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Food Security and Livelihoods in First Phase Emergency
48-Hour Assessment Tool – Annex –Technical Rationale

The purpose of this tool is to obtain a quick understanding of the emergency food security and livelihood situation within the first few days after a rapid-onset disaster. This tool is independent of other inter-agency multi-sectoral assessments such as the MIRA and collects information only on food security and livelihoods. However, it can be used alongside processes such as the MIRA to provide more detailed food security and livelihoods information in order to inform rapid response design. The results of this initial assessment are aimed to inform the design of first phase responses, for the first 6 to 8 weeks after the disaster occurred.
The purpose of this particular document is to outline to emergency food security and livelihood technical staff reading these documents, the rationale for this tool and some of the reasons behind the inclusion and/or exclusion of certain key technical aspects in the 48-Hour Assessment Tool. 

Background and overall rationale

Quality and speed of food security and livelihoods data gathered in the aftermath of a sudden-onset disaster has long been recognised as a challenge.  The time and resource constraints, as well as the different skill sets of staff involved initial assessments mean that too often essential information is missing to ensure an informed decision and appropriate response design.

In order to address this gap, Oxfam has endeavoured to develop a rapid assessment tool that intends to provide the information required to make decisions on a food security and livelihood humanitarian response, balancing minimum requirements for a good enough programme and the constraints that are usually noted in a post-emergency situation.

This 48-Hour Assessment Tool, is based on the minimum information that is considered necessary and which can be realistically collected in a very short timeframe. It is also seen as a way to harmonise assessment methodologies and tools. It is a global tool and therefore can be used and adapted to a variety of socio-economic contexts, a variety of sudden-onset disasters, and to be accessible to all levels of staff, with different skill sets and experience.

The tool is designed for an assessment team that could have limited experience in emergency situations and in food security and livelihoods. It is expected that the team members would be either:

(i). Emergency food security and livelihoods officers with no, or limited, experience in assessments, and/or

(ii). Staff who are involved in sustainable livelihoods / development work (but with no, or limited, emergency experience), and/or

(iii). Managers with emergency experience but no, or limited, technical food security skills (e.g.: humanitarian programme managers).

(iv). Finally, the tool will also be useful to more skilled food security staff as a reminder of what the key information needs are at that stage of an emergency, and ensure there is consistency on the information collected and on its communication.

This assessment tool does not intend to replace an EMMA or the running of an HEA scenario. It assumes that an EMMA might still be necessary a couple of weeks after the disaster and that if an HEA baseline exists, this can be used as important background info on the pre-disaster context and to run outcome analysis and triangulate the findings of the 48-hour assessment. 

The 48-Hour Assessment Tool at a glance

	Criteria
	48-Hour Assessment Tool

	Context
	First days after a rapid-onset disaster

	Preferred window to run the assessment
	Within a week after the disaster, ideally in the first 48 hours

	Duration of the assessment
	Within a few days, ideally in 48 hours (including recommendation and report writing).

	Staff expected to run the assessment
	The assessment team can have no or limited experience in emergency situation and /or food security and livelihood. It is expected that the team members would be either:

(i). Staff who are involved in sustainable livelihoods / development work (but with no, or limited, emergency experience), and/or

(ii). Emergency food security and livelihoods officers with no, or limited, experience in assessments, and/or

(iii). Managers with emergency experience but no, or limited, technical skills (e.g.: humanitarian programme managers).

However, it is also expected and recommended that the team will benefit from the support of external technical staff (within country, regional office or headquarters) to conduct the analysis and draw the response recommendations from the assessment results.

	Validity of data
	This assessment aims to support the design of the 1st phase response, i.e. the first 6 to 8 weeks after the disaster.

	Type of response likely to be recommended
	Mainly immediate food security response, including livelihood protection and early recovery measures when it is urgent to protect or to (re-)start critical livelihood activities within 2 months after the disaster (e.g.: based on the seasonal calendar).

Advocacy, Monitoring, Coordination.


It is for this reason and in this overall context that the 48-Hour Assessment Tool is basic in its approach to understanding the post-shock context. The emphasis is on getting a “quick and good enough picture” to start emergency programming in food security and livelihoods. In addition, as the majority of people who undertake these initial assessments tend not to be emergency technical staff, this tool avoids complex, technical language and approaches as much as possible.

Designed for a very specific context and timeframe (the first days after a sudden-onset disaster), the 48-Hour Assessment Tool does not provide all the information necessary for a thorough situation analysis, rather its focus is on getting a good enough picture, fast. In addition, when the situation is highly volatile, the data collected with this tool could very rapidly become outdated.

For this reason, Oxfam along with others, is currently investigating possibilities to complement the 48-Hour Assessment Tool at a later stage after a disaster (e.g.: 1 month after) in order to update and refine the data collected in the immediate aftermath of the disaster and/or to support data collection and analysis in other contexts (slow-onset crisis, second phase of an emergency response).

Conceptual framework and link with other existing tools

The 48-Hour Assessment Tool draws heavily on conceptual frameworks from existing and well-established assessment tools. Important influences are the food security chapter in Sphere, the Household Economy Approach (HEA) and the Emergency Market Mapping and Analysis (EMMA). The objective of the 48-Hour Assessment Tool is to collect technically acceptable data in a very short timeframe to inform decision-making. Hence the reference to these conceptual frameworks has been highly simplified and translated in a limited number of key questions for each theme.

It is not envisaged that the 48-Hour Assessment Tool would replace existing specialised tools that have proven their added value, such as the EMMA. The 48-Hour Assessment Tool is broad and general to food security and livelihoods and aims to provide the minimum information to design a quality food security and livelihood response in the immediate aftermath of a disaster. It will need to be complemented by more in-depth and technical analysis at a later stage of the emergency response.
The use of closed questions

To reduce the complexity of analysis and to build rapidly an approximate picture of the post-shock scenario, the questionnaire predominantly uses closed questions where “Yes / No” answers are prompted. Answers in many cases are tabulated with short and concise wording, while reasons “why” are asked in a limited number of instances. It was thought that too many open questions may reduce the ability of the non-technical, time-constrained analyst in collecting data, remaining focussed on the task and being able to analyse data with speed and ease. Open questions would require more technical guidance as the analyst would have to be guided on how to (i) interpret the answer, (ii) respond to the answers and, (iii) process the answer in the final review of the questionnaire.
In the instance where the analyst is someone with higher technical skills then of course, it is likely that they would instinctively collect more data and ask more probing questions. This questionnaire has been designed for people that have little or no food security and livelihood technical expertise (e.g.: staff from long-term livelihood programmes and/or humanitarian managers), and for an environment in which staff will be required to act fast. If the team has the capacity (technical skills and time) to probe further, space has been made in the assessment questionnaire and the report format for observations and other comments that would feed into the analysis and the recommendations.

Reference to a “typical” household or to the “majority / most of affected households”

Given the timeframe of the 48 hour assessment, the questionnaire focuses on key information that is crucial to support quick decision-making and the ability to set up and start a response within days after the disaster. In such circumstances, the decision-making process is based on rough estimates. Favouring the quick gathering of data over a comprehensive picture of the situation, this assessment tool is based on the concept of a “typical household”. As such, the information collected purposefully remains at the level of the household, and makes a very limited use of data disaggregated by gender and/or age. This reflects the way 1st phase responses are designed, considering the household’s needs in the immediate aftermath of the disaster.

Similarly, the assessment does not explore economic differences, social inclusion issues and remains very top-line on protection issues. In particular, there is no attempt to assess the impact of the wealth group, ethnicity, religion or caste on the situation of the household and the type and level of its needs. This reflects practices in 1st phase responses, and in particular the recommendation for blanket distribution at this stage of the response. In such a case, the information of a “typical” household is a good enough assumption to design a response.

To be noted however, if the assessment teams identifies key issues linked to economic or social exclusion, based on gender or any other cause, it is still possible to record them in one of the “other observations” sections in the questionnaire. Furthermore, as outlined in the guidance notes, the design of the 1st phase response project is not the sole responsibility of the assessment team, and it is expected that the analysis of the data collected and its translation into programme recommendation will be supported by a Food Security and Livelihoods advisor available either at country, regional or global level. Similarly, it is recommended that the assessment team whenever possible, cross-checks its information and assumptions with secondary data and with people with good local knowledge to ensure the response is as context-specific  as possible.

Income and Expenditure patterns – why aren’t they included?

The 48-Hour Assessment Tool aims to provide the minimum information to design a quality food security and livelihood response in the immediate aftermath of a disaster and as such, does not cover income and expenditure patterns, as this information can be complex to collect and would be of limited use to support the immediate first phase programming. These details can be collected in a complementary and more in-depth technical analysis at a later stage of the emergency response.
Coping mechanisms – why aren’t they included?
Except for the question related to new / non-typical livelihood activities that might be started after the disaster (question 17), questions relating to coping mechanisms have not been included for a number of reasons. Within the timeframe of this assessment (realistically between 48 hours and 7 days after the disaster has struck), the information on coping mechanisms would be sketchy and limited. Coping Strategies are quite complex and would require a higher level of expertise to identify, compare against normal times and would lengthen the whole analysis too much at this point in the assessment. 
However, if the team has the capacity (technical skills and time) to assess the coping mechanisms and if this information is deemed essential to design the 1st phase response, the observation can be recorded in the “other observation” section.

Calculating food needs by looking at the impact of the shock on pre-shock food sources 

Understanding food needs can be quite a technical task requiring analysis of the households’ total food needs, assessing their ability to meet that need post-shock without coping strategies, and then adjusting that considering non-damaging coping strategies. On top of that, Sphere standards of intake (in kcal) need to be considered. It was decided that these analytical steps were too technical and time consuming for this type of rapid assessment and that this level of analysis could take place at a later date. 
Similarly, information on food stored/stocked by households has been considered too complicated to collect and analyse within the scope of this tool as its analysis would require an understanding of the management of the stock (e.g.: what type of food is in stock, when is it usually consumed) and would need to be linked to an understanding of coping strategies (i.e. how the ‘normal’ management of the food stock can be altered by coping mechanisms, such as the sale of food stock) and other factors. 
The assessment as it stands allows the assessment team to understand to what extent normal food sources (and their importance to the household food basket) have been affected by the shock. Rather than calculating the food gap based on the 2,100 kcal per person per day absolute level, it calculates the gap based on a relative level, i.e. the food intake prior to the shock. For example, a food gap of 50% compared to the normal food sources would be considered to be equivalent to a gap of 1,050 kcal pppd, and the response should aim at providing an entitlement, in cash or in-kind, equivalent to 1,050 kcal pppd.
The use of the household food intake prior to the shock as the reference point is a proxy to allow a “quick and dirty” estimate of the food deficit post-shock. The limitations of this method are recognised, in particular the implicit assumption that the pre-shock diet was sufficient. It is recognised that in many instances, this is not the case, with households eating less than the standard set by Sphere. Whenever possible, the collection of secondary data (potentially by the technical team who would support remotely the assessment team) should be encouraged and could allow estimating the potential deficit pre-shock and hence allow to refine the calculation.

Understanding the quality of household diet prior to the shock is further analysed via dietary diversity. Questions on frequency of food intake have not been included at this stage, triangulating information on impact on food sources along with pre and post emergency dietary diversity should give a sufficient understanding of gaps and needs required for first phase programming. However, teams should collect this information separately if they feel this will add significantly to their decision making. Also, the cost of feeding a household 3 meals a day is collected for cross-reference with other agencies (WFP especially) and for analysis on what can be purchased with this amount (for kcal analysis).
Either way, a more refined analysis will need to be carried out at a later date once the programme is up and running as entitlement amounts (in-kind or in cash) can be adjusted relatively easily.
usage of seasonal calendars

If local seasonal calendars are available as secondary information, these are useful and may be referred to to better understand the overall the context. However, the aim of the 48-Hour Assessment Tool is to support the design of the 1st phase response, i.e. for the first two months after the disaster. It is therefore not necessary for this rapid stage of assessment and response design to obtain a comprehensive seasonal calendar information and the tool concentrates on the critical activities in the 2 months following the disaster and activities required to support these. A comprehensive seasonal calendar information should be collected in a more detailed follow up assessment to take place as after a few weeks.

livelihoods information - why isn’t poultry included?

Poultry has not been included under the livelihoods protection questions 22-26 and only larger livestock have been referred to due to the fragile nature of poultry, their susceptibility to disease and the difficulty in protecting them after a disaster. In most cases it would be simpler and more cost effective to replace poultry at a later stage than trying to protect them with various inputs immediately after a disaster. 
Cash-Based Programme versus In-Kind Programme
The 48-Hour Assessment Tool is not biased towards one or another emergency food security response. The response menu points toward both response modalities (in-kind or in cash), based on the household needs and the context, and it encourages the user to consider both modalities where possible and needed. 

An important part of context analysis is being able to decide which option is most appropriate, and this requires, among others, an analysis of the market situation. Hence the section on the market situation (both from the households’ point of view and the traders) is not a bias towards cash-based responses, but a part of the questionnaire that will support the analysis and recommendations towards the modality of delivery (in-kind or in cash). Furthermore, as explained in the questionnaire, the assessment of financial institution is conducted only if cash-based responses have been identified as a viable option. If an in-kind response is thought more appropriate, then this part of the questionnaire will not be completed.

In the case of an in-kind response, the feasibility questions are more linked to internal capacities (to supply, to transport, to run the distribution) than to the external context as it would be in the case of a cash-based response (existence of financial institutions to channel the cash). The assessment of internal capacity to implement the recommended response options is not part of this assessment tool.

A question on beneficiary preference regarding cash versus in-kind has not been included as the information may create false hopes of assistance and community responses may be very subjective or based only on familiarity with one modality.

Definition of thresholds

In some instances the assessment defines some thresholds to direct the analysis.

· Investigation for livestock intervention when more than 40% of the households own livestock: The decision to put the threshold at 40% is based on generalisation of field experience, where asset protection programmes are usually directed to the poorest and/or poor wealth groups, who are usually up to 60-70% of the total population. Hence, the implicit assumption is that, if more than 40% of the households own livestock, then this is likely to include some poor and/or poorest households.
· 7 days for trader/ market re-stocking: Traders are asked if they can re-stock their items (in the event of a cash programme increasing the paying demand) within 7 days. This timeframe was decided upon, as a fixed timeframe will ease the data collection and analysis for non-technical staff. At the end of the day, the response team wants to ensure that the cash / vouchers provided to beneficiaries can be used to purchase the items they require, as soon as the cash is provided, and that the traders can replenish stocks quickly to ensure a steady, reliable supply. Based on field experience, 7 days appeared as a reasonable threshold that would fit most of the situations.
Way forward

Testing and sharing the 48-Hour Assessment Tool

A first training in the use of the 48-Hour Assessment Tool including a practical pilot field exercise was conducted in Bangladesh with the support of the ECB (Emergency Capacity Building)
 consortium in March 2012. The current version of the tool has been revised and updated following this pilot and the learning arising from it. Version 1.2 of the tool and related documents including the training materials are now available to other agencies at the following link: http://www.ecbproject.org/efsl.  The tool was also piloted a second time in Yogyakarta in September 2012 in which a TOT element was successfully introduced. Training materials including the TOT elements will be shared shortly.  Oxfam has used the tool in DRC, Niger and Pakistan during the course of 2012.  Oxfam would also encourage other agencies using the tool to provide feedback, in order to keep improving its quality and effectiveness.   

Contact for further information on the 48-Hour Assessment Tool

For further information on the tools, organisation of training, participation in the tool testing, please contact the Emergency Food Security and Livelihoods (EFSL) team at Oxfam GB.

Contact: Philippa Young – EFSL adviser – pyoung@oxfam.org.uk
� The ECB Project is a collaboration between 6 agencies (CARE International, Catholic Relief Services, Mercy Corps, Oxfam, Save the Children and World Vision International) to build field agency and sector level emergency preparedness and response capacity. It aims to improve the speed, quality, and effectiveness of the humanitarian community in saving lives, improving welfare, and protecting the rights of people in emergency situations. The Project is part-funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation with inputs from other donors for specific projects. The “48-Hour Assessment Tool” has benefited from feedback by EFSL technical experts of the 6 agencies. The development and piloting of the “48-Hour Assessment Tool” training module has been funded by ECHO, and led by Oxfam GB on behalf of the six ECB agencies. 





The 48-Hour Assessment Tool is available on http://www.ecbproject.org/efsl
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