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List of Acronyms:

CEWS
Community Early Warning System

CVA

Community Vulnerability Assessment

DAP

Development Assistance Program (USAID)

EW

Early Warning

FEWS

Famine Early Warning System (USAID)

FFP

USAID Office of Food for Peace

FG

Focus Group

FGD

Focus Group Discussion

FH/US
Food for the Hungry, United States

FH/US FSU
FH/US Food Security Unit


FH/US RU
FH/US Relief Unit

FHI

Food for the Hungry, International

FHI RO
Regional Office (Food for the Hungry, International)

FIS

Food Insecurity

FS

Food Security

KPC

Knowledge, Practice and Coverage

LQAS

Lot Quality Assurance Sampling

MYAP

Multi-Year Assistance Program (USAID)

PRA

Participatory Rural Appraisal

RZ

Risk Zone
SYAP

Single-Year Assistance Program (USAID)

USAID
United States Agency for International Development 

VA

Vulnerability Assessment

WFP

United Nations World Food Program

Note:  Much of the context related to the Coping Strategies Index (CSI) was taken directly from “The Coping Strategies Index:  Field Methods Manual” by Dan Maxwell, et al.  This manual can be requested from the FH/US Food Security Unit (FH/US FSU).


Introduction and Purpose
Under Food for Peace’s (USAID) new strategy for reducing food insecurity, the main focus is on reducing vulnerability and increasing resiliency to risks or threats that contribute to food insecurity.  There are a number of complementary approaches needed to accomplish this effectively.
One important aspect is to know what are the main risks or threats to food insecurity that communities currently face, as well as the effects of those risks and what capacities people have to deal with them.  Food for the Hungry (FH) has developed the Community Vulnerability Assessment (CVA) (URL forthcoming) methodology as a way of understanding these factors and designing programs that address them.
Another important element of reducing vulnerability and increasing resiliency is to anticipate possible shocks that could affect people’s food security and that have the potential to make them more vulnerable.  Experience has shown that timely interventions to offset the impact of shocks can prevent people from sliding into deteriorating food security situations.  This is especially crucial to keep people from resorting to destructive and irreversible coping strategies like selling off productive assets such as land, tools or livestock in order to survive.   
FH’s Community Early Warning System (CEWS) addresses these concerns by improving the capacity of FHI Title II staff to assess food security risks and predict shocks that may affect vulnerable populations and to determine appropriate ways of mitigating the effects of those risks.  

This document provides a “how to” for (1) contextualization of the Coping Strategies Index (CSI) to create an context-appropriate measurement tool for early warning, (2) early warming monitoring through regular surveys and reports, and (3) response guidelines for possible or impending emergencies.

Process Overview

The CEWS has three stages:

Stage 1 - Contextualization of the CSI:  One-time adaptation or contextualization of the early warning survey for each risk zone (RZ)
Stage 2 – Early Warning (EW) monitoring:  Regular (at least twice a year) sampling, implementation of EW survey, interpretation and reporting
Stage 3 – Response:  Decision-making process following each EW monitoring cycle
The main tool used in FH’s CEWS is the CSI.  The CSI “is a relatively simple and efficient indicator of household food security that corresponds well with other more complex measures of food insecurity. Developed and field tested by WFP and CARE International, the CSI has been used for food security assessment and monitoring in several African and Middle Eastern countries. It measures the frequency and severity of a number of common household coping strategies for addressing shortfalls in food supply and combines the information into a single CSI score.
”  It is important to note here that the CSI measures behaviors which are observable in most cases before a deterioration of human health, and thus gives us more lead time for planning responses for food crises than commonly used indicators such as malnutrition rates.
The CSI score is useful for indicating if food insecurity is increasing, decreasing or holding steady over time.  It can also help us compare the food security status of different areas to each other.  However, it needs to be compared with secondary EW data in order to determine if and what point an emergency intervention is needed to mitigate the effect of shocks on people’s food security.  
Figure 1 below shows the components of the CEWS.

Note on the timing for EW activities:

Stage 1 of contextualization of the CSI can be done at any time of year.  However, it is important to carefully consider the timing of Stage 2, EW monitoring, including regular EW surveys.  The CSI measures behaviors related to food consumption.  Experience has shown that these behaviors change throughout the year, depending on the availability of food and people’s access to it.
It is recommended that the EW survey be carried out on an ongoing basis twice a year, once shortly after the harvest, when food security is expected to be best, and once during the lean period (e.g. shortly before the harvest) when people are most food insecure.  The survey can also be done more often (e.g. monthly) to more closely monitoring a situation that appears to be deteriorating.  It is also a good idea to do it after a sudden onset shock.
In order to reduce the total number of surveys done in a project area, the EW survey can be combined with other regularly-conducted surveys, such as Knowledge, Practice and Coverage (KPC) surveys done for monitoring and/or evaluation.
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Overview of the Coping Strategies Index (CSI)

The CSI is a tool for measuring household food security.  More specifically, “the CSI measures behavior: the things that people do when they cannot access enough food. There are a number of fairly regular behavioral responses to food insecurity – coping strategies for short – that people use to manage household food shortage. These coping strategies are easy to observe. It is quicker, simpler, and cheaper to collect information on coping strategies than on actual household food consumption levels.” 

“The acquisition of food and the provision of adequate nutrition to one’s children are among the most basic of human endeavors. In general, people respond to conditions under which they do not have enough to eat, and various means of “coping” is what people have to do when they do not have enough—the more people have to cope, the less food secure they are. Household decision-makers (usually, though not always, women) organize the resources at their disposal to limit the short-term effects of not having enough to eat. People generally know how much is “enough” and seek the best options for ensuring that they eat enough. People start to change their consumption habits when they anticipate a problem. They don’t wait until food is completely gone,” thus making the CSI an effective EW tool.
“There are two basic types of coping strategies. One includes the immediate and short-term alteration of consumption patterns. The other includes the longer-term alteration of income earning or food production patterns, and one-off responses such as asset sales. While it is important to understand longer-term livelihood strategies in an emergency, research has shown that the management of short-term consumption strategies is an accurate indicator of acute food security.”
Consumption coping strategies are classified into four categories:

I. “First, households may change their diet. For instance, households might switch food consumption from preferred foods to cheaper, less preferred substitutes.

II. Second, the household can attempt to increase their food supplies using short‑term strategies that are not sustainable over a long period. Typical examples include borrowing, or purchasing on credit. More extreme examples are begging or consuming wild foods, immature crops, or even seed stocks.

III. Third, if the available food is still inadequate to meet the needs, households can try to reduce the number of people that they have to feed by sending some of them elsewhere (sending the kids to the neighbors house when those neighbors are eating).

IV. Fourth, and most common, households can attempt to manage the shortfall by rationing the food available to the household (cutting portion size or the number of meals, favoring certain household members over other members, or skipping whole days without eating).”
Table 1 enumerates generic behaviors that are common within each category.

The basic idea is to measure the frequency of these coping behaviors (how often is the coping strategy used?) and the severity of the strategies (what degree of food insecurity do they suggest?). Information on the frequency and severity is then combined in a single score, the CSI, which is an indicator of the household’s food security status.
Applications of the CSI:
As an EW tool, the CSI can provide information on overall availability of food over time, especially when used in conjunction with general food availability indicators such as rainfall, market and food production.  It can also provide information on household access to food.

In addition, the CSI can be used in the following ways:

· To monitor the short-term impact of food aid on household food security in an emergency

· To assess food security and help to target food aid to the most vulnerable households
· To estimate food aid requirements
· As an indicator of longer-term changes in food security status. 
For more information on the CSI, see “The Coping Strategies Index:  Field Methods Manual” by Dan Maxwell, et al.


People Involved In the CEWS

Each FH field office should designate an CEWS Coordinator or CEWS Coordination Team made up of staff that will coordinate the contextualization of the CSI (Stage 1) and the ongoing EW monitoring (Stage 2).  This coordination role includes making sure that all the relevant people are contacted at decision points, that reports are sent in a timely manner and that adequate records are kept.  
The CEWS Coordination Team will most likely need to enlist the support of other FH field office program staff to actually do the contextualization and monitoring activities, given their relationships with the communities involved.
FH Field Office
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Stage 1 - Contextualization of the CSI

· FH Program staff (supervisors and field staff)
· Community members from 2-3 communities in each RZ for focus group discussions (FGDs).  See Annex B for guidelines for selecting focus group participants

· Government representatives (optional, if their presence does not inhibit community members from talking freely during FGDs )

This contextualization is done once for each RZ, with the participation of community members in focus groups facilitated by FH program staff, potentially with assistance from government representatives or other qualified people.

Stage 2 - EW Monitoring:
· FH program staff (M&E staff, supervisors and/or field staff)
· Community members

The EW questionnaire should be administered regularly (e.g. twice a year) by staff who is involved in monitoring and evaluation activities on an ongoing basis.  The interviewees will be community members chosen randomly to be part of a sample.  The results need to be compared to secondary data available from FEWSNet, government and NGO reports, etc. to obtain a comprehensive understanding of the food security.  The results should also be shared and discussed with the community.
Stage 3 - Response:
· FH program staff
· Community leaders
· Government

· Donors

· FHI RO
· FH/US

· (Reports from other organizations to triangulate findings)

The Community Early Warning System (CEWS) Methodology

STAGE 1 - CONTEXTUALIZATION OF THE COPING STRATEGIES INDEX (CSI)
The CSI must be adapted to the local context. The methodology lists a number of generic consumption related strategies, but it is important to determine which strategies are used in the contexts where FH works, and how severe each of the strategies is considered to be in that context.  For example, some communities may have members that regularly send their children to stay with relatives in other parts of the country when food is short, while in other communities that would be unthinkable.  And even if the practice exists in two communities, one may consider it a last resort, while in the other community families may send their children to stay with relatives early on in a crisis.  In other words, we cannot make assumptions that every community uses the same set of consumption coping mechanisms, or that they represent the same degree of severity in all communities.  This is why the contextualization is so important.
We will use the RZ as the unit for contextualization.  IF we find that the strategies used and their severity ranking are very similar across RZs, then we can use the same questionnaire; otherwise we will need separate questionnaires for each RZ that shows different coping mechanisms.  See Step A, Task 1.10 for more details.
The contextualization only needs to be done once (in this case for each RZ).  The resulting questionnaire can be used for any subsequent surveys.  
Steps A through E, describe how to contextualize the CSI.

Step A.  Identify and Prepare Communities for Focus Group Discussions (FGDs)
[image: image12.wmf]
Participants:  
FH program staff, particularly managers and field staff that regularly work in the communities in the area + community leaders for preparing the communities

Time needed:  
2 hours to identify the communities, ½ day to prepare communities, depending on distance.
Timing:

1-2 weeks before FGDs take place
Materials needed:
List and description of RZs in FH program area, Focus Group Guide (Annex C)
Description:

It is recommended that the contextualization of the CSI be done separately for each of the RZs identified during the Vulnerability Assessment (see Community Vulnerability Assessment Methodology and Annex A).  During the analysis of FG discussions, you may find very similar consumption coping strategies and severity rankings across different RZs.  If this is the case, the same questionnaire can be used in those different RZs.  If the coping strategies and severity rankings do not overlap substantially, it will be necessary to develop separate questionnaires.  See Step A, Task 1.10 below for guidelines.  Note however, that even if you use the same questionnaire, a separate sample will taken for each RZ, in order to allow comparison of food security situations across RZs.  
Task 1.1.  Selecting Communities:

For each RZ, the EW Coordination Team will choose 2-3 communities (e.g. villages) that they judge to be representative of the area.  It is preferable not to select the same communities that participated in the vulnerability assessment, so as not to create “research fatigue” among the villagers.  
A community for our purposes is a group of families who share a determined geographic space (though for nomadic communities it may change frequently) and recognize a common leadership structure that is limited to that specific group of families.  The size may vary from a dozen families or less to several hundred families.
Some suggestions for choosing the communities are the following:  

· Communities where FH works or has a history of programs 

· FH plans to continue working in the community for a while

· Medium population size (not extremely small or extremely large, compared to the other communities in the RZ)
· Variety of socio-economic groups

· Variety of livelihoods (if possible, all livelihoods in the RZ)
· Major ethnic groups represented in the RZ
· At least one community should be fairly isolated, and another closer to an urban center (if applicable)

· (for the training workshops, communities should be no more than a 1 hour trip from the training venue)

Task 1.2.  Preparing for the Community for FGDs:

After the communities have been chosen, FH program staff should meet with community leaders one to two weeks before the FGDs take place to explain the process and request their collaboration.    Community “leaders” can be formal or informal leaders, but should be people who are respected by the community population as authority figures.  If the community has ongoing FH programming, the contact should be made by FH program staff that has a relationship with them and who knows the area well to make sure that chosen focus group members fit the criteria (see point b below).  

Specific topics to cover with the leaders include:

a. The concept of FH’s CEWS: basic steps and timetable

b. The purpose of the focus group activity:  Refer to the FGD guide in Annex C.

c. Who will participate: Ask the leaders to put together 2-4 focus groups based on the guidelines outlined in Annex B, and on the number of available focus group facilitators (see Step C).  Note that the preference is for the 4 groups to meet simultaneously.

d. How much time it will take:  FH program staff will visit the community once for FGDs that will last approximately 3 hours.  See Step C for more information.

Some things to keep in mind when setting up the focus group meetings:

· Be sensitive to the workload of people in the community and the times of day when they are most likely to be available for a 2-3 hour activity 

· Be sure that the FH program staff can realistically arrive before the agreed starting time for the meetings

· Decide as a team if any incentives are necessary for community participation (e.g. providing drinks), in accordance with FH country guidelines.

Task 1.3  Introducing the CEWS to the community through community leadership
The contextualization of the CSI will happen in a few select communities, but all communities in FH’s program area need to be informed about the CEWS that is being established, since it potentially affects all of them.  Community input will be an important part of the CEWS, both in terms of answering questionnaires, but also in interpreting results and deciding on courses of action when the EW monitoring results show that food insecurity is increasing.
Nevertheless, it is important to recognize that communities are not impartial to the process, and in most cases will recommend that emergency resources be poured in before they are necessarily warranted from the international humanitarian community’s perspective.  It is important therefore, to maintain a very good and trusting relationship with community leaders that respects their input and allows FH program staff to speak very honestly about the reality of the resources available and the best ways to use them.
The assumption is that FH program staff will dialogue primarily with community leaders and that those leaders will inform the population they serve and elicit input from them when needed.  This is in large part because of the logistical difficulty of meeting with all community members in all of FH’s intervention area.  Nevertheless, FH program staff should be aware of the way the message is being communicated to the population by the leaders, especially in situations where the community may demand emergency relief responses and when the resources are not available.  If there is a discrepancy between the way the CEWS is described to leaders and the way they are communicating it to the population, this should be addressed, so that everybody has the same understanding.
FH program staff should organize meetings with community leaders, either individually or in a large group to explain the CEWS.  This meeting does not need to occur before the contextualization of the CSI (except in the communities where FGDs will take place), but should be done before the first EW survey.  After each EW survey it is also important to meet with the leaders to give feedback on the results of the survey and of information obtained from secondary data sources.
It may be helpful to brainstorm among the FH program staff to find the best way to approach this topic with the community.  Important points to cover in the initial meeting include (be sure to read this whole manual before explaining it to the community):
· What is the CEWS and why are we implementing it?

· The sources of information that will be used (surveys, reports from other organizations, observations, discussions with community leaders, etc.).    See the Figures in Annex F for a visual representation of the process and the players.
· The timetable for implementation of surveys and feedback meetings

· The role that the community will play in the CEWS

The limitations of the approach.  For example, identifying a crisis does not mean there will always be resources for mitigation.  Community leaders need to be given a realistic picture of what they can expect

· 
Step B.  Familiarization with Consumption Coping Strategies[image: image13.wmf]
Participants:  
FH program staff (should include FH food security staff)
Time needed:  
1-3 hours
Materials needed:
Flipcharts or note-taking materials
Description:
Task 1.4.  Brainstorming consumption coping strategies

The first time that any group of FH program staff is involved in the contextualization of the CSI, it is important for them to develop a very good understanding of what a consumption coping strategy is, so that they can be effective in guiding community members through the process.  First read the definition below.

The FH program staff should then brainstorm, based on their experience, what things people in the FH project areas do when they experience food shortages, using the following categories as a guide:
I. Changing diets (types of foods eaten)

II. Increasing short-term household food availability

III. Decreasing numbers of people

IV. Rationing food

If the FH program staff is having trouble coming up with ideas, show the generic list below, and discuss whether people do any of the things listed, asking for specific examples (e.g. which less preferred foods they eat).

Table 1

	A Generic List of Coping Strategies 

	I. 
	Dietary Change 

	a. 
	Rely on less preferred and less expensive foods? 

	II. 
	Increase Short-Term Household Food Availability 

	b. 
	Borrow food, or rely on help from a friend or relative? 

	c. 
	Purchase food on credit? 

	d. 
	Gather wild food, hunt, or harvest immature crops? 

	e. 
	Consume seed stock held for next season? 

	III. 
	Decrease Numbers of People 

	f. 
	Send children to eat with neighbours? 

	g. 
	Send household members to beg? 

	IV.     Rationing Strategies 

	h. 
	Limit portion size at mealtimes? 

	i. 
	Restrict consumption by adults in order for small children to eat? 

	j. 
	Feed working members of HH at the expense of non-working members? 

	k. 
	Ration the money you have and buy prepared food? 

	l. 
	Reduce number of meals eaten in a day? 

	m. 
	Skip entire days without eating? 


Task 1.5.  Compile list of consumption coping strategies

Compile a list of the brainstormed consumption coping strategies in each of the four categories.  Make copies of this list for all the focus group facilitators so that these can be used as probes during the FGDs in the community.

Step C.  Identify Common Consumption Coping Strategies and 
Determine their Severity
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Participants:  
- FH program staff, particularly food security staff, managers and field staff that regularly work in the communities in the area 

-Community-based focus group participants
Time needed:  
Preparation: 2 hours



FGDs in the community:  2-3 hours




Synthesis:  2 hours
Materials needed:
FGD Guide (Annex C), flipchart and markers
Description:

Preparation:
Task 1.6.  Divide the FH program staff into groups of 2-3 for the facilitation of FGDs.  Each group should have a leader and 1-2 other facilitators/note-takers.  Assign clear roles to every FG facilitation team member.
Task 1.7.  Read through the FGD Guide in Annex C, making sure all facilitators are comfortable with the questions and documentation process.  Modify the list of probes in the FGD Guide according to the brainstormed list from Step B if necessary.
Decide as a group how key concepts will be translated into local languages if translation is necessary

Task 1.8.  Conduct a practice FGD.  FH program staff can practice with each other, taking turns playing facilitator and participant roles.  Or they can invite other people, such as FH program staff who are available to be the participants. 
In the community:
Task 1.9.  Conduct focus group interviews in the selected communities (see Step A), using the Focus Group Guide (Annex C) to determine the type and severity of consumption coping strategies commonly used by people in the area.

Synthesis by FH program staff:

Task 1.10.  Compile the information gathered from all FGs, following the example in Table 2 below:

a. In the left column, list all the coping strategies mentioned by all the FGs in each of the four categories

b. Assign a number to each of the FGs and make a column for each one, following the example in Table 2.

c. Look for coping strategies that were mentioned by ¾ of the focus groups or more.  Highlight these to use for the questionnaire.  Coping strategies mentioned by less than ¾ of the focus groups will not be considered common enough to include.  

d. Write the severity score given to each coping strategy by each of the FGs in the appropriate column for each FG and then calculate the average. Use the number of entries in each line, not the total number of FGs to calculate the average.
Look at the scores across the FGs.  Were most groups within one point of each other in the score they assigned (e.g. 1 and 2) or was there a wide range (e.g. some 1 and some 4)? If any of the strategies had a very wide variety of severity rankings it is best not to include them in the questionnaire, because the results would not be very meaningful.

e. Fill in the “consensus ranking” column by rounding the average to the closest whole number (see examples in table below).

Table 2
	Example of Coping Strategies Grouped and Ranked by Focus Groups*

	Strategy
	FG1
	FG2
	FG3
	FG4
	FG5
	FG6
	FG7
	FG8
	FG9
	FG10
	FG11 FG12
	Ave.
	Consensus

Ranking

	a. Less Preferred
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
1
	1.0
	1

	b. Borrow
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
2
	2.1
	2

	c. Buy on Credit
	2
	2
	1
	2
	1
	3
	-
	2
	2
	2
	2
3
	1.8
	2

	d. Wild Foods
	5
	5
	3
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	5
	4
4
	4.0
	4

	e. Eat Seed Stock
	-
	-
	3
	3
	3
	4
	2
	3
	4
	2
	4
4
	3.2
	3

	f. HH Eat Elsewhere
	-
	-
	2
	2
	2
	1
	3
	2
	2
	3
	2
3
	2.2
	2

	g. Beg
	5
	5
	4
	4
	3
	3
	2
	4
	4
	5
	5
5
	4.1
	4

	h. Limit Portions
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
1
	1.0
	1

	i. Restrict Adult Intake
	3
	2
	2
	-
	-
	2
	3
	1
	3
	-
	-
2
	2.7
	3

	j. Feed workers
	3
	3
	2
	
	2
	2
	3
	1
	3
	3
	3
2
	2.3
	2

	k. Street Food

l. Reduce Meals
	-

1
	-

1
	-

2
	-

1
	-

1
	-

1
	-

1
	-

2
	-
	-

-
	-
-

3
1
	-

1.2
	-

1

	m. Skip Days
	4
	4
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	3
4
	3.7
	4


* Data from Kenya Pilot Study (Garissa District)

Note on comparing RZs:  
When the contextualization exercise is done for subsequent RZs, compare the results to the first RZs (“RZ 1”) to see if the consumption coping behaviors are similar enough so that the same questionnaire can be used.  The criteria to be used to make this determination are the following:
· Compare Strategies: Select the strategies mentioned by ¾ or more of the FGs in the new RZ (e.g. “RZ 2”) and compare them to the list from the previous RZ (e.g. “RZ 1”).  If the majority (majority in this case is defined as ¾ of strategies or more) of them are the same or very similar, then it is fine to use the same list of strategies as the questionnaire for “RZ 1.” However, it may still be necessary to adjust the severity rankings (see below). If less than ¾ are the same or very similar, it is best to proceed with developing a separate questionnaire for “RZ 2.”  
· Severity rankings:  Compare the severity rankings for a given strategy to see if they differ by more than one point (e.g. in “RZ 1” most people categorized it as a level 3 or 4, while in “RZ 2” it was a 1 or 2 level strategy).  If any of the “consensus ranking” numbers differ by more than one point when comparing the same items for “RZ 1” and “RZ 2”, it is best to create a separate questionnaire based on the FG findings for “RZ 2.”
If you have different questionnaires for different RZs, make sure they are well marked as to which RZ they belong to, so that you do not inadvertently administer a questionnaire in the wrong zone.
Step D.  Develop the Coping Strategies Questionnaire
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Participants:  
FH program staff
Time needed:  
2-4 hours
Materials needed:
Flipcharts and markers
Description:

Task 1.11.  Develop a questionnaire for the strategies retained from Task 1.10.  An example is found in Table 5.  The questionnaire will have 3 main components:  a) consumption strategies; b) the main question including the recall period, and c) the relative frequency categories.
a. The consumption strategies:  List the strategies retained from step 1.9
b. The recall period: This is the period of time, which the interviewee is asked to reflect on when.  CARE/WFP recommend using “in the past 30 days.”  WFP has found that in refugee settings, where food is distributed every two weeks, a more appropriate recall period is:  “in the past 14 days.”  Select a recall period which you think makes sense in your context.  Whichever is chosen as the best for the context at hand, it is important to refer to a time period beginning from today and counting backwards (“in the last thirty days”) rather than a calendar month (“in the past month” or “last month”).

c. The relative frequency categories:    Instead of asking the specific number of times people used a coping strategy, we ask the relative frequency, based on the following categories below. 
i. All the time

ii. Pretty often

iii. Once in a while

iv. Hardly at all

v. Never

FH program staff needs to specify how many days each of those categories represent, based on the chosen recall period.  This decision should be based on what you think would make most sense to people in the area, given the selected recall period.  One example is found in Table 3, and another in Table 4.

Task 1.12.  Assign scores for the relative frequencies.  Tables 4 and 5 below show examples for two different recall periods.  In both cases, scores given represent the mid-point value for the three categories in the middle.  For example in Table 4, in the “pretty often” column, the midpoint between 3 and 6 is 4.5.  In the next column the midpoint between 1 and 2 is 1.5.  And in the “hardly at all” column, < once per week is considered to be between 0 and 1, and therefore the midpoint is 0.5.
Table 3:  Sample relative frequency scores for 30 day recall period

	Assigning numeric values to relative frequency 

	The relative frequency categories…. 

	All the time? 
	Pretty often? 
	Once in a while? 
	Hardly at all? 
	Never 

	Every day 
	3-6 */week 
	1-2 */week 
	<1 */ week 
	0*/week 

	are scored according the mid-point value of the range of each category: 

	7 
	4.5 
	1.5 
	0.5 
	0 


Table 4:  Sample relative frequency scores for 14 day recall period

	Description
	All the time
	Pretty often
	Once in a while
	Hardly at all
	Never

	Number of Days

(range)
	13 - 14 days
	6 - 12 days
	2 - 5 days
	1 day
	0 days

	Score
	13.5
	9
	3.5
	1
	0


Note:  The mid-point of each range was then entered into the database and used as the ‘frequency measure’ in the calculation of the CSI score for each household
“An important procedural note: Make sure that the values for both the relative frequency and for severity influence the CSI score in the same way or ‘pull in the same direction.’

· The simplest way to think to think of this is to remember that the higher the CSI raw index score, the more food insecure a household is. That means that, first, the more often any coping strategy is used, the higher the score should be for that individual strategy; and second, the more severe a strategy is, the higher the weight should be for that whole ranked group. The examples given above illustrate this.

· But note that if you don‘t score both the same way (i.e. if you scored one of them in and increasing scale and the other in a decreasing scale), you would get very confused results that would not be valid for any analysis.

· It is important to remember that the CSI as described here is a measure of food insecurity—the higher the score, the greater the food insecurity.”

For example:  We say that the more frequently someone uses a consumption coping behavior, the more food insecure s/he is.  E.g. someone who skips meals 6 days during the recall period is more food insecure than someone who skips meals 3 days during the recall period.  It is important then, that in the calculation, the person who skips meals 6 days in the recall period receive a higher score.  Likewise a person who skips meals is probably more food insecure than a person who reduces their portion size.  The weight or score for skipping meals has to be higher than the weight or score for reducing portion size, so that the final score consistently reflects more severe and more frequent behaviors as meaning higher food insecurity.
Table 3:  Sample questionnaire with a relative frequency scale

	Consumption Coping Strategy Responses for CSI 

	In the past 30 days, if there have been times when you did not have enough food or money to buy food, how often has your household had to: 
	Relative Frequency 

	
	All the time? Every day 
	Pretty often? 3-6 */week 
	Once in a while? 1-2 */week 
	Hardly at all? <1 */ week 
	Never 0*/week

	a. Rely on less preferred and less expensive foods?
	
	
	
	
	

	b. Borrow food, or rely on help from a friend or relative?
	
	
	
	
	

	c. Purchase food on credit?
	
	
	
	
	

	d. Gather wild food, hunt, or harvest immature crops?
	
	
	
	
	

	e. Consume seed stock held for next season?
	
	
	
	
	

	f. Send household members to eat elsewhere?
	
	
	
	
	

	g. Send household members to beg?
	
	
	
	
	

	h. Limit portion size at mealtimes?

i. Restrict consumption by adults in order for small children to eat?
	
	
	
	
	

	j. Feed working members of HH at the expense of non -working members?
	
	
	
	
	

	k. Ration the money you have and buy prepared food?
	
	
	
	
	

	l. Reduce number of meals eaten in a day?
	
	
	
	
	

	m. Skip entire days without eating? 
	
	
	
	
	


Task 1.13. Other questions for the questionnaire: 

The questionnaire should include informed consent and confidentiality clauses.  See Annex G for an example of language used for informed consent.
It is also important to include basic demographic and personal questions on the questionnaire in order to locate the household in the right area, and so as to be able to go back for clarification if it is needed.  The minimum information needed is:  
· RZ
· Community name

· Name of the head of household

Other questions can be added as deemed necessary, but be careful not to overload the questionnaire with information you are not sure is needed.
Task 1.14. Translate the questionnaire into the appropriate language

Step E.  Pre-test the questionnaire
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Participants:  

FH program staff (should also include food security staff)
Time needed:  
3-4 hours

Materials needed:
20 copies of the questionnaire
Description:

Whenever you develop a questionnaire, it is important to test it in order to make sure that people understand it the way you intend them to.  In this case, the pre-test will be conducted with 20 questionnaires.
Task 1.15.  Choose a convenient location (or a couple of locations) where people live in a similar situation to those whom FH program staff will ultimately interview during the survey.  For example, this can be done during a routine field visit as part of your work.  Ask for volunteers to help you for a few minutes, and explain to them that you have a few questions you would like to ask them.  In total you will need 20 volunteers, who do not need to be chosen randomly.  Nevertheless, it is helpful to ask a variety of different people, such as men, women, educated and illiterate people, young people and older people.
Task 1.16.  Working in pairs, food security staff should ask all the questions on the final, translated questionnaire in the given order.  As you ask the questions, write down the answers, but also write detailed notes about the following things:
· Are there questions that people did not understand and that you had to repeat or reword?  
· If you had to reword the question, how did you reword it (write it down)?  Did they understand it then?

· Where there specific terms or words that people did not understand?  What word did you use instead to clarify the question?

· Did they have trouble with the recall period?  Was it hard to remember that far back?  If so, try a shorter recall period and see if that makes it easier to answer.
· Were there questions people were embarrassed to answer?

· Were there questions that they answered, but you were not sure if they understood them the way you intended?  If so, ask them what they think you meant by the question.

· Any other observations about the way people understood the questions and how easy or difficult it was for them to answer them.

Task 1.17.  After the 20 questionnaires have been completed, the FH program staff should then review the experience, looking at each question one by one and hearing the comments from all the FH program staff who participated in the pre-test by asking questions, taking notes and/or observing.  The comments should be focused on how questions were understood and how easy or difficult it was for people to understand the meaning and/or to answer them.
The FH program staff should then make any necessary adjustments to improve the clarity of the questionnaire, while at the same time making sure that they are not changing the core meaning or content of the instrument.  The aim here is for people to understand the questions the way that we intend them to.

2.  EARLY WARNING (EW) MONITORING
Once the questionnaire for each RZ has been developed, pre-tested and finalized it can be used over and over again.  Each time it is used, it should be applied to a different random sample.  The EW survey can be applied on its own, or it can be combined with other ongoing monitoring tools, using the same sample.

The first time the survey is administered will constitute the baseline against which subsequent results will be compared.  

The timing and frequency of the implementation of the survey will vary depending on the situation.  In non-crisis situations, the survey should be implemented every 6 months.  A sudden hazard or crisis that has the potential to affect food security can also trigger the need for the survey to be conducted.  Step J below describes other situations that would require a more frequent implementation of the survey.

There are several options for choosing a sample for the EW survey.  Each field will need to determine which option is best for them, based on what they use for ongoing M&E of programs and what is most practical.  Two principal options to consider:

Stratified random sample: Annex I (separate document)

Cluster sampling: Annex J (separate document)
Steps F through I describe the procedures for selecting a sample, conducting, 
scoring and interpreting the survey, and completing the EW monitoring form.  Figure 2 below gives a graphic representation of the process and stakeholders.  
Figure 2:  The EW Monitoring and Reporting Process
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See Annex F for a larger graphic.

Step F.  Select the Survey Sample
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Participants:


FH program staff
Time needed:

2-4 hours
Materials needed:
-Sampling guidelines (see Annexes H & I) 
-List of all communities in RZ and if available, list of households in each community

-Calculator

Description:

Task 2.1.  Refer to the guidelines for the chosen sampling methodology to select a sample.  (Annexes I & J.)
If you choose cluster sampling, you will need a sample of 206 for each RZ, and the selection of individual households will be relatively simple

If you choose a stratified random sample you will need to select 96 per households per RZ, but the selection of individual households in communities can be quite time-consuming and has a higher potential for errors.

Step G. Conduct the Survey
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Participants:


FH program staff
Time needed:

1-3 days, depending on size of RZ
Materials needed:
-Enough copies of questionnaire for entire sample, plus extras

-List of communities/households in selected sample

Description:

Task 2.2  Using the sample from Step F, visit each of the selected households.  The person to be interviewed at each household is person responsible for preparing the family meal.  Refer to the guidelines for each sample method for what to do if that person is not available in the selected household.

Task 2.3.  Ask each question on the questionnaire as it is written.  Refer to guidelines for interviewing in Annex H.  Carefully record the person’s response to each question in a legible manner.

Task 2.4  Store completed questionnaires in a safe and dry place until all the surveys are completed and brought together for analysis.

Note:  This type of survey can lend itself well to be done with Pocket PCs.  Please ask a member of the FH/US FSU if you would like to explore this idea further.
Step H.  Score the Survey and Compile Report Data
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Participants:  
FH program staff
Time needed:
1-3 hours
Materials needed:
Completed surveys, calculators
Description:

Task 2.5.  For each surveyed household, score the questionnaire according to the relative frequency and the severity of the strategy, by multiplying the number corresponding to the relative frequency for each question (i.e. in each row) by the severity weight.  See example in Table 6 below.  Once you have the scores for each question in the far right column, add all of the scores together to get the total score.
For example:  In Table 6 below, the first consumption coping strategy is to rely on less preferred and less expensive foods.  The household surveyed in this example said they do this e.g. 5 times per week (score of 4.5 on relative frequency scale).  This gives us the “raw score” which is recorded in the third column from the right.  This behavior was given a severity score of 1, recorded in the second column from the right.  Multiplying the “raw score” 4.5 by the “severity weight” of 1 gives the score of 4.5 in the last column.
Table 6
	In the past 30 days, if there have been

times when you did not have enough food

or money to buy food, how often has your

household had to:
	All the

time?

Every day
	Pretty

often?
	Once in a

while?
	Hardly at

all?

<1*/week
	Never
	Raw

Score
	Severity

Weight
	Score
(= Relative

Frequency

X weight)

	
	
	3-6 */week
	1-2 */week
	
	
	
	
	

	Relative Frequency Score (Box 7)
	7
	4.5
	1.5
	0.5
	0
	

	a. Rely on less preferred and less expensive

foods?
	
	X
	
	
	
	4.5
	1
	4.5


After the score is calculated for all the coping strategies listed in the left column, all the numbers in the “score” column are added up to get the “Total Household Score” in the last line.

Task 2.6.  Calculate the average score for the sample by adding up all the individual total  scores and dividing by the number of households in the sample.  

Task 2.7.  Calculate the percentage of respondents who used each coping strategy at least once during the recall period.
Task 2.8 Standardizing the score

In order to make the score easier to work with and interpret, it is necessary to standardize the score by determining what percentage out of 100 points it represents.  This is done by calculating the total possible score and dividing the average score for each RZ by the total possible score.

In the example above, the highest possible score would be achieved by a household that practices each of the coping strategies every day (score of 7).  The severity weighting does not change.  Thus for question a it is “7x1”, for b it is “7x2”, and so forth, giving a total maximum score of 203.  The standardized score for this household would be 27.3 / 203, that is 13.5%.

It is not necessary to standardize the score for each household, only for the community average.

Table 7:  Scoring the questionnaire
	

	An actual example—Calculating a household CSI index score

	In the past 30 days, if there have been times when you did not have enough food or money to buy food, how often has your household had to:
	All the

time?

Every day
	Pretty

often?
	Once in a

while?
	Hardly at

all?

<1*/week
	Never
	Raw

Score
	Severity

Weight
	Score
(= Relative

Frequency

X weight)

	
	
	3-6 */week
	1-2 */week
	
	
	
	
	

	Relative Frequency Score (Box 7)
	7
	4.5
	1.5
	0.5
	0
	

	a. Rely on less preferred and less expensive

foods?
	
	X
	
	
	
	4.5
	1
	4.5

	b. Borrow food, or rely on help from a friend

or relative?
	
	
	X
	
	
	1.5
	2
	3

	c. Purchase food on credit?
	
	
	X
	
	
	1.5
	2
	3

	d. Gather wild food, hunt, or harvest

immature crops?
	
	
	
	
	X
	0
	4
	0

	e. Consume seed stock held for next

season?
	
	
	
	
	X
	0
	3
	0

	f. Send household members to eat

elsewhere?
	
	
	
	X
	
	0.5
	2
	1

	g. Send household members to beg?
	
	
	
	
	X
	0
	4
	0

	h.
Limit portion size at mealtimes?
	X
	
	
	
	
	7
	1
	7

	i.
Restrict consumption by adults in order for

small children to eat?
	
	
	X
	
	
	1.5
	3
	4.5

	j. Feed working members of HH at the

expense of non-working members?
	
	
	
	
	X
	0
	2
	0

	k. Ration the money you have and buy

prepared food?
	
	
	
	
	X
	0
	N.A.
	0

	l. Reduce number of meals eaten in a day?
	
	X
	
	
	
	4.5
	1
	4.5

	m. Skip entire days without eating?
	
	
	
	
	X
	0
	4
	0

	TOTAL HOUSEHOLD SCORE
	Sum down the totals for each individual strategy
	27.5

	Standardized HH score
	Score divided by the highest possible score (203)
	13.5%



Step I. Interpretation of Scores and Reporting





The CSI score by itself does not carry any meaning; it has to be compared to scores in other places or scores for the same place over time.  The useful information for the CEWS is the change in score, particularly changes over time.  Nevertheless, we can use other information to put the scores in context, so that we have a rough idea e.g. that an average score of 50 for a given sampling area represents an average food security situation during the height of the lean period.  Over time, as we repeat the EW survey we will begin to see patterns emerge, enabling us to establish thresholds or cutoffs that will help the FH program staff make decisions about when emergency interventions are needed to mitigate the effects of food security related shocks.

The reporting and interpretation of the scores will be summarized in the form found in Table 8 (also Annex D), using the reflection questions below.

Baseline
Task 2.9.  Establish the baseline.
The first time you conduct the EW survey will constitute the baseline.  Consider the context and the timing of the survey.  Based on what you know of the current food security situation from personal experience, from timely program data and from secondary data, agree as a team on the following items and record in the EW monitoring form:

a) Determine as a team which months constitute:

· The lean period 

· The period of plenty (based on how long people’s crops last them on average)

· The in-between period

b) Food security throughout the year:

Where does the result of this survey, given its timing, fall on the continuum of most food secure part of the year (after the harvest) to the most food insecure part of the year (lean period before the harvest)?

c)  Food security compared across years:  

Is the situation this year, compared to previous years during the same month,

· Worse than usual?

· Better than usual?

· About the same?

Task 2.10.  If you do baseline surveys in more than one RZ, compare the mean scores for each zone.  Are they very different (for a stratified random sample of 96 a difference of 18 percentage points can be considered statistically significant)?  Assuming they were conducted during the same time of the year, can you think of what factors make one zone more food insecure than another?  Record in EW monitoring report.

Task 2.11.  Look at secondary data sources such as FEWS reports, malnutrition surveys, conflict monitoring reports, etc. to inform and corroborate the information from the EW survey.  Record in EW monitoring form.

Table 8:  Early Warning (EW) Monitoring Form

	Early Warning Monitoring Form

	
	

	Country: _____________________                     RZ: ___________________

	Date
	 CSI Score

	1. Time of year:  
Definition:

Lean Period: ______ to ______

In between: _______to _______

Period of Plenty: ___to________
	 

	2. Baseline:  comparison to previous years and to other RZs:  worse, same, better? Factors that explain.
	

	3. Factors that could explain worsening food security
	 

	4. Factors that could explain improving food security
	 

	5. Key information from secondary data related to food insecurity (FEWS reports, malnutrition data)
	 

	6. Community input
	

	7. Field:  Food security status:  Emergency, Warning, Watch, No Alert
	

	8. Concurrence by FHI Regional Office
	

	9. Concurrence by FH/US Food Security and Relief Units
	


Task 2.12.  Ongoing surveillance

Compare the mean sample score to the baseline score for the same RZ(s).  

a)  Is it higher by 18 or more points?  If so, this indicates an increase in the degree of food insecurity.  In order to understand why food insecurity has worsened, reflect using the following questions:

· At what time of year was the baseline conducted vs. the survey in question?  Can the higher score be attributed to a difference in the time of year (e.g. during the lean period vs. after the harvest)?

· Are you aware of food security risks that have affected the community recently that can explain the higher score?

· Is there secondary data that indicates a similar trend, such as FEWS reports, malnutrition surveys or conflict monitoring data?

b)  Is it lower by 18 or more points?  If so, this indicates an improvement in the food security situation.  Again, try to understand what accounts for the improvement.
Record conclusions in EW monitoring form.

Task 2.13.  Use Table 9 to help guide you as a team to determine what the food security status of the zone(s) based on a relative scale:  Emergency, Warning, Watch or No Alert.  
Table 9: Food Security Status Alert Levels Defined
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NO ALERT (blue)


	There are no indications of Food Security problems

Indicators:

· Rains started on time

· Malnutrition rates are below thresholds
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WATCH (green) 

	There are indications of a possible food security crisis. Decision makers should pay increasing attention to the situations highlighted in this Watch, and update preparedness and contingency planning measures to address the situation. 

Indicators:

· CSI score range to be determined for each RZ over time

· Rains start late

· There is a disaster that may disrupt the agricultural cycle
· The population experienced a drought in the previous year

· 
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WARNING (orange)

	A food crisis is developing, where groups are now, or about to become, highly food insecure and take increasingly irreversible actions that undermine their future food security. Decision makers should urgently address the situations highlighted by this Warning. 

Indicators:

· CSI score range to be determined for each RZ over time

· Rains start late

· Rainfall is irregular or has stopped early

· There is a natural disaster that has disrupted the normal agricultural cycle

· Crop production looks like it will be less than normal
· Cereal prices have starting to rise more than usual for the time of year

· Cattle prices are lower than usual for the time of year

· Nomadic herders have starting migration of cattle earlier than usual
· Acute malnutrition rates are rising

· People are starting to use the less severe forms of consumption coping mechanisms




Table 9: Food Security Status Alert Levels Defined, continued
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EMERGENCY (red)
A significant food security crisis is occurring, where portions of the population are now, or will soon become, extremely food insecure and face imminent famine. Decision makers should give the highest priority to responding to the situations highlighted by this Emergency Alert.

Indicators:

· CSI score range to be determined for each RZ over time

· Crop production has failed or will almost certainly fail

· Acute malnutrition rates are above threshold levels
· Cattle are dying 

· Cereal prices are unusually high

· Livestock prices are unusually low
· People are using the more severe consumption coping strategies

· People’s traditional coping mechanisms are not working

· The government, US Embassy or USAID mission declares an emergency




Task 2.14.  Once the EW monitoring form is completed, share the results with:

a) The FH country leadership (Country Director and Program Directors/Managers):  Determine what if any further action is needed, so that when the report is sent to FH/US and FHI, these recommendations can be included.

b) The community:  Meet with community leaders from the relevant RZs to share the survey and secondary data review results and your observations.  Note that this assumes that you have already met with them to explain the CEWS in general and what their expectations can be with regard to its implementation.  Get their input on the results, and add that information to the EW monitoring form.  See section 1.3 for guidelines on discussions with the community.
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Task 2.15.  Send the completed EW monitoring form (Annex D)  within two weeks of survey completion to the FHI RO and the FH/US FSU.  The list of contacts for report submitting is found in Annex E.

Task 2.16.  Based on the review of the report, the FH program staff, the FH/US FSU and RU and FHI RO will together make the final determination of which of the following four food security statuses best represent the situation.  A copy of the final form with concurrence from FH/US and FHI RO will be sent to the field EW coordination team to keep for the record.  
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Task 2.17.  Over time, the FH program staff will develop a pretty good idea of approximately where the cutoffs can be established for different degrees of food security or insecurity, and particularly what scores represent an alarming situation that require specific mitigation responses.


3.  RESPONSE

Depending on the EW survey and monitoring findings, different responses will be needed.  Under the “Warning” and “Emergency” scenarios quick decision making and immediate action are needed.  The other scenarios do not require immediate response, but may indicate a need for closer monitoring.

The following section details the response process for each of the four food security situations.  Diagrams showing the complete process visually are found in Annex F.


Step J.  Follow-Up and Response Options
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Refer to Annex F for the complete CEWS and response process flowchart.
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See Annex F for complete diagram.

If this is the case, there is no immediate threat of a food insecurity crisis, and nothing changes program-wise.

Next EW survey:  In six months, according to the regular schedule
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See Annex F for complete diagram.

Next EW survey:  In three months, in order to more closely monitor the situation.  At the end of each survey, re-evaluate if the situation is still “Watch” or has progressed to “Warning” or improved to “No Alert.”
Triangulation/Consultation:  
In order to compare information from the field and stay alert to watch a situation that has the potential to deteriorate into a crisis, the FH program staff should meet periodically with other EW monitors and decision makers to understand their knowledge of the situation, such as:

· FH program staff (field observations)

· FEWSNet
· Government EW staff

· Representatives from other NGOs with EW systems
· Local government officials

· National food security officials 

· Donors 
Remember that the EW monitoring form requires a regular review of FH program data and written reports from other EW monitors.

The FH/US FSU and RU will be in contact for the same purposes with:

· Other NGOs

· Donors
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Note:  It is important to move as quickly as possible to a decision point during this stage.
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See Annex F for complete diagram.
Next EW survey:  Every month, in order to more closely monitor the situation.  Adjust the recall period if necessary.
Note that the following activities leading up to the decision point will not necessarily occur in a linear fashion, but may all occur concurrently, and some of the activities may continue even after the decision is made.

Triangulation/Consultation:  

In addition to monitoring FH and secondary reports regularly for the completion of the EW monitoring form and in order to compare information from the field and stay alert to watch a situation that has the potential to deteriorate into a crisis, the FH program staff should meet regularly with other EW monitors and decision makers to understand their knowledge of the situation, such as:

· FH program staff (field observations)

· FEWSNet

· Government EW staff

· Representatives from other NGOs with EW systems

· Local government officials

· National food security officials 

· Donors 

In many countries, there is a food security surveillance group made up government and/or international and national humanitarian organizations.  FH should make a point to be a regular participant in that group, as appropriate.

Remember that the EW Monitoring form requires a regular review of FH program data and written reports from other EW monitors.

It is also important to meet with community leaders and local partners to ascertain their understanding of the situation and get their input on the best ways to potentially respond, making an effort not to unduly raise their expectations.  This can be done as part of the assessment process (described below)

The FH/US FSU and RU will be in contact for the same purposes with:

· Other NGOs

· Donors

See Step C, Task 1.3 for guidelines for community discussions.

Rapid Assessment:
The EW survey provides a snapshot of the food security situation by taking a look at particular consumption-related behaviors.  However, to plan a shift in FH program activities or the addition of new activities to mitigate against a potential or impending crisis, more information is needed for program design.  Refer to the FH Country Disaster Preparedness Plan or the forthcoming FH/US Relief Manual for guidelines on conducting rapid assessments.
Decision Point:

With the information from the EW surveys, the consultations with other stakeholders and the detailed assessment in hand, the FH program staff (+ country director if s/he is not part of the CEWS Coordination Team) should propose whether and how it is appropriate for the FH field to intervene with relief or mitigation activities (in addition to or instead of current ongoing program activities).  The proposition will be confirmed by FH/US FSU and RU and approved by the FHI RO.  It is important to have good communication between the three offices, so that a decision can be reached, ideally by consensus.

If the decision is that no additional or alternate intervention is needed at the time, the question should be revisited after the implementation of the next EW survey.

If the decision is that additional or alternate intervention is needed, proceed to the next steps.
Response Program Design:

During the “Warning” phase, outside resources for response may likely be limited.  If no outside resources are available, then the FH field will need to shift resources within existing programs and adjust program activities to respond.  It is important to carefully evaluate the costs and benefits of shifting resources from long term programming to an emergency response, so as not to undermine long term objectives.   Nevertheless, if the situation may have the potential to deteriorate rapidly into an emergency, and so it is necessary to make as many preparations for securing outside funding at this stage as possible. 

Whether for adjusting current programs, or requesting additional resources, refer to the Life Cycle Toolkit (forthcoming URL) and consider the following items for program design:
· The emphasis should be on preventing the crisis if at all possible and/or on mitigating (lessening) the possible effects of the crisis.

· Is food aid appropriate?  If so, which kind of food aid?  Refer to FH’s “Uses of Food Manual” (forthcoming URL) for guidance on appropriate uses of food for different contexts.
· If food aid is appropriate, how much cash is needed to carry out the food aid activities?

· What does the community recommend as preventive or mitigating activities?
· What can the community do itself, or with minimal input from FH to mitigate against the effects of the possible crisis?

· Which areas are most likely to be affected by the crisis?

· What are the priorities of donor organizations in relation to the potential crisis?

Prepare a concept paper based the available information and the thoughts regarding the questions above, which can be presented to outside donors, and can also be used internally within FH to do fundraising.  Be prepared to develop it into a full proposal on short notice if donors are encouraging.
Donor Relations:

During this whole time it is important to keep in close contact with donors (e.g. USAID, WFP) in order to understand what resources are available and when, and what their priorities are.  Be prepared to present a concept paper or full proposal to donors at any time.  The FH Field should draft the proposal, and FH/US and the FHI RO will review it.  The consultation with donors should take place even if the decision is made to shift resources within the existing program.
If the decision is made to adjust current programming and shift resources, the donor for the existing program(s) may need to be consulted, depending on the stipulations in the grant agreement.  For shifting resources within a Title II DAP or MYAP, refer to Title II guidelines for program adjustments.

Implementation:
Move as quickly as possible to implement activities as soon as they are approved and the resources are available.
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The principal aim of the emergency response is to get assistance to the ground as quickly as possible.  If USAID, the US embassy and/or host government calls an emergency, it opens the door for us to proceed with an emergency response, and often triggers the availability of additional emergency resources.
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See Annex F for complete diagram.

Next EW survey:  Every month, in order to more closely monitor the situation.  Adjust the recall period if necessary.

Note that the following activities leading up to the decision point will not necessarily occur in a linear fashion, but may all occur concurrently, and some of the activities may continue even after the decision is made.

Triangulation/Consultation:  

In addition to monitoring FH and secondary reports regularly for the completion of the EW monitoring form and in order to compare information from the field and stay alert, the FH program staff should meet regularly with other EW monitors and decision makers to understand their knowledge of the situation, such as:

· FH program staff (field observations)

· FEWSNet

· Government EW staff

· Representatives from other NGOs with EW systems

· Local government officials

· National food security officials 

· Donors 

In many countries, there is a food security surveillance group made up government and/or international and national humanitarian organizations.  FH should make a point to be a regular participant in that group, as appropriate.

It is also important to meet with community leaders and local partners to ascertain their understanding of the situation and get their input on the best ways to potentially respond, making an effort not to unduly raise their expectations.  This can be done as part of the assessment process (described below).
The FH/US FSU and RU will be in contact for the same purposes with:

· Other NGOs

· Donors

Additional Staff:

The FH/US RU may be able to send additional staff to support to FH program staff if all parties agree that it would be helpful.  The FH program staff should communicate their needs to the FH/US RU.

Assessment:

The EW survey provides a snapshot of the food security situation by taking a look at particular consumption-related behaviors.  However, to plan a shift in FH program activities or the addition of new activities to mitigate against the crisis, more information is needed for program design.  Refer to the FH Country Disaster Preparedness Plan or the forthcoming FH/US Relief Manual for guidelines.

Decision Point:

With the information from the EW surveys, the consultations with other stakeholders and the detailed assessment in hand, the FH program staff (+ country director if s/he is not part of the CEWS Coordination Team) should propose whether and how it is appropriate for the FH field to intervene with relief or mitigation activities (in addition to or instead of current ongoing program activities).  The proposition will be confirmed by FH/US FSU and RU and approved by the FHI RO.  It is important to have good communication between the three offices, so that a decision can be reached, ideally by consensus.

If the decision is that no additional or alternate intervention is needed at the time, the question should be revisited after the implementation of the next EW survey.

If the decision is that additional or alternate intervention is needed, proceed to the next steps.

Response Program Design:

During an emergency, the hope is that new resources will be come available in a short time frame.  It is important to move quickly on program design so as to be prepared to present ideas to donors as soon as possible.
There may be cases where new resources are slow in coming or minimal, in which case it may be necessary to shift resources form existing programs to meet emergency needs, even if temporarily.
Whether for adjusting current programs, or requesting additional resources, refer to the Life Cycle Toolkit (forthcoming URL) and consider the following things for program design:

· The emphasis should be on mitigating (lessening) the possible effects of the crisis.

· Is food aid appropriate?  If so, which kind of food aid?  Refer to FH’s “Uses of Food Manual” available from (forthcoming URL) for guidance on appropriate uses of food for different contexts.
· If food aid is appropriate, how much cash is needed to carry out the food aid activities?

· What does the community recommend as preventive or mitigating activities?

· What can the community do itself, or with minimal input from FH to mitigate against the effects of the possible crisis?

· Which areas are most likely to be affected by the crisis?

· What are the priorities of donor organizations in relation to the potential crisis?

Prepare a concept paper based the available information and the thoughts regarding the questions above, which can be presented to outside donors, and can also be used internally within FH to do fundraising.  Be prepared to develop it into a full proposal on short notice if donors are encouraging.
Donor Relations:

Communicate with all relevant donors (e.g. USAID, WFP, UNHCR) early on during the emergency to understand what resources are available and when, and what their priorities are.  Be prepared to present a concept paper or full proposal to donors at any time.  The FH program staff should draft the proposal, and FH/US and the FHI RO will review it.  

If the decision is made to adjust current programming and shift resources, the donor for the existing program(s) may need to be consulted, depending on the stipulations in the grant agreement.  For shifting resources within a Title II DAP or MYAP, refer to Title II guidelines for program adjustments.

The FH/US RU will maintain regular communication with the FH/US Phoenix office to encourage fundraising of private resources that can be used to respond to the emergency.

Implementation:

As soon as resources are approved in writing for emergency response, begin procurement of commodities, according to field procedures.

Evaluate the need to hire and train additional staff for the response phase. 

Move as quickly as possible to implement activities as soon as they are approved and the resources are available.

Reporting:
Communicate regularly with the FHUS RU and FSU about unfolding events, changing needs, implementation progress and any concerns (see Annex E for contact information).  Be prepared to send special reports on a regular basis to help with fundraising.
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After the emergency phase is over, conduct the EW Survey monthly for at least four months, even if the area has returned to a “no alert” status, in order to monitor the effects of assistance. 
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Annex A:  Determining Risk Zones (RZs)
(From the Community Vulnerability to Food Insecurity Assessment)
The first step in the selection of communities is to determine the RZs in the FH program areas.  A RZ, simply defined, is a geographic area where the population faces a similar set of risks that can affect their food security.

Defining the RZs is not going to be a strictly scientific exercise.   You will need to use your intuition and best judgment.  Nevertheless, the following steps provide filters through which you will examine your program area in order to identify the RZs.  
Note:  the categories below reflect that fact that our work is primarily in rural agricultural communities.  These steps may not apply to urban or peri-urban settings.

1.  Consider the principal livelihoods of the population where you work and divide your program area into groups depending on the livelihood options available to the population.  A helpful tool for thinking about this comes from Save the Children’s concept of “Food Economy Zones” (FEZ).  They define FEZs as: 

“areas in which the same food and cash income options tend to be available and relied upon to varying degrees by poor, middle and rich families”.
  
It is important to note that different wealth (socio-economic) groups within the same community will typically rely more heavily on some of the sources of livelihoods than others, and yet the same livelihood activities are in principle available to everybody in that area.  The VA itself will capture the differences between socio-economic groups, so it is not necessary to create different RZs for different wealth groups.

Example: the majority of people in northern Katanga in the DRC are maize and bean farmers, and they have similar alternate income generating options such as making pottery, selling palm oil, fishing, selling goats and chickens, etc.  In areas of South Kivu, DRC, people grow cassava and beans, along with raising small animals.  Further north, in the Masisi area, the population also farms (maize and beans), but they rely on cattle for milk and income.  Each of these groups of people faces different sets of risks depending on the crops they grow (and how susceptible different crops are to weather and pests), and how much they rely on animals for their subsistence.  

2.  For each livelihood area determined in step 1, consider the climactic patterns.  Within one livelihood area, are there differences in the climate that lead to different parts of that area being more or less drought and/or flood-prone than other parts of the livelihood area?  
Example:  In Marsabit, Kenya people are agro-pastoralist, and rely to varying degrees on farming and livestock for their livelihood.  However, one part of the mountain is fairly tropical, receiving frequent rain.  The other part is arid, and subject to frequent droughts.  The whole area constitutes one livelihood area, but should be divided into to zones based on climactic conditions.

If the answer is yes, divide the livelihood area into two (or more if deemed necessary) zones, based on the different climate-related risks.

If the answer is no, do not further divide the livelihood area and proceed to step 3.
3.  For each of the livelihood-climactic areas selected in step 2, consider the socio-political conditions.  Do certain parts of the livelihood-climactic area have more social or political conflict than others?  Examples of socio-political conflict include:

· Tension between ethnic groups

· Distrust between people because of the breakdown of social institutions

· The presence of armed rebel or militia groups that threaten the population

· Tension due to the breakdown of political leadership

If some parts of the livelihood-climactic areas experience significantly more social or political conflict that other parts, divide the area up accordingly into separate livelihood-climactic-socio-political areas.  If not, proceed to step 4.

The assumption behind including these factors in the determination of RZs, is that any of the types of conflict described above can have an effect on people’s ability to attain food security.
4.  The final filter takes into account the access to markets, infrastructure and services available to the population.  For each livelihood-climactic-socio-political area identified in step 3, think about whether the population in certain parts has significantly less access to:

· Local and/or regional markets (e.g. because of poor roads or lack of transportation)
· Important services such as:

· Health facilities (hospitals, clinics, posts)

· Agricultural extension

· Veterinary extension

· Financial capital

The emphasis here will tend to be on physical access, since economic access due to differences in wealth within a community will be captured by the VA.

When you have gone through steps 2-4 for each livelihood area defined in Step 1 you will have a final list of RZs.  It is recommended to mark them clearly on a map and to number of name each RZ, clearly defining the boundaries, so that you can easily distinguish between them.   Keep the map and list in a place where you can easily access them each time you do an Vulnerability Assessment, EW Monitoring or HIV/AIDS and Food Security Assessment.
Annex B:  Guidelines for selecting focus group participants
Focus group selection principles:

· The general aim is to hear the opinion of as many of the different types of people in the community as classified by sex, age, livelihood, ethnicity, leadership role, etc.
· To increase likelihood of coverage as well as to provide triangulation, the assessment team should break into 2-3 small teams if possible, each of which will lead separate FGDs simultaneously.

· Size:  Smaller FGs (6-8) people are more conducive to everybody in the group contributing, but in a community it is often difficult to limit the size of FGs because people are curious and want to know what is happening.  This is generally not a problem, but it is important to make sure that it is not the same people talking all the time.
· If there are people in the community who are not likely to feel comfortable speaking in the presence of others, they should probably be in a separate group, with people they do feel comfortable with (e.g. separate groups for men and women, if women will be inhibited in the presence of men; or separate groups for leaders, if their presence will make non-leaders uncomfortable.
Characteristics to consider in order to increase diversity:

Gender:  the make sure men’s and women’s perspectives are covered, it is recommended to have separate FGDs with men and women.

Socio-economic status:  This is probably the hardest area to cover, because of the possibility of stigma.  FHI staff should determine ahead of time, based on their knowledge of the context, the best way to make sure that different socio-economic groups are represented.  This requires first determining what the distinct socio-economic groups are and how they are defined, and secondly how to make sure that all groups are represented in the focus groups.  It may be that the only way to achieve representative-ness is to have separate FGDs with different socio-economic groups.
Livelihoods:  People who depend on different sources of livelihoods will have different perspectives on risks.  In some cases the different sources of livelihood will match up with socio-economic groups.  FH program staff should use their knowledge of the local situation to request that all major livelihood groups be included among the FG participants. 

Age:  In order to avoid having too many different FGs, it is best to ask for youth, family-raising adults and elderly people be among the people chosen.  
Ethnicity and religion:  If there are different ethnicities or major religious groups in a single community, they should be represented in the focus groups.  If there are animosities between the groups, it is advisable to have them in separate FGs.

Leadership role:  There is a tendency for leaders to dominate discussions, so it is generally preferable to have a separate FG for leaders, including men, women, religious leaders, etc.

Guidelines for leading FGDs:

· FGDs are easiest to lead if there are 2-3 people facilitating, so that they can take turns asking questions, and at least one person can concentrate on taking notes.  
· Designate a note-taker who can carefully document the conversation.  However, all FG facilitators should take some notes, so that they can speak in the name of their group during summary and analysis activities.
· Explain to the group why you are there, and the purpose of the activity.

· Encourage all FG participants to speak.  This may require asking specific questions to specific people, who are generally quiet.  However, it is important not to intimidate people or force them to speak if they do not want to.

· If there are some participants who have a tendency to talk a lot, and to answer all the questions, thank them for their contributions, but also encourage other participants to answer.

· Be respectful of people’s opinions.  Avoid contradicting them or questioning the validity of what they say.  Otherwise, you may discourage people’s participation.  But, do ask probing questions if you are unsure of what someone means

· Use visual documentation (see CVA Methodology, Appendix C for ideas) as much as possible and take photographs of the results.  If that is not possible, then the visuals need to be copied onto paper.  This makes documentation easier, and it also keeps the participants focused.
· Allow time at the end for participants to ask you questions

· Do not make any promises you cannot keep, and it is best to not make any promises at all during the FGD, given that the purpose of the FGD is to hear and understand the participants, not respond with possible solutions at that time.
Annex C:  Focus Group Discussion Guide

I.  Intro – who you are and why you’re there

Want to work with the community to monitor their food security situation, so that we can know in advance when things are going to get difficult and there is a need for emergency measures, both by the community and by FH.

II.  Identify Consumption Coping Strategies

Write down the different strategies mentioned.  Make a central list that the whole group can see.  It is also possible to draw pictures of the strategies on cards to make them easier to rank by severity in the next exercise.

Ask: 

In times when food is scarce, what changes does your family make related to the food you eat and how you get it?  For example:

1.  Tell me about the types of foods (e.g. different grains) you eat when there is a food shortage.  How do they compare to the types of food you eat when there is enough?  

Probe:  

· Anything else?

· Do you switch to less expensive foods?  Which are they?

· …any other probes based on FH program staff brainstorming

2.  What are all the ways you get more food in times of food shortage?

Probe: 

· Anything else?

· Do you do these things under “normal” circumstances?  If yes, then what is the differences during times of scarcity?

· Do you get food from friends or relatives?  If so, do they expect you to pay them back?

· Do you purchase food on credit?

· Do you gather wild food or hunt?

· Do you harvest immature crops?

· Do you eat your seed stock?

· …any other probes based on FH program staff brainstorming

3.  Do you reduce the number of people to feed by sending family members elsewhere?  If so, who do you typically send away?  Where do they go?

· Do you do these things under “normal” circumstances?  If yes, then what is the differences during times of scarcity?

4.  Tell me about the quantity of food you eat when there is a food shortage.  How does it compare to the quantity you eat where there is enough food?

Probe:

· Anything else?

· Do you do these things under “normal” circumstances?  If yes, then what is the differences during times of scarcity?

· Do you limit portion size at mealtimes?  If so by how much?

· Do you reduce number of meals eaten in a day?  If so, how many meals do you eat per day?
· Do you skip entire days without eating?  If so, how many days do you go without eating?

· Do you restrict the food that adults eat in order for small children to eat?
· Do you feed working members of HH at the expense of non-working members?
· Do you ration the money you have and buy prepared food?
· …any other probes based on FH program staff brainstorming

Write down the different strategies mentioned.  It is also possible to draw pictures of the strategies on cards to make them easier to rank by severity in the next exercise.

III. Determine the progression of coping strategies

Once the list of consumption coping strategies is complete, ask the group to rank all the things they did during the food shortage, based on what they mentioned above, starting from the beginning of the food shortage to when it became most severe.

Write down the coping strategies in the order the FG ranks them.

IV.  Determine the severity of consumption coping strategies

Finally, ask them to divide them into four categories:

· Not severe (1)

· Moderate (2)

· Severe (3)

· Very severe (4)

Be sure to write down next to each strategy on the list, which category it is given, by writing the corresponding number next to it (see list above).

1. First have them select the most severe coping strategies

2. Have them select the least severe (or not severe) strategies

3. Are there other strategies that are equivalent in severity to the one(s) selected as very severe?

4. Are there other strategies that are equivalent in severity to the one(s) selected as not severe?

5. Of the remaining strategies, which are severe and which are moderate?

Annex D: Early Warning Surveillance Form
	Early Warning Surveillance Form

	
	

	Country: _____________________           RZ: ____________________

	Date
	 CSI Score: _______________

	1. Time of year

Lean period: ______ to _______

Moderate pd:_______to_______

Pd of plenty: _______to_______  
	 

	2. Baseline:  comparison to previous years and to other RZs:  worse, same, better? Factors that explain.
	

	3. Factors that could explain worsening food security
	 

	4. Factors that could explain improving food security
	 

	5. Key information from secondary data related to food insecurity (FEWS reports, malnutrition data)
	 

	6.  Community input
	

	7. Field:  Food security status:  Emergency, Warning, Watch, No Alert
	

	7. Concurrence by FHI Regional Office
	

	9. Concurrence by FH/US Food Security and Relief Units
	


Previous CSI Scores for RZ:

	Date
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Score
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Report submitted by:  _____________________
Position: ___________

Report date: ____________________________

Annex E: Contact Information
Contact information for Early Warning Monitoring Form submission:

FH/US Food Security Unit:

Daniel Zeidan, Director of Food Security


daniel.zeidan@fh.org
Food for the Hungry, Inc.
236 Massachusetts Ave., NE, Suite 305
Washington, D.C. 20002
Tel 1-(202) 547-0560
Fax 1-(202) 547-0523

FH/US Relief Unit:

Matt Ellingson, Director of Relief



matt.ellingson@fh.org








Cell: 1-202-256-8723
Sara Sywulka, Developmental Relief Coordinator
sara.sywulka@fh.org








Cell: 1-202-549-5498

Food for the Hungry, Inc.
236 Massachusetts Ave., NE, Suite 305
Washington, D.C. 20002
Tel 1-(202) 547-0560
Fax 1-(202) 547-0523

Annex F: CEWS and Relief Response Process 
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Annex G:  Informed Consent Form

Sample  Informed Consent Form

Note 1 to the Interviewer:  Introduce yourself to the potential interviewee by saying:  

Note 21 to the Interviewer:  Confidentiality can be ensured by politely “inviting” onlookers to leave explaining, if necessary, that ensuring confidentiality is important in this survey.

Hello.  My name is ______________________________.  

I am working with            (NAME OF ORGANIZATION)               .  We are conducting a survey 

and would appreciate your participation.  

I would like to ask you about your health and the health of your youngest child under the age of two.  This information will help          (NAME OF ORGANIZATION)              to plan health services and to assess whether it is meeting its goal to improve children’s health.  

The survey usually takes _______ minutes to complete.  Whatever information you provide will be kept strictly confidential and will not be shown to other persons.

Participation in this survey is voluntary and you can choose not to answer any individual question or all of the questions.  However, we hope that you will participate in this survey since your views are important.

At this time, do you want to ask me anything about the survey? 

Are you willing to be interviewed?

(   RESPONDENT AGREES TO BE INTERVIEWED

(   RESPONDENT DOES NOT AGREE TO BE INTERVIEWED


Signature of Interviewer: 

Date: 


Name of Respondent:




























  























Community Early Warning System (CEWS)
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What is a Consumption Coping Strategy?


The difference between a “consumption coping strategy” and a “livelihood coping strategy” is defined by the following questions:


Is it related specifically to food consumption?


Can it be done quickly and readily (today or tomorrow)? (Consumption coping can be done quickly).


Is it reversible? (Consumption coping can be reversed when it is no longer needed).


Can the behavior be used continuously or it is a one-off strategy? (Consumption coping can be utilized as needed—they aren’t one-off activities).


Does it depend on the initial asset holdings of a household? (Asset sales may be related to consumption, but is not necessarily considered a consumption coping strategy per se simply because it isn’t reversible and can only be done once. (For instance, if no asset sales were recorded in a household interview, it might be because the household didn’t need to, or it might be because the household had none to sell).





























	


























































































































	











� C-Safe document


� Maxwell, Dan et al.  Coping Strategies Index:  Field Methods Manual


� WFP Tanzania


� Based on FEWSNet:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.fews.net/alerts/?pageID=alertLevelsDefined" ��http://www.fews.net/alerts/?pageID=alertLevelsDefined� 


� Based on FEWSNet:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.fews.net/alerts/?pageID=alertLevelsDefined" ��http://www.fews.net/alerts/?pageID=alertLevelsDefined� 


� Boudreau, Tanya.  The Food Economy Approach.  RRN Paper 26, ODI, May 1998. 


� From KPC Participant’s manual
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