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Community Vulnerability to Food Insecurity
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Under Food for Peace’s new strategy, the main focus is on reducing vulnerability and increasing resiliency to risks or threats that contribute to food insecurity.  In order to accomplish this effectively, we need to know what are the main risks or threats to food insecurity that communities face, as well as what capacities they have that can help deal with them.  The purpose of this methodology is to do just that, and to come up with practical programmatic recommendations to address the risks to food insecurity at the community level.  

There are various steps involved in the methodology, some of which are done with and by FHI staff and others are done at the community level.  A diagram showing the steps of the methodology is found on page 6, and a detailed description of each step is on the following pages.  

Institutional Capacity Building Program (USAID/Food for Peace)
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List of Acronyms:

CVA

Community Vulnerability Assessment

DAP

Development Assistance Program (USAID)

FEWS

Famine Early Warning System (USAID)

FG

Focus Group

FGD

Focus Group Discussion

FH

Food for the Hungry
FIS

Food Insecurity

MYAP

Multi-Year Assistance Program (USAID)

PRA

Participatory Rural Appraisal

USAID
United States Agency for International Development 

VA

Vulnerability Assessment

[image: image22.wmf]Food for the Hungry’s Vulnerability Assessment (VA) methodology explores the factors that make communities vulnerable to food insecurity.  It was developed in response to the new framework of USAID’s office of Food for Peace
, which aims to address food insecurity by focusing on reducing risk and increasing resiliency of food insecure populations.  In order to accomplish this, we need to know what the risks are that make people vulnerable to food insecurity and what capacity they have to cope with those risks.  Understanding these things can help us better identify and prioritize ways to address the vulnerabilities that communities face.
The methodology uses the three pillars of USAID’s food security framework to guide the risks explored in the assessment
.  The three pillars of this framework are:

· Food availability

· Food access

· Food utilization

Communities can face many different kinds of risks or threats that affect their food security.  These can be grouped into different categories (the examples given are not exhaustive):

· Natural shocks or hazards (earthquakes, droughts, floods)

· Economic risks (inflation, lack of access to markets, poor production capability)

· Health-related risks (diseases, malnutrition, lack of access to health services)

· Social risks (corruption, social disintegration, alcoholism)

· Political risks (political instability, poor governance, lack of access to services)

· Worldview risks (erroneous beliefs about causes of illnesses, fatalism)

A number of these risks are documented and monitored by national and regional organizations, such as the Famine Early Warning System (FEWS), seismological agencies, economic research organizations, etc.  The VA methodology makes use of information available from those sources, and focuses primary data collection at the community level, to determine risks particular to communities that are not captured by national and regional studies.  This information is then combined with national and regional information pertinent to the identified communities, to develop a complete picture of their vulnerability and risk in the context of food security.

Once the risks are identified and understood by the assessment team, the methodology takes the participants through a process of identifying ways to reduce the risks and increase the resiliency of communities to face the risks when they encounter them.  Potential interventions are then ranked, to determine priorities for the Food for the Hungry programs.
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The FH community vulnerability to food insecurity assessment methodology uses qualitative and participatory methods, as well as secondary data to gain an understanding of the food insecurity dynamics in the areas where FH current works or has plans to work in the future.  

The CVA focuses on livelihoods in order to understand risks related to food availability and access, and uses secondary data on health and nutrition to determine the need for more in-depth assessments on malnutrition and HIV/AIDS in particular, for understanding risks related to food utilization.
Sources of information include:

· Assessment team member knowledge of the context

· Input from affected community members

· Secondary data sources

The information from the different sources is compared where possibile in order to triangulate and reduce bias.  

The vulnerability assessment draws heavily from Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) toolkits so as to engage the community in a way that aims to provide a meaningful experience for them, as well as helping the assesment team comprehend the vulnerabilities in the community.  The PRA techniques used are:

· Focus group discussions (FGDs)

· Wealth ranking

· Ranking exercises

· Problem tree

· Importance and changeability matrix

The livelihoods component draws largely from the community’s input on their sources of livelihood and their understanding of the risks they face related to their livelihood.

The health and nutrition component uses secondary data.  

Figure 1 illustrates the steps involved in the assessment.
Note on the timing of vulnerability assessments:
Ideally, vulnerability assessments should be conducted before the design of a food security program (such as a Title II DAP or MYAP), so that the findings can be incorporated into programming.  However, they can also be done during the implementation of a food security program to increase understanding of the dynamics of food insecurity and potentially lead to making adjustments to the program.  Another important use of vulnerability assessment information relates to the developmental relief approach to addressing food insecurity.  When emergencies arise, the VA helps us to plan emergency strategies that address the causes of risks and complement ongoing food security goals and activities.    
[image: image24.wmf]
[image: image3.wmf]Define Risk

Zones

Select & Prepare

Communities

Identify Key

Risks

Conceptual

Framework of

Food Insecurity

Understand Risk

Dynamics &

Coping Abilities

Identify Ways to

Address Risks

Prioritize Risks to

Address

Monitoring and

Evaluation

Reporting

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9



[image: image25.wmf]
[image: image4.wmf]  Program Staff    

The assessment team should be comprised of FH program staff involved in food security related activities such as agriculture, natural resource management, livestock, health, water/sanitation, conflict resolution, etc.  You may also want to involve representatives from government line ministries that are involved with Food for the Hungry programs, either as observers or members of the assessment team , provided that their presence does not inhibit community members from talking freely during focus group discussions.
Assessment team composition:

· 1 assessment coordinator

· 1 focus group leader for each focus group (2-3 FG leaders per community; see p. 8-9 for more information)

· 1-2 focus group facilitators to work with each focus group leader

· 1 or more persons in charge of typing notes from the assessment team group exercises

· Drivers to transport the facilitators to field visit sites
[image: image5.wmf]    Community Members  
Within each community where a VA is done, the assessment team will meet with 4 focus groups representing all the different types of people in the community:  men, women, leaders, different ethnic groups, different socio-economic groups, different religious groups, etc.  Annex B provides guidelines for selecting focus group participants.
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[image: image27.wmf]Before the assessment begins, there are preparatory steps needed to facilitate the process.   Some of these may require communicating with the communities where the data collection will take place up to several weeks in advance, so it is important to plan ahead.  You should choose the assessment team 3-4 weeks before the data collection begins.
Organization and Schedule:  
Preparation phase:  Step 1 & Step 2

This should start approximately 3 weeks before the data collection process

· 3-4 weeks ahead of data collection:  Select the assessment team members

· 3 weeks ahead of data collection:  Step 1:  Define the risk zones

· 2 weeks ahead of data collection:  Step 2:  Select villages and begin process of preparing the villages for data collection.

Data collection and analysis phase:  Steps 3 - 9
Once Steps 1 and 2 are completed, the VA for each risk zone (Steps 3-9) can be done several different ways depending on staff and time availability.

Option 1 is preferable, so that information discussed with the communities is fresh on the minds of the assessment team members when they are doing the analysis.

Option 1:  

The VA for one risk zone can be done one all at once over approximately 5 days, depending on the number of people on the assessment team.  A sample schedule for such an approach would look like this:

Day 1:  
Developing the conceptual framework (Step 3), preparing for field work (Step 4a)
Day 2:  
½ day of data collection in the community (2-3 communities concurrently), ½ for data summary and analysis (Step 4)
Day 3:  
½ day of data collection in the community (2-3 communities concurrently), ½ for data summary and analysis (Step 5)
Day 4:  
Discussion of ways to reduce risk and increase capacity to cope (Step 6), prioritizing intervention options (Step 7), M&E possibilities (Step 8)
Day 5-6:
Finalizing the report (which should be compiled throughout the process) (Step 9)
Note that this requires having enough assessment team members to facilitate 4 simultaneous focus group discussions in each community (2-3 facilitators per focus group).  

Option 2:

The VA can also be spaced over a longer period of time, according to assessment team member availability.  For example, VA team members could focus on one village at a time for focus group discussions, and cover different topics on different days.   However, there are some things to keep in mind:
1. The FGDs in the same village should occur simultaneously, so as to avoid one group potentially influencing the answers of another.  

2. The time between FGDs and the summary and analysis should not be long, because it is very easy to forget the details of a discussion, even if you take good notes.  It is recommended that all the FGDs (in all villages of the risk zone) and analysis related to Step 4 occur within the space of one week at most, and likewise the FGDs and analysis related to Step 5 also occur within the space of one week (e.g. the next week).   

Documentation:
Assign someone to type up all the information being summarized on flipcharts by the assessment team.  It is best to do this as you go along, rather than all at the end.  The electronic form of the data summaries will comprise the largest part of the vulnerability assessment report.

Supporting data:

The assessment process requires triangulation of information between multiple data sources whenever possible, in order to increase its reliability.  Relevant data include:

· FHI program data, such as assessments, baseline and monitoring surveys, mid-term and end of project evaluations, VOC reports
· Government reports (note that these will probably be broken down by administrative units that will not always match the risk zones)
· Studies and reports from UN agencies (UNICEF, FAO, WFP, DHS studies)
· Reports from other NGOs

· Research studies (e.g. from universities)
Before the vulnerability assessment, gather as much of the above information as is readily available, so that the assessment team has access to it as they compile their data.
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Participants:  
Assessment team (can also include other FH program staff)

Time needed:  
Several hours
Materials needed:
Maps of the program areas
Description:

Ideally, a vulnerability assessment would be conducted in each community where FH works, but given resource constraints, we realize it is not feasible to do this.  Therefore, we suggest dividing up FH’s current and/or potential intervention areas into “risk zones” and choosing 3-4 representative villages for each risk zone to conduct the detailed assessment.  
A Risk Zone (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 agro-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?  

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.

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.

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 or 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 a Vulnerability Assessment, EW Monitoring or HIV/AIDS and Food Security Assessment.
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Participants:  
Assessment team (can also include other FH program staff) for selection and assessment team + community leaders for preparing the communities
Time needed:  
Variable
Materials needed:
Maps of the program areas
Description:

Selecting Communities:

Once the risk zones have been determined, the assessment team will choose 2-3 villages in each risk zone that they judge to be representative of the area.  Some suggestions for choosing the villages are the following:  
· History of FH programs (unless this is a new area under consideration)
· FH plans to continue working in the village for a while

· Medium population size
· Variety of socio-economic groups

· Variety of livelihoods

· Major ethnic groups represented

· At least one village should be fairly isolated, and another closer to an urban center (if applicable)
· (for the training workshops, villages should be no more than a 1 hour trip from the training venue)

Setting up the community-based component:

After the villages have been chosen, assessment team members should meet with village leaders before the assessment to explain the process and request their collaboration.    Village “leaders” can be formal or informal leaders, but should be people who are respected by the village population as authority figures.  If the community has ongoing FH programming, the contact should be made by 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 2 below).  

Specific topics to cover with the leaders include:

1. The purpose of the activity:  Refer to the focus group discussion guides in Annexes E and F.

2. Who will participate: Ask the leaders to put together 2-3 focus groups based on the guidelines outlined in Annex B.  Note that the preference is for all the  groups to meet simultaneously.
3. How much time it will take:  the assessment team will visit the village on two separate occasions (preferably two consecutive days) for focus group discussions that will last approximately 3 hours each.  See Steps 4 & 5 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 assessment team 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.
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Participants:  

Assessment team (can also include other FH program staff)
Time needed:  
2 hours

Materials needed:
small cards or pieces of paper (approximately 7cm x 12cm), flipchart paper, markers, tape

Description:

This exercise should be done separately for each risk zone.  Using knowledge of the situation from personal and professional experiences as well as from program data and secondary data, brainstorm the causes of or factors contributing to food insecurity in the risk zone in question, focusing on causes related to the three aspects of food insecurity used by USAID:

· Inadequate of food availability

· Inadequate of food access

· Inadequate food utilization

Write each factor on a separate card or slip of paper.  
To help stimulate your thinking, you can consider factors/causes that are: 

· “Natural” (e.g. droughts, flooding, soil depletion)

· Economic (e.g. price fluctuations, access to markets)

· Social (e.g. conflict, corruption, discrimination) 
· Health-related (e.g. high incidence of infectious diseases, access to water, nutrition practices), 
· Political (e.g. lack of access to services, poor governance, lack of respect for human rights)
· Worldview-related (e.g. erroneous beliefs about the causes of illnesses, sense of fatalism)
The next step is to create a “problem tree” or causal diagram of the problem of food insecurity in the risk zone in question.  This is a useful way of laying out the assumptions that we hold when we do our work.  Refer to Annex C for detailed instructions on creating a problem tree. For an example of a (partially) completed problem tree, see Annex D.
When you complete the problem tree, keep it handy, so that you can refer to it throughout the assessment process.
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This problem tree from Marsabit, Kenya represents the staff’s understanding of the factors that contribute to food insecurity in a particular risk zone.
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Participants:
-Community level data collection:  2-3 focus groups in each community led by assessment team members.  See guidelines in Annex B for selecting focus group participants.  
-Summary and analysis:  Assessment team
Time needed:
-Preparation: 2 hours

-Community level:  3 hours 

-Summary and analysis:  2 ½ hours
Materials needed:
Guide for Focus Group Discussion 1 (Annex E), small cards or pieces of paper (approx. 7cm x 12 cm), flipchart paper, markers, tape, note-taking materials, 25 beans or small rocks
Description:

[image: image7.wmf]   Preparation:

In each community there will be 2-3 simultaneous focus group discussions (FGD).  
To prepare for these, divide up the assessment team into groups of 2-3 for the facilitation of FGDs.  Each group should have a leader and 1-2 other facilitators/note-takers (see p. 7).  
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Livelihoods

[image: image8.wmf]Before going to the community:
1. Read through the Guide for FGD 1& 2 in Annexes E & F, making sure all facilitators are comfortable with the questions and documentation process.

2. Decide as a group how key concepts will be translated into local languages if translation is necessary

3. Conduct a practice FGD for each of the FGDs (1&2).  Assessment team members can practice with each other, taking turns playing facilitator and participant roles.  Or they can invite other people, such as FH staff who are available to be the participants. 
[image: image9.wmf][image: image10.wmf]   Community level data collection (focus groups):
Using the detailed instructions in the guide for Focus Group 1 in Annex E, facilitate a discussion with each focus group (2-3 in each community).    

At the end of the discussion, make sure arrangements are made for meeting the same group or a different group for the follow-up discussion the next day (or whenever it is convenient for them and the assessment team).

The discussion guides the focus group members through a process of:
1. Identifying sources of livelihood (sources of food, sources of income, and sources of trade goods) as a way of understanding food availability and food access.

2. Identifying wealth (socioeconomic) groups (e.g. well off, middle, not well off)  
3. Ranking the sources of livelihood for each wealth group in order of importance

4. Identifying and ranking the major threats/challenges to each of the three top ranked sources of livelihood of each wealth group

5. Identifying major health-related risks

6. Ranking the major risks overall by wealth group

[image: image11.jpg]



This photograph illustrated the ranking of sources of livelihood and the proportion each one contributes to overall livelihood represented by the number of stones beside each one.
[image: image12.wmf]Summary and analysis (VA Team) 
Ask – how do we deal with the fact that people will give you the answers that they think you want.

Using flipcharts summarize the information across all focus groups from all communities, using the following categories for organizing the information:

· All sources of livelihoods

· Wealth group categories

· % of people in each wealth group

· Sources of livelihood by wealth group and % (* for all top ranked ones)

· Risks for each source of livelihood (* for top ranked ones)

It is important to NOT over-summarize; include details that are important for programming.  For example, don’t write “poor sanitation,” but specify what kind of poor sanitation they have.  Don’t write “they have low economic power,” but write the specific statement they said – e.g. that they sell butter instead of eating it.

Note differences between groups, and especially any contradictory or conflicting information that may require follow-up.  For example, make a list of all the livelihoods mentioned by all the focus groups, and note which ones were mentioned by all groups/communities and which ones were mentioned by particular groups (e.g. only by women, or only by one community).  Note that when you summarize the information from the ranking exercise, you may end up with more than 3 top-ranked items in each category, if the different groups ranked items differently.    
If there are things that differ significantly between the two communities, they are important to note.  Some things will be applicable across the risk zone and others will be particular to certain communities.  This is important information for programming.  For the most part, data from the different focus groups, especially within one community, are expected to complement and complete each other.

In order to save time, it may be desirable for the assessment team to break into smaller groups with representatives from each of the focus groups to summarize the different categories of information, rather than having the whole assessment team work on all of the summaries together.
At the end of the summary process, the whole livelihoods assessment team should come up with one single list of the most important livelihoods related risks for the whole risk zone, which will be used for step 5.
Health and Nutrition
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Using reliable secondary data available from FHI monitoring and evaluations, NGO reports, government reports, hospital and clinic statistics, etc, write on a flipchart the following information:
1. Most recent malnutrition rates (stunting, wasting and underweight)

2. Trends in malnutrition rates over last 3-5 years (have they been steady or have there been noticeable increases or decreases.  Briefly state the possible reasons for increases or decreases)

3. List of organizations working in malnutrition prevention and treatment

4. HIV prevalence rates, if available (as local as possible)
5. Number (or estimate) of AIDS-related deaths

6. Number (or estimate) of AIDS-related orphans

7. Age concentration of HIV/AIDS prevalence (15-25 and 26-49)

8. Describe in a paragraph the effect that HIV/AIDS is having on food security in the RZ. 
9. List of organizations working in HIV/AIDS prevention (including the Ministry of Health), treatment and care.

Include this information in the report (see Step 9) and send a copy to the FHI country health manager, the FH/US Director of Health and the FHI Regional HIV/AIDS Coordinator.  They will make a determination, based on this information, if it is necessary to conduct a “Local Determinants of Malnutrition” assessment and/or a detailed “HIV/AIDS and Food Security” assessment to complement the detailed information on livelihoods-related risks from the CVA.
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Participants:  
-Community level data collection:  VA team staff leading 2-3 simultaneous focus groups in each community.  Refer to Annex B for guidelines for focus group selection.   If participants from the Step 4 focus groups agree to continue the second day, the activity can be done with the same groups, otherwise with new groups or a combination of old and new participants.  
-Summary and analysis:  VA team

Time needed:
-Community level:  3 hours 

-Summary and analysis:  2 ½ hours
Materials needed:
Note-taking materials, Guide for Livelihoods Focus Group Discussion 2 (Annex F), 
Description:

[image: image14.wmf][image: image15.wmf]   Community level data collection (focus groups):
Start by explaining to the focus group participants that you summarized the information gathered from all the focus groups. Review the compiled list of risks/threats and ask for their comments.  If they disagree with any of the information presented, probe as to why they disagree and make note of their comments to present to the VA team during the analysis. 
Using the Focus Group Discussion Guide 2 (Annex F), ask the outlined questions for each for the top ranked risks/threats from Step 4, to get a better understanding of the dynamics of each risk.   The questions include (here in summary form):
· Frequency of occurrence

· Effect or consequence of risk on the people

· Types and proportion of people affected by the risk

· Cause of the risk

· How they manage the risk and what resources they have to deal with it.

Note:  If it is feasible, have all FG facilitators take their own notes, so that during the summary process the facilitators can work on different parts.
[image: image16.wmf]Summary and analysis (VA team):

On flipchart paper, summarize the information obtained on the risks/threats.  The summary should include information gathered from all the focus groups in all the communities.  An easy way to do this is using a table, such as the following:
Table 1:  Dynamics of risk and coping ability

	Risk
	Frequency
	Consequences
	Groups affected
	# or % of people affected
	Cause
	Resources to deal with
	Coping strategies

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


During the creation of the summary, it is important to note differences in information received from different groups of people (e.g. men and women), and differences between the communities.  This does not mean you only include information that was common to everyone on the summary; you should include all information gathered.  If there is contradictory information, particularly if it is within the same community, you may want to ask follow-up questions.  Differences between communities may reflect differences that need to be taken into account for programming. 
For certain risks, particularly those related to natural shocks, there are data available from FEWS (the USAID Famine Early Warning System) and other organizations that should be used to triangulate information from the community and staff experience.  If there are discrepancies, try to understand why they occur.

If time is short, break into smaller groups with one facilitator from each community focus group, and divide up the risks/threats to summarize.  For this to work, all facilitators need to have good notes.
[image: image17.wmf]Reflection:

Compare the summary of information compiled to the assessment team’s original problem tree of food insecurity.  Are there differences in the way the community conceptualizes the challenges/threats related to food insecurity vs. the way the assessment team does?  Consider updating the problem tree, so that it represents the current conceptual framework for thinking about food insecurity in the risk zone.
[image: image18.wmf]Important risks not identified by the community:
There are certain types of risks that the community will probably not bring up, but that are important nonetheless.  These may include things like knowledge gaps, drug and alcohol problems, etc.  

Referring back to the problem trees on food insecurity, consider adding factors that the assessment team considers important risks (maximum 3) that were not raised in community discussions and add them to the list of risks.    

[image: image19.wmf]Compile list of all major risks/threats to food insecurity in the risk zone
At the end of the summary process, the assessment team should come up with one single list of the most important risks for the whole risk zone, which will be used for step 6.  This will include risks from the livelihoods FGs, the health an nutrition determinants and risks added by the assessment team.  

Participants:  
Assessment team  

Time needed:
2 ½ hours group work + ½ hour for reporting
Materials needed:
Note-taking materials

Description:

Divide the assessment team into groups by sector of specialty (e.g. agriculture, livestock, health).  Take the comprehensive list of most important risks/threats from Step 4 & 5 (i.e. those identified and ranked at the community level and those chosen by the assessment team).  Assign the risks to the sectoral groups they correspond to.  Risks that do not have a clear sectoral attribution can be assigned to groups that have a smaller list of risks to address.

As a sectoral group, review each risk in your assigned list, reviewing the following:  

· Evaluate the coping/risk mitigation strategies as positive (things to encourage and build on) or negative (things to discourage by finding positive alternatives).  Note that especially among the lowest wealth group, some of the livelihood sources can be considered coping strategies, and evaluate these as well.

· Brainstorm things that can be done to reduce the risks

· Brainstorm ways to enhance the coping ability, especially looking at whether it is possible to build on existing positive coping strategies.

· Note which vulnerabilities are being adequately addressed by FH already

· For ones not being adequately addressed by FH, are there minor changes that could be made in current programming (that would not require a DAP amendment) that would help address them?

· Are there emergency response strategies that can address these vulnerabilities when emergencies arise (with separate funding from DAPs)?

The following is a suggested way to summarize the discussion for each sector.  This complements Table 1:

Table 3:  Ways to reduce risk and increase coping ability:
	Prioritized risk / Determinant
	Livelihoods: (+) coping strategies*
	Livelihoods: (-) coping strategies*
	Is this risk addressed by FHI?  If yes, how?
	What more could FHI do to increase resilience or reduce risk?
	For ongoing programs:  Which of the things in the previous column can be done now?
	

	Notes
	
	
	
	How can we strengthen + strategies, discourage – habits, and anything else
	
	


*You can also put a (+) or (-) next to each coping strategy listed in Table 1.
The various sectoral groups should present a summary of their discussions to the VA team.

Participants:  
Assessment team.  

Time needed:
2 hours

Materials needed:
Flipcharts, markers, dot stickers
Description:

The priority matrix (also called an importance and changeability matrix) is a useful tool for deciding among competing priorities by making explicit the criteria that people consider important for making decisions.  This exercise can help you focus your efforts and make it easier to explain to communities why you have chosen certain activities.
a.  Determining criteria

The first step is to determine the criteria that will be used to prioritize.  Start by asking “how do we decide what we should focus on?” Or “what do we consider important when we decide what to do in our programs?” and write down all the suggestions on a flipchart.   
Typically a priority matrix includes at a minimum criteria related to the importance of the problem or issue and criteria related to the feasibility of addressing the issue.  There can also be criteria that reflect the philosophy of an organization, priorities of donors or government partners, etc.
In this case, the “general importance” has already been determined, because we are dealing with a list of risks that have already been ranked as the most important.   But there might be other importance criteria to include such as the number off people affected by the risk.  Feasibility criteria can include:

· FH’s capacity to address the risk
· the community’s capacity to address the risk, 
· whether resources are available, 
· whether the proposed solutions are part of the current DAP activities, 
· etc.  
Once the brainstorming is completed, go through the list as a group to see if there are any proposed criteria that are similar and therefore can be grouped together.  Cross out the redundant ones.   If at this point you have a list of more than 10 criteria, then give each participant in the exercise 4-5 dot stickers (depending on the number of brainstormed criteria) and ask them to vote for their top 4-5 choices by placing dots next to them.  All criteria which received votes from 50% of participants or more will be included.
[image: image20.png]



b.  Creating the priority matrix:

Create a matrix listing all the identified priority risks/threats (from Step 5) on the left vertically, and the criteria decided upon above across the top horizontally.  The right-most column will be for totals.  This example has 3 criteria, but you may have more.
Table 4:  Priority Matrix

	
	Criterion 1
	Criterion 2
	Criterion 3
	Total

	Risk 1
	
	
	
	

	Risk 2
	
	
	
	

	Risk 3
	
	
	
	


For each criterion, determine a scale from 0-10 for that will be used to score each risk according to the criterion in question.  It is important that the scales are matched such that the highest score will represent the option you want to pursue.  For example, if you want to address the most severe risks, a very severe risk would get a mark of 9 or 10 on a scale of 0-10.  If you prefer options that cost less to address, a high cost would get a 1 or 2 on a scale of 0-10.

c.  Scoring the risks/threats:

As a group, assign a score for each risk according to each criterion, so that every box in the matrix is filled out, except for the “total” column.  You may choose to have each person assign score individually, and then take an average of the individual scores, or you can reach a consensus as a group as to what the score should be.  Some people find it easier to score all the risks according to one criterion, then move onto the next criterion, others prefer to rate each risk according to all the criteria.  Either way is fine.  

You may decide as you assign scores that some criteria are more important than others.  If that is the case, decide how to weight the criteria, for example by making one count 2 times more than the others, or some 3 times and others 2 times more than the others.  If you decide to do this, make a note at the top of the appropriate column that all the scores in that column need to be multiplied by x (e.g. if you decide that cost should count twice as much as the other criteria, then multiply all the numbers in the cost column by two).  

When you have finished assigning the scores and weighting, add up the totals for each row.  For example:

Table 5:  Sample priority matrix

	Risks
	Number of people affected (0 = few people, 10 = many people)
	FHI’s ability to address (0 = not able, 10 = very able)

*2
	Priority for district administrator (0= not a priority, 10 = high priority)
	Total

	Drought
	8
	2 *2 = 4
	6
	18

	Diarrhea
	6
	9 *2 = 18
	2
	26

	Cattle raids
	4
	3 *2 = 6
	9
	19


d.  Reflection:

Do the results surprise you?  What implications do they have for FH programming?  Do you feel like you need to do it over again, now that you see how it works?  

It is important to point out that the process of discussing the scores is as important, or more important than the numbers themselves.  We get easily attached to numbers, and these do help to see some priorities, but it is also important to listen to yourselves as you discuss and to uncover the often not-so-obvious assumptions under which we operate and the priorities which we carry internally. 
This last matrix ranking exercise can also be done with the community as a joint planning exercise.  It can serve to greatly increase the ownership of activities that are agreed upon and therefore community participation in the program.  You must allow plenty of time to do it in the community.
This is limited to the community’s perception – also think about broader vulnerabilities that we see (e.g. lack of education) and think about how to address those in our programs.

In Food for Peace’s strategy one of the aims is to reduce vulnerability by reducing risk to food insecurity and increasing ability to cope.  How do we know if we are doing that?

FH Title II programs have ongoing M&E systems that are quite comprehensive.  It is very possible that a number of risks identified through the assessment are already being measured.  

Look at FHI’s ongoing M&E plan to see if there are any indicators that reflect the risks and/or vulnerable groups identified through the VA.  If there are, it should be an indication that FHI is already doing something, directly or indirectly, to address those risks and vulnerabilities.  Note that in these cases, our activities may not change, but the vulnerability to food insecurity framework gives us a different way to talk about what we do, showing the links between the risks and food insecurity and how what we are doing to reduce the risk or increase the coping ability is contributing to reducing food insecurity.

In addition, discuss the possibility of adding components to the M&E plan to monitor progress on other risks that not already being measured, especially if we are doing or plan to do something to address them.  Some may not be added until the next DAP.

Another way that some of these things will be monitored is through the implementation of community early warning systems which will start later on.

At the end of the VA, there should be a report that includes all of the following that were collected/generated as part of the process, along with an introduction to the area and overview of FH’s programs:

· Description of risk zones in the FHI program areas and brief explanation of how the determination was made. 

· Problem tree/conceptual framework on food insecurity 
· List of sources of food/income/trade goods 

· Description of different wealth groups

· Main sources of livelihood by wealth group (include approximate proportions of the importance of each source of livelihood)

· List of all risks identified by community FGDs 
· Ranking of risks  
· Detailed information on each risk (see Table 1)
· Health and nutrition secondary data

· Options for addressing each risk and/or strengthening coping ability (see Table 2)
· Priority matrix for planning (See table 3,4)
· Any recommendations coming out of the assessment regarding current or future FH programs 

· List of vulnerabilities being measured in current M&E plan, along with most recent statistics.  

· Suggestions for monitoring progress toward addressing vulnerability

Annex A

Determining Food Economy zones (FEZ)
The first step in the selection of communities is to determine the Food Economy Zones (FEZ) it the FH program areas.  The FEZ concept was developed by Save the Children.  Food economy zones are defined 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. In general, agro-economic boundaries determine the initial FEZ outline. Thereafter, differences in crops produced, livestock numbers, the existence of rivers and lakes, highland

or lowland opportunities, the proximity of markets and a number of other factors that might define shared-risk further refine the initial outline”.
  

Remember that our purpose is to understand the underlying factors that put communities at risk to food insecurity.  Therefore, in choosing the food economy zones, we need to make sure that we are defining areas that are likely to have a similar set of risks.  This could mean that there are groups of people who all have the same types of livelihoods, but because of their geographic location, face different challenges.  The differences could be climactic, political, social or related to infrastructure, conflict or the presence/absence of markets.

In northern Kenya, for example, FHI works among agro-pastoralists, some of whom live on Mount Marsabit and others who live in the lowlands “off the mountain.”   They have determined that the “on the mountain” and “off the mountain” agro-pastoralists face different risks because of their geographic locations, and therefore they have two different FEZs.
It is also important to note that differences in risks faced by the richer and the poorer people within one food economy zone will be captured in the process of the assessment.  This means it is not necessary to create separate FEZs each socio-economic group.  
Another thing to keep in mind is that FEZs will not always match up with administrative units, so the team must be careful when using secondary data based on administrative breakdowns to describe the situation in FEZs.
Annex B
Guidelines for selecting focus group participants
For the purpose of the vulnerability assessment, there will be two groups each covering different topics that have different requirements for participant composition:

1. Two livelihoods FG:  These should include mixes of men and women in situations where it is appropriate and where women will not feel inhibited by the presence of men.  Otherwise, it is recommended to have one group for men and one group for women; within those groups consider the other characteristics listed below 

2. Two health and nutrition FG:  These groups will be comprised primarily or exclusively of mothers, since they are the usually major guardians of children’s and their own health in the community.  Be sure to consider other diversity criteria aside from gender (see below).
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 4 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:  To make sure men’s and women’s perspectives are covered, it is often recommended to have separate FGDs with men and women, but it depends on the context.  It can also be useful to have men and women triangulate with each other in the same group.

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.  FHI 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:

· Focus group discussions 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 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

Annex C
Problem Tree (also known as Shared Situation Analysis)

Useful for: Identifying the important causes leading to an identified problem as well as the root causes of these major causes; stimulating and broadening thinking about potential or actual causes of the problem; illustrating the complexity of a problem; and ensuring that action plans address causes and not simply symptoms

Approximate time: 60 to 90 minutes

Materials needed:  Index cards, pens, notebooks and flip chart paper

Ideal number of people:  Unlimited

Does it require reading and writing?  It can be done with symbols if the participants do not know how to read.

Instructions: 

1. Develop the problem statement

The facilitator begins by placing an index card, with the problem written on the card, in the centre of an open space (the trunk of the problem tree).  This problem card should include words and a drawing to describe an existing negative state (e.g. food insecurity in a risk zone).  Avoid describing the problem as an absence of a solution or indicating the cause or the effect of the problem.

2. Identify the major causes

a) Ask group participants to identify the major causes/events leading to the problem (in the case of assessing vulnerability to food insecurity, we focus on inadequate food availability, inadequate food access, and inadequate food utilization as the major causes).  In order to help them find the causes of a problem, get them to ask the question why this problem exists.  

b) Write the name of each cause on a card.

c) About each cause, the facilitator will ask, ‘how does this cause lead to the problem?’

d) Record information given by informants.

3. Identify root causes

a)   The facilitator asks participants to indicate the chain of events leading to each of the major                   
causes/events leading to the problem.

b) For each major cause (X), the facilitator asks ‘what are the things (Y) that lead to X? ‘And then ‘what leads to Y that then leads to X?’, and then ‘what leads to that?’  Note that some issues can be both the cause and an effect of a problem.

So for example, for the major cause of lack of food availability, ask, ‘what are the things that lead to a lack of food availability?’  Then what leads to that?

c) Continue this line of questioning for each major cause/event leading to the problem.

d) Using consensus, have participants graphically show the chain of events leading to the problem by placing symbols on the ground and drawing lines between symbols in a way that links the events in the order mentioned.  This process should produce a picture something like shown in the example (below), although many side-roots may also exist.  The causes closest to the trunk are the direct or immediate causes, which have below them indirect causes, and at the bottom are the underlying causes.

4. Identifying the most important root causes

a) Once the problem tree is completed, the group then selects, from among all the root causes identified, the ones they consider to be the major sources of the problem. 

b) Ask about and record explanations of why some of the root causes are ranked as highly important. 

5. Identifying the consequences

a)   Brainstorm the consequences (or outcomes or manifestations) of the problem.  

b)  Write each consequence or outcome on a card.


c) Ask participants to arrange the cards to show which consequences derive directly from the problem, and which ones lead to other consequences.   These are the “fruit” of the tree.

Example:

Outline for a Problem Tree









Annex D
Sample Problem Tree on
Causes of HIV/AIDS 

Annex E

Guide for Focus Group Discussion 1

Livelihoods

Good afternoon.  Thank you for coming.   My name is ___________ and I am accompanied by __________________.  We work for Food for the Hungry.  (If applicable):  As you may know, we have been working in your community doing ____________________ projects for some time.   

Today, we would like to spend some time talking to you in order to better understand the livelihoods in this community and the things that threaten those livelihoods.   This discussion may take a couple of hours.    

Note 1:  If the FGD is taking place in a community where some people do not know how to read and write, before you start, ask if there is someone or a couple of people in the group who like to draw.  As the group starts brainstorming livelihood sources, a picture representing each livelihood source should be drawn on a card, to make ranking exercises easier.  If nobody wants to do it, then an FH staff person can draw the pictures.  However, the picture drawing should not be the focus of the activity, and it is not necessary for the pictures to be perfect.  The pictures are simply tools to help with the ranking exercise, and it is only important that people recognize what the picture represents.  The picture-drawing should not distract from the discussion.

Note 2:  Assign at least one of the facilitators to take detailed notes of the discussion.

Food availability and food access:  Livelihood sources (15 minutes)
Note:  do not spend too much time on this; they should be able to come up with a list in 15 minutes:

1. What are your sources of food (or what are all the ways you get food)?

2. What are you sources of income (or what are all the ways you make money)?

3. Are there things that you trade or barter but do not eat or sell?  If so, what are those things?

Note:  Draw a picture of each source as described above.  If the FG participants are all literate you can just write the source on a card.  If there are overlapping sources, only list/draw them once.

Wealth or socio-economic groups (30 minutes):
4. What are the characteristics that you use to distinguish in the community between people who are well off, in the middle and not well off (or rich, middle and poor)?

5. Approximately how many families in the community (or what proportion) fall into each wealth or socio-economic group?

It is not necessary to have exactly 3 wealth groups.  Some communities may divide people into 4 wealth groups or more, and that is fine.   It is important that the categories make sense to the community members. 

Note:  the pictures or drawings of all livelihood sources should be completed before the next question.

Livelihoods by wealth group (30-45 minutes):
6. What are the main sources of livelihood (food, income, trade) for each of the three wealth groups? 

Using the cards with pictures or names of brainstormed sources of livelihood, have participants rank in order of importance the sources of livelihood of each of the wealth groups.   Note that some sources of food may also be sources of income (e.g. agriculture), in which case they only need to be counted once.

Using 25 beans or small stones of the same size, ask them to show what proportion of the livelihood of the wealth group can be attributed to each livelihood source.   Record the number of beans/stones assigned to each source of livelihood, and multiply the number by 4 to get the percentage (%).  

For example if 15 beans are put next to “agriculture,”  6 next to “livestock” and 4 next to “ fishing” that would mean that 60% of the livelihood comes from crops, 24% from livestock and 16% from fishing.

Next, choose the 3 top sources of livelihood for each of the wealth groups (note that some may be overlapping.  You will end up with a maximum of 9 sources of livelihood, assuming there are 3 wealth groups, and less if there are overlapping sources of livelihood among the groups (or more if there are more than 3 wealth groups).

Identify and rank food availability and food access risks (1 -1/2 hours):

Note:  The risks will also be drawn onto cards to facilitate ranking

For each of the top three sources of food/income/trade for the wealth groups ask: 

7. What are the main threats or challenges they face with regard to this source of livelihood?   

Probing questions:  Are there things that make it difficult for you to do the livelihood activity?  Are there things that decrease the productivity of the activity?  Are there things that make it difficult for you to depend on the activity for your livelihood?”  Are there any other threats or challenges that come to mind?

 Note:  Avoid using the word “problem,” since our purpose is not to get a list of problems they face, but to understand the dynamics of food insecurity.
Using the cards with names or pictures of the risks, ask them to rank the risks to each source of livelihood.  Alternatively, if time is short, simply ask them which the three most important threats/challenges are for each source of livelihood.

Food utilization:  Health risks (20 minutes):

8. Crop Storage:

· How do you store your food (both in the field during the harvest and in the home)

· Do you experience losses of your crops during storage?  If you do, what proportion of your production do you lose?

· What causes the losses?

· What can you do to prevent the loss of your crops during storage?

9.  Intra-household food allocation

· Who decides what types and quantities of food members of the household receives (e.g. during a meal)?

· What quantity and what types of food does each member of the family receive/consume (e.g. at mealtime)?  Probes:  Are there differences in the quantity that men and women and/or adults and children receive?
· Is there anything that would cause changes in the amounts given to each household member?

· Who do you think needs the most food in a family?

10.   Food allocation between harvests

· Does the amount of food you grow in one season last you until the next harvest?

· How do you decide how much of your harvest to eat on a daily basis?  

· Does the amount of food your families eat daily remain constant between harvests?  If not, 

· Explain how it changes over time.  

· What are the reasons for managing your food the way you do between harvests?

· What things can you do to increase the likelihood that your crops will be enough until the next harvest?
Note:  Depending on the time available, you can also draw the health-related threats/challenges/risks on cards and have them rank all of them.

Before leaving, make sure arrangements are made for the 2nd focus group discussion.

 Annex F
Guide for Focus Group Discussion 2

Livelihoods
For each of the top three threats or challenges selected in the ranking exercises from focus group discussion 1, ask:

1.  How frequently does this occur (if applicable)?

· Periodically (how often?  When is the last time it happened?)

· Chronically (basically all the time)

· Seasonally (during which season?)

2.  What effect does the risk/threat have or what are the consequences of the risk/threat when it occurs?  

3.  When this occurs, which groups in the community does it affect the most?   Why are some people/groups affected more than others (if applicable)?   How many people (or what proportion of the population) are affected:  all, most, half, or few?  

Note a:  “Groups” does not refer only to wealth groups, but could also be children vs. adults, men vs. women, etc.

Note b:  To determine the proportions of people affected, you can use 30 beans or small stones and have them make piles of beans representing the proportion of people affected and not affected.  

4.  What are the causes of this risk/threat?

5.  What actions do you take in the face of this risk?  

· Are there things you can do to minimize the negative impact it has on you?  Probe into reasons for doing certain things or not doing certain things where appropriate.  

· What resources do you have for dealing with this threat?

· What type of assistance do you receive from community members or government or organizations outside the community to help with this threat or challenge?

· Has there been a change in the way people in your community respond to this threat in the last years?  If so, how did you/others used to respond?  Why has the change occurred? (Ask older people in particular)
· Are there things you can do to prevent it?  

· If they do nothing, why?  Why do they feel they cannot do anything about the threat? (to get at worldview)

Consider using categories to organize:


Behaviors


Knowledge (gaps)


Individual resources


Attitudes


Beliefs


Natural factors


Community resources


Socio-political factors (policies)











� 	Step 3.  Developing A Conceptual Framework Of Food Insecurity For The Risk Zone(s)








Note:  Because the word “risk” does not always translate well into other languages, we will use the words “threat” and/or “challenge” in the FGDs with community members to understand the concept of risk.  It is preferable to avoid using the word “problem,” because of people’s tendency to give a “shopping list” of problems in their lives when that word is used.





� � 	Step 4.  Identifying Key Risks











Loss of productivity
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�  	Step 9.  Reporting








�	Step 7. Priority Matrix:  So many priorities…..how to decide between them?








�    Step 6.  Identifying Ways To Address The Risks (Program Design)
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� � 	Step 5. Understanding The Dynamics Of Risks And Coping Ability
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�  	Step 8.  Monitoring And Evaluation:  Are We Making Progress?  
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Orphans





Drugs – infected needles





Blood transfusions (infected needle/blood)





(Unprotected) sex w/ infected person





Infection through open wounds





Infected razors (haircuts)





Lack of access to ARV drugs





Circumcision or tattoos (infected knives)





Lack of knowledge





Wife inheritance practice





Promiscuous men infecting wives
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Mother to child transmission





High health care spending





Reduced livelihood capacity





Lack of willingness to get tested





Lack of equipment





Inadequate support to health services





People Involved In The Assessment





Low value of human life
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Government priorities
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Willful and informed decision





Fear if stigma
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Lack of education





Lack of schools/teachers





Lack of ability to pay school fees





Cultural traditions/ beliefs





Drugs/ Alcohol
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� � 	Step 2.  Selecting and Preparing Communities
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DIRECT /IMMEDIATE CAUSES
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�		Preparatory Work





� 	Step 1. Defining Risk Zones








Note that you should read through the whole methodology so you are familiar with all the steps before beginning the process.





	Process Overview























































































































The Process for Assessment of Community Vulnerability to Food Insecurity 
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