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↘ Abbreviations*

CDP 
DCPC
DSSC
DEC
DFID
DoDMA
EU
FSP
HE
INGO/ NGO
IPC
JEFAP
KFW 
LSR
MLGRD 
MNSSP 
MoFEPD
MoPPSW
MVAC
NID
NRS
SCTP
SSSP/ SRSP
UBR
UN 
UNICEF
USAID
VCPC
VE
WFP

Cash Distribution Point 
District Civil Protection Committee 
District Social Support Committee
District Executive Committee
UK’s Department of International Development
Department of Disaster Management Affairs
European Union 
Financial Service Provider 
Horizontal Expansion
International Non-Governmental Organisation / Non-Governmental Organisation
Integrated Food Security Phase Classification (IPC)
Joint Emergency Food Assistance Programme 
Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau
Lean Season Response
Ministry of Local Government and Rural Development 
Malawi National Social Support Programme II 
Ministry of Finance, Economic Planning and Development 
Ministry of Population Planning and Social Welfare
Malawi Vulnerability Assessment Committee
National Identification
National Resilience Strategy
Social Cash Transfer Programme 
Shock Sensitive Social Protection / Shock Responsive Social Protection
Unified Beneficiary Registry
United Nations 
United Nations Children’s Fund 
United States Agency for International Development 
Village Civil Protection Committee
Vertical Expansion 
World Food Programme 

*Abbreviations correct as of the end of the 2019/2020 Lean Season Response
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↘ Terminology
Cash-in-Transit
Cash-in-Transit is a payment system in 
which cash is physically transferred to 
a Cash Distribution Point (CDP). The 
funds are channelled from a source 
through a payment agent (Financial 
Service Provider-FSP) for distribution to 
the intended receivers. During the LSR, 
funds were transferred to different FSPs 
who were then packaging the cash in 
envelopes which are distributed at Cash 
Distribution Points (CDP) to respective 
beneficiaries. 

Community-based targeting
Communities work together to identify 
those households that meet pre-defined 
targeting criteria and should be enrolled 
on an intervention.

E-payments 
It is a payment system using electronic 
platforms such as banks or mobile 
money operators. Currently the 
MoPPSW is using the bank based 
e-payment model in Balaka and 
Ntcheu districts. Funds for transfers 
to beneficiaries in these districts are 
channeled to the banks (e-payment 
agents) which then disburse into the 
beneficiary accounts following a pay roll 
sent by the Ministry. 

JEFAP
The Joint Emergency Food Assistance 
Programme. A set of key guidelines 
for the standardised design and 
implementation of an emergency food 
response in Malawi. 

IPC
The Integrated Food Security Phase 
Classification (IPC), also known as IPC scale, 
is a tool for improving food security analysis 
and decision-making. It is a standardised 
scale that integrates food security, nutrition 
and livelihood information into a statement 

about the nature and severity of a crisis and 
implications for strategic response.

Lean Season
A period in the agricultural season between 
planting and harvesting during which 
smallholder households often face weaning 
stock supplies and/or resort to adverse 
coping strategies to make ends meet.

MVAC
The Malawi Vulnerability Assessment 
Committee is housed within the Department 
of Economic Planning and Development. 
It is responsible for assessing food needs 
across the country (providing indications on 
the market assessment, population affected, 
and duration, used to determine the 
parameters of the Lean Season Response). 
An initial Integrated Food Security Phase 
Classification (IPC) assessment comprised 
of household-level surveys and the 
Household Economy Approach (HEA) across 
livelihoods zones is conducted following 
the annual harvest (typically in May/June), 
and an updated IPC assessment is typically 
undertaken 
in October.

National ID
The NID was introduced in Malawi in 2017 
as part of the National Registration and 
Identification System, in a bid to ensure that 
every citizen obtains a legal identification 
document.1 In addition to being used for 
the purposes of individual identification 
and allowing the government to have a 
database of citizens, the NID serves as an 
official identity essential for any person 
to participate and operate in the formal 
economy and to access basic rights and 
services such as health care and 
banking services.

1.

https://mw.one.un.org/
malawis-national-id-project-
praised-at-africas-largest-
forum-on-digital-identity/



5PMT
Proxy Means Test uses income estimates to 
determine relative household poverty. The 
PMT provides ‘scores’ which can be used for 
wealth ranking, and classification into income 
brackets – there are five ranks in Malawi; 
Poorest, Poorer, Poor, Better and Rich. In 
Malawi, the PMT developed using the Third 
iIntegrated Household Survey (IHS3) is 
currently used for targeting purposes, but 
an updated PMT is being explored (based on 
the IHS4).

Shock-sensitive social protection
According to the MNSSP II, this is defined 
as a social protection system which meets 
seasonal needs, prepares for and responds 
to shocks together with the humanitarian 
sector, and supports recovery and the return 
to regular programming.

SCTP 
Is a government of Malawi social protection 
instrument that provides monthly cash 
benefits to targeted ultra-poor households 
with constrained labour capacity. The 
program covers approximately 10% of the 
household population per district..

UBR
The Unified Beneficiary Registry is a tool for 
capturing, storing, accessing, retrieving and 
sharing - household data for social assistance 
programs targeting. The objective of the 
tool is to strengthen the harmonization of 
targeting approaches and processes for 
beneficiaries of social support programs. 

Since inception, this registry is being 
explored for targeting for other 
interventions. Data collection commenced 
at 50% in some districts, however, data 
is now being collected at 100% of all the 
rural population using a Harmonised Data 
Collection Tool. 

Once the data is collected, one TA at a time, 
the data is then cleaned and processed and 
the Proxy Means Test (PMT) is applied. 
This exercise is then followed by a second 
community meeting, which aims to alert the 
communities of various wealth rankings, 
addressing grievances of misappropriated 
names/ranks/location, missing names/ 
villages, etc. 

Based on this, additional data collection is 
conducted. The data can only be obtained 
through lodging a written request to PRSP 
under the EPD, who then informs the UBR 
Management Unit on the requests and 
provides clearance of data sharing.

Data is shared in CSV formatted files to 
requesting agenciesto alert the communities 
of various wealth rankings,
addressing grievances of misappropriated 
names/ranks/location, missing names/ 
villages, etc.
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↘ Executive Summary
In 2019, the Malawi Vulnerability 
Assessment Committee (MVAC) classified 
a total of 1.879 millionI  people as food 
insecure and in need of immediate food 
assistance, with cash being proposed as 
the appropriate modality. The six most-
affected districts included some 451,692 
people classified as being in IPC Phase 3 or 
above who were targeted for the 2019|20 
Lean Season Response. The districts were 
Balaka, Neno, Nsanje, Phalombe, Dedza and 
Karonga. 

The Lean Season Response (LSR) Plan was 
designed to provide a transfer value pegged 
at 30 USD per household on a monthly 
basis, which was equal to a basket of maize 
(50 kg), pulses (10 kg), and vegetable oil 
(2 kg)II,  with assistance lasting between 
2-5 months as indicated by the MVAC 
Report based on the number of gap months 
identified for each respective district. 

Beyond the objective of providing 
lifesaving assistance, the 2019|20 LSR 
was an opportunity to also advance the 
Government’s vision of shock sensitive 
social protection (SSSP), as articulated 
in the Malawi National Social Support 
Programme II (MNSSP II) and the National 
Resilience Strategy (NRS). SSSP aims to 
advance a social protection system which 
can meet seasonal needs, prepares for 
and responds to shocks together with the 
humanitarian sector, and supports recovery 
and the return to regular programming. 

This approach has gained global interest 
given the changing context of disaster 
risk and the understanding that ‘business 
as usual’ – particularly for managing low 
impact high frequency shocks –is not a 
viable strategy. Instead, global evidence 
indicates that working via existing national 
systems (and especially social protection 
systems) is a more sustainable option, 
whilst also providing a trajectory for 
increased national ownership and capacity 
to implement interventions that meet the 
needs of both chronic and acute populations. 

As such, to advance these Government 
priorities, the LSR saw the social protection 
system being leveraged to the extent 
possible in order to reach the affected 
food insecure population. In four districts 
(Balaka, Neno, Nsanje and Phalombe), 
the Government of Malawi—with 
financial support from Irish Aid, EU, 
and KFW— temporarily increased the 
level of assistance provided to 108,000 
beneficiaries currently enrolled in the 
Social Cash Transfer Programme, living in 
shock-affected areasIII – this is referred to in 
Malawi as a vertical expansion. 

In one of these districts (Balaka), the social 
protection systemIV  was also leveraged 
to provide assistance to the remaining 
affected population (62,500 beneficiaries) 
with support from the UN World Food 
Programme (WFP) to ensure the level of 
coverage was reflective of the affected 
food insecure populationV – this is currently 
referred to in Malawi as a horizontal 
expansionVI. 

Where the social protection system could 
not be leveraged, WFP—on behalf of 
Government—provided complementary 
implementation capacity 281,192 
beneficiaries using the traditional Joint 
Emergency Food Assistance Programme 
(JEFAP) Guidelines with support 
from USAID Food for Peace and UK’s 
Department of International Development 
(DFID). Technical support was provided by 
WFP and UNICEF. 

I.

November 2019 IPC update 
bulletin

II.

The transfer value was 
determined at the onset of 
the lean season in-line with 
market prices at the time and 
was adjusted in March 2020 in 
Nsanje District to 33 USD to 
align with high market prices 
for maize.

III.

These households received 
a full food basket in addition 
to their routine support. The 
aim was to ensure adequacy 
of assistance in line with the 
heightened food needs.

IV.

The social protection system is 
comprised of various elements. 
In Balaka, the following 
elements were leveraged: 
staff, the unified beneficiary 
registry (UBR), the targeting 
method (PMT), the National 
ID, and the same Financial 
Service Provider to allow for 
aligned distributions between 
the SCTP and non-SCTP 
populations. 

V.

The aim was to ensure that 
the intervention addressed 
the appropriate coverage of 
people in line with the food 
insecurity assessment, noting 
that there were more people 
in need of assistance than on 
the SCTP. 

VI.

This approach is providing 
operational learning and 
advancing a vision where the 
social protection system is 
able to meet temporary needs 
both in terms of coverage and 
adequacy of transfer value.”
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VII.

During the 2019|20 LSR, not 
only was it a ‘good year’-with 
relatively good production 
levels and thus lower levels 
of assistance as compared to 
the two previous years, but 
also households on the SCTP 
were allocated some of the 
resources. Initially, the VE 
and the HE/JEFAP response 
were rolled out in a disjointed 
manner (e.g. two unique 
figures rather than one MVAC 
figure) presented to DEC, 
causing confusion about the 
coverage of assistance. 

↘ After Action Review 

In Quarter Two of 2020, a small technical 
team was formed, comprised of the 
Government, WFP and UNICEF to conduct 
an After-Action Review of the 2019|20 
LSR. Due to the onset of COVID-19, the 
data collection processes were adjusted to 
be conducted remotely, resulting in data 
sources from: key informant interviews 
(national and district level); interviews with 
community members (beneficiaries and 
non-beneficiaries) through a call centre; and 
a review of all secondary data (e.g. emails, 
meeting minutes, project reports, monitoring 
data, the Unified Beneficiary Registry and 
payrolls). 

The data was analyzed and documented 
to capture the key findings and the lessons 
learned from the 2019|20 LSR. Key 
recommendations have been identified to 
improve the future of emergency responses, 
including the use of the social protection 
system in the context of increasing hazards, 
shocks, and stresses. 

↘ Key Process Findings

Through the data collected, several themes 
emerged: 

Timeliness and well-resourced response: 
The process of approving the MVAC 
report faced delays, which had a knock-on 
effect on planning, resource mobilization, 
and subsequent implementation of the 
response. However, for the first time, the 
final LSR design advanced a Government-led 
intervention implemented in a coordinated 
way across Social Protection and 
Humanitarian Partners to reach the acute 
food insecure population. 

For this, social protection donors financially 
contributed to the response, channelling 
approximately 30% of the resources 
to Government to implement directly, 
whilst the humanitarian actors channelled 
funds to WFP to provide complementary 
implementation capacity to reach the 
remaining caseload on behalf of the 
Government. 

Coordination and Communication: In 
general, the LSR saw the social protection 
and humanitarian sectors no longer 
operating in silos but working together for 
a coherent approach; existing sectorial and 
cluster meetings played a vital role in this.

Challenges were initially faced due to the 
fact that working arrangements between 
the sectors had not been institutionalised at 
the onset of the response—particularly with 
the use of communication channels between 
the national and district levels, leading to 
duplicative meetings and confusion about 
the coverage of assistance being providedVII . 

It was quickly realised that joint 
communication at the district level by 
social protection and humanitarian actors 
was critical and was applied across the 
subsequent districts of the LSR. Political-
based communication also caused confusion 
with the roll out of the response (e.g. 
messages surrounding food distributions 
due to the election process), whilst 
communication challenges were also found 
with limited sub-national understanding 
of key processes (e.g. how the MVAC 
assessments are conducted, how the Unified 
Beneficiary Registry process works, etc). 

The swift use of meetings by central 
Government to address these 
communication challenges was critical and 
countered the limited district consultations 
in the process. This could have, however, 
been better addressed by engaging districts 
earlier in the process and exploring ways of 
decentralising the role of communication. 
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VIII.

The UBR is a national social 
registry collecting indicators 
for all households and ranking 
them based on their wealth 
(using a Proxy Means Test)

IX.

For example, out of the dataset 
used for the registration of 
beneficiaries, key missing 
information could be sourced, 
including 28.7 % of UBR 
numbers, 53.6 % National 
Identification Information 
and 28.7% date of birth 
information.

Targeting: The LSR, where possible, used 
pre-existing targeting lists of ultra-poor and 
by consequence food insecure households 
through the SCTP. Key informants noted 
that they welcomed the retargeting exercise 
planned for SCTP to ensure that the 
most vulnerable are being targeted both 
for the SCTP and as part of the LSR. The 
interoperability between systems and data 
sources (i.e. SCTP MIS, MVAC geographical 
boundaries, etc.) at times caused challenges 
(e.g., in almost all the TAs, more households 
than on SCTP were identified as in need 
yet pinpointing the exact number of people 
was difficult due to different geographical 
entities across systems). 

For the horizontal expansion, the Unified 
Beneficiary Registry (UBRVIII)  was leveraged 
for targeting in Balaka. This initially faced 
challenges due to district and community 
level understanding of the UBR coupled with 
the status of its completion, the centralized 
nature of the UBR, as well as the manual 
process of generating and prioritizing the 
beneficiary lists. To address this, a central 
level team temporarily relocated to the 
district to finalise the registry to enable its 
use for the LSR and undertake the validation 
of the proposed beneficiary lists by the 
Traditional Authorities. 

Whilst delays were faced, once the UBR 
was completed, it was critical for minimizing 
gaps in the provision and duplication 
of assistance). Data also showed that 
communities felt that using the UBR for LSR 
targeting contributed towards a transparent 

beneficiary selection process, which 
mitigated inclusion and exclusion errors 
through the reduced involvement of local 
leaders. 

Through leveraging the system as part 
of the LSR targeting process, key missing 
household data was collected as part of 
the response and fed back to the UBR for 
a strengthened registry that would benefit 
future interventionsIX.  For the remaining 
population met through JEFAP using a 
community-based approach, the process 
was fast and already understood by the 
communities; however, it faced challenges 
due to inadequate timing provided for 
targeting and verification activities, 
unavailability of population data at the 
district level, and undue influence of local 
leaders in the targeting process. 

National ID: The 2019|20 LSR was the first 
time the National Identification (NID) was 
used as a core component. For VE, the NID 
was not used; for HE, the NID was required 
to open bank accounts; whilst for JEFAP, the 
NID was used for identification purposes 
to curb fraud. Ultimately, the level of 
ownership of the NID varied across districts, 
for example with 36% retention in Neno, 
whilst 89% in Nsanje. On the other hand, for 
Balaka, key data systems were found to still 
be adopting this identifier (e.g. approximately 
54% of targeted households using the UBR 
did not have their NID recorded and it was 
recorded instead in real-time in the field).   



9Distribution: Cash-in-Transit (CIT) was the 
primary delivery mechanism both for the 
Government and WFP-supported caseloads; 
this was found to be a relatively fast approach, 
but de-linked from possible secondary 
objectivesX (e.g. creating a financial ecosystem, 
financial literacy etc.).   A best practice was 
found for JEFAP in districts where lumpsum 
amounts were pre-packaged, minimising 
time spent at the cash distribution points and 
enabling reduced physical interaction, which 
became increasingly important with the onset 
of COVID-19.

 SCTP beneficiaries across all districts received 
their top-up at the same time as their routine 
assistance. E-payments were used for SCTP 
in Balaka District, with the distribution being 
very straightforward as SCTP households 
already had a bank account. In that same 
district, WFP contracted the same Financial 
Service Provider (FSP) in order to enable an 
aligned distributionXI. The alignment of VE+HE 
distributions was tested to advance a vision 
where the Government’s social protection 
system is able to meet temporary needs both 
in terms of coverage and adequacy of transfer 
value. 

Due to challenges with data quality (e.g., 
missing NIDs) as well as delays faced at the 
onset of the response due to communities 
denying the use of the UBR for targeting or 
the level of assistance being provided, there 
were significant challenges with opening bank 
accounts for the non-SCTP caseload. This 
meant that the Know Your Customer process 
was ultimately conducted concurrently with the 
first distribution, causing delays for the routine 
payroll schedule for SCTP. An important 
learning from the VE+HE alignment was to 
address issues with data availability, expand the 
capacity of the FSP, as well as ensure enough 
time for preparation (e.g. opening of accounts) 
prior to starting payments. 

Once the system issues with e-payments 
were addressed, the beneficiaries expressed 
that they were satisfied with the distribution 
modality and that they were continuing to 
use their bank accounts beyond the response 
period. Follow-up monitoring to confirm the 
creation of a financial ecosystem for the most 
vulnerable and improved financial literacy 
would corroborate this trend.  

Accountability to Affected Populations: 
The 2019|20 LSR saw different protection 
issues—including community actions— that 
posed harm or threatened the wellbeing 
of beneficiaries. These included cases of 
forced sharing, at times long waiting periods 
at distributions points, and verbal abuse to 
SCTP beneficiaries when their assistance was 
provided ahead of the remaining caseload 
within the same geographical area—this 
subsided once the full coverage of assistance 
to all affected households was provided. Many 
protection issues were recorded through the 
different Grievance and Redress Mechanisms 
(GRM) and Community Feedback 
Mechanisms. 

These included a toll-free phone line, 
suggestion boxes, help desk and case 
management, office walk-ins and staff 
contacts. Case resolution and follow ups were 
conducted by the District CFM committees 
comprised of Youth Net and Counselling 
(YONECOXII) , WFP staff, CP Staff, District 
Social Welfare Office and the Police. Over 
the project period some 98.5% of cases 
were resolved. However, some beneficiaries 
reported challenges with obtaining timely 
feedback vis-à-vis their complaint, which in 
part was due to the fact that grievance reports 
were shared with delays with the districts. 
Community interviews undertaken through 
the call centre indicated a preference on the 
use of a phone call to receive feedback; this 
modality was also commended by district 
partners for being confidential. 

Monitoring and Evaluation: Data collection 
tools were harmonized to ensure that 
the findings were comparable across 
implementers. For the first time, results were 
presented under one platform (a Tableau 
dashboard) in order to share key findings. 
Trainings were provided by WFP to the 
Department of Planning and Research (DPR) 
of the Ministry of Population, Planning, and 
Social Welfare and to district staff at the 
onset of the response to ensure Government-
led monitoring; however, joint monitoring 
exercises were limited due to different 
implementation timelines between agencies 
linked to the availability of funds. 

X.

These secondary objectives 
play a much smaller role in 
emergencies but are being 
explored given the cyclical 
nature of crises faced in 
Malawi. 

XI.

An aligned distribution meant 
that the FSP could attend a 
distribution point to serve 
both households on the SCTP 
and non-SCTP beneficiaries 
at the same time, under the 
leadership from Government.

XII.

YONECO is a local NGO, which 
pioneered establishment 
of the Helpline Services 
initiative in Malawi in 2006 
towards response to cases of 
violence and child abuse and 
ensure information provision 
on matters that affected 
youth; women and children. 
WFP engaged the services 
of YONECO to manage the 
helpline toll-free line for 
various WFP projects including 
the LSR
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↘ Key Outcome Findings

Between the baseline (December 2019/
January 2020) and the post-distribution 
monitoring exercise (PDM) (March 2020), 
beneficiary households (both SCTP and 
HE/JEFAP) experienced improved food 
consumption, likely as a result of the 
intervention.  Further analysis indicated 
the same trends of relative improvement 
in dietary diversity amongst beneficiaries, 
indicating that households were consuming 
a more diversified diet after having received 
their cash assistance. 

Overall, there was a slight decrease in the 
number of beneficiary households falling 
under the severely food insecurity category, 
signifying that the assistance had provided 
a maintenance effect on food security. On 
the other hand, a relatively high percentage 
of surveyed households’ overall expenditure 
share was allocated to food, even after 
receiving the cash payment. This is in large 
part due to the high maize prices that were 
experienced this year that were significantly 
higher than the five-year average.

↘ Key Takeaways from 
the 2019|20 Lean Season 
Response  

Whilst the use of the JEFAP approach 
continues to remain a fast and effective 
option for delivering lifesaving assistance, 
the use of the social protection system as 
part of the response demonstrated various 
secondary benefits, including: 

○ Increased Government ownership 
over the response and coordination 
between the social protection and 
humanitarian sectors; 

○ Increased national implementation 
capacity

○ Strengthened core national system for 
the improved delivery of assistance for 
both acute and chronic needs; 

○ Improvements in minimising gaps in 
provision across social protection and 
humanitarian interventions, including 
financial support from social protection 
actors which allowed more resources 
to reach the food insecure; and 

○ Cost and time efficiencies through 
leveraging elements of the existing 
Government system. 

However, the After-Action Review 
highlighted the possible trade-offs with 
this approach: its effectiveness relies on 
continued investments in strengthening 
the underlying social protection systems, 
including the integration of flexibility i.e. 
Government increasing staff (in terms of 
overall caseload, financial service providers, 
etc.) to avoid delays to the response and 
possible risks to the provision of routine 
assistance. 

Other informants interviewed as part of 
the AAR noted protection risks to social 
protection beneficiaries if the approach was 
not rolled out concurrently in a coordinated 
way, as well as encouraged exploring how to 
leverage the system in times where market 
functionality may be limited (i.e. use of the 
UBR; role of SCTP etc.). 

Lastly, informants noted that coordination 
and interaction of other cash interventions 
beyond the LSR and SCTP (i.e., Public Works 
Programme, etc.) should be clarified (e.g. role 
of discounting). They also stated that there 
should be continued efforts to increase 
the coverage and adequacy of routine 
social assistance to minimize the need for 
emergency response.



11↘ Key Recommendations 

○ Institutionalise and strengthen process 
management throughout the response 
(i.e., including processes for the 
approval of the MVAC report to the 
onset of the response; institutionalising 
VE guidance; developing Standard 
Operating Procedures (SOPs) for the 
use of the social protection system in 
emergencies, etc.).

○     Work with social protection donors 
to understand their decision-making 
cycles and timelines –when does which 
donor require what kind of information 
to be able to commit resources in time 
and without causing delays for the 
response.

○     Institutionalise coordination and 
communication channels within 
social protection actors and with 
humanitarian actors in relation to the 
LSR, decentralising communication 
processes where possible, and 
including enhanced communication and 
awareness of key processes (i.e., MVAC, 
UBR etc.) with sub-national actors.

○     Move forward with the planned SCTP 
retargeting exercise to ensure that the 
most vulnerable are being targeted for 
SCTP and by consequence for vertical 
expansions when the SCTP is used for 
emergency response.

○     Roll out the use of the UBR in other 
high-priority LSR districts, whilst 
ensuring that all UBR activities in a 
district or area have been concluded 
including communications and data 
cleaned to save time and build the 
confidence of communities in the UBR 
and its use for targeting, and explore 
ways to automatise the process of 
undertaking a proportional allocation. 

○     Continue to improve the core UBR 
system, including decentralisation 
of the UBR, key infrastructure (i.e., 
internet), as well as innovative ways 
to improve the updating of household 
records, as well as explore options 
for automatizing the production of 
households list by TA. 

○     Where the response aims at providing 
beneficiaries with new bank accounts, 
ensure preparations commence two 
months prior to distributions due to 
the high data demands and lengthy 
processes. 

○     By addressing the capacity of the 
financial service provider, ensure 
that regular SCTP schedules are not 
impacted by aligning a humanitarian 
response, and that both caseloads, VE 
and HE, can be assisted on a regular, 
monthly basis (including payments and 
reconciliation).

○     By building on the interim HE 
implemented through partners, 
advance the government systems’ 
capacity to extend coverage of existing 
programmes. 

○     Where Cash in Transit is employed, 
pre-package the money where possible 
to reduce waiting time for beneficiaries.

○     Strengthen existing Complaints and 
Feedback Mechanisms by putting 
in place more stringent Standard 
Operating Procedures (SOPs) that 
impress the importance of closing the 
feedback loop.

○     Hold trainings with government staff 
who handle CFMs on how they can 
best address and follow up on issues 
that have been reported, as well as 
improve sensitizations to beneficiaries 
in a way that factors differentiated 
needs (i.e., literacy and education 
levels).

○     Plan joint monitoring between the 
Government and any implementers 
(i.e., WFP) ahead of the response, 
ensuring the timely availability of funds 
and human resources.
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“Today, I’ve received MK23,000 (USD 
31) which I have used to buy maize 
costing and I have used the remainder 
to buy oil, veggies and fruits for my 
children. The maize flour will take 
me up to 3 or 4 weeks,” says Sinoria 
Macheso, 33-year old single mother of 
four, from Donda Village, Traditional 
Authority Cheucheu in Neno District.

“In January last year, floods 
washed away my crop field but also 
demolished my house. As a result, I 
only harvested 3 bags of maize which 
only took me up to early October. 
Since then I’ve been doing piecemeal 
labour (ganyu) to feed my four 
children,” says Sinoria.

 “Money from casual labour I do is 
not enough to feed my four children. 
It means I will need this cash support 
till end March – the crop harvesting 
time - because the maize crop is still 
green and we will start harvesting 
April.  I’ve a vegetable garden from 
which I’ll get green vegetables so that 
eases part of the problem,” she says.

To avoid a repeat of last year’s ordeal, 
Sinoria found another field upland 
where she expects to get better yield 
this year.

“This year, I expect to harvest more 
because my field cannot be affected 
by floods. However, this support 
I am getting till I harvest is really 
timely. Besides, my young children 
need more than just maize to grow 
healthy,” she concludes.

Buying the food you want
How cash transfers help families affected by weather shocks
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↘ Introduction
Every year, there is a food insecure 
population in Malawi requiring emergency 
food assistance - on average 1.73 million 
people each year or about 10% of the 
country’s population.  
This is in part a result of persistent 
environmental shocks that have led 
to a degradation of natural resources 
compounded by high impact natural shocks 
such as floods, prolonged dry spells, and 
droughts. However, due to widespread 
chronic poverty and high vulnerabilities, 
even the annual lean season and minor 
weather variations develop into food crises. 

Traditionally, this annual emergency 
assistance has been provided through the 
Joint Emergency Food Assistance 
(JEFAP) guidelines.  
The JEFAP guidelines are a standardised set 
of guidelines for responding to acute food 
insecurity, using community-based targeting 
and often implemented by international 
humanitarian actors (e.g. UN, INGOs etc.) 
on behalf of the Government. 

Ahead of the review of the Malawi National 
Social Support Programme (MNSSP) 

in 2016, discussions turned to possible 
linkages between the social protection and 
humanitarian sectors in order to advance 
more sustainable ways to reach the most 
vulnerable.  
The annual nature of the emergency 
responses in Malawi, and in line with the 
Grand Bargain², have impelled action 
towards identifying new ways to provide 
assistance to the most vulnerable, including 
in times of shocks and stressors. 

The National Resilience Strategy (NRS) 
and the Malawi National Social Support 
Programme (MNSSP) II have identified 
‘shock-sensitive social protection’ as a 
priority area.3

This is defined as “a social protection system 
that contributes to mitigate, respond to and 
recover from shocks, in collaboration with 
the humanitarian sector.” The Government of 
Malawi has committed to investing in shock-
sensitive social protection, including how to 
adjust routine assistance (e.g. changing coverage 
of existing programmes; altering the programme 
design to reduce exposure to shocks) as well 
as leveraging the existing and growing social 
protection system to respond to shocks.

2.

The Grand Bargain 
is an agreement between some 
of the largest donors and aid 
providers, which aims to get 
more means into the hands 
of people in need.

3.

In Malawi, shock-sensitive 
social protection (SSSP) 
encompasses the more 
commonly used term shock-
response social protection 
(SRSP).
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↘ What is the Rationale 
for Shock-Sensitive Social 
Protection in Malawi?

Globally, there is an acknowledgement 
of gains and trade-offs for linking social 
protection with humanitarian assistance. 
In Malawi, five key objectives are often 
employed to explain the rationale for shock-
sensitive social protection:  

○ Identify a more sustainable way to 
address cyclical crises (e.g. largely high 
frequency, low impact shocks such as 
the lean season);

○ Increase national capacity to 
implement cash-based interventions; 

○ Strengthen core national systems for 
the improved delivery of assistance for 

both chronic and acute needs – many 
systems required to deliver emergency 
assistance already exist within the 
social protection system;

○ Minimise gaps in provision 
through clarifying targeting across 
humanitarian and social protection 
interventions, and avoiding exclusion 
errors (social protection beneficiaries 
not being targeted by communities as 
they are receiving ‘something’); and 

○ Cost and time efficiencies through 
leveraging an existing system. 

Through evidence generation the 
Government of Malawi is able to explore 
these objectives in terms of gains and trade-
offs to inform the evolution of a shock-
sensitive social protection approach. 

Shock Sensitive Social Protection
Why is it on the Global Agenda?

With possible gains in…

Instead of each year, setting up a standalone humanitarian  system to reach households in crises…

Timeliness
Cost 

-effective-
ness

Minimizing 
gaps in 

provision

Accounta-
bility

Social 
Protection

Predictabi-
lity of 

funding 
and 

assistance

National 
ownership

Build on an existing core system:

…for a more sustainable approach 
to meeting both chronic and 

acute needs.

Flexibility of the system: to be 
leveraged to meet temporary needs 
with the humanitarian sector

Adequacy: 
Increase transfer 
values

Comprehensiveness: 
Increase services (for 
resilience building)

Coverage: Extend to 
those not covered

Shock Sensitive Social Protection
Why is it on the Global Agenda?

Instead setting up a standalone humanitarian 
system each year to reach households in crises :
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↘ The 2019/20 Lean season 
Response

In November 2019, the Malawi Vulnerability 
Assessment Committee (MVAC) estimated 
that 1.8794 million households would be 
in a crisis state (phase 3) and requiring 
emergency food assistance over the 
lean season. From this, resources were 
identified to prioritise the six most-affected 
districts, reaching a projected food insecure 
population of 446,375 under the National 
Lean Season Response Plan (LSR). This 
was for districts where at least 15% of the 
population was classified in IPC Phase 3 or 
higher between November 2019 to 
March 2020. 

In order to utilise the social protection 
system, two dimensions were explored: 
adequacy of transfer and coverage. 
Firstly, this meant analysing whether shock-
affected households on an existing social 
protection programme could be provided 

with additional assistance to meet their food 
needs (e.g. adequacy of transfer)5. Where 
possible, a ‘vertical expansion’ was done to 
provide a cash top-up to households on the 
Social Cash Transfer Programme (SCTP), 
pegged to the food basket outlined in the 
LSR Plan and provided at the same time as 
the routine transfer. 

Secondly, this meant analysing whether 
the social protection system could be 
leveraged to reach the other shock-affected 
households (e.g. coverage of assistance). 
This meant an approach led by Government 
staff, leveraging the Unified Beneficiary 
Registry (UBR) and Proxy Means Test (PMT) 
for targeting, with the National ID used as 
the unique identifier, and with payments 
done using the same financial service 
provider as the Government (First Capital 
Bank) – currently referred to as a horizontal 
expansion in Malawi. 

This approach is providing operational 
learning and advancing a vision where the
social protection system is able to meet
temporary needs both in terms of coverage
and adequacy of transfer value.

4.

2019 IPC update bulletin.

5.

Much evidence has been 
produced in Malawi focusing 
on the eligibility of households 
on SCTP for additional food as-
sistance during shocks, as well 
as building the capacity of the 
system to undertake a vertical 
expansion. As of 2019/20 the 
ability to do a vertical expan-
sion is centred primarily on 
funding flows (e.g. capacity of 
donors to fund directly through 
Government systems). 
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approaches based on the ability to leverage 
the social protection systems:6

Approach 1: 
JEFAP Approach 
In two districts (Dedza and Karonga), where 
social protection systems could not be 
leveraged, WFP responded on behalf of the 
Government to provide monthly assistance 
to the total affected population using the 
JEFAP guidelines. 

Approach 2:
Vertical Expansion + JEFAP 
In three districts (Neno, Nsanje and 
Phalombe) where the social protection 
systems could be partly leveraged, the 
Government of Malawi undertook a Vertical 
Expansion (VE) to ensure adequacy of 
assistance in line with heightened food 
needs. To reach the remaining households 
(e.g. coverage of assistance), WFP and its 
implementing partner provided monthly 
assistance on behalf of the Government using 
the JEFAP guidelines.7 The response using the 
VE + the JEFAP approach had a coordinated 
roll out, based on the same design (e.g. 
same cash transfer value), but delinked 
implementation as SCTP is delivered in these 
districts in bi-monthly instalments.

7.

Whilst the average annual LSR 
equates to approximately 10% 
of the population, this is con-
centrated in the south. As such, 
even in a ‘good year’ emergen-
cy food needs exceed the assi-
stance provided through social 
protection interventions.

Approach 3: 
Vertical and Horizontal Expansion
In one district (Balaka), the Government 
of Malawi undertook a monthly VE to 
address ‘adequacy of assistance’, whilst WFP 
supported the Government to advance a 
‘Horizontal Expansion’ (HE) by leveraging 
the social protection system to the extent 
possible to provide monthly emergency food 
assistance to the remaining shock-affected 
households. As the funding for the HE could 
not be channelled through Government, 
WFP provided implementation capacity. The 
response using the VE + HE was coordinated 
based on the same design (e.g. same cash 
transfer value), leveraging the same social 
protection system to the extent possible, with 
aligned implementation to the extent possible, 
i.e. distributions to the VE and HE caseload on 
the same day at the same paypoints with the 
same Financial Service Provider.
Note: the term SSSP approach is used in this 
report to describe approach 2 & 3.

Traditional Lean Season Response in
2 districts

JEFAP

MVAC
• Community based targeting to identify 
food insecure households
• Cash in transit

Lean Season Response with 
SRSP approach in 4 districts

JEFAP

MVAC
• SCTP in areas affected by food 
insecurity receive cash top up through
existing system with their routine transfer

MVAC
• Other affected households (not on 
SCTP) 
targeted using UBR, PMT validated 
with traditional authorities
• Use of National IDs
• E-payments

JEFAP

JEFAP

VE for affected SCTP caseload, and Horizontal
Expansion for affected caseload not on SCTP

VE for affected SCTP caseload, and JEFAP 
for affected caseload not on SCTP

VE for affected SCTP caseload, and JEFAP 
for affected caseload not on SCTP

VE for affected SCTP caseload partially 
distributed by NGOs, and JEFAP for 
affected caseload not on SCTP

Vertical 
Expansion

Horizontal Expansion

Shock Sensitive Social Protection
How was it done in the 2019/2020 Lean Season Response??

6.

This approach is providing ope-
rational learning and advancing 
a vision where the social pro-
tection system is able to meet 
temporary needs both in terms 
of coverage and adequacy of 
transfer value.
 
Ability means the presence of 
the systems (e.g. UBR) but also 
the capacity for donors to fund 
to Government directly. In one 
district, an NGO provided part 
of this transfer on behalf of the 
Government.
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DISTRICT APPROACH START DATE

Balaka

Nsanje

Neno

Dedza

Karonga

Phalombe

VE + HE

VE + JEFAP

VE + JEFAP 

JEFAP

JEFAP

VE + JEFAP

November

November

December

February

February

February

↘ Key Milestones

During the 2019|20 Lean Season Response, several new elements were included to advance 
the operationalisation of shock-sensitive social protection in Malawi. Key milestones included:

↘ The Response in Numbers

8.

A vertical expansion had 
previously been done for 
example as part of Cyclone Idai 
recovery; or as an operational 
trial ‘outside’ of MVAC (e.g. 
not part of the response). The 
2019/20 LSR was the first time 
that a VE was done as part of 
the response itself. 

9.

A pilot UBR had been tested 
in 2016 as part of the LSR in 
2 TAs. 

10.

The transfer value increased in 
Nsanje in the last month due to 
increasing food prices 

Social protection donors 
financially contributed to the LSR

A VE + JEFAP approach 
was done as part of the LSR

E-payments were used 
as part of the LSR 

The National ID was 
used as part of the LSR

A VE + HE approach was 
done as part of the LSR

The UBR was used 
as part of the LSR9

A dashboard was used to 
visual all data for the LSR

Social protection and civil protection 
committees were jointly used  for the LSR

451,692
total caseload

62,500
beneficiaries reached using HE

281,192
beneficiaries reached using JEFAP

USD 30
transfer value for the LSR10

USD 9,6 MILLION
total funding

108,000
beneficiaries reached using the VE

The PMT was used to target 
beneficiaries in the LSR

A VE was done as part 
of the LSR8

↘ Overview of the Response by Approach



18
↘ Stakeholders
The 2019|20 LSR was undertaken through 
the coordinated efforts by various partners, 
led by Government, and jointly with the UN, 
donors and NGOs. 

↘ Government

The Department of Disaster Management 
Affairs (DoDMA) provided the overall 
coordination lead as chair of the Food 
Security Cluster and overall lead on 
emergency intervention in Malawi. 
DoDMA, together with the Department 
of Economic Planning and Development 
(EPD), as the policyholder of the MNSSP II, 
provided strategic guidance in the design of 
the LSR  and use of social protection as part 
of this. These departments also took the lead 
on the coordination and communications 
related to all stages of the response from 
national to district level. Additionally, EPD 
played a crucial role in facilitating data 
sharing processes and agreements from the 
Unified Beneficiary Registry (UBR) to WFP 
for Balaka district, in their role as the 
UBR secretariat. 

The Ministry of Population Planning and 
Social Welfare (MoPPSW) was at the 
frontline of the implementation of the 
SSSP approach. MoPPSW, the implementing 
ministry for the SCTP, was the Government’s 
operational arm. MoPPSW led the Vertical 
Expansion, whilst also overseeing the 
Horizontal Expansion. The Ministry’s 
Department of Planning and Research 
(DPR) was key in ensuring joint monitoring 
processes with WFP for harmonised 
reporting.

The UBR Management Unit (UBR MU) 
manages storing, cleaning and sharing of 
UBR data. The unit was key in data sharing 
processes as well as rectifying challenges 
encountered during implementation in 
Balaka District. 

The Ministry of Local Government and 
Rural Development through the District 
Council of each of the six targeted districts, 

together with its structures, led the process 
and overall implementation of the LSR. 
The council was instrumental in 
sensitizations, planning, implementation 
and monitoring exercises.

↘ UN Agencies

The United Nations World Food 
Programme (WFP), as the co-chair of 
the Food Security Cluster, supported the 
Government with technical assistance 
for the design, planning, and resource 
mobilisation for the response. WFP provided 
implementation capacity on behalf of the 
Government, in coordination with the VE, 
whilst also working with Government to 
leverage elements of the social protection 
system to the extent possible to inform 
learning on horizontal expansion. WFP also 
monitored the response in collaboration with 
MoPPSW’s Department of Planning and 
Research- DPR. 

UNICEF as part of its core mandate to 
support the Government of Malawi’s social 
protection system, and specifically the 
SCTP has closely worked with MoPPSW 
to prepare for, mobilize resources, and 
implement the Vertical Expansion in Balaka. 
UNICEF has also worked closely with 
Government to monitor and safeguard the 
continuous functioning of the regular SCTP 
intervention, to ensure development gains 
are not put at risk. 

↘ Donors

Social protection donors including the 
European Union, KFW, and Irish Aid, provided 
funding for additional LSR assistance in the 
same geographical districts as their routine 
SCTP assistance. Humanitarian donors 
including the UK’s Department of International 
Development (DFID) and USAID Food for 
Peace funded WFP to provide complementary 
implementation capacity to provide assistance 
on behalf of the Government.  
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DFID’s multiyear programme – PROSPER 
– also funded WFP and UNICEF to 
provide technical assistance and systems 
strengthening to advance the use of the 
social protection system in times of shocks. 

↘ Non-Governmental 
Organisations (NGOs)

WFP contracted non-governmental 
organisations (NGOs) in-country to 
coordinate and deliver assistance to 
households not enrolled in the SCTP at 
district level. Contracted NGOs for this 
response included 

Plan International Inc. Malawi, Care 
Malawi, Adventist Development and 
Relief Agency (ADRA), World Vision 

International, Youth Net and Counselling 
(YONECO), Foundation for Community and 
Capacity Development (FOCCAD). 

Care Malawi through World
Vision Malawi and Circle for Integrated
Community Development (CICOD) also 
provided support to the MoPPSW for partial 
implementation of the caseload in Neno. 
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↘ Learning
It is common practice to undertake an After-
Action Review (AAR) following a LSR each 
year, however, the 2019|20 AAR strove 
to delve deeper into questions related to 
the use of the social protection system in 
times of shocks. Given the emphasis on 
new approaches, a learning framework was 
developed to inform the future landscape 
of emergency responses and the use of the 
social protection system for this in Malawi.

↘ Key Learning Questions

○ Which processes allow for a timely and 
well-resourced lean season response, 
including when using the social 
protection system? 

○ Did communication support a 
clear understanding of processes, 
entitlements, implementation details, 
objectives of the lean season response? 

○ How can coordination be improved 
for social protection and humanitarian 
action at all levels? 

○ What is the level of district capacity 
and ownership over the LSR and  
SSSP processes? 

○  What is the level of community 
acceptance of LSR and SSSP? 

○ Is using the UBR for targeting non-
SCTP affected households operationally 
feasible, politically acceptable, affordable 
and agreeable to the community? 

○ What have been the lessons learned 
from using the PMT data during the 
2019/2020 LSR?

○ What are the gains or challenges of 
using the same financial service provider 
for providing lean season support to 
SCTP and non-SCTP households?  

○ What is the saturation of the national 
ID (e.g. is it a universal form of ID?)? 

○ What is the added value of  
a VE+JEFAP approach? 

○ Was there forced sharing, and was one 
group particularly affected? 

○ What Grievance and Redress 
Mechanisms/Complaints and Feedback 
Mechanisms were made available?

↘ Methodology

The gathering and documentation of key 
lessons learned was a Government-led 
initiative that was supported by both WFP  
and UNICEF. Data collection tools were jointly 
developed, with the UN taking lead to support 
the data collection and analysis activities due 
to the competing priorities that emerged as a 
result of the COVID-19 emergency response, 
which manifested in Malawi at the close of the 
2019|20 LSR.
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↘ Data Collection Process11

The AAR generated data from different 
sources including:

○ Key Informant Interviews (KIIs):  
KIIs were conducted to obtain key 
insights from stakeholders involved 
in the LSR at the national and district 
levels. Detouring from the initial planned 
AAR workshop due to COVID-19 
restrictions, questionnaires were sent 
to key personnel (i.e., Government staff, 
implementing agencies, UN partners, 
etc.). In total 57 KIIs were conducted, 
with 12 at the National Level (2 Govt, 7 
UN, 4 Development Partners) and 44 
from across all six districts which had 
implemented a LSR (Members of the 
District Civil Protection Committee, 
the District Social Support Committee, 
and District Training Team; the NGO 
contracted by WFP, and UN staff).

○ Beneficiary Interviews: In light of 
COVID-19, planned Focus Group 
Discussions (FGD) were adapted 
to beneficiary interviews using the 
mVAM call centre housed within WFP. 
Selected beneficiaries in all six districts 
were contacted via phone through 
numbers collected at the beginning 
of the response. There was equal 
representation of male and female 
beneficiaries/non-beneficiaries. A total 
of 140 community calls were made in 
April-May, covering beneficiaries under 
VE, JEFAP, and HE approaches, as well 
as non-beneficiaries in all 6 districts 
where the LSR was implemented.

○ Secondary data: Several forms of  
data were reviewed following the 
response including: 
1. The MoPPSW implementation 
report ; 
 

2. Partner monthly reports: Monthly 
reports from UNICEF and WFP field 
staff; WFP partner reports (NGO 
partner, and YONECO who provided a 
toll-free line as part of the complaints 
and feedback mechanisms); 
 
3. Partner end of project reports: 
Summary reports from UNICEF and 
WFP field staff; WFP partner reports 
(NGO partner, and YONECO who 
provided a toll-free line as part of the 
complaints and feedback mechanisms); 
 
4. Process monitoring reports: Weekly 
process monitoring reports from WFP 
field staff and partner reports (partners 
responsible for implementation); 
 
5. Beneficiary records: Excel files from 
the UBR and partners;  
 
6. Monitoring data: Conducted by DPR 
and WFP

Noteworthy, as indicated, COVID-19 
affected the data collection activities with 
the requirement to identify remote methods 
of monitoring.

↘ Data Analysis

The process data was analysed through 
a rapid coding approach (e.g. looking for 
key themes) based on the key research 
questions, whilst the monitoring data 
was analysed using standard quantitative 
methods (e.g. to calculate a Food 
Consumption Score).

11.

Data collection tools can 
be requested
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↘ Processes

↘ Background 

Lean season responses in Malawi are 
informed and directed by recommendations 
made after vulnerability assessments done 
by the Malawi Vulnerability Assessment 
Committee (MVAC). 
MVAC employs the Integrated Food 
Security Phase Classification (IPC), which 
is a common global scale for classifying the 
severity and magnitude of food insecurity 
and malnutrition. IPC is a set of protocols 
which not only classify the severity of 
food insecurity situations but also provide 
actionable knowledge to facilitate response 
decision-making processes. 

The IPC consolidates wide-ranging evidence 
on food insecurity to provide core answers 
to the questions of:  How severe? Where? 
When? How Many? Who? Why? 
The IPC is designed around the needs of 
decision makers and contributes to making 
food security actions more effective, 
needs-based, strategic and timely. The 
outcome provides an estimation of the 
number of people affected in the five IPC 
Phases (details in Annex 1) for acute food 
insecurity and 4 levels for the IPC chronic 
food insecurity.  The assessment focusing on 
Acute Food Insecurity (AFI) to inform actions 
that centre on short-term efforts to prevent, 
mitigate and/or decrease severe food 
insecurity that threaten lives or livelihoods.  

In normal circumstance, the findings are 
presented at an annual dissemination 
meeting that typically takes place 
in early July.
 Once the IPC process is complete and 
cleared by relevant Government officials 
(EPD, State Treasury, Chief Secretary), 
the results of the analysis are released 
and adopted at the Southern African 
Development Community (SADC) level, 
MVAC shares the report with stakeholders 
only when the annual MVAC report has been 

officially gazetted by the Government. 

A preliminary MVAC analysis conducted in 
mid-2019 estimated that some 1,062,674 
people would be acutely food insecure (IPC 
Phase 3) during 2019/2020 lean season. 
The recommendation of the IPC was that 
the LSR commence in November in districts 
including Balaka and Nsanje, while the other 
districts started later depending on the 
duration of the food gap. 

Table 1: IPC classification phases

Research area 1: A Timely and Well Resourced Response

PHASE 1: MINIMAL

PHASE 5: CATASTROPHE

PHASE 2: STRESS

PHASE 3: CHRISIS

PHASE 4: EMERGENCY

Household groups can meet essential food and non-
food needs without engaging in atypical, unsustainable 
strategies to access food and income.

Households have an extreme lack of food and/or 
other basic needs even after full employment 
of coping strategies.

Households have minimally adequate food 
consumption but are unable to afford some essential 
non-food expenditures without engaging in stress 
coping strategies

Household either; Have food consumption gaps 
that are reflected by high or above –usual acute 
malnutrition; OR are marginally able to meet minimum 
food needs only by depleting essential livelihood 
assets/crisis coping strategies.

Households either; Have large food consumption gaps 
reflected in very high acute malnutrition and excess 
mortality; OR able to mitigate large food consumption 
gaps but only by employing emergency livelihood 
strategies and asset liquidation. 
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The endorsement of the report acts as 
the trigger for response planning and 
resource mobilisation. 
This is to ensure that the assessment has 
been agreed at all levels of Government. 
The Food Security Cluster then starts to 
develop the response plan and commences 
with resource mobilisation. An emergency 
response requires prioritisation of available 
resources depending on need, which is 
usually done by the humanitarian actors in 
the country before the response begins in 
order to ensure a smooth roll out and ease 
of communication to the districts. According 
to the JEFAP guidelines, the plan should 
be released two months before the food 
gap to allow enough time for sensitization 
and targeting and ensure that assistance is 
delivered in a timely fashion. 
In October an updated MVAC assessment is 
conducted, subject to resource availability, 
to ensure that the level of assistance is in 
line with needs. At times this can indicate an 
increase in assistance, requiring adjustment 
in resource mobilisation efforts, or a 
recommended switch in modality in some or 
all of the targeted districts. 
In 2019|20, the updated MVAC assessment 
identified that 816,717 additional 
households were in need. 
Key drivers that led to this include:

○  Localized shortfalls of maize in select 
areas, predominately those in the South.

○ Reduced winter harvest caused by 
high temperatures, fall army worm, 
lack of rain in the Southern areas that 
contributed to reduced income for 
some smallholder households.

○ Low tobacco prices that reduced income 
for households in the Central Region

○ Escalating prices of maize and 
alternative commodities (60-100% 
higher than anticipated) even in areas 
that produced a surplus.

○ Low availability of maize on the market, 
contributing to unprecedented price 
increases as private traders withheld 
stocks for better prices. 

↘ Key Findings

Whilst the MVAC assessment was 
completed in a timely manner, it took three 
months to be endorsed. The assessments 
for 2019 were concluded and MVAC had the 
report and recommendations ready by July 
awaiting approval. The report was endorsed 
on 3rd October 2019. The delay in approvals 
may, in part, have been due to the political 
environment following the May 2019 
presidential elections.

The Market Assessment Results indicated 
the viability of cash-based transfers (CBT) 
as per the MVAC report. However, the 
choice of modality was discussed as part 
of the Food Security Cluster. The MVAC 
Market Assessment indicated  that there 
was significant surplus production and 
market availability of maize, pulses and other 
key staples such as sweet potatoes, rice, 
sorghum and cassava. The Food Security 
Cluster - responsible for coordinating 
the response to food insecurity as part of 
the humanitarian cluster system - began 
planning towards a cash intervention prior 
to the onset of the lean season. This was 
then delayed with interest from Government 
to implement using in-kind support. The 
Government-planned in-kind response 
proved difficult since stocks in the Strategic 
Grain Reserve (SGR) were limited following 
the Cyclone Idai Response. 

Activity

MAY

JUN

JUL

AUG

SEP

OCT

NOV

Assessments 
conducted

MVAC report and 
recommendations 
finalized

Report
endorsed and plan
developed

Response 
implementation

↘ Timeline of the 2019|20 LSR
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The LSR plan was endorsed in October, with 
the first distribution planned for November. 
The final LSR Plan usually must be 
endorsed before district level engagement 
commences. Finalising the response plan 
a few weeks before the first distribution 
cycle compressed the time required for 
preparatory activities (e.g. sensitisation 
meetings, targeting, registration etc.).

From a funding perspective, the 
linkages with social protection saw new 
donors stepping in to provide financial 
contributions to the humanitarian response. 
Whilst IPC identified 1.879 million people 
in phase 3 or above, the response itself 
is based on resources, and prioritisation 
is undertaken in order to allocate the 
resources to the hardest hit districts 
where collective coping mechanisms are 
most strained. Of the priority districts, 
humanitarian actors contributed to 70% of 
the resources, whilst the linkages with social 
protection provided 30% of the resources 
reaching more food insecure households 
within these priority districts to be reached. 
 
For the first time, social protection donors 
funded emergency food assistance as part of 
the emergency response. Funding for SCTP 
is district-based (e.g. a donor funds a district 
rather than the programme), as such when 
social protection donors funded the VE they 
funded the same district as their routine 
support. The timeframe for commitments 
for the social protection actors varied, with 
some donors confirming funding at the 
inception of the response (e.g. October), 
whilst other a month before the transfers 
started in a specific district (e.g. January for a 
February start date). 

With the updated MVAC numbers, a 
re-prioritisation took place. Initially seven 
districts had been identified to receive 
assistance, but the updated report increased 
the number of affected people in each 
district, with districts that did not previously 

have large food insecure populations seeing 
degraded food security. Due to resource 
constraints, one district—Chikwawa— 
(which had not yet been served) was 
deprioritised. There had been no planned 
VE in this district, and as no new TAs had 
been identified in the remaining six districts 
(meaning the SCTP caseload remained 
static), the additional costs were incurred 
solely by the humanitarian donors.

↘ Key Takeaways

○ Whilst the MVAC assessment was 
done in a timely manner, delays in its 
endorsement and the subsequent 
finalisation of the response plan caused 
delays in the implementation of the LSR. 

○ The combined SCTP and humanitarian 
donor contribution led to  
a larger-scale response.

○ Some financial commitments were 
confirmed late during the response 
cycle. 

↘ Recommendations

○ Develop Standard Operating 
Procedures (SOPs) on key timelines 
on the endorsement processes of both 
the IPC report, the response plan, 
and mobilisation efforts which detail 
the roles and responsibilities of each 
stakeholder within the process.

○ Work with social protection donors 
to understand their decision-making 
cycles and timelines - when does which 
donor require what kind of information 
to be able to commit resources in  
time and without causing delays for  
the response.
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Research area 2: Coordination and Communication

↘ Background

For JEFAP, coordination efforts tend to 
focus at the national level. When the MVAC 
assessment is released, the Food Security 
Cluster prioritises the assistance based on 
need and resource availability, and then 
geographically divides the implementation 
plan based on implementation capacity (e.g. 
the Government or implementing partners 
are responsible for an entire district). 
Due to the geographical divide of the LSR 
plan, coordination requirements at the 
district level for the LSR are limited (e.g. 
coordination is required with the District 
Council, but coordination between actors 
responding to the same LSR in the same 
geographical area is not required). 

Leveraging the social protection system 
placed an emphasis on district-level 
coordination. Using the social protection 
system in a coordinated manner as part 
of the Lean Season Response had never 
been done. Whilst previous trials had been 
undertaken, full coordination requirements 
(e.g. coordination between actors 
responding to the same LSR in the same 
geographical area in a district) had never 
been explored. 

Whilst the food insecurity response is 
coordinated through the Food Security 
Cluster, the coordination with social 
protection has not been institutionalised. 
Traditionally, DoDMA is the lead 
Department responsible for emergency 
responses, while EPD is the coordinating 
Department for social protection. 
Various discussions have been held to 
advance coordination – for example, 
according to the MNSSP, pillar three on 
shock-sensitive social protection, DoDMA 
is chair, with EPD as co-chair, or ongoing 
discussions about the harmonisation 
of social protection and humanitarian 
structures, including down to the community 
level due to the acknowledgement of the 
overlap of membership. However, these 
linkages had never been applied in practice. 

Coordination structures are used 
for national-district communication. 
Communication for JEFAP follows the 
structure of Civil Protection Committees 
(CPCs). Sensitization for JEFAP starts by 
sensitizing district-level structures including 
the District Executive Committee (DEC), 
the District Civil Protection Committee 
(DCPC), the Area Civil Protection 
Committee (ACPC), the Village Civil 
Protection Committee (VCPC) and finally 
the community. Under the MNSSP II, 
communications leverage the District Social 
Support Committees (DSSCs).  These begin 
with the District Executive Committee 
(DEC), the District Social Support 
Committees (DSSCs), the Community Social 
Support Committees (CSSCs) and finally 
the community. Whilst the CPCs and CSSCs 
often have similar membership, clarification 
on how each should be utilised for the 
communication of SSSP approaches has not 
yet been undertaken.

SSSP is a relatively new approach 
in Malawi, which requires adequate 
dissemination of messaging at both district 
and community level to achieve common 
understanding. 
To support this, key messages were 
developed jointly by Government, UNICEF 
and WFP. The plan for messaging was that 
the Government would take the lead in 
communication from central level to district 
level down to community level. 

Sensitization meetings at the district 
level followed the implementation roll 
out schedule. They are conducted in all 
districts on different dates by Government 
counterparts with support from partners, 
starting with the district that was to 
implement first, which for the 2019/20 LSR 
was Balaka.

↘ Findings

Whilst there was no institutionalised 
structure, existing sectorial and cluster 
meetings played a vital role in facilitating 
the discussion of ideas, sharing and 
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consolidation of plans and resources to 
implement the LSR jointly. Central level 
officials indicated that they felt that there 
was good communication due to the strong 
government leadership in the planning 
and execution of the response. Some KIIs 
however indicated that additional clarity on 
coordination and communication roles could 
be addressed for future responses. 

For SSSP approaches, coordination and 
communication challenges were most 
apparent between national and district levels. 
Both social protection and humanitarian 
structures have their own established 
ways of coordinating and communicating 
with the district staff. Understanding that 
it was an emergency response using the 
social protection system as the conduit 
created confusion at the start of the roll 
out. In general, coordination challenges 
encountered during the LSR were a result 
of unclear/unestablished roles of various 
stakeholders. This was compounded by
the lack of district engagement during
the 2019|20 response design.

Sub-national stakeholders expressed 
confusion about key elements of the 
LSR, notably the MVAC report and some 
elements of the social protection system 
such as the UBR. 
The first concerns the MVAC assessment - 
Whilst there is an average population which 
is affected (approximately 1.7 million), for 
a ‘good year’13 (e.g. low impact stressors 
such as the lean season), this number 
fluctuates between 1-3 million people. 
District officials and beneficiaries expressed 
confusion about how the MVAC assessment 
determines the level of need (e.g. affected 
population etc.), and sentiments that the 
level of need is greater than the assistance 
being provided; this was intensified by a 
lack of understanding of the MVAC process. 
Secondly, whilst the UBR is being rolled 
out nationwide, it was the first time it was 
being used in Balaka to support targeting 
for programmes. As such, the LSR took the 
dual role of strengthening awareness of this 
system while simultaneous rolling out the 
LSR.

Joint communication done at the district 
level by social protection and humanitarian 
actors together was critical to avoid 
protection issues for SCTP beneficiaries. 
During the 2019|20 LSR, not only was it a 
‘good year’-with relatively good production 
levels as compared to the two previous 
years- but also households on the Social 
Cash Transfer programme (SCTP) were 
allocated some of the assistance. Initially, the 
VE and the HE/JEFAP response were rolled 
out in a disjointed manner. Upon realising 
this created confusion and was potentially 
developing into a protection risk for SCTP12 
beneficiaries, these entry meetings were 
repeated.

The meetings were critical to achieving 
the goal of buy-in at district level. Where 
the sensitisation meetings faced confusion, 
instead of proceeding to implementation, 
the Government utilized meetings to clarify 
key concepts and tasks. Central-level 
Government particularly Poverty Reduction 
and Social Protection (PRSP) under 
MoFEPD took a strong lead in sensitizations 
at district and community level to address 
these communication challenges. During one 
instance in Balaka, the communities rejected 
the assistance due to the limited assistance 
being proposed vis-a-vis community 
perception of need, confusion about the 
inclusion of SCTP in the response, and the 
use of the UBR for targeting interventions. 
The Government – DoDMA, EPD, Local 
Government and Rural Development, and 
MoPPSW – were critical to addressing 
the concerns of the full council 
and identifying solutions which enable a way 
forward.

Lessons were applied in near real time 
as the response was rolled out. The 
Government identified fragmented 
coordination and sensitisation meetings as 
a challenge for the roll out in Balaka, and 
where separate meetings (e.g. JEFAP, VE) 
had been planned in subsequent districts, 
these meetings were rescheduled to ensure 
joint communication done by the social 
protection and emergency actors together. 

13.

The food security situation 
of 2019/20 in Malawi as 
compared to the two previous 
years 2017/18 and 2018/19 
can be summarised as a being 
generally an average year with 
production largely being good
Source: MVAC IPC communica-
tion brief bulletin (volume 1)

12.

See research area 6 of this 
report.
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Political-based communication caused 
confusion with the roll out of the 
response. Balaka was the first district 
to be assisted (i.e. it had the largest food 
gap). Unfortunately, the initial buy-in 
and sensitization meetings at district 
and community level were preceded by a 
presidential rally and a prominent ministerial 
rally that announced plans to distribute in-
kind assistance to every household. The LSR 
was then rolled out with a different modality 
to these promises - cash and targeting a 
specific number of people according to the 
MVAC report. The result was that targeted 
support was seen to be contradicting the 
presidential/ministerial promises made a 
few days before project implementation. 
This created high levels of expectations 
of assistance at the community level. 
Meanwhile, in Phalombe District, the council 
rejected the geographical distribution of 
assistance across the district, opting instead 
for Traditional Leaders to equally share the 
numbers across the district.

KIIs noted that the 2019|20 LSR was a 
successful Government-led intervention 
leveraging the expertise from both social 
protection and humanitarian departments. 
Whilst there were coordination and 
communication challenges, the Government 
came together to address these in a 
coordinated manner. This collaboration was 
particularly apparent at the district level, 
where district staff worked together to 
implement the response. 
Reports submitted to WFP by NGO 
partners noted the effective collaboration 
in implementation, communication and 
rectifying emerging challenges, with reports 
noting the leadership from the Assistant 
District Disaster Risk Management Officer 
(ADDRMO) in five of the districts. 
This coordination includes but is not limited 
to protection concerns, where KIIs indicated 
coordination among UNICEF, WFP, DoDMA, 
NGOs, YONECO, the district social welfare 
office and the police, which aided in effective 
follow up and address of reported cases.

↘ Takeaways

○ Whilst the LSR demonstrated effective 
Government-led intervention leveraging 
expertise from both humanitarian and 
social protection departments the lack of 
a formal coordination structure created 
challenges – particularly with national-to-
district coordination and communication.

○       There remains a lack of understanding 
at the district level about core elements 
from both the humanitarian and social 
protection sectors (i.e. MVAC, UBR etc.)

○ The Government took led in addressing 
coordination and communication issues 
real time as the response was being 
rolled out across different districts, and 
were critical for resolving problems and 
dispelling misunderstandings, especially 
at district/community level.

○ The district was not consulted in the 
design of the LSR. 

↘ Recommendations

○ The Government through DoDMA should 
clarify which coordination and planning 
discussions can take place without waiting 
for the official publication of the MVAC 
report and LSR Plan.

○ Government ministries and 
departments (MoGCDSW, EP&D 
and DoDMA) should include district 
stakeholders during planning and at the 
onset of the LSR.

○ DoDMA and EP&D to clarify the 
varying coordination structures between 
the social protection and humanitarian 
sectors and their linkages, and develop 
SOPs for enhanced coordination and 
communication, including decentralised 
communication roles.

○     Undertake communications work to 
address key challenges identified (i.e. 
MVAC assessment; UBR etc.)
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Research area 3: Targeting

↘ Background

Targeting is ultimately a policy decision 
which has moral, social, political and 
financial dimensions and implications. 
In a context like Malawi, where poverty is 
widespread and homogenous, targeting is 
challenging due to flat poverty lines which 
present negligible differences amongst rural 
populations. 

The LSR is guided by the JEFAP targeting 
criteria – firstly with a geographical allocation 
and then community-based targeting. 
The MVAC numbers are produced only to the 
EPA/TA level, at which point a proportional 
allocation is done using village population 
records held at district council to determine 
the allocated coverage of assistance in each 
GVH and village. Following sensitisation 
meetings both the Village Civil Protection 
Committees and Communities develop 
independent lists of households who meet 
the targeting criteria. Communities then 
prioritise the most in need from these lists, 
to identify those to be enrolled for the 
intervention; ongoing verification is then 
conducted to ensure eligibility of emergency 
response beneficiaries. 

SCTP targeting has evolved over the years 
but generally involves a combination of a 
proxy - means test (PMT) and a community 
identification and/or validation.
In the four districts where the LSR SCTP VE 
was implemented (Balaka, Nsanje, Neno and 
Phalombe) household beneficiaries were 
first identified by the community through 
Community Social Support Committees 
(CSSCs) and then subjected to a PMT for 
wealth ranking and to a labour constrained 
eligibility check. Households meeting the 
labour constrained criteria and ranked within 
the 10% poorest were enrolled into the 
program as beneficiaries.

As part of the 2019|20 LSR, the UBR was 
used in one district to target households 
not on SCTP for the ‘horizontal expansion’.. 
This approach was based on research done 
by WFP and UNICEF with support from 
ECHO (‘ECHO TA, 2019’). 

Targeting for approach 1: JEFAP 
For the two districts (Karonga, Dedza) where 
JEFAP was done, the traditional targeting 
approach (i.e. community-based targeting) 
was employed. 

Targeting for approach 2: VE+ JEFAP 
In districts with a VE (Nsanje, Neno, 
Phalombe), Government drew the lists 
of SCTP beneficiaries from the SCTP 
Management Information System (MIS) 
according to each TA. These numbers 
were compared to the MVAC allocation at 
the TA level to clarify whether the MVAC 
coverage had been met. In areas where there 
the MVAC assessment indicated a higher 
coverage than currently on SCTP, WFP 
through its NGO partners undertook JEFAP 
with the Government to reach the remaining 
caseload in coordination with the VE.

Targeting for approach 3: VE+ HE 
In districts with a VE (Balaka), the 
Government drew the lists of SCTP 
beneficiaries from the SCTP MIS according 
to each TA. In contrast to the JEFAP targeting 
method, in areas where there the MVAC 
assessment indicated a higher coverage 
than currently on SCTP, households were 
identified using pre-existing lists generated 
from the UBR data which ranked households 
according to PMT scores followed by 
community validation/prioritization 14. 

↘ Key Findings

Targeting for approach 1 and 2: 
JEFAP / VE + JEFAP 

For VE the beneficiaries were pre-existing, 
however, SCTP uses village clusters 
while other systems do not  which 
caused coordination challenges between 
VE+JEFAP. 
Having pre-existing beneficiaries reduced 
the time required for targeting processes, 
with the main comment from KIIs noting 
that they welcomed the retargeting exercise 
planned for SCTP15 to ensure that the 
most vulnerable are being targeted both 
for the SCTP and as part of the LSR. The 

14.

This was done through vali-
dations with the Traditional 
Authorities, with the endorsed 
lists of households then posted 
at the community level for 
transparency..
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more critical task for targeting for the LSR 
was to ensure clarity on how many SCTP 
households there were in each village to 
facilitate smooth targeting processes for 
the remaining caseload. In almost all the 
TAs, more households than on SCTP were 
identified as in need, yet pinpointing the 
exact number was difficult due to different 
geographical entities across systems (see 
page 25 for an additional challenge on 
geographical units).

The JEFAP targeting processes 
encountered various challenges largely 
centred on inadequate timing for the 
targeting process as the crux of the issues, 
but in some cases including unavailability 
of Group Village Headman (GVH) and 
Village population data. Challenges included 
verification and rectifying inclusion and 
exclusion errors, largely caused by the 
delayed start of implementation, whilst 
in Dedza the unavailability of data at the 
targeting stage of the resulted in the 
delays of transfers within two TAs as the 
implementing partner had to wait for the TAs 
to provide close estimates of populations in 
order to apply the proportional allocation 
according to the JEFAP targeting tool.

In addition, KIIs and secondary data 
reported cases of elite interference in the 

community targeting process as part of 
the JEFAP process. This was cited either 
with Traditional Authorities predetermining 
the list of beneficiaries ahead of the 
community selection and validation 
meetings, which undermined the notion 
of communities selecting beneficiaries 
based on prioritization (e.g. in Phalombe), 
or committee representative and local 
leaders using their positions to register 
ineligible beneficiaries (e.g. Nsanje). The 
implementing NGO partners in collaboration 
with district structures i.e. the DCPC 
conducted continuous verification exercises 
in the district. The verifications removed 
ineligible households and replaced with 
eligible households from the same villages 
or locations. A recommendation from one 
project partner was that the Government 
of Malawi should revise the registration 
process. While JEFAP guidelines were very 
effective in the introductory years, actors 
at all levels report that loopholes possibly 
identified through its annual use within 
system leave too much room for the VCPCs 
and local leaders to influence the beneficiary 
registration process. 

15.

This exercise is planned to com-
mence in 2020
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Targeting for approach 3: VE + HE
Data requests commenced in October in 
order to access the data to target the HE 
caseload, with the first file being shared 
in November. Whilst some UBR processes 
such as the second community meetings had 
not been done, the agreement at the Food 
Security Cluster was to use the UBR for the 
LSR to leverage the wealth of existing data, 
and advance learning.

Use of a non-community verified UBR data 
set encountered challenges at community 
level; to proceed, the Government paused 
the LSR to finalise the UBR processes.  
Communities initially raised concerns with 
the UBR completion, including multiple 
registration of a household, missed GVHs 
and villages, and geographical misallocation 
of households. The initial challenges with 
the roll out in Balaka led to the rejection 
of assistance and suspension of activities 
for the LSR in late November 2019. To 
address this, central government undertook 
additional sensitizations and buy-in 
meetings. In addition, a new PMT (#4) was 
being used but this had not been tested 
with a community. The Government did 
a verification of PMT 4 versus PMT 3 in 
Mchinji district and found communities did 
not feel that the new PMT reflected their 
understanding of vulnerability. 
The agreed resolution was to complete UBR 
standard processes including conducting 
a second community meetings to rectify 
existing data gaps using PMT 3 for the 
ranking of vulnerable households. The 
second community meetings were built on 
the data file shared in November and took 
place in December of 2019. After data gaps 
had been identified, further data collection 
was undertaken. 

The centralised nature of the UBR created 
challenges due to limited infrastructure, 
leading to a central level government-
led team being temporarily relocated 
to the district to rectify the challenges 
encountered through sensitizations and 
finalization of the UBR processes 
UBR data is uploaded on a server which is 
accessible for personnel in the UBR MU 
only, thereafter cleaning of the UBR data 
is also coordinated at the UBR MU only. 
In line with the timelines of the LSR, the 
UBR team changed the course of its work 
to accommodate the data quality demands. 
These activities were successful, leading to 
resuming of activities in December 2019. 
However, this shift encountered challenges 
including sluggish internet connectivity in 
the district which was affecting the pace at 
which the PMT was run and sharing of the 
cleaned data with with MoPPSW, WFP and 
the implementing partner.  
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Once the data was collected and cleaned, 
mistakes with the geo-tagging of the 
UBR data created a lengthy process for 
the process of applying the proportional 
allocation of assistance. In order to allocate 
resources below the TA level, a proportional 
allocation is done using population figures 
against the MVAC-reported affected 
population. Instead of using district-based 
population figures, the UBR population 
figures were used. However, the number 
of GVHs and villages in a TA had not been 
clarified between the district and central 
levels. As such, some data sets shared to 
MoPPSW and/or WFP (who were both 
undertaking the proportional allocation) 
had missed GVHs or Villages, which led to 
back and forth requests for additional GVHs 
or villages and subsequently a very time-
consuming geographical allocation process.

The interoperability between the SCTP 
MIS and the UBR was critical for minimising 
gaps in the provision and duplication of 
assistance. Firstly, the SCTP MIS uses 
the TAs from when the SCTP originally 
targeted its beneficiaries. In Balaka, new TAs 
have emerged, yet the MIS has remained 
consistent with its original labelling. This 
caused challenges with knowing which SCTP 
were aligned to which geographical areas. By 
using the UBR, it was possible to see which 
households were on the SCTP and ensure 
they were not accidentally targeted twice for 
the same intervention. 

The UBR was able to generate lists of 
suggested households to be targeted per 
the geographical allocation; these lists 
could then be submitted to the Traditional 
Authorities for their approval. 
Once the geographical allocation was done 
(to identify the number of households 
per area), the UBR provided a suggested 
list of households – ranked according to 
vulnerability as endorsed by the community 
during the second community validation 
meetings. These lists were then presented 
to the TAs for the purpose of validating the 
selected names. This process was noted 
as being a much smoother process than 
community-based targeting. The validation 
involved taking names generated from 

the UBR to chiefs and VCPC committee 
members for validation in order to attest 
if the identified names were from their 
respective areas and if they were really 
deserving households to benefit from 
the response. Upon validation they were 
requested to endorse on the list as a 
declaration that they were satisfied with 
names that were to benefit, and a list was left 
with these leaders for display in their areas 
for accountability to affected populations.

Despite initial challenges, during the 
beneficiary interviews, both beneficiaries 
and non-beneficiaries expressed 
satisfaction in targeting using the UBR 
system, stating that the UBR has eliminated 
favouritism and bribery. Non-beneficiaries 
indicated satisfaction as vulnerable 
households were identified for assistance 
as opposed to the usual where people were 
selected based on relationships that they 
had with leaders. It should be noted that it 
is unclear how the community may react 
if similar beneficiaries are targeted for the 
LSR next year. Overall, by the end of the 
response, beneficiaries indicated they know 
what UBR is, and they understand how the 
district council is involved in conducting the 
process. 

Complementing the satisfaction from the 
communities, the district team suggested 
that the UBR to be used for targeting of 
beneficiaries even in other programmes 
like Public Works Programme and resilience 
programmes, with the caveats that system to be 
evaluated to ensure that all households should 
be included for smooth operations in future. 

By using the UBR, the Balaka team 
(comprised of Govt staff, UN, and NGO 
partner) were able to source missing 
information, which can then be fed back 
to the UBR for the benefit of multiple 
interventions. Out of the dataset used for 
registration of beneficiaries, key missing 
information could be sourced, including 
28.7 % of UBR numbers, 53.6 % National 
Identification Information and 28.7% date 
of birth information. This information was 
provided to the UBR to update the system 
for the benefit of multiple interventions. 
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↘ Takeaways

○ The predominant underlying challenge 
for all districts was inadequate time for 
targeting as well as rectifying inclusion 
and exclusion errors. 

○ JEFAP targeting is quick, but 
community-based targeting continues 
to pose a challenge, as reports indicate 
that the process is open to abuse by 
some community leaders.

○ Data sharing requests need to 
occur at least 8 weeks before the 
commencement of the response.

○ Data from the UBR cannot be used 
before all the UBR processes are 
complete (e.g., second community 
meetings, etc.). A quality assurance 
checklist will be critical for this. 

○ Whilst the UBR faced significant 
challenges at the inception, once the 
system was finalised, it was preferred in 
Balaka by communities and the district 
based on the district and community 
interviews (note: refer to Research Area 
6 for links to GRM/CFMs)

○ There was good coordination among 
all stakeholders in rectifying challenges 
associated with the UBR (government, 
implementing partners, UN), which led 
to community buy-ins and fast-tracked 
resolutions to challenges.

○ Interoperability of key systems (e.g. 
UBR-SCTP MIS-UBR) is critical for a 
coordinated response. 

○ By using elements of a Government 
system, it is possible to leverage the 
implementation of the response to feed 
back data to update the system for the 
benefit of multiple interventions.

↘ Recommendations

○ Ensure that there is adequate time 
between beneficiary identification as 
well as verification and distribution 
to ensure that inclusion and exclusion 
errors are rectified. 

○ Move forward with the planned SCTP 
retargeting exercise to ensure that the 
most vulnerable are being targeted for 
SCTP and by consequence for vertical 
expansions when the SCTP is used for 
emergency response. 

○ Roll out the use of the UBR in other high-
priority LSR districts, whilst ensuring 
that all UBR activities in a district or 
area have been concluded including 
communications, and that data has 
been cleaned and organised by the UBR 
MU. This will save time and build the 
confidence of communities in the UBR 
and respective programmes using the 
data for targeting.

○ As part of verifying the ‘readiness’ 
of the UBR to be used, the UBR MU 
should cross reference the  number 
of TAs and GVHs with the district to 
ensure correct geo-allocations and 
explore ways to automatise the process 
of proportional allocation.

○ Potential users of the UBR data 
(development partners/NGOs) should 
ensure that data requests and sharing 
process begin at least 2 months prior to 
the estimated commencement date  
of implementation.

○ Continue to improve the core UBR 
system, including decentralisation of the 
UBR, key infrastructure (e.g. internet), 
as well as innovative ways to improve 
the updating of household records. 

○ Develop standardised SOPs for the  
use of the Social Protection system in 
Lean Season Responses. 
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Research area 4: National ID

↘ Background

2019|20 was the first time that the 
National ID  (NID) was a core component of 
the LSR. 
For JEFAP, the NID was used for 
identification purposes only (to curb 
fraud) and possession of an ID was not a 
prerequisite for receiving assistance nor 
were beneficiaries denied assistance if they 
did not possess an ID owing to lack of the 
same. For SCTP, regular passbooks were 
used. In Balaka, e-payment modality was 
used for the HE which required a National 
ID in order to open bank accounts.

↘ Findings

The level of NID ownership varied from 
district to district. The graphs 1 and 2 
illustrate the level of ownership of NID for 
Nsanje and Neno Districts (summed totals at 
TA level) for the targeted population, which 
shows in Nsanje 89% at National ID, whilst in 
Neno only 36% had a National ID.

For Balaka, approximately 46% of 
households did not have their National ID 
recorded.  
According to the Balaka data set for 
households to be targeted for the HE 
component, 13,989 people did not own a 
national ID, with 15,850 owning NIDs as 
indicated in the table 3. The graph 3 illustrates 
the level of ownership of NID for the data set 
provided for HE

Absence of NID information in the UBR data 
sets put activities on hold. In order to rectify 
this, the Government together with WFP and 
its NGO Partner collected the NID information 
from beneficiaries at cluster level. This 
included a lengthy process of identifying which 
households did not have an ID, and which had 
lost their IDs. EPD worked with NRB to provide 
significant support to track down the missing 
IDs in order to ensure that households could 
claim their entitlements.

Graph 1. Nsanje NID Saturation

Graph 2. Neno NID Saturation

Graph 3. Balaka NID Saturation
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↘ Takeaways

○ The NID is a requirement for financial 
transactions, identification and access 
to social services. The lessons from this 
year’s LSR inform that there is a need 
for advocacy for NID saturation with 
the relevant stakeholders (National 
Registration Bureau, District councils 
and communities). 

○ Save for identification purposes, the NID 
also helps in combating fraud, especially 
in cash-based interventions, as they serve 
as a means for transparency. 

○ The saturation of NID varied  
across districts. 

↘ Recommendations

○ Undertake pre-sensitization messages 
on the use and importance of a NID. 

○ Identify the number of households 
without the NID in the UBR, and work 
to populate them.
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↘ Background

Based on market assessments, Cash-Based 
Transfers (CBTs) modality was chosen to 
address the food gaps for the population 
in IPC Phase 3, with the response period 
ranging from 2 to 5 months according to the 
MVAC assessment.

Approach 1: JEFAP
For Karonga and Dedza Districts Garda 
World and LTS, respectively, were hired by 
WFP on behalf of the Government to deliver 
cash in transit for the JEFAP approach. 

Approach 2: VE (bi-monthly) + JEFAP 
For Nsanje, LTS was hired, while for Neno, 
and Phalombe, Garda World were hired 
respectively for delivering assistance 
through cash in transit for JEFAP.
VE transfers were conducted bi-monthly as 
SCTP transfers are done bi-monthly in these 
districts under manual mode of payment. 
The bi-monthly VE payments covered 
top ups for the paying month and upfront 
payment for the following month. On the 
other hand, for JEFAP, transfers were done 
monthly as per humanitarian standards. In 
both cases – VE as well as JEFAP payments – 
same distribution or pay points were used.

Approach 3: VE + HE
As part of advancing the SRSP approach 
(in which social protection systems were 
leveraged to the extent possible), the payment 
modality (e-payment) and service provider 
used by SCTP in Balaka was also used for HE 
beneficiaries.. First Capital Bank (FCB) was 
contracted for the work and individual bank 
accounts were opened for HE beneficiaries. 
These bank accounts went through a Know 
Your Customer (KYC) process of which a 
primary requirement was the possession 
of a National Identification (NID) for each 
beneficiary. Non-existence of the NID meant 
that registering the beneficiary household 
became difficult. This was only applicable 
in Balaka due to e-payment and bank 
requirements unlike other districts.

Research area 5: Distribution

↘ Key Findings

When beneficiaries were asked about 
their modality preference, most stated 
that they prefer cash transfers, for several 
reasons including:

○ Offers privacy and is easy to handle/
transfer as compared to food 
commodities, especially when traveling 
long distances.

○ Money allows for beneficiary preference, 
allowing each household to determine 
what food items they would like.

○ Beyond the food items, the money can 
be used to buy other necessary items 
for the households

For the VE distribution, transfers 
were conducted monthly in line with 
regular SCTP transfers. This meant that 
beneficiaries received the LSR transfer as a 
top up to their monthly SCTP transfer. VE in 
Balaka commenced earlier (in November) as 
compared to HE which was delayed due to 
programmatic challenges.

Whilst for JEFAP and HE FSPs faced 
some incidences of late arrival at the cash 
distribution points, beneficiaries expressed 
that the assistance was being delivered in 
a timely manner. All end of project reports 
from partners submitted to WFP indicated 
that this challenge was rectified through 
bilateral dialogue between the district team 
(implementing partner and government) and 
the FSPs, before the response concluded.

For the JEFAP approach, Cash-in-Transit 
(CIT) processes were relatively smooth. The 
possession of a NID was not a prerequisite 
for receiving cash. In some districts, money 
was prepacked which minimised time spent 
at the cash distribution points, and enabled 
reduced physical interaction which became 
increasingly important with the onset 
of COVID-19. 
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For HE E-payments in Balaka, doing the 
KYC process during the response caused 
major delays, with the district providing 
additional staff to address concerns. 
Due to targeting delays, the opening of 
accounts and distribution of cash was 
combined during the first HE distributions. 
This was not best practice, as there were 
significant challenges with managing the two 
processes concurrently, a situation that led 
to keeping beneficiaries at the distribution 
point for a longer period. In order to 
reduce times, the district council identified 
additional staff to support with the KYC 
process, and the teams worked together 
to advance the KYC process ahead of the 
distributions where possible. 

For e-payment in Balaka, there were 
challenges with the stricter data 
requirements for the HE. The bank required 
National IDs for both the entitlement 
holder and the proxy, non-existence of this 
led to some beneficiaries’ accounts initially 
not being credited. Due to data challenges 
(predominately associated with missing 
information from the UBR), names of some 
beneficiaries were missing on the payroll, 
with some being replaced at community 
level. The replacement accounts were not 
opened as of the first distribution, which 
led to beneficiaries not receiving their 
entitlements. In order to be accountable to 
affected populations, WFP created a new 
payroll for beneficiaries whose accounts 
were not credited, and the bank paid them 
either through their Liwonde branch or 
during subsequent distributions.

The setup of the  e-payment for HE 
in Balaka faced challenges when the 
allocation of bank cards was interrupted 
by COVID-19. FCB was awaiting shipment 
from China of more bank cards for the HE 
beneficiaries, but the supply chain was cut 
due to COVID-19. 

Once the system issues with E-Payment 
were addressed, HE beneficiaries were 
satisfied with the new distribution modality. 
E-payment gave the beneficiaries access 
to the money at their own convenience 
using Auto-teller Machines (ATMs) rather 

than having to go for a distribution and for 
beneficiaries who were going to the FDP, 
they were satisfied with the use of ATMs as 
it did not take much time to cash out their 
entitlement which reduced the waiting time 
at the CDP.

The alignment of VE+HE distributions 
advanced a vision where the social 
protection system is able to meet 
temporary needs both in terms of coverage 
and adequacy of transfer value. 
By aligning the VE+HE, the approach provided 
important operational learning that can inform 
a scenario whereby the social protection 
system can be leveraged to assist both current 
beneficiaries and other shock-affected 
households without the complementary 
implementation support provided by the 
international humanitarian community. 

An important learning from the VE+HE 
alignment was to expand the capacity of 
the Financial Service Provider as well as 
address issues with data availability given 
the routine payroll schedule for SCTP 
faced delays. 
An aligned schedule meant that the FSP 
could attend a distribution point to serve 
both VE+HE beneficiaries at the same time, 
under the leadership from Government. 
However, doing a VE+HE nearly tripled 
the number of households being served 
in a specific area. It was not possible to do 
multiple paypoints concurrently due to the 
capacity of the Financial Service Provider, 
limited staff and given the distance from the 
Boma meaning that the FSP was unlikely to 
move to multiple distribution points in the 
same day. In addition, there were issues with 
data availability, including the lack of universal 
ownership of the National ID which was 
required for HE. As such, the SCTP payroll 
schedule which was usually completed across 
the district in 8 days took 17 days to complete. 
SCTP processes require two weeks into to 
reconcile and prepare for the subsequent 
month’s distribution, therefore the additional 
number of days put at risk the provision of 
routine assistance. 
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Using e-payments created a financial 
ecosystem for the most vulnerable and 
improved their financial literacy. 
Developing these systems for the most 
vulnerable helps to create a demand for the 
financial ecosystem in more rural areas and 
will likely, overtime, lead to greater financial 
service penetration across the country. 
Whilst HE beneficiaries noted they were 
unlikely to use their bank accounts during 
the lean season period, during subsequent 
interviews, some HE beneficiaries reported 
that they were continuing to use the bank 
accounts beyond the response period.

↘ Takeaways

○ CIT is relatively fast, but delinked 
from broader development agendas 
(e.g. national ownership, systems 
development, financial literacy). 

○ CIT is relatively fast especially when 
amounts are prepacked, however this is 
only possible when  the transfer values 
are flat and not adjusted to household size 
(e.g. as is the case for SCTP).

○ The bank requires a high amount of 
data (i.e. name, age, gender, NID) for 
KYC to take place so beneficiaries can 
access their entitlements. In a context 
like Malawi where data systems are 
just being developed, such high data 
requests can cause challenges such as 
delays and beneficiaries not accessing 
their entitlements. 

○ Where households already had a bank 
account (e.g. VE), distribution was very 
straightforward. 

○ Using e-payments for the most 
vulnerable helped to create a demand 
for the financial ecosystem and 

improved their financial literacy. 
○ An aligned Government-led VE+HE 

response, needs to consider the 
number of district staff available in 
order to account for the increased 
caseload, as well as the current 
capacity of the FSP in order to avoid 
compromising regular social protection 
programmes (timing and regularity).

↘ Recommendations

○ Increase the capacity of the FSP to a 
degree where VE and HE caseloads can 
be assisted on a regular, monthly basis 
(including payments and reconciliation). 

○ Commence preparation activities 
two months prior to the response for 
e-payment modalities. 

○ Explore the feasibility of employing 
a more flexible HR arrangement for 
district staff to support with HE by 
staffing up at key moments. 

○ Increased number of staff at the 
distribution point to reduce waiting 
time for beneficiaries.

○ Pre-package CIT where possible to 
reduce waiting time for beneficiaries.

○ Contracts using the same service 
provider than regular government 
programs during the lean season 
should make an increase in staff and 
flexibility in paypoint distributions a 
requirement, in order not to slow down 
regular programs.

○    Undertake a follow up to assess 
any additional benefits from the 
deployment of e-paments (i.e. use for 
subsequent programmes like the PWP, 
or use in subsequent LSR).
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Research area 6: Accountability to Affected Populations 

↘ Background

The LSR response plan aimed to identify 
and deal with protection issues to uphold 
the rights of beneficiaries. 
Possible protection issues that have been 
highlighted in situations of food insecurity 
include; family separation, physical violence 
and other harmful practices, sexual violence, 
child labour, missing out on education 
opportunities and children in conflict with 
the law.16

Considerations of protection during the 
implementation were also aligned with the 
guiding principles of MNSSP II where the 
concern is to protect marginalized groups 
of people.  Protecting disempowered groups 
of people such as children, women, the elderly, 
people living with disabilities, and the chronically 
ill against discrimination and exploitation is of 
primal importance. These groups are often 
predisposed to different forms of protection 
issues, hence the need to defend their rights. 

Exploring the extent to which protection issues 
were incorporated in the implementation 
can better identify lessons and best practices 
that can inform a SRSP prototype for Malawi. 
Exploring protection issues will also ensure 
the identification of gaps and issues to 
provide the best recommendations for future 
shock response interventions that continue to 
protect vulnerable beneficiaries by upholding 
their rights.

 As part of upholding protection and 
accountability to affected populations, 
the 2019|20 Food Insecurity National 
Response Plan highlights the importance of 
grievance and redress mechanisms (GRM) 
and complaints and feedback mechanisms 
(CFMs) as a means of ensuring accountability. 
For GRM, the ‘Do no harm’ principle remained 
an integral code of the response17, with the 
institution of CFMs and GRMs as a means 
for social accountability. Core to JEFAP, it is 
therefore also a prerequisite that responding 
to a shock through the social protection system 
embeds accountability to affected populations 
in the design18. The CFMs and GRMs were 

institutionalized to assist with monitoring for 
inclusion and exclusion errors to ensure no one 
is left behind. The 2019|20 LSR instituted CFMs 
and GRMs for HE and JEFAP. Key tools include 
suggestion box and grievance desk mounted 
at pay point, as well as a toll-free line operated 
by YONECO assisting both SCTP, JEFAP, HE 
and non-beneficiaries, and contracted by WFP. 
For SCTP the CSSC serve as an entry point for 
feedback and complaints as well as the case 
management desk at the distribution point.

↘ Key Findings

The 2019|20 LSR saw different protection 
issues—including community actions— that 
posed harm or threatened the security of 
beneficiaries and/or the received transfer. 
Beneficiaries in the districts of Balaka, Neno, 
Nsanje and Phalombe faced the following 
protection issues during the 2019|20 LSR. 
The list of protection cases is not ranked, but 
specific information is given where necessary 
including the district of occurrence.

○ Acts of deception/Theft of transfer/
money grabbing for VE beneficiaries. 
In Balaka, some beneficiaries were 
exposed to acts of deception and theft 
by alternative receivers and household 
members. Worsened by illiteracy, the 
main receivers were unable to read 
the information that’s printed in the 
passbooks or bank transaction receipts. 
To deal with the challenge, the SCTP 
programme officials worked with 
District Trainer of Trainers (DTTs) and 
CSSC’s to improve the awareness of 
transfer amounts to specific of people 
were at risk (i.e. the elderly), and they 
also clarified the role of alternative 
receivers and the intended use of the 
transfer at household level trough 
sensitizations. Individuals involved in 
malpractices were requested to give 
back the money that was grabbed, and it 
was paid back to primary beneficiaries.

18.

UNICEF,  WFP and CARE 
(2018) Vertical Expansion of 
Social Protection Programmes. 

17.

 2019/2020 LSR National 
Response Plan.

16.

Plan International Malawi 
(2019). The hidden harms to 
children in situations of food 
insecurity in Malawi.



40
○ Forced sharing. In Balaka, confirmed 

cases of forced sharing were initiated 
by community leaders. This practice 
stems from some form of community 
arrangement where any kind of 
assistance coming into the community is 
shared. In Balaka and Nsanje Districts, 
the police arrested the identified culprits 
involved in malpractice and were only 
released upon giving back the money, 
following the directive from District 
Commissioner (DC), in an attempt to deal 
with the forced sharing culture. It should 
be noted that forced sharing is different 
from voluntary sharing, as documented 
in Nsanje, Neno, Phalombe and Balaka 
Districts, where some beneficiaries 
reported that they shared their transfer 
voluntarily to the vulnerable family 
members excluded from the intervention. 
Mostly, they shared food i.e. purchased 
with the transfer, and not the received 
transfer.

○ Knowledge gaps on entitlements for 
VE beneficiaries. In Balaka District, 
a few elderly beneficiaries on SCTP 
with mobility challenges were unable 
to go to distribution points and missed 
on pre-distribution sensitizations, 
therefore, they were unaware of the 
actual amounts of VE top-ups due to 
missing awareness messages delivered 
at the pay point. Upon recognition of 
the challenge, the SCTP programme 
officials worked with CSSCs to improve 
sensitizations of transfer amounts 
at household level, especially for the 
elderly households.

○ Waiting too long to receive 
payments in Balaka. Inconsistent 
bank performance in providing timely 
transfers led to beneficiaries waiting 
for too long to receive payments and 
compromised the regularity of SCTP 
cash transfers. Further, while no 
security incidents were reported, the 
long waiting times posed possible risks 
on the well-being of the beneficiaries 
such as the opportunity costs 
associated with spending time at the 
distribution point, and security issues 
by traveling home later in the day. 

○ Lack of security personnel at the 
pay point. January payments in Balaka 
District were completed without the 
escort of security due to a government 
circular that prohibited private soliciting 
of police services, hence compromising 
the security of beneficiaries and cash. 
While the security concern remained, 
there were no security incidences during 
the January transfers. Providentially, the 
preceding months had Police escorts 
therefore neutralizing the security threat.

○ Verbal Abuse for VE beneficiaries. 
In some areas, community members 
directed verbal abuse to SCTP 
beneficiaries due to a lack of 
acceptance from being excluded from 
the SCTP programme and bitterness 
that LSR targeted SCTP beneficiaries. 
This was the case in Balaka since the 
HE arm of the response was delayed. 
The community malpractice was 
captured before HE beneficiaries 
started receiving transfers hence 
presumably an act of resentment 
since only SCTP beneficiaries were 
receiving LSR top-ups at that time. The 
beginning of HE payments reduced 
the verbal abuse on the part of SCTP 
beneficiaries (see research areas 2 on 
the importance of coordination).

○ Charging on free bank services/
exploitation for VE beneficiaries. 
Reports noted that bank guards in 
Balaka District were demanding a 
MK1000 token from VE beneficiaries 
as a pre-requisite to assisting them to 
withdraw money from ATMs. Upon 
recognition of this challenge, both 
the government and UNICEF officials 
reported the case to the bank for their 
immediate assistance on the challenge.

○     Many protection issues were 
recorded through the different GRM 
and CFM mechanisms. These included 
the toll-free line, suggestion boxes, 
help desk or case management, office 
walk-ins and staff contacts during the 
2019|20 LSR, with the toll-free line, 
suggestion box and the help desk or case 
management desk being the most used 
channels. 
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Graph 4 Reported issues across the Districts

Graph 5 Reports (%) per category

Out of the 396 complaints and feedback 
received from the districts, Balaka had the 
most (213), followed by Neno (99) 
and Nsanje (84). 
Across the districts many of the reported 
cases, 103 (26%) were related to allegations 
involving community leaders demanding 
a share of the money that beneficiaries 
received under the program, with 55% 
of these complaints from Balaka. This 
was followed by complaints on ghost 
beneficiaries where community members/
beneficiaries reported that some leaders 
had registered people who didn’t 
qualify to be part of the program (17%). 

Targeting inclusion/exclusion errors (7%) 
were reported mainly relating to some 
beneficiaries who were worse off being left 
out of the program and others who weren’t 
vulnerable being included. Such cases were 
followed up and where there was evidence 
of mistargeting, retargeting was done. 5% 
of the reports received were appreciation 
feedbacks from the community on the 
intervention.  Finally, 4% of the reports 
were related to safety issues where some 
beneficiaries were worried about their safety 
in the community after refusing to share 
their money with other people as directed by 
the community leaders.
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○     For the lean season response in Balaka, Neno and Nsanje, between January and March 
2020, WFP received 396 complaints and feedback via the various sources of reporting.  
The following chart shows the categories of feedback/complaints received per district. 
Out of these, 237 were reported by males and 159 by women.
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Case resolution and follow ups were 
conducted by the District CFM committees 
comprising of YONECO, WFP staff, CP 
Staff, District social welfare office and the 
Police indicating a 98.5% case resolution. 
During this period, 390 cases were resolved 
and closed with 6 pending closure. For those 
cases that involved community leaders 
demanding a share of the money from the 
beneficiaries, the money was returned to the 
beneficiaries and where it was proven that 
there were ghost beneficiaries the people 
were removed from the program.

The vast majority of cases reported for VE 
through the paypoint case management desk 
for Balaka were money-related grievances. 
These included stolen ATM cards, ATM 
withdrawal by HH members or alternative 
receivers without the knowledge of the 
beneficiary, or swapping accounts of 
beneficiaries and claims). Depending on 
the complexity of the case, some claims 
took longer to be resolved, mostly due to a 
lack of documentation. This was a result of 
unavailability of SCTP case management 
forms, hence lacking documentation of 
presented cases in the MIS. Most cases 
were resolved informally, without proper 
recording in the MIS to attribute the 
occurrence and keep a record of the total 
received cases.

Community interviews undertaken through 
the call centre indicated a preference on 
the use of a phone call; this modality was 
also commended by district partners for 
being confidential. The findings reveal 
accessing different GRM/CFMs presented 
its challenges and/or advantages ranging 
from issues of feedback, trust, illiteracy and 
positioning of GRM structure. Beneficiaries 
preferred use of the phone calls since they 
provide immediate feedback on presented 
issues unlike the rest of the GRM structured 
in place, however some partners noted more 
timely submission of reports would assist 
faster case resolution. There were concerns 
over using a suggestion box, as it requires a 
level of literacy to write. Further, for some, 
its public display at distribution points 
creates fear to use as it may cause some 
backlash in the communities. 

Overall, there were concerns by 
beneficiaries on the delay or inability 
to close the feedback loop, whilst some 
implementing partners indicated that 
feedback was provided to the beneficiaries 
within a week maximum. Lengthy feedback 
loops pose a risk of creating a system where 
people underreport crucial incidences 
involving the response due to a lack of 
feedback. However, in Phalombe District, 
WFP’s NGO partner specified feedback 
was given within 24 hours, whilst in Nsanje 
District, feedback was given within 3 or 4 
days of submission of a complaint. Whereas, 
in Balaka District, feedback was only provided 
after resolving the case. However, there is 
no clear information on how beneficiaries 
received the feedback. WFP and UNICEF 
supported the government in addressing 
some of the identified grievances on time. 
These included issues pertaining to bank 
timeliness, cancellation of planned payments, 
and beneficiary claims. The support from the 
UN agencies came in the form of getting the 
attention of key government officers and 
financial service providers to address the 
identified complaints. 

↘ Key Takeaways

○ Low literacy levels, old age, lack of 
knowledge, and lack community 
acceptance of who gets targeted 
expose beneficiaries to different kinds 
of protection issues. The effects of 
beneficiaries’ exposure to protection 
issues are notable including protection 
issues reducing the intended household 
impact of the intervention, psychological 
and well-being concerns of beneficiaries, 
and security concerns for the 
beneficiaries at the pay point.

○ Ensuring timely feedback is an essential 
aspect of GRM/CFMs structures. 

○ The coordination of VE with HE matters, 
as delays in one arm of the intervention 
may trigger community actions like 
forced sharing of received assistance 
and even abuses towards SCTP. 

○ The understanding of targeting – 
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including for routine assistance - by 
community leaders matters.

○ Toll-free lines prove helpful in  
reporting protection-related issues  
and grievances.

○ Case management is useful, as it 
accommodates the institutional address 
of implementation issues for SCTP, 
including VE (through the presentation 
of updates and claims), but evidence 
from the LSR study indicates fear 
prevents beneficiaries from presenting 
complaints through the given case 
management system procedures. 

○ GRM box is useful only to literate 
beneficiaries, and its positioning at the 
pay point matters.

↘ Recommendations

○ Hold trainings with government staff, 
including interns that handle CFMs on 
how best they can address and follow 
up on issues that have been reported. 

○ Increase sensitizations to beneficiaries 
to reduce protection risks  (including on 
targeting) whilst enhancing awareness 
of the existence of toll-free lines for 
GRM. This should include the unique 
vulnerabilities of some groups of 
individuals (e.g. elderly). 

○ Ensure continued monitoring (process, 
on-site, post-distribution, etc.) at each 
stage should be sensitive to identifying 
emerging protection issues and sharing 
reports for prompt action.

○ Increase the confidential provision 
of CFMs for VE (e.g. the use of 
suggestions box at pay point in a 
discrete location), whilst promote other 
structures (e.g. toll-free line).

○ Continue to ensure the District Council 
takes a leading role acting on forced 
sharing issues, because this issue is 
mainly enforced by traditional leaders.

○ HE and VE should be implemented 
simultaneously to avoid protection 
issues for SCTP.

○ Institutionalize the GRM task force at 
the district level for joint grievance/
complaint redress and accountability 
for actions on the received cases.

○ The bank should improve its capacity to 
deliver within short timeframes to avoid 
negative impact on household wellbeing. 

○ Improve financial literacy, including 
orientation on accessing bank services, 
into beneficiary programming.
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Research area 7: Monitoring and Evaluation 

During the LSR, implementing partners 
often take a significant role in the monitoring 
of the response; in order to address this 
gap, capacity building for the government 
covering both central and district-level staff 
from DoDMA and EPD was conducted by 
WFP in November 2019.
The approach included classroom training on 
the data collection tools, discussions around 
the food security/livelihood indicators, and 
data collection best practices/methodologies. 
For the training, a total of 10 Government 
Officials participated in a two-day face-to-
face hands-on workshop led by WFP staff 
members. On-the-job training was then 
extended to field coordination during data 
collection, data analysis, and report writing. 
This approach ensured that the Government 
was fully equipped and involved in monitoring 
both at central and district level.

Data collection tools were adjusted to 
accommodate key indicators of interest 
for WFP, UNICEF and Government at the 
onset of the response, which ensured that 
the findings from monitoring were inclusive 
at all levels and were comparable across 
programmes/data collector stakeholders. 
Both WFP and Government thus adopted 
the same tools for monitoring the response. 
The Government was also granted limited 
rights to the WFP server (MoDa) to access 
the programmed questionnaire into their 
tablets and submit the files after data 
collection, while observing data protection 
measures on the side of WFP. Later, after 
being cleaned and formatted by WFP, 
the dataset was available to share with 
the Government for analysis and report 
writing purposes. The harmonization of 
tools enabled WFP and the Government to 
utilize the same tools during data collection 
both at the baseline and Post-Distribution 
Monitoring (PDM) stages across different 
sub-groups which were targeted and not 
targeted for interventions.

The harmonization of data collection and 
analysis tools ensured that both the WFP 
and the Government assessment were 
presented under one platform in order to 

share the key findings. 
As such, a Tableau Dashboard was used 
to share the findings for both WFP’s and 
the Government’s outcome monitoring 
assessments (Baseline and PDM). Above 
all, using the same dashboard provided a 
means of comparing among different sub-
groups under WFP’s Lean Season Response, 
the Government’s Social Cash Transfer 
Programme, and non-beneficiaries within the 
community. The dashboards also provided 
an opportunity to compare changes in values 
within the same sub-group before and 
after the response. The data virtualization 
platform also increased access to results 
and improved the utilization of key findings 
for the targeted audience (WFP internal, 
government, and donors).

↘ Takeaways

○ There were different timelines for the 
availability of funds for conducting 
monitoring between WFP and the 
Government. This challenge limited joint 
monitoring for both baseline and PDM.

○ While efforts for capacity building 
addressed skills in data collection, 
analysis, and report writing, there 
is still a need to enhance technical 
skills on methodology design for the 
assessments to ensure that data 
collected is providing statistically 
significant representation of the 
targeted population. This should include 
developing a rigorous sampling strategy 
and detailed plan for all outputs from 
data collection to findings dissemination.

○ Technical assistance for national-
level M&E was limited to outcome 
monitoring. As such, no support was 
provided at lower levels of monitoring 
results including process/on-site and 
output monitoring.

○ There was no unified tool in place to 
systematically track recommendations 
from monitoring findings at all levels  
of results.
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↘ Recommendations

○ To ensure that results are comparable, 
separate assessments by different 
parties (WFP and Government) need to 
be planned within the same timeframe 
and geographical locations.  
The planning needs to take into account 
factors like funds allocation and 
human resources availability to ensure 
coordinated data collection efforts.

○ While progress is being made in 
establishing a rigorous system of 
obtaining findings, the systematic 

tracking of progress made on 
recommendations needs to be 
established to ensure that corrective 
actions have been implemented.

○ Beyond collaborative efforts in 
outcome monitoring, full involvement 
of Government in the process of on-site 
monitoring needs to be incorporated—
mainly at district level—to promote 
ownership of findings at lower levels  
and ensure that proper corrective 
actions are being implemented by all 
stakeholders involved.
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↘ Outcome Findings
To monitor the SCTP VE, the Government 
of Malawi (specifically DPR-MoPPSW) 
conducted its baseline assessment in 
December 2019 in three districts (Nsanje, 
Neno and Balaka). In late March 2020, the 
Government then conducted its PDM in 
four districts (Nsanje, Phalombe, Neno and 
Balaka). However, this report provides an 
overall aggregated presentation of baseline 
and PDM values for only three comparable   
districts (Nsanje, Neno and Balaka) due 
to different data collection timelines and 
coverage.19 

To monitor the JEFAP/ HE approaches, 
WFP baseline data was collected in five 
districts (Nsanje, Neno, Balaka, Dedza 
and Karonga) between December 2019 
and January 2020. A staggered data 
collection process was employed to align 
with the roll-out of the response, which 
follows the number of gap months for which 
assistance is required in each of the targeted 
districts. In March 2020, a post-distribution 
monitoring (PDM) survey was conducted in 
three districts (Nsanje, Neno and Balaka). 
WFP did not conduct the baseline in 
Phalombe due to the short response period. 
The findings in this report present results 
from three districts (Nsanje, Neno and 
Balaka) which have both baseline and PDM 
data, while the other districts results are still 
available for viewing within the dashboard. 
In addition, where necessary, comparisons 
within sub-group overtime and between 
subgroups within a single assessment has 
been provided.

↘ Consolidated Approach to 
Reporting Indicators of Food 
Security (CARI)

Central to the CARI approach is an explicit 
classification of households into four 
descriptive groups: food secure, marginally 
food secure, moderately food insecure, 
and severely food insecure. The approach 
consolidates the following FS indicators: 
Food Consumption Score (FCS), Food 
expenditure share (FES) and Livelihood 
Coping Strategies (LCSI).

↘ Food Consumption
Score (FCS)

The household Food Consumption Score 
(FCS) is associated with household’s food 
access and is therefore used as a proxy for 
household food security. Food consumption 
indicators are designed to reflect the 
quantity and quality of people’s diets. The 
FCS is used to classify households into three 
groups: poor, borderline or acceptable food 
consumption. These food consumption 
groups aggregate households with similar 
dietary patterns - in terms of frequency of 
consumption and diversity - and access to 
food. Between the baseline and the PDM, 
beneficiary households (LSR and SCTP) 
experienced improved food consumption, 
likely as a result of the intervention.  Further 
analysis indicated the same trends of relative 
improvement in dietary diversity amongst 
beneficiaries between the baseline and 
PDM assessment across the three surveyed 
districts, indicating that households were 
consuming a more diversified diet at the time 
of the PDM survey

↘ Food Expenditure Share 
(FES)

This indicator measures the proportion 
of each household’s available budget 
(estimated through an expenditure 
module) spent on food. The FES is a proxy 
indicator for the economic vulnerability 
of a household. The percentage of WFP 
beneficiary households spending over 
75% of their monthly expenditure on food 
increased from baseline to PDM due to cash 
transfer. This is likely, in part, due to the cash-
transfer they received. In addition, the high 
percentage of the expenditure share that is 
allocated to food is likely also in part due to 
the high maize prices that were experienced 
this year and were higher than the five-
year average. On the other hand, FES for 
SCTP beneficiaries above 75% has reduced, 
indicating improvement on household 
economic vulnerability status. 

19.

It is important to note that the 
SCTP and WFP beneficiary 
baselines were completed at 
different times, which may 
impact the analysis and compa-
rison between the two groups. 
Since the SCTP beneficiaries 
were interviewed earlier in the 
lean season, it is possible that 
they exhibited less negative 
coping strategies than the 
WFP beneficiaries, who were 
interviewed later. This caveat 
should be kept in mind when 
analysing the data. 
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↘ Livelihood Coping 
Strategy Index

This indicator assesses longer-term 
household coping and productive capacities. 
Households are classified according to the 
severity of strategies applied: the higher 
the phase, the more severe and longer-term 
the negative consequences. Each strategy 
is associated with a level of severity (none, 
stress, crisis or emergency). While beneficiary 
households (both SCTP and LSR)were 
employing less consumption-based negative 
strategies at the time of the PDM, more 
LSR beneficiary households were classified 
as employing negative livelihoods’ coping 
strategies (LCSI), which could lead them to be 
more food insecure in the medium-term. This 
is so because LCSI are long term strategies 
and the effect of assistance is attained after a 
considerable period. 

↘ Consolidated Approach to 
Reporting Indicators of Food 
Security (CARI)

Overall there is a slight decrease in the 
beneficiary households falling under 
severe food insecurity. On the other hand, 
non-beneficiary’s food security status 
has worsened with time since December/
January when the baseline was conducted. 
Despite the slight change on beneficiary 
food security status, it is evident that the 
assistance provided the maintenance effect 
as the non-beneficiary status is observed to 
be deteriorating with time. In addition, the 
results do not include endline findings as it 
was difficult to conduct a comprehensive 
field work with regards to the measures in 
place for COVID-19.

Baseline Values for Consolidated Approach to Reporting Indicators of Food Security (CARI)

Food
Secure

(1)
INDICATOR

Food 

score

DOMAIN

WFP Ben

Marginally 
Food 

Secure (2)

Moderately 
Insecure 

(3)

Severely 
Insecure 

(4)

35%
50%

2%Food Insecurity Index 48% 40% 11%

15%

Food 
expenditure

share 0%
3% 95%

Livehood 
coping strategy

categories

Food 
consumption 

Current
Status

Coping
Capacity

Economic
Vulnerability

Asset
Depletion 5% 15%

27%

2%

53%

Food 

score

Non-Ben

36%
48%

1%Food Insecurity Index 30% 45% 24%

16%

Food 
expenditure

share 1%
7% 89%

Livehood 
coping strategy

categories

Food 
consumption 

Current
Status

Coping
Capacity

Economic
Vulnerability

Asset
Depletion 7% 18%

21%

3%

54%

20.

Lean Season Response      
beneficiaries who received 
assistance from  USAID and 
DFID through WFP 
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It is important to note that the SCTP and 
WFP beneficiary baselines were completed 
at different times, which may impact the 
analysis and comparison between the two 
groups. Since the SCTP beneficiaries were 
interviewed earlier in the lean season, 

it is possible that they exhibited less 
negative coping strategies than the WFP 
beneficiaries, who were interviewed later.
 As such, data are being presented in 
separate tables and are to be compared 
keeping this caveat in mind. 

Food
Secure

(1)
INDICATOR

Food 

score

DOMAIN

SCTP-Ben

Marginally 
Food 

Secure (2)

Moderately 
Insecure 

(3)

Severely 
Insecure 

(4)

55% 37%

1%Food Insecurity Index 26% 47% 26%

8%

Food 
expenditure

share 5% 11% 75%

Livehood 
coping strategy

categories

Food 
consumption 

Current
Status

Coping
Capacity

Economic
Vulnerability

Asset
Depletion 23% 12%

19%

9%

45%
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Food
Secure

(1)
INDICATOR

Food 

score

DOMAIN

WFP Ben

Marginally 
Food 

Secure (2)

Moderately 
Insecure 

(3)

Severely 
Insecure 

(4)

52%
33%

0%Food Insecurity Index 34% 40% 27%

16%

Food 
expenditure

share
1%

4% 94%

Livehood 
coping strategy

categories

Food 
consumption 

Current
Status

Coping
Capacity

Economic
Vulnerability

Asset
Depletion 14%

28%

39%

1%

19%

Food 

score

Non-Ben

33%
38%

0%Food Insecurity Index 22% 38% 39%

29%

Food 
expenditure

share 2%
9% 86%

Livehood 
coping strategy

categories

Food 
consumption 

Current
Status

Coping
Capacity

Economic
Vulnerability

Asset
Depletion 7%

32%
43%

3%

18%

Food 

score

SCTP-Ben

66%
30%

5%Food Insecurity Index 61% 29% 5%

4%

Food 
expenditure

share 7% 18% 69%

Livehood 
coping strategy

categories

Food 
consumption 

Current
Status

Coping
Capacity

Economic
Vulnerability

Asset
Depletion 45% 23%

7%

6%

26%

PDM Values for Consolidated Approach to Reporting Indicators of Food Security (CARI)
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Summary for CARI Values

Summary for CARI values

PDM

Baseline

PDM

Baseline

PDM

Baseline

WFP

SCTP

Non-ben

Serverely Insecure Moderatly Insecure Marginally Food Secure Food Secure

26%

27%

11%

5%

24%

39% 38% 22%

45% 30 %

29% 61% 5%

47%

40%

40% 48%

26%

34%
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↘ Shock-Sensitive Social
Protection emerging
value-addition
Five key metrics were introduced at the 
beginning of this case today to provide 
a rationale for shock-sensitive social 
protection. This section discusses some 
of the key successes and possible risks as 
highlighted by the data collection as part of 
this After Action Review. 

Rationale 1: 
Identify a more sustainable way to address 
cyclical crises; 

KIIs noted that through the SSSP approach, 
collaboration and coordination between 
the social protection and humanitarian 
sectors had dramatically enhanced, with 
discussions no longer seeing the provision 
of social protection and cyclical response as 
siloed approaches, but something that can 
be better addressed through collaborative 
work. Beyond the LSR, KIIs also noted that 
the social protection system could be used 
for other shocks – for example as part of 

a recovery effort post-flood, or that other 
programmes could be leveraged as part of 
the social protection system response to 
emergencies 

Some also noted that the SSSP thinking 
had helped to see the synergies between 
the consumption support being provided 
through the developing social protection 
system, and the lifesaving support 
being provided each year through the 
humanitarian architecture.

Risks included the possibility for differing 
visions about what is shock-sensitive and 
called for enhanced discussions on the 
same. KIIs also noted that the discussion has 
advanced significantly with discussions on 
the ‘response’ arm of a shock-sensitive social 
protection response, with less focus on other 
approaches which could be done to equally 
reduce exposure to the shocks and stressors 
i.e. increasing routine coverage, adequacy 
and comprehensiveness of social assistance. . 

↘ Key recommendations:

○ Continue advancing the review 
of institutional arrangements for 
improved coordination 

○ Continue to define an evidence based 
vision for Pillar 3 of the MNSSP II, including 
ways to reduce vulnerability to shocks as 
part of routine assistance, ex-ante, and 
response options
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Rationale 2: 
Increase national implementation capacity;
 
KIIs also noted that the SSSP approach 
showed a potential for greater government 
leadership and capacity to implement cash-
based transfers, which could have benefits 
for both acute and chronic populations. 

A key risk identified was that the human 
resources required for the international 
humanitarian sector may decrease; whilst 
positive, it will equally be important 
to increase contingency plans and 
preparedness activities should a large-scale 
emergencies manifest. 

Whilst the Government has demonstrated 
their capacity to provide higher transfers, 
KIIs also noted the need to increase 
Government capacity to more predictably 
reach adequate levels of coverage.

↘ Key recommendations:

○ Continue building capacity of key 
Government staff to design and deliver 
cash based transfers

○ Continue increase contingency plans 
and preparedness activities for shocks 
and understand the possible role of 
social protection for these

○ Invest in Government-led 
communications of the MNSSP II

Rationale 3: 
Strengthen core national systems for the 
improved delivery of assistance for 
both chronic and acute needs – many 
systems required to deliver emergency 
assistance already exist within the social 
protection system; 

By leveraging the social protection system, 
resources – which would have traditionally 
been utilised to set up an international 
humanitarian response – were channelled 
into the existing system. 

Whilst there were challenges, by utilising 
the UBR or using the same e-payment 
approach, the LSR-SSSP approach advanced 
the development of these systems, which 
remain and can be used in the future for both 
chronic and acute needs. 

Some donors are currently unable to fund 
through Government systems noted that 
by having a core system, there is the chance 
for these donors to support a Government-
strengthening approach. 

A key risk identified through KIIs was that 
the currently social protection system 
predominately is cash-based, with no 
mechanisms in place to shift to in-kind 
assistance. Whilst programme officers 
use ‘cash-first’ as a principle for good 
programming as it is recorded as have 
multiplier effects, at times it may remain 
inappropriate. 

Discussions on how SSSP approaches may 
be applied in times where markets are not 
functioning or access is constrained have 
not yet taken place and would need to be 
considerate of the different caseload and the 
related projections of cash injections (e.g. 
SCTP caseload versus full MVAC caseload) 
. There is also a risk of advancing the shock-
sensitive elements, putting unnecessary 
strain on the developing social protection 
system. 

↘ Recommendations:

○ Invest in options for updating the UBR 
more frequently, including ensuring 
community engagement 

○ Build on Government MIS solutions  
for shock-sensitive social protection 

○ Explore scenarios for leveraging the 
social protection system to respond 
to shocks if markets have limited 
functionality, and the impacts of this  
for beneficiaries 

○ Ensure flexibility is advanced as 
part of  the social protection system 
in a manner that does not risk the 
effectiveness of routine assistance 
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Rationale 4: 
Minimise gaps in provision through 
clarifying targeting across humanitarian 
and social protection interventions, 
and avoiding exclusion errors (social 
protection beneficiaries not being targeted 
by communities as they are receiving 
‘something’); 

By advancing SSSP approaches, there have 
been improvements in minimising gaps in 
provision as well as exclusion errors, whilst 
including social protection actors ensured 
that there were more resources to reach the 
most vulnerable. 

The VE approach was noted as particularly 
important for the SCTP population who 
are noted as having the lowest coping 
mechanisms due to their underlying 
vulnerabilities; through social protection 
donors providing resources to provide 
additional assistance, it also served to 
protect development gains made 
through SCTP. 

A key risk identified through KIIs was there 
plethora of other ongoing cash interventions 
which remain uncoordinated, particularly 
the continuing use of crisis modifiers to 
distribute cash in an uncoordinated manner.

 A lack of clarity from the community about 
the rationale behind cash interventions being 
enacted in an uncoordinated manner poses 
is a risk for increased GBV and protection 
issues.  Another key risk was related to 
ongoing delays with the re-targeting exercise 
of the SCTP beneficiaries which – if delays 
continue - may undermine their eligibility 
for the LSR. KIIs also noted that other social 
protection programmes could be factored 
into the discussions on SSSP i.e. how public 
works interacts with this approach, as well as 
the role of discounting. 

↘ Recommendations:

○ Govt to advance the retargeting of 
the SCTP, to ensure that the most 
vulnerable are reached including in 
times of shocks 

○ Advance evidence on how other cash-
interventions (incl. those of social 
protection) can be leveraged/ factored 
into the approach 
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Rationale 5:
Cost and time efficiencies through 
leveraging the existing system. 

A key benefit highlighted was the benefit 
of the Government being able to reach its 
existing beneficiaries at low operational 
costs (i.e. providing top-ups to existing 
households is a low-cost approach), whilst 
the VE approach has shown there to be the 
capacity for rapid implementation. 

Key risks include the fact that if the 
underlying system is not developed, or the 
integration of flexibility into key mechanisms 
then the SRSP could result in delays. Whilst 
rapid implementation for VE is positive, if 
there are delays from the HE perspective 
due to underdeveloped systems it could put 
the SCTP at risk. 

Another risk identified by some traditional 
social protection donors as identified 
through the KIIs was spending significant 
development resources for the emergency 
response. 

↘ Recommendations:

○ Continue advancing a social support fund 
(either with a contingency for shocks, 
or that has the capacity to channel 
development and humanitarian funding)

○ Continue exploring options for increasing 
the coverage and adequacy of routine 
social assistance to mitigate the need for 
the emergency response

○ Continue investing in Government 
capacity to undertake a HE 

○ Continue supporting a financial 
ecosystem for efficient delivery of cash
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