
meet the seasonal needs of the poorest, build résiice to shocks and climate change, and
support early and effective emergency action wheneeded.Such a system should prioritise core
social protection objectives, while also ensuringttthe progress made is protected from predictable
seasonal food insecurity and from increasingly dssg shocks. While social protection can never
fully replace emergency response capacity, a ssfideshock-sensitive social protection system
would, over time, reduce the need for year-on-g@aergency response.

The key elements of shock-sensitivity are alreaghpsrted by Malawi’'s NSSP, the main objective of
which is toreduce poverty and hunger, and improve resilienceof those who are vulnerable to
risks and shocks(GoM, 2012a). As the MNSSP and the National Rasile Plan are currently being
revised, the findings from this report provide impat recommendations relevant to MNSSP Il and
the NRP.

A vision for shock-sensitive social protection iraldwi builds on the following policy objectives of
the NSSP:
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e Objective 1 (provision of welfare support) and 2ofpction of assets): shock-sensitive
social protection must ensure adequate supporssache seasons, and build resilience
specifically to seasonal variations, climate exesrand climate change. The NSSP also
aims to reduce predictable annual food insecuntgl Auild long-term resilience by
providing predictable multi-year support to pooukeholds.

e Objective 3 (promotion through productivity enhamest): we support the aim of
moving households above the poverty line, but dddreed to prevent shocks from
pushing them back into poverty (supporting sustdengraduation).

e Obijective 4 (policy linkages and mainstreaming):stress the need for social protection
to coordinate effectively with the humanitarianteecin addition to DRR and climate
risk management.

Importantly, a shock-sensitive social protectiostegn must address the needs of people who face the
following scenarios, all of which relate to weatlad climate patterns but with varying degrees of
frequency and predictability, and have differemgramming implications.

e Seasonality.

a) Seasonal variabilitys inherent to Malawi under current agriculturahditions. It is
influenced by the agricultural calendar, and affelsbusehold livelihoods (including
income, expenditure and workload), food securitytrition, health and wellbeing at
particular times of the year. This variability igNvknown, and the MNSSP programmes
already address some elements of it in their progre design.

b) Seasonality causes predictable food gaps durindethe season on a regular basis,
in most cases requiring an emergency respahséfectshouseholds that do not produce
enough food or income to meet their needs througtites year, and results in food-
access deficits from October to March. Often, tHesd gaps affect the same households
in the same districts year on year, even in theerad®s of unusual weather events.
Currently these needs are mainly met through theaMVAC emergency response.

« Extreme or unusual climate shocks occur with rekatfrequency in Malawi and cause
exceptional periods of acute neéelg. El Nifig). Such shocks, interacting with underlying
poverty and vulnerability, can exacerbate poor bbokls’ vulnerability to seasonal
variability, increasing food insecurity and the Iscaf assistance needed. While the
occurrence of these events is harder to prediatecésting, advanced planning and
preparedness, and risk-reduction approaches canlgog way to mitigate their impacts by
enabling early response. In Malawi, social protectprogrammes have recently piloted
options to support households through combinedaspeotection and MVAC interventions.
In addition, some social protection programmes sgeking to reduce and mitigate the
impacts of climate shocks by linking social suppeith complementary programmes (e.g.
climate-smart agriculture) and designing public kgoto increase economic resilience and
protect natural resources. Efforts in this arealmastrengthened, however.

7.2 Programme design

In order to meet the objectives set out abovetwadushock-sensitive social protection system shoul
be built around the following five programming coomgnts, which are discussed in turn in the
remainder of this section:

In the short term,

1. Prioritise strengthening the design and deliva@rgore social protection programmes to achieve
their objectives.

2. Address the predictable annual food gap for pmarseholds through multi-year and predictable
programming to reduce the scale of the annual eanesgresponse.

3. Strengthen shock-sensitive objectives in sgaratection programming through a more explicit
focus on preparing and planning for shocks andimgliresilience.
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In the medium-to-longer term,

4. Develop ‘scalable’ mechanisms as part of sqmiatection programmes to deal with exceptional
periods of acute need that result from unanticghateather events.

Throughout,

5. Provide on-going support to larger-scale emarigsnthrough closer alignment and coordination
with humanitarian response.

We discuss what these five components could Idakih more detail here, and how to achieve them
in the section that follows.

1. In the short term, prioritise investment to ensure that existingsocial protection programmes
achieve their core objectives through capable systes and appropriate design.This requires
investment in ‘getting the basics right’ througlyukar and predictable delivery of social protection
transfers, increased coverage to support housetwirype with the effects of seasonality and clemat
shocks, and increased transfer values to impromsuoption-smoothing objectives.

Covering the poor population who are also vulnerdablseasonal variability and predictable annual
food gaps would need to be achieved incrementallyhe short-to-medium term by prioritising
increased coverage to poor households in disteist affected by annual and predictable food
insecurity in the lean season (potentially basedMMAC data if available) so that districts with a
higher proportion of extremely poor and vulnerapleople include a higher percentage of the
population on MNSSP programmes. In turn, this waalkb be supported through a more coherent
and integrated approach to the MNSSP.

The levels of transfers in Malawi could be increhte better support consumption objectives across
the year (although other approaches are needede&d larger consumption gaps and to promote
livelihoods and resilience — see below for morédtos), and at a minimum be linked to inflation. An
assessment would need to consider the wider intjgicafor increasing the values of the SCTP and
other programmes (e.g. poverty rates, consideratidhe combined effects of increased linkages to
programmes to maximise benefits, etc.) and asbessftects of the recent increased days under the
MASAF PWP. The Public Expenditure Review currentiyprocess should identify fiscal space for
this.

2. In the short term, address the predictable annugood gap in the lean season that is currently
being addressed by regular ‘emergency’ response, rbugh scaled-up and adapted social
protection programmes.

While extreme events such as the 2EL&Nifio or the 2015 floods might have caused exceptional
caseloads, for the most part, the MVAC emergensporse addresses chronic food insecurity on a
yearly basis, thus acting as a de-facto ‘seas@iatysnet’. This form of yearly seasonal resporsse i
inefficient and costly — since it requires a yegrhpcess of assessment, targeting, registratiath, an
setting up delivery and payment mechanisms — amatscs influenced by the rising costs of the food
basket as the country enters into the lean se&saaldition, the timing of MVAC assessments is not
optimal as there is little time between the assessnio procure food and set up the response
mechanism, etc. before the lean season startsuarilzer. Taking seasonality into account as part of
social protection programming would likely redube tosts of the response.

Addressing this would have two programming implimas. First, social protection design would
require adaptation to address the seasonal food fgapexisting beneficiaries. Second, social
protection programmes would require scaling umtwmiporate the caseload of additional households
affected by seasonal food gaps on a regular besmdd “horizontal expansion”).

Adapting social protection desigitor those households already in the SCTP, MASAF RPANGE
SMPs, this could mean receiving predictable anmaitases in transfer levels in the lean season. In
terms of programme design, the size, type and grofrthe transfer need to match seasonal gaps and
needs. This proposal recommends that steps sheutdken to provide gredictable increase in
transfer levels during the lean seastonmeet predictable seasonal food gaps and needsregular
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annual basis as part of existing programmes (SEWR and SMPs). In the SCTP this can be done
by increasing the size of the transfer by a fixetbant from October to March. In the case of PWP,
this might require establishing unconditional tfens during lean-season months (when households
have labour and nutrition constraints to work orse&building activities), or, if appropriate,
increasing the number of days available to worke Malue of this top-up could potentially be
calculated in the same way the MVAC response isutaled — as a proportion of the food-gap needs
during the lean season, and/or linked to inflation.

The type of transfer is also important in relattonits timing. For instance, the seasonal support
provided during months of food insecurity could ttwough vouchers, food transfers, or cash
transfers. Whilst cash transfers should be thedpson given their fungibility, the appropriatesseof

the type of transfer will require a market analygisother option for farming households in this
target group could be cash payments (as a lumpgayment or credit) directly after the harvest and
in combination with linkages to grain storage fiéiel. This would remove the pressure to sell their
harvest at low prices. However, we suggest thahénshort term at least, regular monthly ‘top-ups
would be the simplest way to ensure that househoésis are met in the lean season.

There also needs to be an established duratiomeofséasonal support that is based on realistic
expectations of a household moving out of chrowiodfinsecurity. The same households should
remain in the seasonal intervention for a numbeyeairs. In addition, any type of seasonal support
that aims to cover the food gap and move peopl@bitod insecurity will need to be complemented
by a longer-term approach of asset- and resili&odeging, such as those under the watershed
management approach of WFP’s FFA, as discussedirin hree below.

Scaling up coverage of social protection for addifil caseload:For households that are not
currently receiving social protection benefits, fiwdposal here is that social protection coverage
expands, with a plan to prioritise the integratidrthese households into relevant programmes. This
expansion would require multi-year predictable fagdthat would allow a predictable response to
poor households facing annual food-security gapgheriean season. This is a radical shift as itlevou
require moving away from an annual, emergency mespdinanced by humanitarian funds to multi-
year predictable funding. Seasonal safety-netvetgions will require new commitments by donors
or adjustment of current ones to ensure that fuh@iravailable in a predictable way. The potential
for moving MVAC resources into a multi-year fundamother form of sustained commitment should
be explored, especially as some donors might hare ftexibility in the use of humanitarian funds in
a preventive way to protect development gains.

Identifying new, seasonal beneficiaries will invelidentifying districts most regularly affected by
chronic food insecurity in the lean season basedroanalysis of MVAC data over the last 10 years
(and excluding extreme events, such as the floadsEa Nifig). Level of coverage within districts
could also be based on an analysis of previous M\&&&essments. In Ethiopia, initial estimates of
coverage for the PSNP were made based on the tGyernge of people in need of food assistance.
Malawi could choose a similar approach. This analgsuld be overlaid with district risk exposure
based on an analysis of impacts of hazards (impasztd risk assessment).

3. In the short-term, strengthen shock-sensitive gbéctives in core social protection
programming through a more explicit focus on advaned planning and building resilience.This
could entail some relatively ‘quick-win’ ways in wh to strengthen resilience-building and
livelihood-promotion activities to reduce vulneri#ipi to seasonality and future shocks without
needing to overhaul the existing system. It woualdude building on existing experiences, including,
for example, institutionalising linkages to climaagriculture and DRR activities, and sharing cligna
information to improve agricultural planning.

There are three main ways in which social protaectian be used to better support resilience-building
outcomes: (i) strengthening the coherence betweistirg social protection programmes (e.g. linking
SCTP and MASAF PWP beneficiaries with SMPs and V&iae systematically); (ii) explicitly
promoting viable livelihoods and resilience interiiens to complement social protection
programmes, especially, but not limited to, publmrks activities; and (iii) institutionalising lilges
between and layering of social protection prograsinamd other programmes and services
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(particularly increasing access to financial sersicproductive activities (where appropriate) ia th
agricultural sector and beyond, DRR activities a&hkdls and knowledge). This not only requires
technical expertise and stronger linkages to odketors, but also demands a more specific focus on
the appropriateness of social protection desigheatlistrict level.

Improved coherence between the SCTP, MASAF PWPSAE will require an in-depth assessment
of, at a minimum, targeting criteria and level anbefits of the three programmes, and of how
households in each are linked to VSL. Moreovers thiill also require greater institutional
coordination across government ministries and agweént partners.

When thinking about complementary linkages, it nsportant to consider: a) the capacity and
livelihoods potential of different types of houskl® For example, for some households in SCTP,
programmes focusing on agricultural livelihoodsIwik inappropriate — they require long-term
regular support; for other households receiving BOGF MASAF PWP they will need appropriate
linkages to promote livelihoods and resilience (luth realistic expectations of what this can
achieve); and b) the different districts/environtnehere households live will have implications for
appropriate (and viable) livelihoods activities.

While a thorough assessment of poverty and vuliéyabdrom a seasonal and climate-risk
perspective will need to inform programme desigd kmkages, the following should be considered
to support long-term prevention, recovery and iexsile to seasonality and climate events:

* Programmes incorporate a long-term vision thatuidhes the changing nature of
shocks and stresses to support smallholder fardinegssify their income sources and
build resilience in the short and medium term.

e Multi-year programming that consistently target® ttame households to build
resilience and promote sustainable productive itietvis required.

* Programme linkages and coherence between regutarffead transfers to smooth
income and consumption, collective loans or savisatemes as a coping strategy,
aligning timing and complementarity of SMPs with PVér SCTP, or combining
unconditional cash transfers with PWP during lesasens.

e Linking households to programmes or services thppart financial inclusion (such
as savings, credit), that promote agricultural pamidity (such as climate-smart
agriculture, skills and training opportunities)atitontribute to DRR, improve access
to climate information (e.g. through informationnsees being available to
beneficiaries at pay points) and support productagset creation/rehabilitation
combined with management support to mitigate ingpatseasonality and shocks.

4. In the medium-to-longer term, develop ‘scalablemechanisms as part of social protection
programmes to deal with exceptional periods of acet need that result from unanticipated
climate extremes.This would entail making social protection intemiens shock-sensitive to be able
to cover additional needs of existing beneficiar(gsrtical expansion), as well as temporarily
covering additional caseloads if necessary (hot&@da@xpansion). A shock-sensitive social protection
system in Malawi would be able to act when the iopaf shocks are imminent or ongoing. This
would also mean dealing with part of an ‘emergencyseload through existing social protection
systems, thus increasing the cost-efficiency ofdi@k emergency-response system. Hence, these
scalable activities would be best done in coorddmatvith the emergency-response sector.

Key elements to achieve this vision would includeystem for early assessment of needs and
impacts, a well-functioning, dynamic social regisscalable payment and delivery mechanisms, and
some form of contingency financing discussed below.

International experience shows that establishimdabte mechanisms for social protection takes time
and is often built once key systems are sufficied#veloped. While it is an important step in more
effectively dealing with disaster impacts, puttingplace such a system will be challenging. It vadoul
probably not be a priority until systems such agstey, targeting and payment are more developed.
While systems for vertical expansion of existinggrammes could be put in place in the medium
term, horizontal scale-up capacity will likely bigfidult to achieve and might not be prioritised.
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5. Provide on-going support to larger-scale emergeies through closer alignment and
coordination with humanitarian response.A shock-sensitive social protection system couidthe
medium-to-long term, address seasonal food gapskhsome of the impacts of shocks. However, it
will not replace the need for disaster responsiarger impacts caused by extreme events. In these
cases, the social protection system can still stpppecific actions as part of a coordinated
emergency response system. In the short term, whusld require continuing to strengthen
coordination around beneficiary targeting, bensfite and complementary interventions. In the
medium-to-long term, as the other elements of shsecisitive social protection are developed, this
coordination could also focus on national coordidapreparedness and contingency plans that
include a role for social protection, coordinatgdtesms for early assessment of needs and impacts,
and improved use of social protection systems élivery of response.

7.3 Moving towards the vision

Moving towards such a vision in the short and medim term will require both building on
existing programming and systems, as well as a moradical shift in the programming and
financing that underpin the current social protection approach— both from the social protection
andthe humanitarian and DRM side. The current remisiof the MNSSP offer an important window
of opportunity to consider integrating these rec@ndations into the MNSSP II.

This section outlines three key areas of work tolwahat vision: 1) vision and leadership; 3) system
and capacity; and 3) financing. It suggests a rarigmmediate, short-, medium- or long-term steps
(where appropriate) under each of those areasciraienable Malawi to achieve a shock-sensitive
social protection system. The recommendations ptedehere draw on the analysis of Malawi's
social protection context as well as on existind egtent studies from Malawi and elsewhere. Where
possible, we align with recommendations of previ@igsdies conducted in Malawi to avoid
duplication and maximise synergies. A summary efareas and steps is presented in Box 4.

Box 4. Steps towards achieving shock-sensitive soci al protection in Malawi

Vision and leadership

* An agreed vision for shock-sensitive social pratecis established and a five-year strategy
developed to guide national-level policy and prograng across different actors.
 EP&D provides strong leadership and the mandatéedd, coordinate and convene shogk-
sensitive social protection across different progres and sectors — particularly with DoDMA.
» Development partners support the government irvelefig the shock-sensitive social protectipn
vision through a coordinated approach.

Systems and capacity

e Support the effective implementation of the UBR{ discuss options to expand it in the future[to
collect relevant data on seasonal and shock viiyafor rapid scale-up of social protection g¢r
emergency response, and support improved prograsoordination at the household level.

» Implementation partners effectively deliver cored aseasonal social protection, strengthen|ng
capacity and delivery systems for rapid responsesdale up and coordinate in future
emergencies.

* Integrate forward planning and preparation intaagqarotection programming, including climate
information and EWS.

» Establish and strengthen monitoring, evaluationlaaching (MEL) to measure progress towands
shock-sensitive social protection systems and omsy and use the findings to inform
operations.

Financing

1)

 Invest more resources into core social protectiong@@amming to improve programm
effectiveness in reducing poverty and vulnerabilitycluding re-design of programmes with
enhanced focus on resilience) and seasonality.
* Multi-year commitments to finance seasonal andaddal social protection interventions afe
essential.
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Vision and leadership

Key priorities

1. An agreed vision for shock-sensitive social proteion is established and a five-year
strategy developedto guide national-level policy and programming asralifferent
actors.

2. EP&D provides strong leadership and the mandate téead, coordinate and convene
shock-sensitive social protectioracross different programmes and sectors — partigula
with DoDMA.

3. Development partners support the government in deliering the shock-sensitive
social protection visionthrough a coordinated approach.

» First, agree on and embed a vision in the new MN83®ogramme. Key components
include:

o Conceptualisation of how social protection can Hedpseholds better deal with the
root causes and impacts of seasonal vulnerabilitg elimate shocks through
programme design and implementation.

o Envisaging the MNSSP operating as a coordinate@msysather than as singular and
separate sets of programmes.

o Drawing on and aligning existing relevant policiegluding NRP.

* Second, develop a five-year strategy for integgahock-sensitivity into the existing social
protection approach, drawing on relevant resouwesite’’ The development of this strategy
should be accompanied by:

0 a costed implementation plan

0 identification of clear roles and responsibilitiesthe short/medium/long term for
government and development partners

0 measurable indicators (by year) to assess progtdssy milestones, including cost-
related M&E to build evidence on the savings/efficy of shock-sensitive social
protection.

* Third, articulate this strategy and generate bufyam priority sectors:

o PRSP and DoDMA should lead a high-level advocaa/ @nsultation process with
other parts of the government(both disaster manageand humanitarian response);
the Ministry of Agriculture, Climate and Meteorologl Services (as well as other
sectors already part of NSSP); and the relevantkeotision for other national and
sectoral strategies such as the MGDS Il and atblevant national strategies, such
as the National Agriculture Investment Plan, andPNRhis would provide an
opportunity to articulate a clearer conceptual@atpf the links between social
protection, growth and DRR at the national levelake explicit the links to
emergency response and food security, and buildrgigs across institutions rather
than duplication.

Underpinning these steps is the need for on-gouppart to strengthen government leadership and
improve development partner coordination.

The PRSP division within the MoFEPD, in collabavatiwith DoDMA, is best placed to continue
taking the lead on the vision for shock-sensitiveia protection in the revised MNSSP I, givenithe
existing capacity and knowledge in driving this rdg forward under the MNSSP. This requires
strong coordination with other relevant sectorpeemlly DoODMA.

34 For example, this report, the ECHO Partners ShResponsive Social Protection Strategy (draft), disians from the
MNSSP shock-sensitive work stream, the Public Edjtare Review on social protection.
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Immediate steps could include:

» Establishing a focal point (liaison person) to sgytaen coordination between PRSP and
DoDMA whose responsibility it is to focus on supimg the shock-sensitive social
protection system; and ensuring that DoDMA, agtioe@l and climate-related sectors
attend MNSSP coordination committees. As both EP&Bd DoDMA have a
responsibility in setting a vision, designing amdplementing a shock-sensitive social
protection system, it is of great importance tietytconsult regularly on the vision and
design, and work together in the implementatioprofjrammes.

» Developing a joint capacity-building plan for EP&hd DoDMA to accompany the
vision and strategy. This might include on-goingsart to build leadership capacity of
EP&D. This could also include secondment of teciinpersonnel to work within the
PRSP unit on shock-responsive social protectiod, establishing a high-level post that
has mandate to consult and coordinate with DoDMé @ther relevant agencies.

» |dentifying ways to get higher-level political suppfor PRSP in EP&D. EP&D needs to
be recognised as the lead across sectors at differesls (national and district).

A coordinated development partner group is esdefiotissupporting the government to successfully
deliver the social protection agenda. Stronger daumrdination around programme objectives,
design, implementation, reporting requirementsfanding modalities is needed.

Immediate steps would include:

o Development partners to place shock-sensitive kqguiatection as a priority
objective (a work stream) for the development parsocial protection coordination
group.

o Providing coordinated support to the governmenhwiine voice’ by selecting a
minimum of two agencies with the mandate to driie shock-sensitive agenda
forward in collaboration with the government — tb@uld either be long-term, or on a
rotating basis.

o Development partners to support the shared visibnstwock-sensitive social
protection and develop a coordinated plan of ctreen short-term future work to
support implementation. This also requires develapnpartners to share a vision for
the social protection system as a whole and idehtfv each donor can contribute to
it, shifting away from separate and singular progratic approaches. Stakeholders
within the development partner group must set divjes to commit to:

a) supporting harmonisation with government proegsnd systems; reducing
fragmentation in funding, implementation and reipgrt requirements; and
avoiding creating parallel systems

b) supporting a harmonised vision of systems impnoant and capacity
development (nationally and in the districts)

¢) when setting up new programmes, developmenh@artneed to consult and
validate with the coordination group and the gowent to ensure that they
contribute to delivering the shared vision of sheeksitive social protection.

Systems and capacity
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Key priorities

1. Support the effective implementation of the UBR, ad discuss options to expand it in the
future to collect relevant data on vulnerabilities tosssaality and shocks to enable rapid scale-up of
social protection or emergency response, and stjppproved programme coordination at the
household level.

2. Implementation partners effectively deliver core anl seasonal social protectionstrengthening
capacity and delivery systems for rapid responseate up and coordinate in future emergencies
3. Integrate forward planning and preparation into sodal protection programming, including
climate information and EWS.

4. Establish and strengtheronitoring, evaluation and learning (MEL) to measure progress
towards shock-sensitive social protection systemaiscutcomes, and use the findings to inform
operations.

Targeting, data and information systems

The long-term contribution of the UBR to a shocksiBve system is that with appropriate data
collection, it can:

a) support integration and coherence of programming hbusehold level: by enabling more
detailed knowledge about individual households, @anoviding information about other
programmes within which households participateafereligible for) and the value of benefits
a household receives. This would: i) provide mareusate knowledge on the accumulative
effect of programmes (i.e. we do not currently kndvBCTP beneficiary households also
receive SMP), and ii) enable field staff to plarkhges with complementary programmes and
services within the MNSSP and with other priorityogrammes and services to target
appropriate benefits to households based on pedplelihoods, capacities and needs.

b) help identify people at risk of annual predictafadled insecurity, and geographic vulnerability
to shocks. This information would be used to hahgét those at risk of chronic and seasonal
food insecurity with appropriate programming and/ees, and also be used as a mechanism
to quickly identify households at risk in areaseaféd by shocks. It would not enable direct
targeting to these households, but would need tddme in combination with emergency
targeting mechanisms that could then be implemesiézker if using existing lists.

c) provide information on the value of transfers thatiseholds receive to facilitate calculations
if linked to emergency response (e.g. what moreesded at the household level to meet the
total food basket).

In the immediate term, particular priorities inafud

» Strengthening staff capacity (skills, time and nemiof staff) in data collection, and
providing enumerators with the resources to coltbet data effectively (e.g. provision of
100% tablets for data collection).

« Review the relevance of indicators collected in th#R and its implementation for shock-
sensitive social protection. Key considerationsuide indicators on: vulnerability to seasonal
food insecurity; vulnerability to climate shockkift can be done through revised questions as
well as geographic location); food and nutritiortigd#ty; whether households are receiving
school meals. Consideration should be given taithig of data collection (i.e. if collected
in the lean season) and how this effects housedrdders on food security and poverty.

Develop robust data protection, privacy, and appatg sharing agreements of the UBR
In the short-to-medium term, the focus should idetu

» Increasing the percentage of registered household90%. In recognition of the financial
and resource constraints to this, one option wleado prioritise higher registration in the
poorest and most at-risk areas (of annual predefabd insecurity and climate shocks).

*  Mapping district-level programming and linking thesthe UBR data: collecting information
about who is operating where and doing what by mApiioritised districts — agriculture,
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climate risk management, DRR activities etc. ancbaraging these priority actors to link to
data in the UBR. This requires greater inter-agesuzyrdination within and outside the social
protection sector (specifically MNSSP school meaid VSLs). The UBR Task Team can be
better used to facilitate these linkages and teeate and build capacity and knowledge on
the UBR and how it can be used by other sectors.

» Strengthening suitable grievance mechanisms an@tlilbgi on pilots that examine the
possibility of serving more than one set of prograes (e.g. social protection and MVAC).

In the longer term:

e  Set up triggers for social protection scale-up d/@nemergency targeting — by overlaying
data on shocks (or forecast) with geo-locationhie UBR. When the trigger is reached,
combine a pre-determined caseload with emergenggting (JEFAP guidelines) for scale-
up. If the UBR does not have 100% coverage, it vatjuire additional identification of
beneficiaries for horizontal scale-up. JEFAP guided can be applied to both.

* Link the UBR to the MIS of social protection progmaes in a way that allows regular
updating of information.

* Dynamic, regularly updated UBR linked to a nationBl system that overcomes the
challenges of four-year update cycles. There haenldiscussions about filling in some
information from households in interim periods. Hoer, it is also important to note the
concerns with updating information in an ad hoc walgich doesn’t serve the completeness
of the database.

»  Creation of a data triangulation service for hurteidn agencies to coordinate with the UBR
and knowledge on how to use this in humanitarianeds.

Delivery systems

The timely delivery of benefits is essential tognaamme success, not only in terms of achieving core
objectives, but especially when these are ‘timgeali, as is the case in the annual lean seasdn an
also for emergency responses that need to be fidspredictable. Whilst manual payments can be
delivered on time, they are administratively busiame and time-consuming. Moving towards
banking, mobile or e-payments nationally for pragnges that transfer cash is preferable — as this can
provide secure and fast payment modalities, asagdiiroader benefits of financial inclusion.

Ideally, a shock-sensitive social protection systeould have flexibility to switch between types of
payment modalities when required — especially sesavhere markets are unable to absorb a cash
transfer, as this would be the preferred optiomé-Iae able to provide transfers rapidly and atesiral

the event of emergency response.

To move towards these delivery preferences, thewiolg is required:
In the short-term:

» Donor coordination is required to harmonise paynmathanisms, and reduce fragmentation
and multiple reporting and financing requirements support the MoGCDSW role in
delivering payments. Agreement is needed to takeamdinated and scaled-up approach to
explore options for using banking system/mobilerpegts to deliver payments (rather than
multiple different pilots in different districts)and to explore the possibility of joint
contracting across different programmes.

» To overcome the difficulties of using new technglag bank accounts at scale, it may be
necessary to develop private-public partnershipsufgport payment systems and overcome
trader liquidity constraints, and develop a consaartof partners (including with the private
sector) to effectively run e-payment solutionscatls. Moreover, there is a need for flexibility
in payment systems, especially when confronted witforeseen challenges (e.g. in new
voucher systems) — which means continuing to héaeK-up’ manual plans for delivery
when new payments encounter problems — to ensatg@#yments are delivered reliably and
regularly.
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» Price-indexed transfers (ideally tracked regulallyt set at a minimum at the beginning of
the lean season or an emergency to ensure condistesfer values for household need).

»  Ensure that all delivery programmes look to suppgisting government capacity and do not
create parallel structures.

In the medium-term, this involves:

* Pre-identifying and pre-enrolling potential benigdiees at risk of being affected by a shock
(e.g. identified in the UBR) in a payment mechanigank accounts, etc.) to facilitate fast
payment during scale-up or emergency response.

* Building capacity to respond to shocks throughadal social protection programmes would
require that standard operating procedures (SQBs2stablished for delivery, co-ordination
and partnerships are planned in advance, and meastis made in ‘surge capacity’ for fast
response from other districts.

* Investing in a payment system with flexibility fbilouseholds to switch between types of
payment modalities when required (ability to oveneocash liquidity in affected areas).

Preparation and planning, including climate information and early warning systems

Financing, capacity, institutions, plans and argir&WS are pre-requisites for scaling up social
protection in response to a crisis. Whilst theseuld/de the long-term goals of a scalable social
protection system, there are also important steperms of preparation and planning that can be
achieved in the short-to-medium term, which wowdilftate social protection’s role in contributing
to addressing seasonality and climate-shocks, Assvenoving towards greater coordination between
social protection and humanitarian response.

In terms of preparation and planning, in the siemtd this would include:

» Development of coordinated response to enable ftigeimanitarian and social protection
systems — mapping out roles and responsibilitiekéy actors, articulating an objective for
key actors, and establishing regular coordinatieetmgs to devise a plan of action.

» Establishment of coordination plans and procedi{rekes and responsibilities) between
social protection, DRM and the humanitarian systemndisaster response.

In the medium term, this would involve:

» Development of disaster response plans with afoolsocial protection.
* Pre-planned programme response with contingenaysfuncluding pre-identified adaptation
of coverage and duration of existing programmes:
= the adjustment of transfer amounts or values
= the introduction of extraordinary payments or tfars
— modifications to programme rules and the relarabf requirements to facilitate
participation
= opportunity for rapid expansion to non-beneficigrie
=  capacity of social protection sector to draft imdiidnal district or field staffteams OR
ability to coordinate with appropriate institutions

Systems to provide advanced warning for weathentsvare underdeveloped in Malawi, but some
capacity exists and this is being strengthenethfirave weather services and EWS. Progress in this
area has two main implications for social protatfiwogrammes: the first is how EWS can provide
relevant information to inform social protectionogrammes well enough in advance to alter
programme design or implementation in anticipatidran event; and second, how EWS or climate
information can be provided to social protectiomdfeciaries. Early warnings are only valuable if
used to make a decision that can improve expectEtmes.

In the short term, this would include:

* Integrating climate information into social profect programmes. This would include
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thorough analysis and identification of chronic @sésonal risks and vulnerability matched
by appropriate and effective instruments, for instalong-range forecasts, to decide on areas
of interventions, and using climate trend analysismform future programming in advance so
that social protection programmes can prepare kmdfpr climate-related shocks.
Programmes incorporate a long-term vision thatuite$ the changing nature of shocks and
stresses to support smallholder farmers diverigjrtincome sources and build resilience in
the short and medium term.

Including DCCMS in relevant social protection cdoedion committees, and promote
dialogue to understand how to better use this inétion for seasonal and disaster response at
all levels. This could include a review of howletter link DCCMS to PRSP and to the
CSSCs for more effective collaboration on the gobun

Ensuring access of social protection beneficiategselevant climate and early warning
information thus increasing beneficiary awarenessderstanding and use of climate
information. For example, benefits payment poimsachools could be used to disseminate
information or awareness on this. This might regjtiaining of programme staff.

Monitoring the extent to which the ability to ma#lecisions based on receipt of a weather
forecast improves, along with the skill and avaligbof the forecast itself. Lessons from the
pilots need to be systematically shared to infoew programming.

In the medium term, this would include:

Integrating climate information and early warningoi social protection programming for
better seasonal and emergency programming, ingudamtingency plans to act based on
forecasts. It will require establishing SOPs fdiiaat of both weather and food-security EWS
to integrate a role for social protection in linéhwsocial protection plans, which includes
increasing coordination with the MVAC system to noye the production of information for
early action. This will be part of the overall et® in increasing coherence between social
protection and emergency programming describedeglemd will require setting up adapted
parameters or triggers for action through sociatqmtion.

Creating greater literacy on climate services amather forecasts in the social protection
sector at national and district level. In collalimma with DCCMS, produce a training on
climate change and weather forecasting for soc@kption policy-makers and practitioners.
Seeking options on how to formalise the provisiérweather and climate information into
social protection programmes. This could includéaldshing a desk officer for social
protection within the meteorological service ontanp for shock-sensitive social protection
have been further developed.

Monitoring, evaluation and learning

There are currently M&E frameworks in place at phegramme level, and a strong body of research
available on social protection in Malawi, but thexe risk that the learning from these do not bezo
embedded in institutions to improve programme desigd implementation. As such, there is a need
to strategically monitor progress towards improwtubck-sensitive social protection systems and
outcomes. Strong reporting, monitoring, evaluatemd learning can greatly enhance systems
development, programme outcomes and actors’ cégmby identifying where the weaknesses lie, as
well as what is going well.

In the short term this requires:

Establishing a centralised database to hold argbuimate information on social protection,
including on key learning from shock-sensitive abgrotection. This could be supported by
donors and held by PRSP as a function of theirdination responsibilities.

Actively discussing the emerging and key findings1f assessments and evaluation reports at
social protection co-ordination meetings and inicilgdaction points for key learning
outcomes.
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e Supporting the development of programme MIS to gmeereliable and appropriate data
collection for learning/influencing future prograrardesign and implementation.

» Setting out a monitoring and learning frameworkthe shock-sensitive social protection
vision, which pays attention to cross-cutting thenwf gender equality and life-cycle
vulnerabilities. Typical indicators to measure pesg might assess areas such as (Holmes et
al., forthcoming):

»= |nput or process indicators: the resources needed (cost, time and human resjurc
system components in place (e.g. databases, taggetechanisms); planning and
preparedness (e.g. contingency plans and funds ilace) pre-agreed
partnerships/coordination mechanisms.

= Qutput indicators: both the number and proportion of households veugithe
response through social protection; and the spéedklivering these benefits to the
affected population.

= Qutcome indicators: these are important to understand the benefitdened to
households. It includes indicators on targeting@ffeness and the adequacy of benefits.

» |mpact indicators: changes to wellbeing and coping strategies; retuwmisehold
vulnerability or increased resilience to shock$jsct to the existence of baseline data).

e Continued investment in the assessment of the effistent and effective way to transfer
benefits to households, linking social protectiod daumanitarian response; disseminating
and learning from all the pilots; and sharing lesswidely across the different stakeholders.

Financing shock-sensitive social protection

Key priorities

1. Invest more resources into core social protection rpgramming to improve programme
effectiveness in reducing poverty and vulnerabilitgcluding re-design of programmes with
enhanced focus on resilience) and seasonality.

2. Multi-year commitments to finance seasonal and scable social protection interventionsare
essential.

3. A pooled-funding mechanismis highly desirable as it would help governmerd donors work
more efficiently.

There are a number of challenges to financing akskensitive social protection system that need to
be overcome, namely: (i) the size of funding foreceocial protection programmes is relatively small
compared to what is needed to reduce vulneralaitity increase resilience; (i) multi-year funding fo
seasonal social protection is not available angjrifecant portion of humanitarian funding is being
channelled into regular annual responses to cdwema food insecurity; (iii) funding mechanisms
are not aligned or pooled in a way that suppartsdination of programmes (or ability to implement
efficiently).

The priorities discussed here will require a siifthe way of working in both the social protection
and the humanitarian sector, by government and rdoriexperience from Ethiopia suggests that
donors have an influential role to play here innmamising and pooling resources, with the
recognition that greater impact will result fronined-up donor coordination into a long-term pooled-
funding mechanism that supports a comprehensitersys

First it will be important to invest more resourdef social protection programming to improve
programme effectiveness in reducing poverty andemability (including re-design of programmes
with enhanced focus on resilience). While investintexs increased, it will be important to advocate
for continued investment, especially on shock-gemsisocial protection. This will require the
government to increase fiscal space for socialegtimn and work with donors to encourage them to
follow suit. This would involve:
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Costing out a plan for the feasibility of increasmderage and increased transfer values as
part of regular social protection programmes.

Conducting a Public Expenditure Review or similasessment that includes the social
protection, DRM and response sectors to achievetgerbunderstanding of the existing
architecture of financing and make recommendatidos better rationalisation of
expenditure (including for a seasonal safety-netri@ntion).

EP&D and DoDMA to advocate to higher levels of goweent for budget lines and
increased domestic funding. This would be done @ of a process of advocacy and
consultation on shock-sensitive social protectiand would need to target budgetary
decision-making.

Advocacy from donors engaged in social protectiond &RM to higher levels of
government (Minister of Finance) for budget lines increased domestic funding.

In addition, multi-year commitments to finance seed and scalable social protection interventions
are essential. This will require a serious exanonadf whether and how current humanitarian donors
would be able to reallocate humanitarian funding-ently going to the annual food gap towards

financing longer-term, seasonal social protectidhis is a challenging task, but needs to be
considered if a radical shift in the way Malawi Hes seasonal food gaps is to be achieved. It would

involve:

A review of donor funding commitments to social tegiion and humanitarian support to
analyse space for more efficient use of fundsyiticlg a seasonal safety-net intervention.
Donors advocating for better, more effective usbwhanitarian funding to higher levels in
their own organisations, for instance on the paiénise of humanitarian financing as
contingency for social protection, channelling huaita@ian financing through social
protection systems when appropriate, and increagirggall multi-year commitments to
long-term social protection (including seasonatimention). This might be difficult in the
current context in Malawi, but only a radical shiftthe way programmes are funded and
sequenced will address the challenges of the dusystem.

Advocating/commissioning a comprehensive DRF gfsatthat includes costing of the
scalability mechanismonce the rules of such a mechanism are establighiedncial
analysis can be performed to estimate the codteotalability mechanism under different
scenarios, and then a financial strategy chosemm(fcontingency financing, contingent
credit, crisis modifiers and humanitarian finanginghis could also be done as part of the
Public Expenditure Review and the advocacy and udtat®ns process mentioned above.
Models are being developed by the World Bank andDDR Ethiopia and Kenya which
could be replicated in Malawi, once the programmdésign of the scalability mechanism is
agreed.

Finally, a pooled-funding mechanism is highly daisie in the long-term as it would help government
and donors work towards common goals, and redwgentation and consequent administrative
burden. While there are obstacles to pooled fundirtpe short term, this should not prevent taking
steps towards achieving multi-year funding for jctble needs. This would involve:

- Public finance management reforms addressing coscever fiduciary risks (the
experience from other countries shows that estdblis monitoring and
accountability mechanisms, including principles fanding mismanagement, are
important, e.g. being disqualified from future fimgl if there is mismanagement of
funds).

- Agreement on a way forward for pooled donor fundimgrder to provide multi-year
coordinated funding to social protection programmBse discussions around the
SSF provide the basis for taking this further. TWils require strong leadership from
one or a group of donors to achieve a harmonisedandinated funding strategy.

- Setting the parameters for a pooled-funding meamaSSF or a donor-coordinated
fund), backed by a strong fund administrator. Thiguld include using a basket-
funding mechanism that would cover government bydimg-term guaranteed
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contributions from development partners and prigatetor contributions. The fund

would need to make allocations for both increaseric and seasonal coverage
and, potentially, contingency funding and fundingitble on a multi-year basis. It

would also include a harmonised budget and reppregstem across NSSP
programmes. Initially, this fund could cover sonfieh® programmes with the goal to
expand in the longer term.

Including contingency funding triggered throughlgavarning in the new MNSSP

for vertical and horizontal scale-up of transfensing disasters.
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ANNEXES

Annex 1: Methodology

1. Rapid literature reviews

Two rapid reviews were drafted as internal projdotuments to provide an initial contextual
understanding of i) the types of shocks Malawi $a@and ii) national and international experiendes o
shock-sensitive social protection. These reviewspstted the development of the detailed research
methodology. An annotated bibliography was alsdteldsas an internal document, based on a review
of all the documents sourced from the Steering Citteengroup of this project.

2. Online consultation

An online consultation was designed and delivertdto(gh survey monkey) to gather initial
information and ideas on the role of social pratectn preparing for and responding to shocks. The
aim was to elicit opinions from a variety of stakkters at national and district levels to undermdtan
current views on the appropriateness of a shockitbem social protection system for Malawi, the key
barriers to its development, and their prioritiesrhoving the agenda forward. The specific question
asked were:

1. What do you understand as the role of social ptiotein Malawi?

2. Do you think that it is appropriate to make sogabtection more shock-sensitive in
Malawi?

3. In your opinion, what are the ways in which sogiabtection can be used to help

households prepare for, respond to, and recovar $twcks in Malawi?

4. In your view, what are the main elements that reebe in place for a shock-sensitive
social protection system in Malawi to be effective?

5. What do you think are the initial priorities in niog towards shock-sensitive social
protection?

3. District-level workshops

Two consultation workshops were held with distt@tel representatives from government and
partner organisations, in order to maximise theggmghical coverage of the data collection in the
time available, and to capture perspectives froendistrict level. The first workshop was held in
Lilongwe and represented the north and centraloregyi with participants from Dedza, Mchinji,

Karonga and Salima districts. The second, repraggtite southern region, was held in Blantyre with
participants from Balaka, Chikwawa, Zomba and Mveadistricts.

Each workshop ran for one day, and the goals veedentroduce and present concepts around shock-
sensitive social protection programming; ii) gamowledge and understanding at the district level on
the types of shocks experienced and responseno ¢holicies, programmes and systems); and iii)
discuss the challenges and opportunities in mongrds shock-sensitive social protection.

4. Author interviews at district level

Field visits were made to a number of relevant mmognes and initiatives selected by Steering
Committee members, to gain insights into the opmrat context and the different approaches already
being piloted (within the MNSSP, and with linkageshumanitarian response and complementary
activities). In-situ author interviews were heldwimplementers and others at the project sited, an
while travelling to and from the sites. Beneficeariand local community representatives were also
interviewed as opportunities arose during the fiedits.



76

More formal author interviews were also held at tffices of selected government and partner
representatives in the districts visited.

5. Author interviews at the national level

The team also carried out interviews with a ranfestakeholders at the national level, including
stakeholders from government and international rasgdéions. The aim of these interviews was to
gain in-depth detail on features of selected prnogna design and implementation, of NSPP policy
processes, of harmonisation and coordination oppitiés and challenges, and the mechanics of the
social protection system. The checklists for theserviews focused on targeting, early warning and
information systems, current capacity and resoyanes the feasibility of financing options.
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Annex 2: Social protection programme details

The current social protection programming approaciMalawi is guided by the Malawi National Social
Support Programme (MNSSP), which has been desigmegerationalise the National Social Support Bolic
(NSSP) between 2012 and 2016. To achieve the olgsalf the NSSP, five intervention areas are fiised: i)
Social Cash Transfer Programmes (SCTP), ii) PWlicks Programmes (PWP), iii) School Meals Prograsime
(SMP), iv) Village Savings and Loans (VSLs), andigrofinance (MF).

In theory, there is a logic behind the above seintdrventions as they are designed to reach holdelat
different levels of poverty. The SCTP is targetétha poorest, labour-constrained households (atidnas the
bottom 10% of the national poverty distribution)VP is targeted at poor households with labour aapand
MF is for the less poor. The NSSP envisages thag¢fi@aries will move between these different peogmes,
and that VSLs are provided to existing SCTP and PWReficiaries (e.g. not implemented as a standalon
programme). In other words, SCTP beneficiaries bélable to access VSLs, and, with time, VSL member
will then be able to access MF.

Social cash transfer programme:The SCTP is a regular unconditional cash trarfsfeultra-poor and labour-
constrained households. It has several objectiiteseeks to reduce poverty and hunger; increaseosch
enrolment and attendance; and improve the healthfion and well-being of vulnerable children (Rozy and
O'Brien, 2015). As we discuss below, impact evatra show that the SCTP is meeting a number ofethes
objectives, including increasing households’ foedwsity. This programme has also seen innovatiotisiking

it to emergency response — for example, the auformatiusion of SCTP beneficiaries in the recenEAB —
and an increasing focus on linkages with otherisesvand programmes to help multiply the impactshef
programme to reduce poverty and vulnerability. Tniegramme has also experimented with innovations i
targeting, management information systems (MIS) dgrtivery systems — both to improve efficiencies in
delivery, and also to provide a base infrastructibia¢ can be used by emergency responses.

The SCTP transfers income every two months (in rd@sticts) and the amount varies from MWK 2,600 to
MWK 5,400 depending on household size (with the imaxn payments going to households with four or more
members (Pozarny and O’'Brien, 2015), with a togfarpchildren in school. This accounts for approxieta
17% of consumptionyNC, 2014).

The SCTP was launched as a pilot in one districthikfi) in 2006. As of April 2016, the SCTP was
implemented in 18 districts (out of 28), reachingd, D00 households (755,730 beneficiaries) and yuasier
10% of the poor population. Coverage will be exmahdationwide through the additional funding ofeiin
districts under MASAF |V and an additional distriahded by Irish Aid.

The SCTP is led by the Ministry of Gender, Childr&isability and Social Welfare (MoGCDSW), and is
implemented through District Councils, District &cWelfare Offices and Community Social Support
Committees (CSSCs). It is funded by four developnpantners, each of which funds different distrig¢dW: 7
districts, the European Union: 7 districts, the Wdank: 2 districts (as part of the MASAF), andslr Aid: 1
district). The Government of Malawi contributes eppmately 10% to the overall cost of implementitige
programme. KfW and the EU also fund an MIS compdnen

The programme is targeted at ultra-poor houseltbltsare also labour constrained (determined bgidgncy
ratios), and it utilises a mixed targeting methbdttuses proxy means testing through the use afvarty
scorecard survey and community verification teches]® Targeting is carried out by local government staff
and community representatives organised in CSS€sglbpment Pathways, 2016).

Public works programmes: There are numerous PWPs in operation across tn&rgo In general, PWPs aim
to transfer income to the non-labour-constrainedr gy providing employment opportunities, oftenr@mote
areas where there are few jobs (ILO, 2016).

Local Development Fund/Malawi Social Action Fund: the Government of Malawi receives funding from the
World Bank to implement the MASAF IV project (202818), entitled ‘Strengthening safety nets systams
Malawi’. Under the Productive Safety Nets componehe Productive Community-Driven Public Works
programme is designed and implemented to providasters to poor households through participation in
community-driven public works. The programme hasvjated short-term, labour-intensive employment
opportunities targeted to poor households sincenrtige1990s. In 2012, the government doubled the sfzhe
programme to reach approximately 500,000 househmédsyear, and it aimed to improve lean-season food

35 http://www.ldf.gov. mw/ldf-programmes/masaf-iv/
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security and increase the use of fertiliser, witichld increase productivity in the next harvessseaBeegle et
al., 2015). MASAF IV aims to create assets and igdtemporary employment for the ultra-poor withdar
capacity in the same communities for three yeaith, the objective of increasing household-leveloimes and
food security, and reduce households’ exposuresks associated with climate hazards and othestissi’® In
terms of shock-sensitive features, despite thectibgs of this programme to explicitly support seesd
vulnerability of poor households, the impacts ¢ trarlier MASAF programme have been limited. Evagen
shows that there has been no impact on food sgaurithe use of fertiliser. This programme has s=tied
additional financing to facilitate the scale upr@sponse to the most recent emergency faster,cbgasing the
number of PWP beneficiaries (and increasing the bainof days of work to 96, but with participantslyon
working for one year), and increasing the numbaetisificts to include SCTP beneficiaries (authamgrviews,
January 2017).

The programme aims to increase household incomgaging labourers at a prescribed wage rate andecrea
community assets. The benefit to the householgsoigision of 36 days of wage labour (four hoursvoirk for

12 days a year over three years, at particularstiofighe year). Wages are set equal to or belovkehavages
for unskilled labour, with the wage rate for thegramme having been adjusted recently to MK 606 fidK
485 (LDF, 2015; Kardan, 2016; Development Pathw@&@l6). This means that a household will receive
approximately MK 21,600 (c. £24) over the threergedn 2014/15 the programme was operating natidawi
and benefiting approximately 521,000 people (ILGd&ssment, 2015).

The programme is implemented through the Local Iraent Fund mechanism, which is managed by the
Technical Support Team (TST). The allocation oforgses across the districts will be based on the
intergovernmental fiscal transfer formula, whichnsiolers factors such as population, poverty anderability
(using MVAC findings and poverty profiles) (Projeatplementation manual).

Box A2: The World Food Programme’s Food Assistancéor Assets programme

The Food Assistance for Assets (FFA) programmaisgf the WFP’s protracted relief and recovery
efforts in Malawi. It aims to link early recoverpa long-term resilience-building through household
asset creation (WFP, 2014). Specifically, FFA iplemented in the April-September post-harvest
period, and on a reduced scale in October-Marckefvwteople are working on their farms). Cash, food o
vouchers have been paid to participants based oketrand sector assessments, that take into account
seasonality, price trends, food availability andtefficiency tied to a food basket of 50 kilogragsm
(kg) maize, 2 litres of cooking oil, 10kg pulsesidi; WFP pers comms.). In 2014/15 it benefiteddb,
participants, and in 2015/16 benefited 80,118 (W¥eéPs comms). The FFA ration provides 90% of dal
energy requirements. Each FFA participant will Eered work or training in productive skills for up
four hours per day for 20 days per month, guideedtgblished work norms and gender considerations
(e.g. implemented in ways that enable equitablégiaation by men and women and a reduction in the
burden of women’s domestic, care and income-geingregsponsibilities (ibid.)).

y

School meals programmesSchool meals are provided by several stakeholdsrkiding the Government of
Malawi, WFP and Mary’s Meals (funders include thev&rnment of Malawi, DFID, the EU and GIZ) (the
latter two are the largest implementers in Malawijie objectives of SMPs are to improve child nignif
increase children’s learning in class, promote lemeat and regular attendance at school, and redciceol
drop-out rates (ILO Assessment, 2015). In termshafck-sensitive features, SMPs have a long-terguylae
distribution of school meals, and specific targeiups are given take-home rations during the lessan.
Positive effects of school meals have been foumdfdod security and continuing children’s attendarat
schools. The programme has scaled up recently Sporese to the emergency, although it has also faced
challenges in terms of the time needed to starteamenting the emergency programme in new schoetting

up the programme infrastructure, etc.).

WFP’s SMP includes three interventions (see WFR,620including: daily porridge, which aims to reduc
short-term hunger and improve attention span issc{@48 primary schools in 13 food insecure distribat
have the lowest enrolment, highest dropout andtitepe rates, and widest gender disparities); thkee
rations during the lean season to orphan girls lamg, dependent on 80% school attendance rategarhyl
childhood development through the provision of ylgibrridge to children under the age of five whtesad
targeted Community-based Childcare Centres (CB@&promote early learning and stimulation, streegth

38 http://www.ldf.gov. mw/ldf-programmes/masaf-iv/
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nutrition and reduce underage enrolment in prinsatyools (as of 2016, support was provided in 18 @7
primary-aged children in 90 CBCCs in two districts)

Targeting of districts by the WFP and Mary’s Meats based on indicators of food insecurity anddtinbd
malnutrition. Schools are then selected based od flesecurity, poverty rates, gender disparitiesdhooling,
education outcomes and malnutrition indicators (IL&sessment, 2015). Government school-feeding
programmes target districts and schools basedahifsecurity, enrolment and attendance, schodbpeance

in standardised tests, and accessibility of theaicfibid.). All students in a school receive alganeal.

School feeding is not nationwide — most school-fiegdnterventions are concentrated in southern cerdral
regions, and approximately 25% of all primary sdhobildren receive school meals (ibid.). The WFP-
implemented SMP, for example, reaches 639,000 pyianad pre-primary students in 14 food-insecuréridis
(WFP, 2017).

Village savings and loansVSL associations are groups of people who contilimtome to pool their savings
with the purpose of lending funds to members —swices usually include savings accounts, accekmnhs,
and insurances. There are over 100 VSL programmegeération by different implementers. The two ¢éetg
programmes implementing and supporting VSL schearesthe World Bank’s Community Savings and
Investment Promotion (COMSIP) and the Enhancing @anity Resilience Programme (ECRP), which is
implemented by six NGOs (ILO Assessment, 2015)ti€pation in VSLs is usually self-selected. In 3057
organisations implemented VSLs, with a total of4®&4, savings groups and 610,596 members (ibid.). SIPM
operates nationwide, but the majority of membeescancentrated in the central region of Malawidipi

Microfinance: MF is included in the MNSSP for its potentially sificant role in reducing poverty by
increasing access to finance and expanding incar@rg opportunities (ibid.). The MNSSP focuses on
strengthening the capacity and outreach of poviexdysed MF initiatives; however, in practice thbes been
little implementation of these objectives (ILO Assment, 2015).
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Annex 3: Population at Risk of Food Insecurity 2005

-2016, as per MVAC reports

District 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Balaka, 247,457 25,900 27,091 55,332 23,362 11,256 208,501 95,647 29,186 196,551 333,943
Blantyre 276,609 106,500 7,026 49,522 31,344 129,971 98,747 30,271 106,836 326,360
Chikwawa 348,186 59,900 177,400 26,240 141,544 74,724 58,554 275,653 110,976 24,826 237,618 498,988
Chitipa 42,972 63,524

Chiradzulu 225,159 16,498 19,280 31,482 28,711 56,462 70,691 241,214
Dedza 183,289 53,127 70,406 56,262 13,675 106,900 223,681
Dowa 77,907 48,800 31,753 40,005 112,251 228,709
Karonga 16,634 62,600 56,005 33,891 62,721

Kasungu 143,317 238,200 113,813 97,757 352,125
Lilongwe 196,923 87,900 88,620 89,203 427,627
Machinga 262,582 6,300 22,761 20,120 20,556 114,234 36,625 113,914 456,225
Mangochi 259,622 39,500 55,997 14,340 118,691 210,879 657,585
Mchinji 74,378 58,553 33,111 139,185 170,541
Mulanje 398,522 65,900 92,558 41,560 349,389 37,501 69,504 103,466 354,306
Mwanza 68,550 23,523 9,042 5,235 71,916 71,358 22,528 22,184 39,656
Mzimba 177,696 51,300 40,509 211,755 45,287 231,511 113,594
Neno 67,200 22,400 20,760 9,553 110,080 77,218 7,365 57,663 80,308
Nkhata

Bay 11,700

Nkhotakota| 130,324 38,676 39,815 58,134
Nsanje 185,468 51,900 83,900 46,225 62,139 44,589 31,005 105,012 81,154 11,843 109,942 236,028
Ntcheu 336,482 27,823 38,026 135,372 21,933 68,937 91,548 396,309
Ntchisi 75,067 98,500 23,360 82,679
Phalombe 144,967 27,000 45,671 29,214 15,165 70,178 101,745 50,861 120,627 244,297
Rumphi 21,629 25,300 29,415 34,818 37,871 32,218
Salima 203,125 13,800 31,697 52,468 99,367 25,524 62,301 259,737
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Thyolo

396,607

48,302

112,260

193,387

59,294

9,909

175,232

404,353

355,651

35,832

137,053

205,413

473,497

Source: Adapted from data provided by WFP Malawitfids research.
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Annex 4: Overview of policies and institutions rele

vant for shock-sensitive social protection

Link with
Sector Policies/plans Aims Ungier Lead agency Coordination mechanisms P'Stmt . sho_c SN
review? implementation social
protection
Country’s overall strategy
Malawi Growth Isogc;gg?nsign%c?\jvtt;]oghn d socia Pillar on social
Country-level | and Developmen 9 Yes, . . ' protection and
development, and serves ag President's Office At sectoral level At sectoral level . .
strategy Strategy Il, 2011 . P MGDS llI disaster risk
the basis for coordinating al -
2016 . . reduction.
socio-economic and
development activities.
Local Council
Social Support
Four main objectives: CEmiliE
: i . ;
providing welfare support to Ministry of Finance, Celre .Commlttee O [ZEeREY (coordmatgs
¢ . . ) and Public Sector Reforms implementing
. - those without viable Economic Planning | ., .. : . . . .
National Social livelihood " d Devel National Social Support Steering| partners including | Recognises the
Support Policy IVelnoo strategies, and Development Committee (line ministries government and importance of
Social (2012) [PIEEETTE) EEEES Ene Yes. ((HIRIF=IPID), et development partner institthions NGOs) climate shocks
rotection Nationl';ll Social Timanering TEsliEnes o poey MINUSE S B8 SRHEEGEL oy and civFi)I socie'z ), responsible fo; Area and Village and disasters as
P and vulnerable, increasing | under the programme, - y), responsibie 9 .
sector Support their productive capacity an| review through its Poverty policy and resource mobilisation. | Development driver of
Programme assetpbase and enphan(},/in Re du%tion and Social * National Social Support Committes Social | poverty and
(MNSSP) (2012) e v’vith — 9 Protection (PRSP) Technical Committee (technical | Support food insecurity.
ezonogmic and disaster ST direction and recommendations o] Subcommittees
S : programme implementation). (oversee
management policies. \ .
implementation of
social-support
activities).
. L . Social support is
Disaster Risk T.O sustainably r_edyce Department of The National Disaster Risk D'SmCt. Exgculive not a technical
disaster losses in lives and . : Committee and
Management . : Disaster Managemen| Management Committee (NDRMQ ~. . stream. Unclear
. the social, economic and . . . . . . District, Area and .
Policy and ; No Affairs (DoDMA), in | provides policy directions to the " on how social-
. environmental assets of : . - - Village-level Civil .
Implementation | . dividual - the Office of the National Disaster Risk Manageme : support sector ig
Disaster risk | Plan (2015) Indivi uas,.communltles President and Cabine Technical Committee Protecyon represented in
and the nation. : Committees. .
management committees.
Integrate and consolidate Social
National different streams of work DoDMA, in the . . protection is a
o o Yes, new . NDRMC provides policy
Resilience Plan | that support resilience- plan Office of the directions Unclear. sector/work

(forthcoming)

building in the context of

food insecurity.

President and Cabine|

stream under thg

plan.
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Have not been
made explicit in

policy or in
MVAC leads MVAC provides information to the coordination
assessment humanitarian community in Malaw mechanisms.
o N and to DoDMA. | Through WFP and | Many of the
Humanitarian | Unclear. Unclear Unclear Humanitarian o . . .
. Humanitarian Respons| NGO consortium. implementing
Response Committee ittee: and related instituti h
leads response Committee: and related institution actors are the
' structure. same for both
humanitarian
and social
protection.
Climate change
policy structure:
National Climate | NCCMP formulates the set
Change of principles, strategies and Policy: Ministry of
Management institutional frameworks for Natural Resources,
Policy (NCCMP) | effective management of Energy and Mining
(2016); National | climate change; Investment Environmental Affairs
Climate and Climate Change | Plan focuses on adaptation Department Cabinet Committee No explicit
By Investment Plan | and mitigation measures. No (relevant departmentd National Technical Committee on | Unclear. linka gs
(2013); National | NAPA and NDCs aim to Environmental Climate Change. ges.
Adaptation promote climate change Affairs; Climate
Programme of adaptation and mitigation Change and
Action (NAPA, whilst moving the country’s Meteorological
2006); National | development pathways Services).
Determined towards a green economy .
Contributions
(NDCs) (2016).
Increase agricultural
productivity and the
following priorities: .
Sustainable agricultural ol .
. . o Unclear, (not protection
The National production and productivity; - .
. . . L Ministry of Unclear (not researched due to th¢ researched due to | recognised as
Agriculture Agriculture sustainable irrigation No Agri : -
griculture. scope of this study) the scope of this part of food

Policy (2015)

development; food and
nutrition security;
institutional development,
coordination and capacity
strengthening.

study)

security. Role
for PRSP.




84

Annex 5: Institutional partnerships and collaborati on for implementation of MNSSP sub-programmes

Sub-programme
MNSSP coordination

Microfinance

Village Savings and
(VSL),

Public Works

Loans

Responsible institutions/coordinating structures

Cabinet Committee on Economy and Public Sector iRefpNational Social Support Programme Steering i@ittee
(NSSP SC), National Social Support Programme Teah@ommittee (NSSP TC), technical working group€TP,
PWPs, school meals, VSL and MF). Social Protediionor Coordination Group (DPs only, meets every mmamths).

MoFEPD, Reserve Bank of Malawi (RBM)icrofinance institutions (MFIs), mobile phone canpes, NGOs and
community-based organisations (CBOSs), tertiaryntraj institutions.

Ministry of Gender, Children, Disability and SocWlkelfare (MoGCDSW), Ministry of Trade and Industiinistry of
Local Government and Rural Development, Ministryrofance, Ministry of Civic Education, COMSIP, RBMFIs,
NGOs and CBOs, village agents.

Mostly funded through non-government sources amd cot have a policy framework or lead ministry.

MLG&RD, District Councils (DCs), Mistiry of Information, Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigtion and Water
Development (MoAIWD), and Department of Forestrypf), World Bank, WFP.

At the National level, MASAF is implemented throutjie Local Development Fund (LDF) TST. The impletaéon

of the programme at sub-national level is meattet@ligned with the local governance structureghAtdistrict level
the District Executive Committees has the overdponsibility for identification of areas for intention, guided by
costed priorities reflected in the District Devetlognt Plan. The coordination of the targeting predegshrough the
District Social Support Committee (DSSC) and thbliteuNorks Programme Director. Area Development Gutiees
and Village Development Committees provide supjposelection and management of PWPs.

Social cash transfer

School meals

At the national level the programme is managed H®y Directorate for Social Protection Services (DSE&der
MoGCDSW. The DSPS oversees the overall managemdrtaordination of the targeting process.

At the district level, the DSSC — with members frdifferent government departments and chaired tsfriot Social
Welfare Officers — plays a leading role in implertaion.

At the village level, community meetings are chailgy Group Village Heads and the targeting proéessipport by
CSSC members. The CSSCs are responsible for gevitliaister that comprises of a number of villagees &re groupe
into different zones.

[

Ministry of Education, United Nati@gencies, MLG&RD, MoAIWD, DoF, volunteers and bediefies.

urce: Adapted from Kamanga (2016), Kardan (2018Ne&ll and Hall (2016)



