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BACKGROUND — Malawi & Malawi
Social Action Fund

Malawi’s population Is estimated to be 13.5 million
83% of the people live in the rural areas
52 % of the Malawians live belew the poverty line — 2005 IHS

Peverty determinants — heuseheld size, education, access to
non-farm employment, access to Irrigation, preximity to

markets and trading centres, & access to good reads; access
to larger land holding & engagement IR cash crop production

22%0 are ultra poor (2005 IHS) — fiew: or ne assets, little or ne
land, limited or noilabour, chrenically il childi/ female: /
elderly headed dependency.

30%) are moderately/ peor (2005 1HS) — househeld with seme
fzlo)e) U] ¢

MASAE started 1n 1995 — Seecial Investment type
(Empoewers communities through proevision o itnding
O SECIE econemiec Sservices — healith, education, Water;
and sanitatien; thansport and eed  securiity,)




DEEINITIONS — drought, flash fleeds, wash aways, hailstorm,
strong winds (different communities have definitions applicable to
their localities)

Countriywide - In 2004 / 2005 Malawi experienced a drought that
affected the whoele country: — 4.2 million people were afifected, 2.6
millien were at highest risk [based on Vulnerability: Assessment:

Mapping (VAM) Report]

Cecalised - In 2006 /- 2007 three Distrcts 1 Malawirwere afiected
Py a lecalised dreught - 200,000 people were affected [lhased on
VAM and Agriculture Divisionall Assessmenit)]

IMPACTS — loss economic and social livelihoods, malnutrition
(Coping mMechanisi — Salé! Gl asSets)




Interventions by MASAE were in form of a special PUBLIC WORKS
PROGRAM

Elexibility of the MASAF resulted in speedy reallocation of
resoeurces frem a normal PWP

Natienal PWP — Objective: transfer income for purchase of fiood
and farm Inputs to heusehoelds at highest risk (470, 000 families,
average family size was 5.5 In 2006). Beneficiaries were expected
to werk en a 10 (ten day) 8 hoeur task andl e paid a tetall of
1.30USS (( equivalenit ter 1 hag of maize and ene bag of fertiliser).

Lecalised PWP' — Objective: transier cashl iIncome e households
withiraganie land (14,000 families)! fior producien off iced

VAN data en nUmBErS ol PEGpRIE alfected and thelr lecatiens Was
usediin the planming fer district reseurce: distrhutieon

Local Authorities carried out intra — district allocation of resources
to determine amount to be transferred to each area and the
RUMBER e PAVPREARICIRARLS

PIstrct Ohicials /flocal communIties cheese: ype olilalaour;
intensiverPWRSHInkstormobilisation off savingsrandinvestment”




» MASAEF Management Unit provided funding
(wages -80% and administration-20%o)
Implementation guidelines, and IEC and
Implementation support te Local Autherities, M&E

Sector Ministries provided guidelines for specific
PWWP prejects — roads, Irrigation schemes,

afforestation, land resource conservation.

TThe Lecal Authoenities assisted communRities; in
[dentiiication) el Beneficiaries, supervised
Prejects, paid the beneficiafes, estawlish linkages
WItH GLRER programs

Local communities cared ouit participatory
Wealth ranking te Identliy, partiCipanits — one
JErson pPer housenoldiwas eliginie




¢ National - a total of 12.5 million US $ was
transferred to O.5million households s s impact evatuation, 2007,

— A tetal off 14,600 mit of maize was purchased: by PWP
participants in 2006 — equivalent: ter 3% of natienal foed
deficit

— 14 96 ofi subsidised! fertiliser was: purchased by PWP

participants in 2006 - 20,800 mit eut: off 147,000 mit:

— 229 national staple feed Was met 0y PYWE participants
N 2006 — almest eqguivalent ter 467,000 mit declared
SuUrplus n the year

— Implementation'— demenstration af the anpility off Local
Authenities termoebilise all avarnalle legistical rEeSeUrCES
unRlrkein the nermaill PP




¢ Localised PWP- a total of 600, 000 US$
was transferred to 11,000 farm families e..

Dwangwa Evaluationi by Kasungu ADD — 2007 / COMSIP' Reports)

— Value of produce ( maize, legumes & wheat)
was 1 billien Malawir Kiwacha i year 4

— Participants fiormed Savings and Investmeni
groups after farmi produce: Investmeni
prometien; (1740 farmers)

— COOPErabVES created amena PV heREefCIanes
Nave: transiermed Inte; comimercial crop
pPhedUCHENR, S ha G WhREa planRtea tiIS/Ealr




articipants Cooperative




Autonomy and flexibility of MASAF — resulted in design of
12million US$ emergency PWP within two months,
rejuvenating a desperate Bua Dwangwa community intoe a
Cooperative Society

Design — amount of transfer per household should be
related to objective and other initiatives- input subsidy in
the case for Malawi, type / duration of intervention — labour
Intensive nature, sustainability, what Is the cost of
administration, upirent Infermatien NEeds / capacity,
pbullding /transparency knowledge on entitiements By
communities, value addition — Secie econemic
empowerment

Institttionall/  Operationalllevel='stakenolder reles; hnuman
FESEUICES reguirement for speedy& effective program
delivery — teamwoerk il Leocalb ASSemblies;

Community,— dehinens off peVverty /targeting, enaviours
related 10 EXPENTItUrE: patterns; EeqUENCY oifmeals, coping
MECHanISHS




WHEAT FIELDS




Concept /policy — Is It a safety net or soclal protection
program?

Desian - what woeuld happen Iff the program Is not
implemented?

Strateqy - what are the linkages with oether programs

taking place at the same time? Have we made sustainability
considerations? What Indirect lhenefits are perceived with

SuUchl programs?

Institutional Ievel — what are specific stakeholder roles?
What are the human FEseurce reguirements?

Operatienal -Rew: canwe ensure: elfective meniterng? Hew
far’can institutions go) towards community, level targeting?
WillFtherprogram: produce henETits related tor community,
multiplier effects;, health, education and other SecIo
ECOMNOMIC SERVICES?




THANK YOU!
Attp://MwWwW. masar.org




