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Foreword
Building	Resilience	and	Adaptation	to	Climate	Extremes	and	Disasters	

(BRACED)	is	a	unique	programme,	the	biggest	global	effort	to	build	resilience	

locally,	in	highly	vulnerable	places,	yet	at	scale.	It	aims	to	counter	the	rising	

risks	to	development	in	a	changing	climate	and	offer	solutions	that	address	

some	of	the	most	pressing	global	priorities,	expressed	not	only	in	the	Paris	

Agreement,	but	also	in	the	Sustainable	Development	Goals	(SDGs),	the	Sendai	

Framework	for	Disaster	Risk	Reduction,	and	in	the	commitments	from	the	

World	Humanitarian	Summit.

The	BRACED	Knowledge	Manager	is	charged	with	supporting	and	strengthening	

knowledge	management	within	BRACED,	but	also	to	ensure	that	lessons	learnt	

are	captured	and	amplified	in	support	of	these	global	goals.	As	part	of	our	

monitoring	and	evaluation	(M&E)	efforts,	I	am	very	proud	to	present	this	report,	

which	provides	the	first	programme-level	synthesis	of	results	from	across	the	

BRACED	programme.	It	systematically	and	thoroughly	analyses	how	BRACED	

projects	are	building	resilience	so	far.

Of	course,	the	first	year	is	only	the	beginning	and	a	lot	of	effort	has	gone	into	

initial	steps	by	BRACED	project	Implementing	Partners:	participatory	analysis	and	

assessments	of	climate	vulnerability	and	capacity,	the	selection,	design	and	initial	

implementation	of	resilience-building	activities,	and	establishment	of	critical	

partnerships.	However,	we	are	already	seeing	important	patterns,	especially	the	

critical	roles	of	knowledge	and	attitudes,	capacity	and	skills,	partnerships	and	

inclusive	decision-making.	Important	lessons	are	also	emerging	about	the	time	it	

takes	to	build	resilience	and	the	relative	balance	of	different	aspects	of	resilience	

that	can	be	achieved	over	time,	with	a	stronger	emphasis	on	anticipatory	and	

absorptive	capacities	in	the	initial	stages;	more	time	is	needed	to	build	adaptive	

capacity	and	achieve	transformative	change.

I	trust	that	the	evidence	from	this	report	will	already	start	to	inform	not	only	the	

BRACED	partners,	but	also	a	multitude	of	other	actors	implementing	or	funding	

resilience	programmes,	in	the	context	of	the	increasing	focus	on	resilience	in	the	

implementation	of	the	Paris	Agreement	and	the	SDGs.

As	a	Knowledge	Manager,	we	are	confronted	with	new	or	sharper	questions	that	

will	guide	our	work	in	the	remainder	of	BRACED,	in	our	M&E	but	also	research	

and	learning	activities.	The	analysis	has	also	resulted	in	important	lessons	for	

resilience	M&E	more	broadly.	These	are	shared	in	a	separate	companion	paper.

Finally,	I’d	like	to	thank	all	of	those	in	the	BRACED	family	who	have	

contributed	to	this	analysis.	First	and	foremost,	there	are	the	authors	and	

the	15	Implementing	Partners,	who	have	generated	the	results	on	the	ground	

and	produced	the	project-level	reporting.	There	are	also	our	colleagues	in	the	

BRACED	Fund	Manager	and	the	Department	for	International	Development	

(DFID),	as	well	as	partners	around	us.	We	are	on	a	learning	journey	together	

and	this	report	is	an	important	contribution	to	our	collective	efforts	to	build	

resilience,	across	the	BRACED	programme	and	in	the	world	at	large.

Maarten van Aalst	

Director,	BRACED	Knowledge	Manager
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Introduction
One	year	into	the	implementation	of	the	Building	Resilience	and	Adaptation	

to	Climate	Extremes	and	Disasters	(BRACED)	programme,	this	report	collates	

and	synthesises	evidence	from	BRACED	project	Implementing	Partners’	(IPs’)	

year	1	annual	reports,	to	understand	how	projects	are	building	resilience	so	far.	

By	synthesising	the	work	of	BRACED	project	IPs	firmly	grounded	in	practice,	

the	findings,	lessons	and	recommendations	from	this	report	contribute	to	the	

ongoing	BRACED	evidence	and	lesson	generation	efforts	at	the	project	and	

programme	levels.

Building Resilience and Adaptation to Climate Extremes 

and Disasters (BRACED)

BRACED	aims	to	build	the	resilience	of	up	to	5 million vulnerable 

people	against	climate	extremes	and	disasters.	It	does	so	through	a	

three-year,	£110	million	UK	government-funded	grant	supporting	more	

than	120	organisations	in	15	consortia,	across	13	countries	in	East	Africa,	

the	Sahel	and	Asia.

image:usaiD

Through a 3-year,
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The	BRACED	programme	operates	in	some	of	the	most	fragile	and	challenging	

countries	in	the	world.	While	the	programme	is	not	explicitly	conflict	or	security	

focused,	many	of	the	projects	are	implemented	in	a	context	affected	by	conflict	

or	instability.	BRACED	projects	cover	a	wide	range	of	issues,	from	securing,	

servicing	and	promoting	trans-border	livestock	mobility	across	the	Sahel,	to	

sharing	skills	and	technology	to	improve	the	uptake	of	climate	information	

in	Ethiopia,	to	supporting	smallholder	farmers	in	Nepal	to	take	advantage	of	

economic	opportunities	and	investments	in	climate-smart	technologies.	The	

BRACED	Knowledge	Manager	(KM)	is	generating	an	evidence	base	of	what	

works	and	what	does	not	to	build	resilience,	in	order	to	effect	change	across	and	

beyond	the	BRACED	focus	countries.	This	report	documents	at	the	programme	

level	how	BRACED	projects	are	contributing	to	building	resilience	to	climate	

extremes	and	related	disasters.

Synthesising	progress	to	date	across	the	set	of	projects	against	the	BRACED	

monitoring	and	evaluation	(M&E)	framework	has	involved	a	close	examination	of	

the	BRACED	pathways	to	resilience:	an	in-depth	analysis	of	resilience	outcomes	

and	an	assessment	of	the	context	in	which	BRACED	projects	operate,	using	both	

thematic	and	content	analysis.	

A	separate	related	report,	’Routes	to	resilience:	lessons	from	monitoring	

BRACED’	reflects	on	what	has	been	learnt	from	the	BRACED	Monitoring	and	

Results	Reporting	(MRR)	efforts	to	date.	This	companion	report	reflects	on the	

M&E	framework	itself	and	the	experiences	of	the	BRACED	KM	in	rolling	the	

framework	out	and	applying	it	for	the	first	time	through	the	year	1	project-	to	

programme-reporting	process	that	was	followed	to	produce	the	synthesis	report.

Figure 1: BRACED Areas of Change

Changes in 
decision-making
processes through

inclusive participation, as one key aspect 
of a resilient system.

Changes in the
quality of  
partnerships to 
deliver interventions.

Changes in 
capacities 
and skills 

of national and local government, 
civil society and private sector to 
manage the risks of climate extremes 
and disasters. 

AREAS OF CHANGE

?

Changes in 
knowledge and 
attitudes in relation to 

resilience-building, in order to further 
strengthen policies and practices. OUTCOME

Poor people in developing countries 
have improved their levels of 

resilience to climate-related shocks 
and stresses. This is measured using 
the three dimensions of resilience: 

Anticipatory, Absorptive and 
Adaptive capacity.

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=ed9b8fa6-1174-4973-902c-6b1a5b9eae63
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=ed9b8fa6-1174-4973-902c-6b1a5b9eae63
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Key findings: achievements and challenges
BRACED	is	a	unique	programme	seeking	to	achieve	highly	ambitious	aims	in	

difficult	and	volatile	contexts.	The	overall	finding	of	this	synthesis	is	that,	despite	

contextual	specificity,	a	series	of	key	themes	have	emerged	clearly	across	the	set	

of	projects.	Though	there	have	been	delays	in	implementation	and	operational	

challenges,	there	is	early	evidence	that,	at	the	end	of	year	1,	BRACED	is	starting	

to	make	encouraging	progress.	There	is	also	an	indication	that,	overall,	project-

level	progress	to	date	is	in	line	with	the	programme-level	theory	of	change.

“BRACED	is	a	unique	programme	seeking	
to	achieve	highly	ambitious	aims	in	difficult	

and	volatile	contexts.	The	overall	finding	of	this	
synthesis	is	that,	despite	contextual	specificity,	

a	series	of	key	themes	have	emerged	clearly	
across	the	set	of	projects”

BRACED project IPs have had an incredibly busy first year, initiating a very 

large number of activities in separate locations across different countries.	

During	year	1,	efforts	have	concentrated	on	improving	the	knowledge	base	of	

key	stakeholders	through	participatory	assessments,	and	the	selection,	design	

and	initial	implementation	of	activities	through	participatory	community-based	

approaches.	Community	dialogues	and	the	establishment	of	community	groups	

have	set	the	groundwork	for	a	supporting	and	enabling	environment	that	

enhances	capacities	and	skills.

BRACED projects have established a wide range of strategic partners, from 

private sector to national meteorological offices to local civil societies and 

international research institutions, in order to support the effective delivery 

of project activities. Working	through	a	diverse	and	complex	set	of	partnerships	

has	caused	some	delays	in	implementation.	However, evidence	to	date	shows	

that	working	in	partnership	is	worth	the	time	and	effort,	as	this	enables	projects	

to	access	a	greater	range	of	technical	expertise	and	capacities	so	they	can	address	

complex	multi-faceted	problems.	Collaboration	and	networking	undertaken	by	

BRACED	IPs	have	also	presented	opportunities	to	affect	national-level	policies.

During year 1, project IPs have also made substantial progress in creating an 

enabling environment for better access to, dissemination and use of climate 

and weather information. Climate	and	weather	information	is	being	used	to	

engage	with	communities	and	sub-national	policy	processes	and	inform	decision-

making	related	to	agricultural,	pastoralist	and	disaster	preparedness	activities.	

The	widespread	use	of	information	related	to	a	major	event	(El	Niño)	confirms	

that	BRACED	IPs	are	proving	effective	in	acting	as	intermediaries	between	more	

formal	climate	services,	such	as	national	meteorological	offices,	and	communities.	

However,	the	use	of	climate	information	in	community	planning	processes	has	

been	fairly	limited	so	far.	Where	information	has	been	used,	there	is	a	strong	bias	
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towards	prioritising	localised	short-term	instrumental	goals,	coupled	with	a	lack	

of	focus	on	long-term	adaptation.	The	reasons	for	this	remain	unknown.

There are emerging examples of capacity-building activities leading to 

changes in attitudes, behaviour and practice in relation to climate resilience 

planning, agricultural practices and production through market-based 

approaches and access to finance and savings for asset building and 

livelihood diversification. However,	further	steps	are	necessary	to	consolidate	

this	and	ensure	the	sustainability	of	emerging	changes.	Evidence	so	far	highlights	

the	importance	of	activities	not	being	implemented	in	isolation	from	each	other.	

Rather,	they	are	integrated	to	address	the	underlying	causes	of	vulnerability	

while	enhancing	resilience	capacities.	Essential	ingredients	of	capacity-building	

approaches	include	working	in	close	collaboration	and	building	trust	and	

leadership	for	the	trainings	to	be	successful	and	yield	results. However,	the	

cultural	and	socio-political	dimension	of	influencing	behaviour	and	practice	are	

proving	to	be	a	challenge	for	BRACED	projects.	As	a	result,	it	is	too	early	in	the	

programme	to	demonstrate	the	extent	to	which	improvements	in	capacity	are	

influencing	local	planning	processes.

Women’s economic empowerment stands out as a key objective of most 

capacity-building efforts in BRACED. The participation of vulnerable groups 

in BRACED activities has increased, but this is only the first step towards 

inclusive decision-making.	To	date,	projects	have	focused	on	creating	safe	

spaces	for	the	active	engagement	and	participation	of	women	and	children	in	

community-based	activities.	However,	there	is	limited	evidence	with	regard	to	

whether	the	most	marginalised	groups	are	able	to	articulate	their	voices	in	these	

arenas,	the	extent	to	which	their	opinions	and	knowledge	are	considered	and,	

ultimately,	what	changes	in	terms	of	enhanced	resilience	as	a	result.

A	detailed	analysis	of	BRACED	pathways	to	resilience	and	lessons	learnt	can	

be	found	in	section	3.

When	examining	the	extent	to	which	programme	activities	are	contributing	to	

BRACED	outcomes,	in	terms	of	three	‘capacities’	–	anticipatory,	absorptive	and	

adaptive	–	BRACED	projects	appear	to	be	on	track	to	achieve	positive	outcome-

level	change.	However,	year	1	reports	do	not	tell	us	the	extent	to	which	projects	

will	achieve	changes	in	outcome-level	indicators	by	the	end	of	the	programme.	

Certain	activities	may	have	contributed	to	more	meaningful	outcomes	than	others:

When communities themselves are given the responsibility to define their 

own resilience priorities, some choose to only focus on building resilience 

capacities to deal with immediate threats. As	a	result,	in	projects	where	

communities	themselves	define	priorities,	activities	are	oriented	around	

enhancing	anticipatory	and	absorptive	capacity,	which	are	perceived	as	

more	tangible	than	adapting	to	future	risks.	However,	BRACED	hypothesises	

that	building	anticipatory,	absorptive	and	adaptive	capacities	is	needed	to	

enhance	resilience	and	adapt	to	longer-term	climatic	changes.

Diverse activities intend to build adaptive capacity, but may work across a longer 

time scale. Emerging	evidence	suggests	that	adaptive	capacity	is	considered	more	

challenging	to	build	within	the	timescales	of	BRACED	projects,	as	climatic	changes	are	
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less	visible	to	community	members	and	thus	less	likely	to	prompt	immediate	action.	

Adaptive	capacity	interventions	often	need	to	be	accompanied	with	significant	

behavioural	and	social	changes	that	are	difficult	to	influence	in	the	short	term.

BRACED projects may generate more achievements in building anticipatory 

and absorptive capacity than adaptive capacity or transformative change.	

Early	insights	suggest	that	absorptive	and	anticipatory	capacities	might	be	more	

relevant	to	the	three-year	BRACED	timeframe.

A	detailed	analysis	of	themes	and	lessons	learnt	about	BRACED	outcomes	can	

be	found	in	section	4.

The	critical	operational	challenges	faced	to	date	have	stemmed	from	working	in	

countries	vulnerable	to	both	disasters	and	political	instability,	as	well	as	conflict.

During the first year of BRACED, climate and disaster-related shocks affected 

nearly half of the countries in which the projects operate, impacting on 

project progress. Anticipating	and	managing	crisis	is	central	to	BRACED	projects.	

During	year	1,	several	IPs	accessed	and	made	use	of	contingency	funding	with	

the	intention	of	protecting	the	development	gains	of	BRACED	investments	in	

the	face	of	shocks	and	stresses.	However,	year	1	annual	reports	provide	limited	

narrative	and	contextualisation	of	progress	to	date	in	relation	to	the	climatic	

context	within	which	projects	operate,	along	with	how	the	activities	and	

strategies	implemented	by	IPs	deal	with	this	(and	to	what	extent).	The	systematic	

monitoring	and	reporting	of	results	in	the	context	of	shocks	and	stresses	remains	

a	gap	and	a	challenge	across	BRACED	projects.

BRACED projects operate within a complex interplay of social, cultural, 

environmental, political and economic factors that shape BRACED routes to 

resilience.	BRACED	projects	are	being	implemented	in	areas	of	recurrent	crisis,	

political	instability	and	conflict,	and	in	countries	with	weak	governance	systems.	

This	report	indicates	a	real	danger	that	BRACED	projects	may	not	incorporate	

the	‘real	life’	dynamics	of	resilience-building.	Context	does	matter	to	resilience	

outcomes.	A	focus	on	shocks	and	stresses	tends	to	overshadow	the	wider	set	

of	dynamics	operating	in	a	particular	area	or	country.

A	detailed	analysis	of	contextual	factors	and	emerging	themes	and	lessons	can	

be	found	in	section	5.

Concluding comments
Addressing	the	question	of	How are BRACED projects building resilience to 

climate extremes and disasters?	requires	an	understanding	of	the	multiple	factors	

that	make	a	resilience-building	project	or	programme	unique,	and	therefore	

goes	beyond	summarising	progress	to	date.	This	report	highlights	the	need	for	

BRACED	project	IPs	to	further	unpack	the	resilience	‘story’,	identifying	how	

activities	are	integrated	and	the	extent	to	which	interventions	deal	with	climatic	

shocks,	stresses	and	the	wider	set	of	contextual	factors	that	impact	on	household	

and	community	resilience.
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Despite	progress	made	to	date,	it	is	too	early	in	the	programme	to	

demonstrate	outcome-level	results	in	terms	of	improved	resilience	capacities.	

Evidence	suggests	that	now	the	building	blocks	have	been	established,	more	

tangible	results	will	start	to	be	seen	during	years	2	and	3.	However,	the	authors	

would	suggest	that	BRACED	projects	may	have	set	ambitious	outcome-level	

objectives,	as	the	‘real	life’	dynamics	of	resilience-building	may	not	have	been	

incorporated	into	project	design	and	implementation.	Although	BRACED	is	right	

to	be	ambitious,	the	time	frame	of	the	programme	may	mean	that	in	some	areas	

only	marginal	changes	will	be	achieved.	Given	the	complexity	and	long-term	

challenges	that	BRACED	aims	to	address,	there	is	a	risk	that	substantial		

outcome-level	changes	may	not	be	detectable	by	the	end	of	the	programme.

“Given	the	complexity	and	long-term	challenges	
that	BRACED	aims	to	address,	there	is	a	risk	that	
substantial	outcome-level	changes	may	not	be	

detectable	by	the	end	of	the	programme”	

It	is	also	important	to	highlight	that	the	BRACED	programme	theory	of	

change	is	based	on	a	bottom-up	and	top-down	assumption.	The	bottom-

up	element	is	the	field-based	projects	that	are	the	focus	of	this	report.	The	

assumption	was	that	while	the	project-level	community-based	approaches	will	

achieve	and	deliver	sustained	outcomes	and	impact	on	people’s	resilience	to	

climate	extremes,	successful	practices	and	approaches	would	be	replicated	

and	scaled	up	through	the	(separate)	top-down	provision	of	national	policy	

and	capacity	support	and	policy	influence.	The	delays	in	the	design	and	

implementation	of	this	complementary	top-down	work	may	hinder	impact	of	the	

overall	BRACED	programme.	Based	on	the	findings	of	this	report,	the	BRACED	

KM	will	identify	any	implications	for	the	pathways	and	assumptions	about	how	

change	happens	and	revise	the	programme-level	theory	of	change	accordingly,	in	

conjunction	with	DFID,	the	BRACED	Fund	Manager	(FM)	and	the	project	IPs.

BRACED	is	a	unique	programme.	With	IPs’	work	firmly	rooted	in	practice,	

we	hope	that	the	findings	and	lessons	emerging	from	this	report	will	constitute	

a	ground-breaking	contribution	to	knowledge	and	evidence	generation	efforts	

in	the	field	of	climate	and	disaster	resilience	programmes	and	accompanying	

monitoring	and	results	reporting	efforts.

Key messages and recommendations
Six	key	messages	with	cross-cutting	recommendations	for	both	the	KM	

at	the	programme	level	and	IPs	at	the	project	level	have	been	identified	

through	the	findings	of	this	report.	Together,	these	will	improve	the	BRACED	

programme’s	ongoing	efforts	to	build	knowledge	and	evidence	on	what	works	

to	strengthen	resilience.

It	is	important	to	note	that	BRACED	is	nearly	two	years	into	its	three-year	

implementation	timeframe.	There	are	therefore	some	limitations	to	what	
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can	be	adapted	and	achieved	in	the	remainder	of	the	programme.	That	said,	

many	of	the	recommendations	proposed	are	in	line	with	–	and	further	build	

upon	–	existing	research,	monitoring	and	learning	work,	particularly	of	the	KM,	

creating	scope	for	their	application.	The	recommendations	are	not	prescriptive;	

it	is	suggested	that	IPs	consider	them	in	the	context	of	their	projects.	The	key	

messages	and	recommendations	might	also	be	relevant	for	those	designing	and	

implementing	other	resilience-building	projects	and	programmes.	

Key message 1: Accessing and using weather and climate information is a 

critical element in building anticipatory, absorptive and adaptive capacities. 

To	be	successful,	projects	need	to	overcome potential	challenges	and bias	

towards	prioritising	localised	short-term	climate	information.	More	support	

should	be	offered	to	IPs	and	communities	in	building	bridges	between	the	

seemingly	easier	use	of	near-term	information	and	the	more	challenging	use	

of	longer-term	information.

Recommendations: BRACED	presents	a	unique	opportunity	to	

integrate	climate	services	into	resilience	programming.	To	achieve	

this,	IPs	and	the	KM	should	further	explore:

•	 The incentives and motivations behind the observed focus on 

near-term climate information.	Is	this	driven	by	supply	constraints	

(e.g.	lack	of	available	data	or	capacity)	or	by	a	lack	of	demand	

(e.g.	stakeholders	not	asking	for	longer	term	projections)?	If	it	

is	the	former,	the	KM	should	support	IPs	in	addressing	these	

constraints	(e.g.	through	its	Climate	and	Weather	Helpdesk).

•	 The new roles that IPs are playing as intermediaries/advisors 

between formal climate services and communities.	How	are	

these	advisory	functions	perceived	by	the	targeted	users	over	time?	

(There	is	KM	research	specifically	looking	at	this.)

•	 The extent to which the limited reference to historical data or 

longer-term (decadal to multi-decadal) projections limits the 

adaptation components of BRACED projects.

Key message 2: Achieving meaningful resilience outcomes requires 

knowledge, skills and capacities that go beyond the expertise of a particular 

IP.	Effective	partnerships	are	a	critical	component	of	resilience-building	

programmes	in	order	to	draw	on	each	other’s	expertise,	knowledge,	experience	

and	resources	and	to	join	forces	for	common	goals	as	much	as	possible.	

Identifying	the	‘right’	combination	of	partners	is	as	important	as	the	design	and	

implementation	of	project	activities.	Even	when	knowledge,	financial	means	and	

a	supportive	(governance)	environment	are	often	still	lacking,	IPs	can	sometimes	

produce	creative,	affordable	and	applicable	technologies	and	solutions	through	

networking	and	partnerships.
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Recommendations: Partnerships	that	have	the	potential	to	

provide	effective	approaches	to	resilience-building	are	vital	for	the	

BRACED	projects	to	yield	maximum	impact.	During	the	remainder	

of	BRACED,	IPs	and	the	KM	should	develop	a	better	understanding	

about	the	following:

•	 The role of partnerships in resilience-building, and how best 

to ensure that partnerships are greater than the sum of their 

parts.	There	is	a	need	to	better	understand	how	inter-organisational	

learning	across	partners	translates	into	longer-term,	positive	impacts	

to	increase	community	resilience.

•	 Establishing a means of credibly measuring, reviewing and 

documenting partnerships, in terms of both results and processes.

Key message 3:	The starting point for enhancing individuals’ resilience is 

recognising and addressing social exclusion and gender inequality. While	

improvements	in	women’s	participation	in	projects’	activities	and	access	to	

resources	are	fundamental	steps	to	take,	they	do	not	in	themselves	change	power	

relations,	and	therefore	may	not	translate	into	inclusive	decision-making.

Recommendations: In	order	to	build	a	better	understanding	

of	how	social	exclusion	and	inequality	can	be	addressed, IPs	and	

the	KM	should:

•	 Pay closer attention to the sociocultural aspects underpinning 

anticipatory, absorptive and adaptive capacities.	This	includes	

improving	the	analysis	between	transforming	gender	relations	and	

the	project’s	theory	of	change	for	resilience-building.

•	 Document cases where inclusive decision-making takes place,	

in	particular,	examples	illustrating	the	links	between	participation,	

voice	and	power.

•	 Further investigate and document the specific types of 

activities and strategies that should be integrated in resilience 

programming to support inclusive decision-making.

Key message 4: Building anticipatory and absorptive capacity to deal with 

current risks and threats is the first step for communities that are highly 

vulnerable to climate change.	As	BRACED	projects	continue	in	years	2	and	3,	

it	will	be	important	to	think	about	how	anticipatory	and	absorptive	capacities	

can	be	developed	in	ways	that	provide	a	solid	foundation	for	building	adaptive	
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capacity	in	the	longer	term.	Understanding	how	resilience	capacities	interrelate	–	

and	revisiting	whether	it	is	more	challenging	to	build	adaptive	capacity	in	

the	lifespan	of	a	BRACED	project	–	will	be	a	key	insight	to	inform	theories	for	

building	community-level	resilience	on	the	ground.

Recommendations: To	build	a	comprehensive	understanding	of	

resilience	outcomes	and	inform	future	resilience	theory,	programme	

design	and	implementation,	IPs	and	the	KM	should	consider	the	

following	in	the	remainder	of	BRACED:

•	 In places where communities are prioritising enhancing 

anticipatory and absorptive capacity, investigate how these 

capacities are being built in	ways	that	provide	a	solid	foundation	

for	building	adaptive	capacity	in	the	longer	term.

•	 As shocks and stresses occur, document if and how people and 

communities are learning from these,	and	whether	they	rebuild	in	

ways	that	reduce	their	future	vulnerability.

•	 Investigate the role that community groups play in enhancing 

social capital,	and	thus	enabling	communities	to	cope	with	disaster	

events	and	strengthen	their	absorptive	capacity.

•	 Document the level of integration, layering, timing and 

sequencing of the different capacity-building activities	needed	

to	improve	absorptive,	adaptive	and	anticipatory	capacities.

Key message 5: While resilience-building interventions have building capacity 

to manage shocks and stresses as a primary objective, addressing and dealing 

with the socioeconomic and political dimensions of resilience-building are 

equally important.	Writing	operational	risks	away	into	an	assumption	column	is	

not	enough.	The	operational	challenges	of	working	in	complex	settings	not	only	

call	for	more	pragmatic	project	designs	and	time	frames,	but	also	for	exploring	

how	links	to	other	programmes	addressing	issues,	such	as	peacebuilding	and	

governance	reforms,	are	necessary	prerequisites	for	climate	resilience	programmes.

Recommendations: Improving	programme	design	and	implementation	

begins	with	the	recognition	and	addressing	of	the	‘real-life’	challenges	

involved	in	implementing	resilience-building	projects	and	programmes.	

IPs	and	the	KM	should work	closely	together	to develop	an	evidence	

base	and	better	understanding	of:

•	 The role of contingency fund mechanisms in resilience-

building programmes, along with the extent to which they can 
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support protecting resilience gains	both	in	advance	of,	and	in	

the	face	of	shocks	and	stresses	during	the	project	cycle.	The	KM	

is	already	working	with	recipient	IPs	of	the	PHASE	funding,	on	

an	evaluative	learning	piece	with	this	as	its	focus.

•	 The opportunities and trade-offs of integrating climate disaster 

and peacebuilding goals as prerequisite criteria for resilience-

building interventions,	by	engaging	conflict	experts.

•	 How to better integrate context analysis, beyond merely listing 

risks and assumptions, in programme design and M&E.	The	

design	and	implementation	of	resilience-building	programmes	

should	include	not	only	technical	aspects,	but	also	the	sociocultural	

factors	that	influence	attitudes,	behaviour	and	practice.

Key message 6:	While resilience-building projects focus on building 

anticipatory, absorptive and adaptive capacity to shocks and stresses, in 

practice resilience-building programmes seem to be, at their core, ‘good’ 

development projects with ‘tweaks’. BRACED	has	come	a	long	way	in	

conceptualising	and	operationalising	resilience	in	practice.	IPs	have	also	developed	

tailored	indices	and	established	baselines	in	order	to	measure	progress	and	

achievements.	Understanding	the	factors	that	constitute	the	resilience	of	particular	

households	is	the	starting	point	for	devising,	deploying	and	implementing	

resilience-building	strategies.	Evidence	and	emerging	lessons	to	date	highlights	

that	BRACED	routes	to	resilience	are	underpinned	by	development	programming	

that	explicitly	takes	climate	shocks	and	stresses	into	account	and	builds	

stakeholders’	capacity	to	manage	climate	and	disaster	risk.	While	there	is	evidence	

that	such	approaches	require	in-depth	assessments	and	analysis	of	stakeholders’	

vulnerabilities	and	capacities,	it	is	difficult	to	identify	–	from	year	1	reports	–	how	

such	approaches	translate	into	a	‘different’	set	of	activities	that	go	beyond	‘good’	

development	work	and	risk	management	approaches.

Recommendations: There	is	a	risk	that	BRACED	may	look	like	

‘old	wine	in	new	bottles’.	In	order	to	support	effective	project	and	

programme	design,	implementation,	M&E	and	future	funding	by	the	

end	of	the	programme,	the KM along with IPs should identify and 

develop a set of criteria that identifies what makes resilience-

building different in practice.

Specific	reflections,	lessons	and	recommendations	on	monitoring	and	results	

reporting	can	be	found	in	the	companion	report,	’Routes	to	resilience:	lessons	

from	monitoring	BRACED’.

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=ed9b8fa6-1174-4973-902c-6b1a5b9eae63
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=ed9b8fa6-1174-4973-902c-6b1a5b9eae63
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Questions for further reflection, debate 
and learning
With	the	aim	of	contributing	to	ongoing	learning	about	resilience	programming,	

the	authors	wish	to	engage	project	IPs,	the	KM,	DFID	and	wider	audiences	in	

considering	two	critical	questions	that	arise	as	a	result	of	the	findings	of	this	

report.	Emerging	insights	shed	some	light	for	initiating	discussion;	however,	

the	BRACED	programme	should	continue	to	answer	the	following	questions	

throughout	its	lifetime:

What is BRACED doing differently?	The	question	that	arises	in	practice	is:	what	

‘tweaks’	should	we	expect	to	see	in	projects	that	otherwise	draw	heavily	from	

good	‘simple’	local	development?	Emerging	evidence	to	date	suggests	that,	at	

the	community	level,	integrated	disaster	risk	management	with	development	

approaches	is	one	way	of	enhancing	resilience.	Put	differently,	the	BRACED	

projects	show	that	resilience	is	built	through	good	development	with	‘tweaks’	

that	support	communities	to	deal	with	shocks	and	stresses.	At	the	programming	

and	organisational	level,	however,	resilience-building	approaches	require	working	

in	different	partnerships,	using	different	kinds	of	information	and	being	much	

more	flexible	in	planning	and	spending.	To	some	extent,	that	may	not	alter	the	

content	of	the	interventions	at	the	household	level,	but	it	certainly	changes	the	

way	the	project	implementer	has	to	plan	and	deliver	interventions.

“Resilience-building	approaches	require	
working	in	different	partnerships,	using	

different	kinds	of	information	and	being	much	
more	flexible	in	planning	and	spending”

What is a realistic time frame in which to strengthen resilience and build 

a solid evidence base? Evidence	to	date	suggests	that	two	key	factors	question	

the	achievability	of	the	overall	programme.	First,	at	the	project	level,	setting	up	

the	structures	and	partnerships	required	to	implement	project	activities	(that	

is,	the	foundations	for	resilience-building	activities)	takes	longer	than	originally	

envisaged.	Second,	even	if	objectives	are	met,	it	is	questionable	whether	it	is	

possible	to	generate	the	evidence	to	demonstrate	that	resilience	has	been	built	

within	the	time	frame	of	the	projects.	This	is	because	building	resilience	requires	

attitudinal,	behavioural	and	capacity	changes,	all	of	which	take	time.	IPs	and	

the	KM	may	have	set	goals	that	are	too	ambitious,	both	in	terms	of	achieving	

objectives	and	generating	evidence	and	lessons	on	what	works	and	what	does	not	

in	building	resilience	to	climate	extremes	and	disasters.	A	three-year	programme	

such	as	BRACED	should	not	expect	ultimate	lessons	on	‘what	works	best’	to	build	

resilience	but,	rather,	to	generate	emerging	guidance	in	terms	of	tweaks	to	good	

development	and	promising	ways	of	working	to	build	and	evaluate	anticipatory,	

absorptive	and	adaptive	capacities.
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1.1 The BRACED programme
The	three-year,	£110	million	DFID-funded	Building	Resilience	and	Adaptation	

to	Climate	Extremes	and	Disasters	(BRACED)	programme1	aims	to	build	the	

resilience	of	up	to	5	million	vulnerable	people	against	climate	extremes	and	

disasters.	It	was	launched	in	January	2015	and	supports	over	120	organisations	

in	15	consortia	across	13	countries	in	East	Africa,	the	Sahel	and	Asia.

The	15	projects	are	led	by	BRACED	Implementing	Partners	(IPs)	who	are	

connected	through	a	Fund	Manager	(FM)	and	a	Knowledge	Manager	(KM).	

The	FM	is	responsible	for	overseeing	the	delivery	of	BRACED	projects.	The	KM2	

leads	the	monitoring,	evaluation	and	research	activities	based	on	the	projects	

at	the	programme	level.	The	evidence	and	knowledge	generated	feeds	into	

learning,	uptake	and	communication	activities	in	order	to	effect	change	across	

and	beyond	the	BRACED	focus	countries	(see	annex	1	for	more	information	about	

the	BRACED	components).

1	 www.braced.org

2	 bracEDknowledgemanager(2016)Learningaboutresiliencethroughthe
bracEDprogramme:anintroductiontotheroleofthebracEDknowledge
manager.bracEDknowledgemanagerinformationleaflet.London:oDi

1.
INTRODUCTION AND 
BACKGROUND
image:asian
Developmentbank

http://www.braced.org
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=c30ed2e2-0f5e-4f41-9959-72cd6077e230&com.dotmarketing.htmlpage.language=1
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=c30ed2e2-0f5e-4f41-9959-72cd6077e230&com.dotmarketing.htmlpage.language=1
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=c30ed2e2-0f5e-4f41-9959-72cd6077e230&com.dotmarketing.htmlpage.language=1
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One	key	contribution	to	the	BRACED	KM’s	work	is	an	annual	programme-

level	synthesis	and	analysis	of	BRACED	projects’	annual	monitoring	and	

results	reporting.	This	is	based	on	a	BRACED	programme	theory	of	change	

(see	annex	2)	and	supporting	Monitoring	and	Evaluation	(M&E)	framework	and	

system	developed	by	the	KM	Monitoring	and	Results	Reporting	(MRR)	team	to	

understand	how	resilience	is	being	built	in	BRACED.	(For	further	information	

on	the	BRACED	theory	of	change,	M&E	framework	and	system,	see	the	

companion	report,	’Routes	to	resilience:	lessons	from	monitoring	BRACED’,3	

and	the	BRACED	M&E	Guidance	Notes.4	To	understand	how	the	MRR	work	

fits	within	a	broader	M&E	system	implemented	by	both	the	KM	and	FM,	see	

annex	3.)

1.2 Purpose of this report
This	report	is	the	culmination	of	the	BRACED	KM’s	MRR	work	to	date.	It	

examines	the	following	question:	How are BRACED projects building resilience 

to climate extremes and disasters? The	report	outlines	key	evidence	and	

findings	in	response	to	this	central	question	bringing	together	and	synthesising	

evidence	from	IPs’	year	1	project	annual	reports	at	the	programme	level.	In	

particular,	it	examines	progress	against	two	elements	of	the	BRACED	theory	

of	change:	the	pathways	to	resilience	and	the	expected	outcomes.	Figure	2	

illustrates	this	part	of	the	theory	of	change.

“This	report	is	the	culmination	of	the	BRACED	
Knowledge	Manager’s	MRR	work	to	date.	

It	examines	the	following	question:	How	are	
BRACED	projects	building	resilience	to	climate	

extremes	and	disasters?”

Each	BRACED	project	is	using	different	intervention	strategies	and	being	

implemented	in	different	climatic	and	operating	contexts.	(For	details	on	the	

projects,	see	annex	4.)	This	report	identifies	emerging	themes,	challenges	and	

draws	broader	lessons	about	changes	in	resilience,	how	these	can	be	understood	

and	the	factors	shaping	them.	It	is	anticipated	that	these	will	be	further	built	

upon	by	research,	monitoring	and	evaluation	of	both	IPs	and	the	KM	during	

the	remainder	of	the	programme.	(For	details	of	the	KM’s	ongoing	research	

work	see	annex	8.)

3	 silvavillanueva,P.,gould,c.(2016)’routestoresilience:lessonsfrommonitoring
bracED’.bracEDknowledgemanagerreflectionPaper.

4	 silvavillanueva,P.,gould,c.,gregorowski,r.,bahadur,a.(2015)
‘bracEDprogrammemonitoringandevaluationguidancenotes’.
bracEDknowledgemanager.

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=ed9b8fa6-1174-4973-902c-6b1a5b9eae63
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=761757df-7b3f-4cc0-9598-a684c40df788
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=ed9b8fa6-1174-4973-902c-6b1a5b9eae63
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=ed9b8fa6-1174-4973-902c-6b1a5b9eae63
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=761757df-7b3f-4cc0-9598-a684c40df788
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A	companion	paper	produced	at	the	same	time	as	this	one,	’Routes	to	resilience:	

lessons	from	monitoring	BRACED’,	examines	a	related	question:	‘What lessons 

have we learnt from the monitoring and results reporting efforts to date in 

BRACED?’	This	reflection	paper	reflects	on the	M&E	framework	itself	and	the	

experiences	of	the	KM	in	rolling	out	the	framework	and	testing	it	for	the	first	

time	through	the	year	1	project-	to	programme-reporting	process	followed	in	

order	to	produce	this	synthesis	report.

This	report	focuses	on	how change is happening	across	the	BRACED	programme	

rather	than	on	the	project	or	programme	results	per	se.	The	synthesis	does	not	

aim	to	evaluate	BRACED	project-level	interventions	or	pass	judgement	on	IPs’	

progress	or	performance.

Figure 2: BRACED Areas of Change

Changes in 
decision-making
processes through

inclusive participation, as one key aspect 
of a resilient system.

BRACED Theory of Change hypothesises that social
participation and inclusion of the most vulnerable in
decision making is the foundation for effective
implementation of resilience-building policies and strategies. 

 Changes in the
 quality of 
  partnerships
                to deliver interventions.

BRACED Theory of Change hypothesises that 
building effective partnerships is a central means 
through which to effectively achieve BRACED 
outputs and outcomes. 

Changes in the 
capacities and 
skills of national and 

local government, civil society and 
private sector to manage the risks
of climate extremes and disasters.

BRACED Theory of Change 
hypothesises that changes in 
knowledge and awareness can lead
to shifts in practice if people have
the capacity to take action. 

AREAS
OF CHANGE

?

Changes in 
knowledge and 
attitudes in relation to 

resilience-building, in order to further 
strengthen policies and practices.

BRACED Theory of Change hypothesises 
that awareness, knowledge and attitudes 
underpin individuals’ capacities and hence 
capacity-building processes.

OUTCOME
Poor people in developing countries 

have improved their levels of 
resilience to climate-related shocks 
and stresses. This is measured using 
the three dimensions of resilience: 

Anticipatory, Absorptive and 
Adaptive capacity.

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=ed9b8fa6-1174-4973-902c-6b1a5b9eae63
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=ed9b8fa6-1174-4973-902c-6b1a5b9eae63
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This	report	is	aimed	at	the	following	audiences:

•	 BRACED Project Implementing Partners:	a	qualitative	assessment	of	year	1	

results,	evidence	and	learning	across	projects.	This	will	enable	further	shared	

learning	between	the	KM	and	IPs,	as	well	as	peer-to-peer	learning	on	how	

change	is	happening	in	BRACED.	This	may,	in	turn,	support	IPs’	own	revision	

of	their	project	theories	of	change.5

•	 BRACED Knowledge Manager:	a	foundational	piece	of	evidence	that	

informs	the	wider	KM	evidence	generation	process.	It	is	anticipated	that	

the	report	content	will	be	drawn	upon	in	the	KM’s	forthcoming	mid-term	

evidence	and	learning	report.

•	 BRACED donor DFID:	a	qualitative	assessment	of	year	1	results,	evidence	and	

learning	across	projects.	It	is	anticipated	that	DFID	will	be	most	interested	in	

how	the	BRACED	programme	is	building	resilience	so	far.

•	 Others designing, implementing and funding resilience-building 

programmes: a	contribution	to	broader	sectoral	knowledge	about	designing	

and	implementing	resilience-building	programmes.	The	findings,	lessons	and	

recommendations	from	this	report	build	on	the	work	of	BRACED	project	IPs	

firmly	grounded	in	practice.

5	 bracEDprojectimplementingPartnerswillreviewtheirprojecttheoriesof
changebasedontheresultsoftheiryear1annualreportingandprojectmid-
termreview.
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2.1 Making sense of the project data
Project	IPs	have	provided	systematic	qualitative	and	explanatory	reporting	for	

the	first	time	on	the	changes	that	are	happening	as	a	result	of	their	projects,	and	

how	the	context	is	affecting	these	changes.	The	set	of	IP	year	1	annual	reports	

detail	the	progress	and	learning	of	14	BRACED	projects	against	the	BRACED	M&E	

framework.6	This	includes	reporting	on:

•	 the	resilience	pathways	that	enable	projects	to	move	from	outputs	to	outcomes

•	 project	resilience	outcomes	in	terms	of	resilience	capacities

•	 how	the	context	has	affected	the	project’s	resilience-building	efforts.

This	report	combines	a	framework	and	thematic	synthesis	approach	to	identify	

themes	across	the	BRACED	projects	and	enable	a	programme-level	analysis.	

Framework	and	thematic	synthesis	are	an	approach	to	systematic	qualitative	

synthesis	that	is	often	used	to	identify,	analyse	and	report	patterns	(or	recurring	

themes)	within	primary	qualitative	data,	to	explain	and	answer	particular	

questions.	The	following	table	summarises	the	framework	used	and	its	questions	

6	 iPssubmittedtheirfirstannualreportson31may2016fortheperiodto
31march2016.

image:
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that	formed	the	basis	of	the	project-	to	programme-level	synthesis	(based	on	

the	M&E	framework):

2.2 Moving from project data 
to a broader view
The	project-	to	programme-level	synthesis	was	undertaken	as	follows:

1. Project-level analysis and synthesis (July 2016)

a.	 First,	we	developed	a project screening grid	(see	annex	5)	with	a	

set	of	20	questions.	The	purpose	of	this	was	to	closely	examine	each	

component	of	the	BRACED	M&E	framework.

b.	 We	then assessed and systematically reviewed the set of project 

annual reports,	summarising	each	one	by	capturing	the	answers	to	the	

same	set	of	20	questions	in	an	Excel	spreadsheet.	During	this	process,	

recurring key words	for	each	question	were	identified.

c.	 Once	project	reports	were	summarised	against	the	project	screening	

grid,	we	organised recurring key words into project-specific 

descriptive themes.	This	required	the	expert	judgement	of	the	MRR	

team	to	ensure	the	standardisation	of	definitions	across	projects.	This	

resulted	in	a	clear	understanding	about	each	project’s	efforts	and	

challenges	to	date.

d.	 At	this	stage,	we	synthesised each annual report at the project level 

against the analytical framework	outlined	above.	This	produced	a	new	

interpretation	that	went	beyond	the	results	covered	in	the	IP’s	report	

and	enabled	standardisation	across	projects.

Table 1: Programme synthesis analytical framework

overarching question theme sub-questions

How	are	BRACED	
components	A&B	building	
resilience	to	climate	
extremes	and	disasters?

Pathwaystoresilience howarebracEDprojectsimprovingknowledgeand
influencingattitudes?

howarebracEDprojectsstrengtheningcapacities
andskillsofdifferentstakeholders?

towhatextentisworkinginpartnershipsimproving
bracEDprojectinterventions?

howarebracEDprojectsinfluencing
decision-makingprocesses?

understandingresilience
outcomes

towhatextentcanweseechangehappeninginterms
ofcapacitytoanticipate,adapttoandabsorbclimate
shocksandstresses?

resilienceincontext towhatextentisthecontextenablingor
constrainingchange?
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2. Project- to programme-level synthesis and analysis  

(August–November 2016)

a.	 Once	project-level	data	had	been	examined	and	synthesised	against	

a	common	set	of	questions	and	framework,	we	proceeded	with	

a	programme-level	thematic	synthesis.	This	was	completed	against	the	core	

question	of	this	report,	using	a	comparative analysis of the project-level 

themes.	Content	analysis	led	to	the	identification	and	mapping	of	recurring	

themes	at	programme	level	(see	annex	6).	This	was	guided	by	the	expert	

knowledge	and	interpretation	of	the	MRR	team,	based	on	our	intimate	

knowledge	of	the	programme.	This	analysis	identified	common	practices,	

as	well	as	the	main	difficulties	and	factors	of	success,	representative	good	

practices	and	challenges,	and	generated	learning	on	specific	issues.

b.	 Once	programme-level	themes	were	identified,	we	conducted 

consultations with the ongoing KM research streams	to	deepen	the	

analysis	and	understanding	of	findings.	This	includes:	Climate	information	

and	services,7	Gender,8	Reality	of	Resilience,9	Climate	resilience	and	

financial	services,10	The	role	of	contingency	mechanisms	in	resilience	

programmes,11	Tracking	resilience	(3As)12	and	Measuring	resilience.13	

(References	to	the	KM’s	ongoing	research	work	are	provided	in	annex	8.)

3.	 Finally,	a	webinar with representatives from 10 IPs was	held,	in	October	

2016,	to	present	preliminary	findings	and	provide	a	space	for	sharing	further	

inputs	and	lessons	based	on	their	own	reporting	experiences.	Colleagues	

from	the	FM	were	also	consulted	for	their	feedback	and	reflections	on	the	

BRACED	M&E	framework,	based	on	their	ongoing	interactions	with	IPs	as	

part	of	donor	monitoring.

7	 Wilkinson,E.,budimir,m.,ahmed,a.k.andouma,g.(2015)‘climate
informationandservicesinbracEDcountries’.bracEDknowledgemanager
resilienceintel.London:oDi;Jones,L.,harvey,b.andgodfrey-Woods,r.(2016)
‘thechangingroleofngosinsupportingclimateservices’.bracEDknowledge
managerresilienceintel.London:oDi.

8	 Lemasson,v.,norton,a.andWilkinson,E.(2015)‘genderandresilience’.
bracEDknowledgemanagerWorkingPaper.London:oDi;Lemasson,v.(2015)
‘genderandresilience:fromtheorytopractice’.bracEDknowledgemanager
WorkingPaper.London:oDi.

9	 http://www.braced.org/reality-of-resilience/case-studies

10	 hawortha.,Frandon-martinezc.,Fayolle,v.andsimonet,c.(2016)‘climate
resilienceandfinancialservices:LessonsfromEthiopia,maliandmyanmar’.
bracEDknowledgemanagerWorkingPaper.London:oDi.

11	 Peters,k.,venton,P,Pichon,F.,Jones,L.(2016)‘Evaluativelearningforresilience:
ProvidinghumanitarianassistanceforsahelEmergencies(PhasE)’.bracED
knowledgemanagerEvaluationPaper.London:oDi.

12	 bahadur,a.v.,Peters,k.,Wilkinson,E.,Pichon,F.,gray,k.andtanner,t.(2015)
‘the3as:trackingresilienceacrossbracED’.bracEDknowledgemanager
WorkingPaper.London:oDi.

13	 Wilson,D.andyaron,g.(2016)‘Layingthefoundationsformeasuringresilience’.
bracEDknowledgemanagerWorkingPaper.London:oDi.

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=70e1b775-668a-4817-8878-77585419edc8
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=70e1b775-668a-4817-8878-77585419edc8
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=838e97e9-2ffb-40e6-867b-2318a9112a17
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=845c98a2-f1d3-4c3e-b0cb-e4d307310def
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=97f92d47-4a8f-419d-a555-ef4a20d09c03
http://www.braced.org/reality-of-resilience/case-studies/index.html
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=e28686be-1d87-483e-93df-390b49ceabff
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=e28686be-1d87-483e-93df-390b49ceabff
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=fa9423c3-327e-442a-aca6-0775d2dc9464
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=fa9423c3-327e-442a-aca6-0775d2dc9464
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=cd95acf8-68dd-4f48-9b41-24543f69f9f1
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=f57ceb4f-062a-494d-b3a9-7ebe09bfcd2a
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Figure 3: Synthesis methodology

2.3 Limitations
The	IPs’	annual	reports	are	the	main	source	of	data	providing	the	evidence	base	

for	the	programme-level	analysis	and,	subsequently,	this	report.	They	are	self-

reported.14	The	synthesis	has	attempted	to	overcome	any	bias	this	may	create	

by	referring	to	MRR	team	knowledge	of	the	projects	as	well	as	other	project	

and	KM	data	sources.

The	BRACED	M&E	framework	tracks	progress	against	complex	change	processes.	

In	BRACED,	monitoring	and	results	reporting	aims	to	go	beyond	asking	‘Is	the	set	

of	BRACED	projects	taking	the	actions	they	said	they	would	take?’	to	ask	‘How	

is	BRACED	progressing	towards	the	expected	change?’	The	difference	between	

these	two	approaches	is	extremely	important.	In	the	more	limited	approach,	

monitoring	and	reporting	may	focus	on	a)	tracking	project	activities	and	outputs	

and	b)	the	use	of	resources.	In	the	broader	approach,	it	also	involves:

•	 tracking	stakeholders’	changes	in	policy	and	practice

•	 testing	project	assumptions

•	 recording	strategies	and	actions	being	taken	by	partners	and	non-partners

•	 understanding	the	extent	to	which	the	operational	environment	enables	

or	constrains	change.

The	year	1	project	annual	reports	reveal	that	it	is	too early in the programme for 

this kind of analysis – most reports still focus on deliverables and outputs, 

14	 	themrrteamworkedwiththeFmtodesignthefirstannualreportandtrainthe
iPsinitscompletion.thecompanionreport’routestoresilience:lessonsfrom
monitoringbracED’offersmoreinformationonthereportingtemplates.
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http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=ed9b8fa6-1174-4973-902c-6b1a5b9eae63
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with few illustrative examples of change.	Where	change	has	been	reported	

and	analysed,	the	data	is	anecdotal	at	this	stage.

While	IPs	reported	against	all	aspects	of	the	BRACED	M&E	framework,	and	

often	very	comprehensively,	there	are	a	number	of	factors	that	have	limited	the	

analysis.	Many	of	the	original	risks	identified	when	planning	the	synthesis	were	

avoided,	while	most	of	the	ones	that	did	arise	were	anticipated:

•	 BRACED	projects	cover	a	wide	range	of	issues	and	operate	in	very	different	

contexts,	from	securing,	servicing	and	promoting	trans-border	livestock	mobility	

across	the	Sahel,	to	supporting	smallholder	farmers	in	Nepal	to	take	advantage	

of	economic	opportunities	and	investments	in	climate-smart	technologies.	This	

project and context specificity has proven a challenge for the programme-

level synthesis and aggregation of diverse data.	This	report	has	sought	

to	overcome	this	by	following	a	thematic	synthesis	analysis,	enabling	the	

identification	of	common	patterns	and	themes	across	the	set	of	projects.

•	 The	BRACED	KM	M&E	framework	was	designed	and	set	up	once	the	

BRACED	projects	had	already	been	designed	and	approved,	meaning	the	

project-level	theories	of	change	and	M&E	frameworks	had	already	been	

established.	Project-level M&E systems were therefore not originally 

developed to capture all the dimensions of the programme-level M&E 

framework.	As	a	result,	IPs	have	struggled	to	adhere	to	the	overarching	

programme-wide	definitions	of	the	M&E	framework.15	While	it	is	positive	

that	IPs	have	taken	ownership	of	these	and	interpreted	them	for	their	

project	context,	those	times	where	the	overarching	definitions	have	not	

been	followed	have	made	comparable	analysis	more	difficult.	This	report	

has	sought	to	overcome	this	by	synthesising	project-level	data	against	the	

programme-level	definitions	as	set	in	the	original	BRACED	M&E	Guidance	

Notes	and	using	MRR	team	expert	judgement	where	differences	arise.

•	 On	the	whole, IPs have not reported against outcome-level results for 

year 1 (only	four	of	the	14	IPs	have	provided	this	data).	This	is	partly	due	to	

a)	the	set-up	and	implementation	delays	seen	across	the	programme	and	

b)	project-level	M&E	systems	not	being	established	to	measure	and	report	on	

outcome-level	results	on	an	annual	basis.	IPs	originally	planned	for	baseline,	

mid-line	and	end-line	data	collection.	Even	those	reporting	at	the	outcome	

level	this	time	have	indicated	that	it	is	too	early	in	the	programme	to	see	

outcome-level	change.	However,	all	IPs	have	been	able	to	outline	their	

theory	of	how	they	expect	the	project	to	build	resilience	through	the	‘3As’	

over	its	lifetime.

•	 While	a	lot	of	data	was	received	on	the	context	of	each	project,	there has 

been limited analysis of how the context is enabling or constraining 

change.	The	present	report	has	sought	to	overcome	this	by	consulting	with	

BRACED	KM	research	colleagues	in	order	to	deepen	the	analysis	based	on	

their	research	work.

15	 thisisparticularlyapparentwhenoutliningthedifferentlevelsofchange(expect,
likeandlovetosee),bothanticipatedandrealised,acrossthefourareasofchange.

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=761757df-7b3f-4cc0-9598-a684c40df788
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=761757df-7b3f-4cc0-9598-a684c40df788
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The	companion	report,	’Routes	to	resilience:	lessons	from	monitoring	BRACED’,	

further	explores	some	of	these	challenges	and	issues	in	terms	of	the	evidence	and	

learning	they	offer	on	how	to	monitor	and	measure	resilience-building.

2.4 Structure of the report
As	this	report	intends	to	contribute	to	BRACED	knowledge	and	evidence	

generation	efforts,	beyond	presenting	key	findings	and	lessons	against	specific	

programme-level	themes,	it	contains	a	number	of	project-level	illustrative	

examples.	What	makes	BRACED	rich	is	the	diversity	of	projects,	contexts	and	

approaches.	Even	though	programme-level	themes	have	emerged,	these	have	

been	implemented	differently	in	different	contexts	in	practice	–	and	the	present	

report	aims	to	illustrate	such	diversity	and	differences	in	approaches.	The	content	

of	the	report	is	substantial	in	order	to	sufficiently	represent	and	analyse	the	data	

of	14	different	projects,	from	a	programme	perspective,	using	the	three	different	

lenses	of	the	BRACED	M&E	framework.	The	following	information	is	intended	

to	help	the	reader	to	navigate	through	the	report:

•	 Sections 3, 4 and 5	present	findings	against	each	element	of	the	BRACED	

M&E	framework	in	turn:	pathways to resilience; resilience outcomes; and 

resilience in context.

•	 Key findings and lessons are highlighted at the start of each 

section.	Despite	the	wide	range	and	diversity	of	contexts,	projects	and	

approaches,	BRACED	projects	share	a	number	of	common	themes.	These	

are	identified	and	analysed	under	each	part	of	the	M&E	framework.	

(Annex	6	provides	a	complete	mapping	of	projects’	activities	and	

emerging	themes.)

•	 Illustrative examples provide a short narrative about a specific 

project to clarify a particular theme or finding.	As	many	projects	as	

possible	have	been	included	as	illustrative	examples	to	demonstrate	the	

number	and	breadth	of	projects.	These	examples	should	not	be	taken	

to	provide	a	statistically	significant	representation.	(A	small	number	

of	these	illustrative	examples	are	provided	in	the	main	report,	with	

supplementary	illustrative	examples	available	in	annex	7.)

•	 In	order	to	foster	reflection	and	learning,	a	series	of	text	boxes	with	

points	for	reflection	and	specific	examples	of	contextual	factors	affecting	

projects	are	also	highlighted.

•	 Section 6	draws	the	previous	three	parts	together,	providing	conclusions 

and recommendations for BRACED stakeholders and	suggesting	areas	for	

further	debate	and	reflection.

BRACED	projects,	along	with	the	evidence	generated	by	IPs	are	referred	to	as	

project	names	and	highlighted	in	bold,	while	a	list	of	the	project	names	and	

acronyms	can	be	found	in	annex	4.

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=ed9b8fa6-1174-4973-902c-6b1a5b9eae63
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This	section	describes	and	analyses	the	processes	and	pathways	through	which	

BRACED	projects	are	contributing	to	resilience-building	at	the	end	of	year	1.	

The	BRACED	programme	theory	of	change	identifies	four	interrelated	‘Areas of 

Change’	in	which	change	needs	to	happen	to	achieve	the	BRACED	programme’s	

long-term	objective.	These	four	areas	form	an	integral	part	of	the	BRACED	

programme-level	M&E	framework.	They	enable	us	to	better	understand	the	set	

of	processes	that	link	project	outputs	to	resilience	outcomes	and	ultimately	to	

impacts	on	human	well-being.	They	also	provide	the	framework	for	assessment	

of	the	BRACED	trajectory	towards	impact.

The four Areas of Change are defined as:

1. Changes in knowledge and attitudes	in	relation	to	resilience-

building,	in	order	to	further	strengthen	policies	and	practices.		

2. Changes in the capacities and skills	of	national	and	local	

government,	civil	society	and	private	sector	to	manage	the	risks	

of	climate	extremes	and	disasters.		

3. Changes in the quality of partnerships	to	deliver	interventions.		

4. Changes in decision-making processes through	inclusive	

participation,	as	one	key	aspect	of	a	resilient	system.

image:
neilPalmer(ciat)
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The	BRACED	programme	theory	of	change	does	not	presuppose	that	all	four	

areas	are	necessary	for	impact	to	occur.	Rather,	different	combinations	are	

required	according	to	the	context	that	projects	operate	within	and	also	project	

visions	of	change.	There	are	contexts	in	which	it	is	not	necessary	for	IPs	to	act	in	

all	four	areas	for	meaningful	impact	to	occur,	particularly	when	other	actors	are	

advancing	work	in	other	areas.

In	BRACED,	tracking	progress	against	each	Area	of	Change	is	influenced	by	

Outcome	Mapping16	thinking,	which	encourages	progress	monitoring	in	complex	

and	non-linear	development	processes.	The	desired	changes	inherent	in	project	

designs	are	defined	by	IPs	in	terms	of	‘expect	to	see’,	‘like	to	see’,	and	‘love	

to	see’.	These	‘Progress	Markers’	indicate	the	levels	of	progress	that	can	be	

expected	in	relation	to	each	stakeholder	as	the	BRACED	projects	evolve	over	

the	three-year	period.	‘Boundary	partners’	in	the	context	of	BRACED	are	those	

individuals	and	groups	that	IPs	work	and	interact	with	under	the	project,	in	order	

to	bring	about	change	under	one	or	more	Areas	of	Change,	beyond	just	direct	

project	beneficiaries.	(For	more	information	on	the	Areas	of	Change,	see	Note	3	

of	the	BRACED	M&E	Guidance	Notes.)

3.1 Changes in resilience knowledge 
and attitudes
About this Area of Change: In	order	to	strengthen	policy	and	practice,	this	

Area	of	Change	covers	changes	in	knowledge	and	attitudes	towards	climate	

and	disaster	resilience.	The	BRACED	programme	theory	of	change	hypothesises	

that	awareness,	knowledge	and	attitudes	underpin	individuals’	capacities	and	

hence	capacity-building	processes.	At	this	level,	activities	are	geared	towards	

influencing	attitudes	and	behaviour	and	generating	incentives	to	adopt	and	

apply	new	practises.	Main	key	stakeholders	in	BRACED	projects	include	local	

communities	and	local	authorities.

Summary of key findings

Level of change: The	majority	of	IPs’	activities	can	be	seen	as	

addressing	the	‘expect	to	see’	progress	markers,	as	they	are	

contributing	to	knowledge	around	resilience	to	climate	change	and	

creating	an	enabling	environment	for	increasing	capacity	and	skills	to	

improve	resilience,	in	particular	at	the	household	and	community	level.

Projects’	progress	to	date	suggests	that	community	dialogues	and	

participatory	planning	processes	are	the	entry	point	and	contribute	

to	increasing	awareness	and	knowledge	about	climate	and	disaster	

16	 outcomemapping:putspeopleatthecentre,definesoutcomesaschanges
inbehaviourandhelpsmeasurecontributiontocomplexchangeprocesses.
(source:outcomemappingwebsite:www.outcomemapping.ca).

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=761757df-7b3f-4cc0-9598-a684c40df788
http://www.outcomemapping.ca
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resilience	processes	and	approaches.	Cultural	beliefs,	gender	dynamics	

and	social	norms	are	key	factors	that	influence	changes	in	awareness	and	

knowledge,	particularly	in	relation	to	climate	and	weather	information.

In	relation	to	the	use	of	climate	and	weather	information,	efforts	

to	date	have	predominantly	focused	on	setting	up	processes	and	

partnerships	for	delivering climate	information	to	stakeholders.	Due	

to	the	early	stages	of	activities	centred	on	improving	‘access’	to	

climate	information,	the	actual	use	of	weather	forecasts	has	been	

limited	to	the	planning	of	project	activities.	However,	the	widespread	

use	of	information	related	to	a	major	event	(El	Niño)	confirms	that	

IPs	are	proving	effective	in	acting	as	intermediaries	between	more	

formal	climate	services,	such	as	national	meteorological	offices	

and	communities.

The next reporting period (year 2) should be one of great 

importance in terms of assessing the level of uptake and impact 

achieved. One	area	of	progress	that	should	be	monitored	is	work	to	

address	the	constraining	factors	around	access	to	and	use	of	climate	

information.	Many	of	the	challenges	that	have	been	identified	by	IPs	

are	well	known,	but	there	are	also	opportunities	to	address	questions	

of	information	literacy,	timing	of	information	availability,	lack	of	training	

and	lack	of	coordination.

Figure 4: Key findings from the first Area of Change – Knowledge and attitudes

Changes in the 
decision-making
processes

 Changes in
 the quality of 
  partnerships       

Changes in the 
capacities and 
skills 

AREA OF CHANGE 1:

?

Changes in 
knowledge and 
attitudes in relation to 
resilience-building, in order to further 
strengthen policies and practices.

• BRACED Theory of Change hypothesises
that awareness, knowledge and attitudes 
underpin individuals’ capacities and hence 
capacity-building processes.

• Main stakeholders: Communities and 
local authorities.

• Lesson: The cultural and political 
dimension of learning and changing 
attitudes and behaviour should not
be underestimated.

• Lesson: The challenge remains: from 
easy use of near-term information
and the more challenging use of 
longer-term information.

AREAS OF CHANGE

OUTCOME
Poor people in developing 
countries have improved 

their levels of resilience to 
climate-related shocks and 
stresses. This is measured 

using the three dimensions 
of resilience: Anticipatory, 

Absorptive and 
Adaptive capacity.
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Emerging lessons

•	 The cultural and political dimension of learning and changing 

attitudes and behaviour should not be underestimated.	

Raising	awareness	and	knowledge	about	climate	and	disaster	

resilience	underpins	the	need	to	drive	changes	in	individuals	and	

communities’	behaviour	and	practice.	Participatory	and	community-

based	assessments	and	planning	processes	might	be	the	starting	

point	towards	change;	however,	BRACED	could	be	missing	an	

important	part	of	the	change	story	if	IPs	do	not	better	define	

and	report	how	projects	address	the	cultural,	social	and	political	

dimensions	that	underpin	stakeholders’	practices.

•	 The challenge remains: from easy use of near-term information 

and the more challenging use of longer-term information.	

Near-term	climate	information	seems	readily	available	and	easily	

applicable	for	IPs	in	the	majority	of	contexts.	The	use	of	longer-term	

historical	data	or	projections	is	much	more	limited,	which	affects	

the	adaptation-specific	dimensions	of	BRACED	to	some	extent.	

More	support	should	be	offered	to	IPs	and	communities	in	building	

bridges	between	the	seemingly	easy	use	of	near-term	information	

and	the	more	challenging	use	of	longer-term	information.

How is progress tracked?	In	BRACED,	knowledge	transfer	mechanisms	are	

tracked	through	a	series	of	progress	markers.	These	help	us	understand	the	

extent	to	which	the	acquisition	of	new	knowledge	leads	to	changes	in	attitude	

and,	ultimately,	to	the	adoption	of	new	practices.	IPs	report	progress	against	

three	overarching	progress	markers	that	reflect	the	progression	towards	the	

desired	level	of	change.	Table	2	illustrates	the	progress	markers	within	this	

Area	of	Change.	This	programme-level	synthesis	and	analysis	has	considered	

the	changes	reported	by	IPs	and	identified	emerging	themes	around	these	

overarching	progress	markers.

Table 2: Knowledge and attitudes progress markers

expect to see like to see love to see

knowledgeistransferred knowledgeistakenup
andapplied

knowledgeinforms
widerpolicyandpractice
(beyondbeneficiaries)

As	part	of	finalising	their	project-level	M&E	and	in	response	to	KM	feedback,	

each	IP	identified	what	changes	they	expected,	would	like	and	would	love	to	see	
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in	each	relevant	project	stakeholder	during	the	lifetime	of	the	project.17	At	the	

end	of	year	1,	they	then	reported	change	against	these	as	a	‘baseline’.

•	 At	the	‘expect	to	see’	level,	IPs’	specific	progress	markers	included	the	

transfer	of	basic	knowledge	and	understanding	of	key	concepts	and	

processes	thought	targeted	training	activities	and	the	participation	of	local	

communities	and	local	government	in	planning	processes.

•	 At	the	‘like	to	see’	level,	progress	markers	included	ownership	of	project	

activities,	the	integration	of	community	plans	into	local	government	plans	

and	participation	of	governments	and	communities	in	the	development	of	

action	plans.

•	 At	the	‘love	to	see’	level,	progress	markers	included	the	application	of	new	

knowledge	into	non-targeted	community	plans	and	actions.

Addressing knowledge and attitudes: emerging themes

Much	of	the	work	conducted	by	IPs	during	year	1	has	been	in	the	area	of	

awareness	raising	and	knowledge	generation.	Projects	have	included	specific	

awareness-raising	activities	as	well	as	informal	and	formal	stakeholder	meetings	

to	spark	discussions,	interest	and	incentives.	Intrinsic	factors,	such	as	cultural	

beliefs,	perceptions	and	social	norms,	may	determine	the	extent	to	which	

knowledge	influences	attitudes	and	practice.	During	year	1,	most	IPs	reported	

changes	emerging	in	two	themes.	(Annex	6	contains	a	complete	mapping	of	

projects’	activities	and	emerging	themes.)

EMERGING THEME 1: COMMUNITY-BASED 
PARTICIPATORY PLANNING

For	most	BRACED	projects,	mobilisation	and	awareness	raising	are	the	starting	

point	for	addressing	immediate	concerns	and	knowledge	gaps,	as	well	as	

in	organising	stakeholders	around	wider	issues	(10	projects).	To	this	end,	

community-based	planning	processes	play	a	central	role	for	enhancing	knowledge	

and	influencing	attitudes	of	local	communities	and	other	stakeholders.	For	the	

most	part,	these	planning	processes	are	used	to	identify	local	priorities	and	needs	

while	strengthening	the	knowledge	base	about	climatic	risk	and	vulnerabilities.

“Across	BRACED	projects,	planning	processes	
are	highly	context-specific	and	they	take	

different	names	and	processes”

Fostering	local	planning	processes	is	viewed	as	the	key	entry	point	for	building	

knowledge	and	understanding	about	climatic	and	disaster	risk.	Across	BRACED	

17	 asmallnumberofiPsdidnotidentifystakeholdersandprogressmarkersfor
eachareaofchangeaspartoftheirprojectm&Eplan.tofillthisgap,theseiPs
developedasetof‘baseline’progressmarkersaspartoftheiryear1reporting.
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projects,	planning	processes	are	highly	context-specific	and	they	take	different	

names	and	processes.	This	includes	Local	Adaptation	Plans	for	Action	(LAPAs)	

(ANUKULAN),	Village	Risk	Management	plans	through	BRAPA	analysis	(CIARE, 

Zaman Lebidi),	Community-based	Disaster	Risk	Management	plans	(CBDRM)	

(SUR1M),	Community	Adaptation	Action	Plans	(CAADP)	(PRESENCES)	and	

community	participatory	resilience	assessments	(DCF).	Common	to	all	these	

processes	is	the	shared	objective	of	fostering	participatory	learning	and	local	

planning	that	is	focused	on	local	needs	and	priorities.

Ensuring	and	promoting	the	equal	participation	of	men	and	women	in	the	

planning	and	decision-making	process	is	also	a	key	feature	across	these	

approaches.	Where	projects	were	able	to	report	statistics	disaggregated	by	

gender	(9	projects),	there	was	often	relatively	high	participation	of	women.	

However,	IPs	did	not	clearly	report	the	extent	to	which,	beyond	participation,	

women’s	priorities	are	included	in	the	planning	process.	This	is	explored	further	

in	relation	to	inclusive	resilience-building	(see	section	3.4).

Through	the	planning	process,	considerable	efforts	and	progress	have	been	

made	in	relation	to	establishing	groups	and	structures	that	facilitate	knowledge	

transfer	(11	out	of	14).	Leadership,	ownership	and	participation	are	strengthened	

through	the	establishment	of	community	groups	who	are	responsible	for	the	

implementation	of	the	planned	activities.	It	is	expected	that	the	leaders	and	

champions	of	such	groups	would	act	as	the	key	change	agents	to	shifts	in	

attitudes	to	help	eliminate	any	barriers	to	enabling	capacity.	Examples	of	these	

community	groups	include:	Early	Warning	Committees	in	Burkina	Faso	(Zaman 

Lebidi)	Village	Savings	and	Loans	Associations	(VSLAs)	in	Myanmar	(Myanmar 

Alliance),	Kenya/Uganda	(PROGRESS)	and	Chad	(BRICS);	Farmer	groups	in	

Niger/Mali	(SUR1M);	Resilience	and	Adaptation	Committees	in	Kenya	and	

Uganda	(PROGRESS)	and	Adaptation	committees	in	Mali	and	Senegal	(DCF).	

Through	these	groups,	beyond	‘traditional’	knowledge	transfer	and	awareness-

raising	activities,	BRACED	projects	foster	experiential	learning	processes,	linking	

training	with	practice	and	translating	experience	into	knowledge.	IP	reports	

present	early	indications	of	ownership	and	leadership	potentially	paving	the	

way	for	inclusive	implementation	processes	(see	section	3.4,	Area	of	Change	4:	

Inclusive	decision-making	processes).

A	common	feature	across	BRACED	projects	is	the	need	to	strengthen	

the	planning	process	through	training	and	capacity	building,	in	particular	in	

relation	to	local	government	stakeholders	and	technical	services	(9	out	of	14	

projects).	This	is	explored	further	in	relation	to	capacity	building	in	section	3.2.	

Yet,	BRACED	projects	tend	to	assume	a	relatively	straightforward,	linear	process	

of	knowledge	transfer	and	changes	in	practices	and	capacities.	Discussions	

about	power	relations,	incentives	and	cultural	norms	are	hardly	mentioned	

in	year	1	reports.	Documenting	the	individual	and	collective	processes	of	

attitudinal	change	is	something	that	should	be	addressed	in	next	year’s	

project	reporting.

Differences	can	be	found	in	the	processes	by	which	IPs	engage	local	

governments	in	the	planning	processes.	In	BRACED	projects	that	focus	on	disaster	

risk	management	planning,	there	is	a	tendency	to	use	these	community-level	
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planning	processes	to	link	to	government.	In	Mali,	the	RIC4REC	project	supports	

community	working	groups	to	support	village	risk	assessments	and	develop	

community-based	plans.	The	project	facilitated	meetings	between	communities	

and	local	councils,	where	the	community-based	disaster	risk	management	plans	

and	priorities	were	presented.	Similarly,	the	ANUKULAN project	is	working	with	

the	Village	Development	Committees	and	local	population	to	develop	local	

adaptation	plans	of	action	(LAPAs).	These	LAPAs	intend	to	integrate	disaster	risk	

reduction	(DRR)	and	climate	change	adaptation	planning,	which	previously	had	

been	treated	as	administratively	separate	by	the	government.

During	year	1,	IPs	reported	that	through	participatory	assessment	and	planning	

processes	and	the	establishment	of	local	committees,	communities	and	the	

local	government	demonstrated	increased	levels	of	understanding	of	key	

concepts	and	processes,	such	as	climate	change,	DRR,	and	vulnerability	

and	capacity	assessments	(10	out	of	14	projects).	A	review	of	IPs’	reports	

highlights	that	it	is	too	early	in	the	programme	to	demonstrate	the	extent	to	

which	improvements	in	awareness	and	knowledge	are	influencing	changes	

in	planning	processes.	To	date,	projects	have	engaged	communities	and	

local	governments	in	the	development	of	disaster	risk	management/climate	

change	adaptation	community-based	plans.	Some	examples	provided	by	

IPs	indicate	an	engagement	with	local	government	to	integrate	these	into	

government	development	plans.	However,	the	limited	reference	to	integration	

or	mainstreaming	processes	raises	questions	about	the	extent	to	which	BRACED	

projects	will	achieve	long-lasting,	sustainable	change.	Project	mid-term	

reviews,	due	in	November	2016,	may	provide	supplementary	data	on	this.

When	linking	community-based	planning	to	higher	levels	of	governance,	

simple	process	indicators	(i.e.	the	development	of	a	new	policy	mainstreaming	

adaptation	or	DRR	measures,	or	the	establishment	of	a	forum	for	collaborating	

on	resilience)	are	not	sufficient	to	understand	the	change	process.	These	should	

be	accompanied	with	a	more	detailed	narrative	about	the	enforcement	of	these	

policies	or	an	examination	of	how	making	these	links	has	resulted	in	positive	

changes	on	project	beneficiaries.	As	projects	move	past	the	early	stages	of	

implementation,	documenting	such	processes	and	how	they	lead	to	outcome-

level	changes	is	as	important	as	noting	the	processes	themselves.

There	are	also	clear	differences	between	these	approaches,	mainly	in	relation	to	

the	use	of	climate	information.	This	is	another	emerging	theme	of	this	synthesis.

EMERGING THEME 2: ACCESSING AND USING CLIMATE 
AND WEATHER INFORMATION

Climate	services	are	key	to	supporting	the	resilience	of	people	and	communities.	

A	key	area	of	knowledge	generation	and	application	in	the	BRACED	programme	

relates	to	climate	and	weather	information	(14	projects).	BRACED	attempts	

to	create	an	enabling	environment	for	better	access,	use	and	application	of	

weather	and	climate	information	in	countries	where	there	are	severe	challenges	

in	connecting	climate	information	producers	and	end	users.	This	is	an	area	of	

ongoing	research	for	the	BRACED	KM	in	collaboration	with	IPs	(see	annex	8	

for	references).
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The	challenge	for	IPs	as	climate	information	intermediaries18	is	to	access	and	

use	all	the	types	of	climate	information	needed	to	build	anticipatory,	adaptive	

and	absorptive	capacities	to	enable	beneficiaries	to	cope	with	and	prepare	

better	for	climate	extremes	in	the	short	term,	better	plan	for	increasing	seasonal	

variability	and	make	decisions	to	adapt	to	longer-term	shifts	in	averages	and	

climate	extremes.19

Within	this	context,	IPs	are	widely	accessing	and	using	weather	and	climate	

information	–	with	a	strong	bias	towards	near-term	to	seasonal	time	scales.	

Rainfall	data	appears	to	be	the	most	accessed	information,	with	seasonal	

information	on	onset	and	secession	dates	being	widely	communicated.	In	the	

case	of	projects	covering	pastoral	communities,	information	covering	home	

and	transhumance	areas	is	provided.	In	addition,	information	on	temperature,	

hydrology	(SUR1M),	vegetation	coverage	(NDVI)	(MAR, BRICS)	are	used.	

Unsurprisingly,	given	the	difference	in	climatic	context,	the	data	sought	by	the	

Myanmar Alliance	is	considerably	different,	focusing	on	floods,	cyclones	and	

storm	surge.	Use	of	climate	information	related	to	the	recent	El	Niño	events	was	

widely	reported,	and	there	is	considerable	evidence	of	the	use	of	advisories	by	

IPs	contributing	to	averted	losses.

Climate	and	weather	information	are	mostly	being	used	to	engage	with	

communities	and	sub-national	policy	processes,	informing	decision-making	

related	to	agricultural,	pastoral	and	disaster	preparedness	activities.	The	use	of	

climate	information	in	community	planning	processes	has	been	fairly	limited	so	

far.	Several	projects	(including	BRICS, IRISS, PRESENCES, DCF and Myanmar 

Alliance)	are	in	the	early	stages	of	implementing	this,	or	of	building	on	past	work	

to	do	so.	The	extent	to	which	climate	and	weather	information	is	already	being	

used	to	inform	local	level	decision-making	differs	between	projects.

There	are	some	examples	of	BRACED	IPs	using	climate	information	to	engage	

with	longer-term	planning	activities	(ANUKULAN, DCF, RIC4REC),	but	these	

processes	tend	to	be	in	preparatory	or	very	early	stages	at	this	point.	This	is	

heavily	influenced	by	the	overall	state	of	progress	of	the	IPs	in	terms	of	setting	up	

the	relevant	partnerships	and	related	project	activities,	as	well	as	the	availability	

of	data.	For	instance,	the	IRISS	project	reported	that:	‘Localised weather data 

is virtually unavailable in South Sudan. Reliable downscaled meteorological 

predictions are therefore not available, and information accessed in country is 

largely limited to seasonal regional projections such as those provided by ICPAC 

and FEWSNET.’ However,	the	limited	reference	to	historical	data	(with	MAR	

and	ANUKULAN	as	two	exceptions)	or	longer-term	(decadal	to	multi-decadal)	

18	 Jones,L.,harvey,b.andgodfrey-Wood,r.(2016)’thechangingroleofngos
insupportingclimateservices’.bracEDknowledgemanagerresilienceintel.
London:oDi.

19	 ForareviewofweatherandclimateinformationforbracEDprogramme
countries,seeWilkinson,E.,budimir,m.,ahmed,a.k.andouma,g.(2015)
’climateinformationandservicesinbracEDcountries’.bracEDknowledge
managerresilienceintel.London:oDi.

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=838e97e9-2ffb-40e6-867b-2318a9112a17
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=838e97e9-2ffb-40e6-867b-2318a9112a17
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=70e1b775-668a-4817-8878-77585419edc8
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projections	raises	questions	about	the	extent	to	which	BRACED	IPs	are	bringing	

a	robust	adaptation	dimension	to	their	work.	This	could	be	investigated	further.

Some	IPs	are	still	in	the	early	stages	of	making	use	of	even	basic	near-term	

climate	and	weather	information.	On	the	whole,	however,	there	is	a	clear	trend	

towards	them	using	climate	information	for	resilience-building	activities,	at	least	

with	regard	to	near-term	(daily	to	seasonal)	planning	and	decision-making.	There	

are	a	few	examples	of	IPs	using	the	information	for	more	strategic	decision-

making,	either	in	terms	of	their	own	work	or	in	association	with	local/national	

authorities.	For	instance,	the	MAR	project	reported	using	climate	data	to	design	

the	Afar	drought	response	project.	The	Myanmar Alliance	project	has	used	the	

data	to	prepare	for	hosting	a	monsoon	forum.	In	Uganda,	El	Niño	forecasts	led	

to	the	development	of	a	strategy	in	Karamoja	aimed	at	taking	advantage	of	the	

rainfall	period	(PROGRESS).

At	the	community	level,	there	is	widespread	use	of	radio,	television,	

community	learning	groups,	theatre	and	other	tailored	formats	for	building	

awareness	and	communicating	climate	information.	There	are	examples	of	

these	in	table	3	below:

In	the	majority	of	cases,	IPs	have	either	embedded	communications	partners	in	

their	teams	or	formed	external	partnerships	with	them.	A	significant	number	of	

these	collaborations	are	already	operational,	while	others	anticipate	them	being	

operational	for	the	next	cropping	season.

Table 3: Illustrative examples – communication tools and approaches 
for climate information

project (country) communication tools and approache

DCF (Mali + Senegal) Partnershipswithradioforbroadcastinlocallanguages;
partnershipwithtechnicalservicestotranslateclimate
informationforfarmers

Myanmar Alliance 
(Myanmar)

monsoonforumtoshareforecastsatstate/regional
level;climateprofilesforlocalplanners;discussionswith
nationaltelevisionstation

PROGRESS (Uganda 
+ Kenya)

radioweatherannouncements;sharedlearningdialogues;
dramaandsongsperformedbyyouthandwomen’s
groups

WHH (Burkina Faso) broadcaststhroughcommunityradiostations;local
monitoringbyfarmers

Zaman Lebidi 
(Burkina Faso)

radiobroadcastscoordinatedbypartner‘internews’
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Context matters: cultural values and beliefs

Successful	use	of	climate	information	at	community	level	hinges	on	

understanding	how	people	make	sense	of	changes	in	their	local	climate	

and	how	they	interpret	associated	risks	and	opportunities.	When	sharing	

knowledge	and	building	awareness	about	climate	information,	cultural	values	

may	impact	the	applicability	and	use	of	information	received	by	communities.	

For	example,	field	supervisors	and	partner	organisations	in	the	PRESENCES	

project	in	Niger	reported	that	the	concept	of	probability	behind	climate	

information is	a	challenge	and	affects	people’s	trust	because	community	

members	are	used	to	absolute	truths.

Similarly,	the	BRICS	report	in	Chad	and	Sudan	questions	the	project’s	basic	

assumption	that	if	the	right	early	warning	information	is	available,	then people	

want	to	have	it	and	use	it.	This	is	not	necessarily	the	case,	particularly	for	

pastoralists	who	are	wary	of	any	outside	influence	or	information,	due	to	

historic	marginalisation.	Project	theories	of	change,	monitoring	and	reporting	

systems	need	to	clearly	reflect	upon	and	articulate	the	hypothesis	and	

assumptions	underpinning	knowledge	transfer	processes.

The	list	of	decisions	that	were	informed	through	the	distribution	of	climate	

information	in	year	1	is	extensive,	particularly	at	the	household	to	community	

scales.	These	tend	to	focus	on	immediate	and	near-term	decisions	on	issues	such	

as	cropping,	transhumance	and	responses	to	extreme	weather.	One	case	in	point	

is	provided	by	the	PROGRESS	project.	The	Kenya	Meteorological	Department	

issued	an	El	Niño	warning	in	July	2015.	They	named	23	counties	likely	to	be	

affected,	including	Wajir.	The	El	Niño	rains	did	not	happen	at	the	predicted	

magnitude;	however,	an	average	amount	of	rains	caused	flash	floods	in	some	of	

the	BRACED	project	villages.	The	information	on	the	prediction	of	the	El	Niño	

rains	was	widely	disseminated	through	radio	broadcasts,	shared	learning	dialogue	

and	general	awareness	creation	by	the	Resilience	Adaptation	Committees.	This	

enabled	many	households	to	move	to	raised	grounds,	which	contributed	to	

reducing	the	effects	of	the	flash	floods.	A	case	in	point	was	Abakore,	where	

50	households	moved	from	their	homes	to	higher	grounds.	When	the	rains	

eventually	came	to	this	area,	there	was	no	casualties.

Perhaps	because	it	is	early	in	the	programme,	there	are	a	limited	number	of	

impacts	noted	beyond	the	community	level.	This	could	be	an	area	of	further	

analysis	for	the	KM	at	later	stages	of	the	programme,	as	could	the	introduction	of	

further	monitoring	of	the	levels	of	contribution	of	IP	activities	to	decision-making	

(e.g.	through	contribution	analysis).
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Point for reflection: Information tends to be readily available, but are 

IPs making the most of this?

Overwhelmingly,	climate	information	is	being	sourced	from	freely	available	

public	sources	such	as	met	office	bulletins	and	advisories,	AGHRYMET	

advisories,	UN	websites	and	online	portals.	As	such,	IPs	are	primarily	playing	

a	translation	and	brokering	role.	This	is	in	line	with	what	we	would	have	

expected.20	However,	the	extent	to	which	many	IPs	are	actually	undertaking	

further	translation	(into	another	language	or	other	formats)	in	order	to	‘add	

value’,	as	opposed	to	passing	along	the	existing	analysis	is	not	clear.	It	appears	

that,	in	many	instances,	it	is	simply	a	matter	of	passing	on	this	information	

and	having	it	communicated	through	appropriate	local	channels.	IPs	generally	

note	that	the	information	is	easily	accessible	for	them,	though	they	state	that	

this	does	not	mean	it	is	as	accessible	to	communities	without	the	necessary	

connectivity	and	levels	of	literacy.	In	a	small	number	of	cases	(PRESENCES, 

ANUKULAN),	communities	are	being	identified	as	sources	of	local	climate	

information,	which	is	being	drawn	upon	in	co-production	processes	such	as	

participatory	scenario	planning.

Across	the	projects,	but	in	West	Africa	in	particular,	there	appears	to	be	a	

consistent	involvement	with	the	regional	or	thematic	centres	of	excellence	

like	AGRHYMET,	ICPAC	and	FEWSNET	in	the	acquisition	and	interpretation	

of	climate	information.	The	involvement	of	national	met	services	is	noted	in	

most	cases,	though	it	is	not	always	clear	what	the	nature	of	that	involvement	

is.	In	some	instances,	there	are	multiple	potential	providers	of	information,	

with	some	reports	of	a	lack	of	clarity	on	how	responsibilities	have	been	

divided.	For	instance,	in	the	Zaman Lebidi	project,	both	the	Burkina	Faso	

and	UK	met	offices	are	identified	as	providers	but	it	appears	that	there	have	

been	challenges	in	getting	climate	information	integrated	into	implementation	

activities.	They	note,	for	example,	that	‘it is not clear what decisions, if any, 

have been made on the basis of the information provided by the DGM [national 

met office] to date, especially as it is not thought that the BAD [10-day forecast] 

is being routinely provided to partners’.

Examples	of	IPs	undertaking	new	and	additional	data	processing	and	analysis	

for	their	areas	of	intervention	are	limited	(MAR, IRISS).	This	tended	to	be	

limited	to	IPs	where	there	is	a	technical	lead	who	is	already	highly	competent	

in	using	the	tools	in	question,	or	who	actually	developed	these	tools.	There	

are	however,	a	number	of	examples	of	projects	collecting	local	level	data	

through	the	purchase	of	rain	gauges	(IRISS),	establishing	local	monitoring	

stations	(WHH),	or	through	participatory	processes	for	collecting	qualitative	

data	(PRESENCES, ANUKULAN).	These	trends	may	be	linked	to	the	nature	of	

the	climate	information	being	sought:	near	term	weather	forecasting	(which	

tends	to	be	widely	available).	It	is	unclear,	however,	whether	the	focus	on	this	

20	 Jones,L.,harvey,b.andgodfrey-Woods,r.(2016)thechangingroleofngos
insupportingclimateservices.bracEDknowledgemanagerresilienceintel.
London:oDi.

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=838e97e9-2ffb-40e6-867b-2318a9112a17
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=838e97e9-2ffb-40e6-867b-2318a9112a17
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form	of	information	is	driven	by	supply	(i.e.	a	lack	of	additional	data	that	may	

require	new	analysis	or	modelling)	or	by	demand	(e.g.	stakeholders	not	asking	

for	longer	term	projections).	Further	research	would	help	clarify	these	issues.

3.2 Strengthening capacities and skills 
to manage climate and disaster risks
About this Area of Change: Building	resilience	is	complex	process	that	involves	

more	than	knowledge	and	awareness	building.	The	BRACED	theory	of	change	

hypothesises	that	changes	in	knowledge	and	awareness	can	lead	to	shifts	in	

practice	if	people	have	the	capacity	to	take	action.	The	lack	of	capacity	and	skills	

to	manage	the	risk	of	climate	extremes	and	disasters	is	seen	across	BRACED	

projects	as	a	key	bottleneck	in	improving	climate	and	disaster	resilience.	

Strengthening	the	capacities	and	skills	of	national	and	local	government,	civil	

society	and	the	private	sector	to	manage	the	risks	of	climate	extremes	and	

disasters	is	vital	to	BRACED	achieving	its	outcomes	and	long-term	goals.	Progress	

markers	within	the	Area	of	Change	of	strengthening	capacities	and	skills	look	

at	the	set	of	processes	that	translate	increased	capacity	and	skills	to	changing	

practice	and	policy.

Figure 5: Key findings from the second Area of Change – Capacities and skills

AREAS OF CHANGE

Changes in the 
decision-making
processes

 Changes in the
 quality of 
  partnerships       

Changes in 
knowledge 
and attitudes

?

Changes in the 
capacities and skills  
of national and local government, civil 
society and private sector to manage the 
risks of climate extremes and disasters.

• BRACED Theory of Change hypothesises that 
changes in knowledge and awareness can lead
to shifts in practice if people have the capacity
to take action.

• Main stakeholders: National and local 
government, civil society and the private sector.

• Lesson: Building capacity to manage the risk
of climate extremes and disasters goes beyond 
technical skills.

• Lesson: It is not about one type of capacity but 
a combination of capacities.

• Lesson: Joined-up programming and 
complementary activities are essential if 
they are to support women’s empowerment
and sustained change.

AREA OF CHANGE 2:

OUTCOME
Poor people in developing 
countries have improved 

their levels of resilience to 
climate-related shocks and 
stresses. This is measured 

using the three dimensions 
of resilience: Anticipatory, 

Absorptive and 
Adaptive capacity.
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Summary of key findings

Level of change: To	date,	most	IPs	have	achieved	their	‘expect	to	see’	

progress	markers	as	a	large	number	capacity-building	activities	have	

been	implemented	for	a	wide	range	of	stakeholders.	Annual	reports	

indicate	that	IPs	are	confident	that	BRACED	projects	have	had	an	

impact	and	many	are	able	to	describe	specific	examples	where	this	has	

happened.	However,	as	yet	this	is	not	more	than	anecdotal	evidence.

Evidence	to	date	highlights	that	capacity-building	processes	in	

BRACED	address	a	wide	range	of	actors	and	sectors.	As	illustrated	

below,	there	are	a	few	examples	of	capacity-building	activities	shaping	

attitudes,	behaviours	and	practice.	Further	steps	are	still	necessary	to	

consolidate	this	and	ensure	the	sustainability	of	emerging	changes.	

Findings	suggest	that	the	focus	and	approach	of	capacity	development	

on	individuals	and	–	to	a	lesser	extent	–	institutions,	is	limited.	The	

system	under	which	the	targeted	interventions	are	taking	place,	the	

processes	involved	and	the	mechanisms	required	all	need	to	be	further	

explored	and	understood.	This	could	be	an	area	of	further	investigation	

in	next	year’s	annual	reports,	as	well	as	in	project	final	evaluations.

The	process	of	promoting	women’s	empowerment	is	slow	

and	BRACED	projects	are	demonstrating	positive	action	for	the	

first	year	of	implementation	(e.g.	collecting	gender-disaggregated	

data	and	targeting	women	and	girls	to	ensure	they	benefit	from	

equal	opportunities).	The	assumption	that	women’s	economic	

empowerment	leads	to	wider	social	empowerment	and	resilience	

is	not	yet	documented	with	evidence	and	is	an	area	that	would	

therefore	benefit	from	further	research.

Emerging lessons

•	 Building capacity to manage the risk of climate extremes and 

disasters goes beyond technical skills.	Institutional	change,	

leadership,	empowerment	and	public	participation	are	critical	so	

that	stakeholders	can	effectively	use	newly	acquired	knowledge	

and	skills	and	do	so	in	a	sustainable	way.	Understanding	capacity-

building	processes	in	isolation	from	the	underlying	structural	issues	

shaping	vulnerability	may	limit	the	potential	for	transformation.	So	

too	can	failing	to	adequately	analyse	the	political	relationships	that	

mediate	the	ways	in	which	particular	capacity-building	processes	

result	in	differentiated	outcomes	for	different	groups.
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•	 It is not about one type of capacity but a combination of 

capacities.	The	value	of	capacity-building	activities	lies	in	blending	

a	wide	range	of	them.	For	example,	financial	literacy	training	with	

formal	links	between	VSLAs	and	Micro	Finance	Institutions	(MFIs)	

could	be	combined	with	the	sensitisation	of	government	actors,	

along	with	producer	and	marketing	groups.	Integrating,	sequencing,	

and	layering	activities	is	critical	if	those	actions	are	to	support	the	

sustainability	of	projects’	core	objectives.

•	 Joined-up programming and complementary activities are 

essential if they are to support women’s empowerment	and 

sustained change,	rather	than	short-term,	localised	and	more	

instrumental	gains.

How is progress tracked: In	BRACED,	capacity	building	is	tracked	through	

a	series	of	progress	markers	at	the	output	level.	This	helps	us	understand	the	

extent	to	which	capacity-building	processes	actually	lead	to	changes	in	the	

capabilities	of	key	project	stakeholders	to	manage	the	risks	of	climate	extremes	

and	disasters	more	effectively	in	relation	to	project	objectives.	IPs	report	progress	

against	three	overarching	progress	markers.	These	reflect	the	progression	towards	

the	desired	overall	change	the	projects	aim	to	achieve.	Table	4	illustrates	the	

overarching	progress	markers	within	this	Area	of	Change.	This	synthesis	and	

analysis	has	considered	the	changes	reported	by	IPs	and	identified	emerging	

themes	around	these	overarching	progress	markers.

Table 4: Capacity and skills progress markers

expect to see like to see love to see

buildingofkeyskills shapingattitudesand
behaviours

supportingnewpractices
andpolicies

As	with	the	knowledge	and	attitudes	Area	of	Change,	each	IP	identified	what	

changes	they	expected,	would	like	and	would	love	to	see	in	each	relevant	project	

stakeholder	during	the	lifetime	of	the	project,	as	part	of	finalising	their	project-

level	M&E,	and	in	response	to	KM	feedback	(or	they	included	this	as	part	of	their	

year	1	reporting).	At	the	end	of	year	1,	they	then	reported	change	against	these	

as	a	‘baseline’.

•	 At	the	‘expect	to	see’	level,	project-specific	progress	markers	included	areas	

such	as	provision	of	training,	delivery	of	key	capacity-building	activities	and	

the	participation	of	targeted	stakeholders.

•	 At	the	‘like	to	see’	level,	progress	markers	included	the	leadership	and	

participation,	adoption	of	new	practices,	increases	in	demand	for	trainings	by	

non-project	beneficiaries	and	replication	of	new	practices	in	non-project	areas.

•	 At	the	‘love	to	see’	level,	progress	markers	included	changes	in	productive	

systems,	planning	processes.
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It	is	important	to	highlight	that	BRACED	IPs	promote	capacity	building	beyond	

‘traditional’	training	programmes	through	experiential	learning,	linking	trainings	

with	practice	and	translating	the	experience	into	new	knowledge.	As	such,	it	has	

proven	difficult	for	IPs	to	distinctively	report	progress	and	changes	in	knowledge	

and	awareness	(section	3.1)	and	capacity	building.	Where	relevant,	this	section	

makes	a	clear	distinction	between	the	two.

Strengthening capacities and skills: emerging themes

As	with	knowledge	generation	activities,	much	of	the	support	provided	to	

stakeholders	by	BRACED	projects	to	date	has	been	in	the	area	of	capacity	

building	(14	projects).	Projects	include	specific	capacity-building	components	

across	a	wide	variety	of	issues,	ranging	from	value	chain	development	to	hygiene	

and	nutritional	practices.	Capacity	building	is	a	long-term	endeavour	that	often	

follows	unpredictable	trajectories.	Tangible	results	are	difficult	to	demonstrate	

in	the	short	term.	It	is	well	known	that	there	are	several	factors	that	influence	

whether	skills	development	will	lead	to	changes	in	practice	and	performance.	

Issues	such	as	the	quality	of	the	learning	process,	personal	incentives	and	the	

wider	context	within	which	learning	takes	place	may	determine	the	extent	to	

which	capacity-building	processes	ultimately	lead	to	expected	changes.	Having	

said	this,	most	IPs	reported	emerging	changes	during	year	1.

Table	5	provides	a	summary	of	capacity-building	activities	conducted	to	date	and	the	

emerging	changes	reported	by	IPs.	A	small	number	of	additional	illustrative	examples	

are	provided	throughout	this	section,	with	further	examples	available	in	annex	7.

Table 5: Synthesis of individual capacity-building activities and 
emerging changes

building capacity 
fields

activities (illustrative) changes (illustrative)

Planning trainingonresilienceassessmentsand
prioritisation,useofclimatedata

improvingaccesstorelevantdata

Establishmentofrelevantgovernanceprocesses
(linkingcommunitiesandlocalgovernments)

Localgovernmentsdesignactionplanstogether
andpriorityinterventionsareplanned/funded

(PROGRESS, SUR1M, MAR, Myanmar Alliance, 
PRESENCES, RIC4REC, Zaman Lebidi, IRISS)

Agricultural practices trainingonclimate-smartagriculturalpractices

Establishmentofstructurestoprovide
advisoryservices(e.g.veterinaryor
phytosanitaryservices)

accesstoprivatesector

Farmersadoptnew(climate-smart)
agriculturalpractices,includingnew
income-generatingactivities

(DCF, IRISS-expected, ANUKULAN, BRICS, 
PROGRESS, SUR1M, Myanmar Alliance-
expected, WHH, PRESENCES, Zaman Lebidi, 
CIARE, RIC4REC)

Domestic practices trainingonhygieneandonnutritionpractices

Establishmentofstructurestoprovideadvisory
services(e.g.healthcentres)

supporttobuildinfrastructure(e.g.latrines
andwells)

householdsadoptnewdomesticpractices
enhancingtheirresilience(e.g.dietarydiversity,
hygieneandwatermanagement)

(ANUKULAN, BRICS, Zaman Lebidi)
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building capacity 
fields

activities (illustrative) changes (illustrative)

Infrastructure trainingonclimate-smartbuildingpractices

training/establishmentofearlywarning
systems

communitiesadoptnewpracticesinasustainable
way,includingnewincome-generatingactivities

(Myanmar Alliance-expected)

communitiesbenefitfromimprovedearlywarning
processandinfrastructure(Myanmar Alliance, 
WHH-expected, SUR1M, ANUKULAN, Zaman 
Lebidi-expected, BRICS-expected)

Natural resources 
management

trainingonnaturalresourcesmanagement,
potentiallyincombinationwithtrainingon
agriculture(conservationagriculture)

supportingdiscussionsandnegotiations
betweenusersandserviceproviders

Establishment/reinforcementoflegalservices/
disputemanagementservices

communitiesadoptnewclimate-smart,natural
resourcesmanagementpractices,includingnew
income-generatingactivities

(BRICS, PROGRESS, SUR1M, MAR-expected, 
PRESENCES, RIC4REC)

Land-useconflictsaredecreasing(especially
betweenpastoralistsandfarmers)

Financial and 
managerial skills, 
entrepreneurship

trainingsonfinance,savings,entrepreneurship,
management

trainingsonnewincome-generatingactivities
(e.g.cookstoves,treenurseriesandmarket
serviceproviders)

improvedaccessmarkets(e.g.seeds)

improvedaccesstosavings,financeand
insurancemechanisms(e.g.vsLasand
insuranceschemes)

householdsdevelopnewbusinessesthrough
livelihooddiversificationandnewincome-
generatingactivities(ANUKULAN, BRICS, 
PROGRESS, SUR1M, MAR-expected, WHH, 
RIC4REC)

Womenareempoweredaseconomicagents

Farmersareempoweredasprivateagents

(ANUKULAN, PROGRESS, SUR1M, WHH, 
RIC4REC)

householdshaveaccesstofinanceandsavings

(PROGRESS, SUR1M, MAR-expected, Myanmar 
Alliance-expected, PRESENCES, CIARE)

Advocacy trainingsonadvocacy(e.g.landtenurerights
andgenderissues)

Establishment/reinforcementofstructuresof
legalservices/disputemanagementservices

vulnerablegroupsparticipateindecision-making
processes

(Livestock Mobility, ANUKULAN); gender focus 
(PROGRESS, SUR1M, WHH)

Early warning and DRR trainingonuseofclimatedata

trainingonearlywarningsystems–tocollect,
monitoranddisseminatedatalocally

Disseminationofrelevantdataandinformation
throughmediabroadcasts

installationofearlywarninginfrastructure
(e.g.gauges)

infrastructureworkstopreventandlimit
impacts(e.g.renovationofwaterponds)

householdsandcommunitiesarealertedand
prepared.incaseofthreats(PROGRESS, SUR1M, 
Zaman Lebidi-expected, ANUKULAN, BRICS-
expected, Myanmar Alliance)

Localknowledgeanddataaretakenintoaccount
inearlywarningsystems(SUR1M, IRISS-
expected, WHH-expected, Zaman Lebidi-
expected, RIC4REC)
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In	BRACED	projects,	capacity	encompasses	both	the	‘hard’	skills	(i.e.	specific	

technical	or	specialised	knowledge	and	know-how,	such	as	finance	and	

infrastructure)	and	the	‘soft’	or	social	ones	(for	example,	communication	and	

leadership)	that	enable	individuals	and	institutions	to	carry	out	activities	and	

achieve	their	objectives.	A	review	of	capacity-building	activities	across	the	

BRACED	programme	highlights	the	context	specificity	and	wide	range	of	cross-

sectoral	activities	implemented	by	BRACED	projects.	Yet,	IPs’	reports	reveal	two	

interrelated	themes	when	it	comes	to	capacity	building:	a)	whose	capacity	and	

b)	capacity	to	do	what?	BRACED	projects	are	working	at	two	different	levels:	

individuals	and	government	officials	(within	and	across	departments).

“A	review	of	capacity-building	activities	across	
the	BRACED	programme	highlights	the	context	

specificity	and	wide	range	of	cross-sectoral	
activities	implemented	by	BRACED	projects”

EMERGING THEME 1: BUILDING FARMERS’ AND 
PASTORALISTS’ CAPACITY

Not	surprisingly	for	a	programme	that	aims	to	strengthen	resilience,	BRACED	

capacity-building	efforts	focus	largely	on	the	technical	capacity	of	individuals.	

IPs	have	used	a	wide	variety	methods	to	support	capacity	building	so	far.	Some	

of	the	most	frequently	mentioned	included:	technical	workshops,	training	of	

trainers,	information	sharing,	training	of	service	providers	to	deliver	hands-on	

training	at	the	field	level	with	targeted	beneficiaries,	joint	planning	and	joint	

implementation	and	demonstration	sessions.

It	is	not	the	purpose	of	this	synthesis	to	provide	a	detailed	review	of	the	

wide	range	of	capacity-building	activities	being	implemented	across	BRACED	

projects.	However,	across	the	projects,	three	key	activities	stand	out	as	central	

to	BRACED	work:

•	 DRR	planning	(see	Area	of	Change	1:	Knowledge	and	Attitudes)

•	 the	promotion	of	climate-smart	agricultural	practices	and	technologies,	

through	market-based	approaches

•	 access	to	finance	and	savings	for	asset	building	and	livelihood	diversification.

Across	these	activities,	capacity	building	is	often	coupled	with	the	provision	

of	infrastructure,	community	grants,	equipment	and/or	technologies.

Specific	stakeholders	include	farmers	and	pastoralists,	with	a	strong	focus	on	women	

across	the	programme.	Market-based	agricultural	approaches	are	a	key	feature	

of	most	BRACED	projects (RIC4REC, IRISS, Myanmar Alliance, WHH, SUR1M, 

ANUKULAN, Zaman Lebidi, CIARE, BRICS). Most	capacity-building	activities	

organise	farmers	into	groups,	providing	training	in	the	use	of	new	planting	methods,	

as	well	as	climate-smart	technologies.	A	critical	element	of	the	capacity-building	

activities	is	to	better	connect	pastoralist	farmers	with	traders	and	buyers.
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For	example,	the	SUR1M	project	promotes	the	transfer	of	climate-smart	agro-

forestry	and	livestock	technologies	to	lead	farmers,	enabling	producers	to	

choose	cost-effective	agronomic	models	adapted	to	their	ecology.	The	project	

has	reported	that	this	change	is	especially	visible	in	the	successful	introduction	

of	a	certified	seed	system	into	the	project	zone,	leading	producers	to	use	new	

varieties	of	millet,	sorghum	and	cowpea.	Despite	below-average	early	rains	

in	Niger	and	the	attack	of	pests	on	millet	and	cowpea	during	the	agricultural	

campaign	in	2015/2016,	producers	who	used	short-cycle	seeds	and	adopted	best	

agricultural	practices	had	significantly	higher	yields	than	those	who	used	old	seed	

varieties.	In	the	light	of	the	results	obtained	on	the	use	of	the	new	variations,	

producers	in	project	communes	have	established	a	partnership	with	seed	

companies	and	agro-dealers	to	facilitate	a	supply	chain	of	improved/certified	

seeds	for	the	next	campaign.

Context matters: Capacity-building activities and efforts to improve 

agricultural production and income generation are hampered when 

beneficiaries do not have access to land

In	Burkina	Faso,	the	dualism	between	the	traditional	and	modern	land	tenure	

system	affects	access	to	land	and	constitutes	a	source	of	conflict	between	

farmers.	As	reported	by	one	IP,	‘Land tenure issues could also reduce women’s 

beneficiaries access to land as most of the land owners are men’.	During	year	1,	

the	WHH	project	has	worked	with	local	communities	to	secure	user	rights	to	

land	through	transparent	agreements	between	land	users	and	owners.	Farmer	

groups	and	women’s	groups	were	supported	through	community	agents	to	

lead	negotiations	with	land	owners	and	local	authorities.

In	sites	where	there	is	a	private	landowner,	informal	land	tenure	agreements	

have	been	established.	This	facilitates	the	security	of	investments	in	the	rice	

paddies	and	market	gardens.	Beneficiaries	cultivate	the	sites	seasonally	and	

vacate	them	during	the	rainy	season.	Generally,	the	investment	in	infrastructure	

in	such	sites	is	secured,	but	the	law	does	not	currently	guarantee	that	the	land	

owner	or	their	relatives	will	not	claim	the	site	back.

The	informal	land	tenure	agreement	is	however	a	tool	commonly	used	to	

manage	risks	to	the	extent	possible	under	the	law.	Out	of	40	sites	in	three	

different	provinces,	where	beneficiaries	are	engaged	in	group	production,	24	

are	permanently	owned	by	the	group	who	cultivates	the	land.	In	16	sites,	the	

access	to	land	is	secure	during	the	dry	season,	while	the	land	owner	uses	the	

land	for	crop	cultivation	during	the	rainy	season.	In	14	out	of	these	30	sites,	

the	negotiations	on	access	to	land	with	land	owners	is	ongoing,	even	when	the	

producer	groups	are	using	the	land	during	the	dry	season.	During	year	1,	the	

informal	land	tenure	agreements	in	the	16	seasonal	sites	enabled	close	to	1000	

female	producers	in	the	communities	in	the	vicinity	of	these	wetlands	to	have	

access	to	land	for	market	gardening	and	rice	production.
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Capacity	to	access	financial	services	is	another	area	of	concern	of	BRACED	projects21	

(10	projects)	and	is	also	an	ongoing	area	of	research	for	the	KM	(see	annex	8	for	

references).	BRACED	projects	pay	particular	attention	to	addressing	the	limited	

experience	and	access	to	financial	services	among	vulnerable	groups	by	building	

capacity	and	setting	up	strategic	partnerships	with	the	private	sector	(see	Area	

of	Change	3:	Partnerships).	Key	activities	include	capacity	building	for	the	

establishment,	management	and	participation	of	VSLAs	(PRESENCES, PROGRESS, 

MAR, Myanmar Alliance),	SILCs	(SUR1M)	and	self-help	groups	(CIARE, Myanmar 

Alliance).	Ultimately,	beyond	capacity,	the	main	objective	of	such	activities	is	to	

facilitate	the	access	and	use	of	finance.	For	example,	in	the	Myanmar Alliance	

project,	the	loan	facility/financial	services	enable	beneficiaries	to	access	finance	

to	adopt	new	income-generating	activities.	Loans	are	reported	as	being	used	to	

diversify	livelihood	activities,	as	well	as	for	health	and	education	purposes.	(Use	

of	financial	services	is	further	explored	in	terms	of	outcomes	in	section	4.1.)

“Capacity	building	in	relation	to	access	to	
markets	and	financial	services	goes	beyond	

training	on	financial	literacy	and	management”

Although	a	key	challenge	for	these	activities	relates	to	low	literacy	levels	in	the	

areas	where	BRACED	projects	operate,	capacity	building	in	relation	to	access	

to	markets	and	financial	services	goes	beyond	training	on	financial	literacy	

and	management.	Project	theories	of	change	emphasise	the	importance	of	

encouraging	collective	action,	collaboration	and	self-organisation,	and	promoting	

self-sufficiency,	enhancing	decision-making	and	increasing	asset	bases.	It	might	

be	too	early	in	the	programme	to	report	changes	at	this	level,	as	IPs	have	been	

setting	up	the	required	structures	and	capacity-building	processes.	Also,	most	

of	these	activities	have	just	begun.

Point for reflection: Addressing and capturing the intangible in gender and 

capacity building 

Where	IPs	were	able	to	report	statistics	disaggregated	by	gender,	there	was	

often	relatively	high	participation	of	women	in	project	capacity-building	

activities	(11	projects).	Exercises	ensured	women	were	active	members	for	

DRR	planning,	agriculture	trainings,	and	financial	and	business	planning	

(ANUKULAN, CIARE, PROGRESS, SUR1M, WHH, Zaman Lebidi).	Capturing	

intangible	processes	of	participation	and	empowerment	can	be	difficult,	but	

systematising	the	inclusion	of	women	in	these	forums	represents	potential	for	

21	 Foranoverviewofthecontextandstructureofthefinancialservicessectorin
threebracEDcountries–namely,Ethiopia,maliandmyanmar–seehawortha.,
Frandon-martinez,c.,Fayolle,v.andsimonet,c.(2016)‘climateresilienceand
financialservices:LessonsfromEthiopia,maliandmyanmar’.bracEDknowledge
managerWorkingPaper.London:oDi.

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=e28686be-1d87-483e-93df-390b49ceabff
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=e28686be-1d87-483e-93df-390b49ceabff
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greater	change	if	these	voices	are	included	meaningfully.	IPs	reported	some	

progress	in	this	regard,	but	women	continue	to	be	relegated	from	decisions	

about	land	use	or	household	spending,	which	highlights	that	more	activities	

are	needed	to	raise	awareness	on	women’s	rights	and	access	to	land	in	order	

to	foster	women’s	empowerment	and	resilience	(SUR1M).

Attempting	to	change	social	norms	will	require	consistently	revisiting	barriers	

to	women’s	participation	as	they	manifest	over	the	course	of	BRACED	(see	

Area	of	change	4:	Inclusive	decision-making).	The	Zaman Lebidi project,	

which	showed	high	participation	of	women	in	their	trainings,	still	noted	that	

some	were	unable	to	attend	due	to	their	high	workload,	lack	of	time	and	the	

attitudes	of	their	husbands.	In	response,	Zaman Lebidi staff	were	planning	on	

reinforcing	awareness	raising	with	local	chiefs.	To	combat	similar	attitudes,	the	

PROGRESS project	selected	influential	community	members,	such	as	business	

people,	local	leaders	and	sub-county	officials,	to	be	‘gender	champions’.	These	

gender	champions	helped	facilitate	dialogues	on	gender,	gender-based	violence	

and	the	importance	of	investing	in	women	and	girls.	

EMERGING THEME 2: BUILDING THE CAPACITY OF 
GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS AND TECHNICAL SERVICES, 
WITHIN AND ACROSS SECTORS

Many	projects	focus	on	providing	targeted	capacity	building	support	to	local	

governments	(9	projects).	These	include	capacity	building	on	gender	responsive	

budgeting	(PROGRESS),	planning,	mobilisation	and	management	of	financial	

resources	(SUR1M, DCF),	and	early	warning	systems	(SUR1M, BRICS).	The	

ultimate	objective	of	these	activities	is	to	design	solutions	with	local	governments	

in	a	collaborative	manner	and	to	integrate	climate	and	disaster	considerations	

into	local	planning.

IPs’	reports	reveal	that	training	local	government	officials	beyond	technical	

capacity	necessitates	close	collaboration,	timing,	trust	and	leadership	as	essential	

ingredients	for	the	trainings	to	be	successful	and	yield	results	(SUR1M, DCF, 

PROGRESS, ANUKULAN).

For	example,	in	the	DCF	project,	the	adaptation	committees	established	at	the	

departmental	level	in	Senegal	and	at	the	commune,	cercle,	and	regional	level	in	Mali	

serve	as	a	local	coordinating	mechanism	for	key	actors,	including	relevant	climate	

services	and	radio.	Adaptation	committee	members	(civil	society,	constituent	

representative,	local	government	and	technical	services)	have	been	trained	on	how	

to	manage	climate	funds	and	use	climate	information	in	the	planning	process,	as	

well	as	in	their	M&E	efforts.	Within	these	processes,	resilience	assessments	have	

been	developed	jointly	with	local	authority	representatives.	The	IP	reported	that	this	

has	led	to	new	attitudes	about	climatic	risk,	as	participatory	resilience	assessments	

have	helped	local	actors	to	develop	a	nuanced	understanding	of	the	vulnerabilities	

and	capacities	of	different	groups.	Communities	have	been	supported	to	develop	

resilient	project	proposals	aligned	with	the	DCF	objectives.	As	a	result,	a	range	

of	investments	have	been	proposed	by	a	variety	of	stakeholders.	A	first	set	of	69	

projects	have	been	selected	by	the	adaptation	committees.
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Despite	the	process	and	emerging	results,	it	is	not	always	easy	to	see	changes	

within	government	in	the	short	term.	Such	change	is	much	more	of	a	long-

term	goal	and	therefore	not	something	that	could	easily	be	reached	within	the	

projects’	relatively	short	three-year	time	frame.

“In	addition	to	building	the	capacity	of	
key	government	officials	and	departments,	
few	IPs	strongly	encourage	an	integrated		
multi-stakeholder	engagement	on	issues,	

rather	than	seeing	solutions	in	one		
stakeholder/department	alone”

In	addition	to	building	the	capacity	of	key	government	officials	and	departments,	

few	IPs	strongly	encourage	an	integrated	multi-stakeholder	engagement	on	

issues,	rather	than	seeing	solutions	in	one	stakeholder/department	alone	

(9	projects).	Efforts	in	this	area	cannot	be	labelled	as	pure	capacity	development	

activities;	these	inputs	may	contribute	to	capacity	development	in	one	form	

or	another,	but	they	are	ultimately	more	likely	to	be	measured	in	terms	of	the	

resulting	outcomes.

IPs’	reports	indicate	that	approaches	to	engaging	with	a	wider	group	of		

multi-sectoral	stakeholders	improves	relationships	with	them	and	may	even	

contribute	to	institutional	capacity	(PRESENCES, RIC4REC, DCF, Myanmar 

Alliance, SUR1M, ANUKULAN, PROGRESS, Livestock Mobility).	Emerging	

changes	can	be	seen	in	improved	relationships	and	institutional	linkages	between	

organisations.	For	example,	emerging	evidence	from	the	Myanmar Alliance	

project	suggests	that	ongoing	resilience	training	for	government	officials	and	

regular	coordination	meetings	are	leading	to	increased	collaboration	between	

community-based	organisations	and	townships	officials,	as	more	regular	meetings	

occur	at	the	township	level	facilitated	by	the	project.	In	the	future,	these	could	

lead	to	stronger	collaborations	and	an	improved organisational capacity to 

link up and down departments/organisations.

3.3 Building partnerships to deliver 
interventions for resilience
About this Area of Change: In	order	to	effectively	deliver	interventions, this	

area	covers	changes	in	the	quality	of	partnerships	established	to	deliver	better	

project	and	programme	results.	Working	through	a	diverse	set	of	partnerships	

was	a	criteria	for	applying	for	BRACED	in	the	first	place,	and	is	therefore	a	

feature	of	the	programme’s	design	and,	in	turn,	driven	by	it.	The	BRACED	

programme	theory	of	change	hypothesises	that	building	effective	partnerships	

is	a	central	means	through	which	to	effectively	achieve	BRACED	outputs	and	

outcomes.	Working	in	partnerships	across	levels	and	sectors	enables	projects	
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to	access	a	range	of	expertise	and	capacities	in	order	to	address	complex	multi-

faceted	problems	requiring	the	participation	of	various	actors,	organisations	

and	institutions.

Summary of key findings

Level of change:	Partnerships	are	vital	if	the	BRACED	programme	

is	to	yield	maximum	impact.	With	few	exceptions,	projects	have	

achieved	their	‘like	to	see’	progress	markers	as	they	are	already	jointly	

implementing	project	activities.	The	type,	scope	and	purpose	of	

partnerships	established	to	date	vary	significantly	from	project	to	project.	

Evidence	to	date	suggests	that	there	is	value	in	investing	time	and	effort	

in	building	partnerships.	Amongst	others,	it	is	through	partnerships	

that	projects	have	been	able	to	improve	access	and	dissemination	of	

climate	information	through	met	offices	and	the	media,	improve	access	

to	finance	and	insurance	through	the	private	sector	and	improve	the	

quality	of	evidence	generation	through	research	institutions.	Yet,	despite	

progress	and	achievements	to	date,	building	effective	partnerships	has	

proven	to	be	a	critical	yet	challenging	task	across	projects	and,	in	some	

instances,	has	caused	delays	in	implementation.

Figure 6: Key findings from the third Area of Change – Building partnerships

AREAS OF CHANGE

Changes in the 
decision-making
processes

Changes in 
knowledge 
and attitudes

?

Changes in 
capacities 
and skills

Changes in the 
quality of partnerships 
to deliver interventions.

• BRACED Theory of Change hypothesises that 
building effective partnerships is a central means 
through which to effectively achieve BRACED 
outputs and outcomes.

• Main stakeholders: Government, NGOs, 
CSOs, research, media, Met offices and the 
private sector.

• Lesson: Building resilience to climate and 
disasters starts with finding the right partners. 

• Lesson: Understanding partner’s capacity
is critical. 

• Lesson: Evaluating partnerships that are 
greater than the sum of their parts take time.  

AREA OF CHANGE 3:

OUTCOME
Poor people in developing 
countries have improved 

their levels of resilience to 
climate-related shocks and 
stresses. This is measured 

using the three dimensions 
of resilience: Anticipatory, 

Absorptive and 
Adaptive capacity.
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Emerging lessons

•	 Building resilience to climate and disasters starts with finding 

the right partners. The	breadth	of	partnerships	highlights	that	

building	resilience	to	climate	and	disaster	extremes	requires	tailored	

partnerships	that	meet	the	needs	of	a	specific	community,	country	

or	region.	Main	challenges	faced	to	date	relate	to	weak	project	

assumptions	about	the	nature	and	scope	of	the	partnership	as	

well	with	regard	to	the	operational	environment	within	which	

partners	operate. Context	analysis	is	critical	in	understanding	who	

the	best	partners	are.	Partnerships	can	sometimes	be	challenging	

but	necessary;	therefore,	sufficient	time	and	flexible	planning	

time	should	be	allocated.

•	 Understanding partner’s capacity is critical.	Partnerships	

have	provided	an	opportunity	for	IPs	to	create	innovative	ways	of	

working	together,	addressing	complex	problems	through	a	means	

significantly	different	from	unilateral	implementation	and	providing	

an	opportunity	to	increase	the	depth	and	breadth	of	programming.	

However,	effective	partnerships	take	considerable	effort	and	work,	

particularly	in	the	early	months	of	initial	partnership	negotiation.	

For	example,	there	are	many	examples	of	IPs	having	to	devote	

more	time	than	expected	to	building	partners’	capacity.	Allowing	

enough	time	during	the	inception	phase	is	critical	for	staff	and	

partners	to	develop	their	skills	on	key	concepts	and	approaches	

(e.g.	resilience	or	gender	equality)	and	to	ensure	that	project	teams	

share	a	common	understanding	of	goals,	along	with	the	approaches	

needed	to	achieve	them,	for	the	context	they	operate	within.

•	 Evaluating partnerships that are greater than the sum of their 

parts take time. Despite	the	widespread	assumption	and	limited	

evidence	that	partnerships	are	effective,	there	is	limited	systematic	

evidence	of	a	link	between	partnership	and	improved	BRACED	

outcomes.	In	light	of	this,	BRACED	presents	a	unique	opportunity	

to	explore	the	role	of	partnerships	in	resilience-building,	as	well	

as	how	best	to	ensure	that	partnerships	are	greater	than	the	sum	

of	their	parts.	There	is	a	need	to	better	understand	how	inter-

organisational	learning	across	partners	translates	into	longer-term,	

positive	impacts	to	increase	community	resilience.

How do we track progress? BRACED	understands	partnership	to	be	the	formal	

arrangement	between	a	minimum	of	two	organisations	to	work	collaboratively	to	

achieve	mutually	beneficial	objectives.	It	is	considered	more	than	simply	sharing	
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finances	and	normally	involves	some	form	of	joint	operations	and	skills	sharing	

at	a	more	formal	level	than	just	collaboration.	Most	progress	to	date	has	been	

reported	under	this	Area	of	Change.	Progress	markers	within	this	Area	of	Change	

look	at	the	coordination	and	joint	implementation	between	partners	and	their	

ability	to	deliver	improved	results.	Table	6	illustrates	the	overarching	progress	

markers	within	this	Area	of	Change.	This	synthesis	and	analysis	has	considered	

the	changes	reported	by	IPs	and	identified	emerging	themes	around	these	

overarching	progress	markers.

Table 6: Building effective partnerships progress markers

expect to see like to see love to see

Partnershipsare
establishedandagreeon
asetofprinciplesand
objectivesforworking
together

Partnersengageandare
involvedinjointplanning
andimplementationof
activities

Partnershipsdeliver
improvedresults

As	with	the	a)	knowledge	and	attitudes	and	b)	capacities	and	skills	Areas	of	

Change,	each	IP	–	as	part	of	finalising	their	project-level	M&E	and	in	response	

to	KM	feedback	–	identified	what	changes	they	expected,	would	like	and	would	

love	to	see	in	each	relevant	project	stakeholder	during	the	lifetime	of	the	project	

(or	they	included	this	as	part	of	their	year	1	reporting).	At	the	end	of	year	1,	the	

IPs	then	reported	change	against	these	as	a	‘baseline’.

•	 At	the	‘expect	to	see’	level,	project-specific	progress	markers	included	areas	

such	as	setting	up	collaboration	protocols	and	coordination	actions,	signing	

of	agreements,	joint	planning	and	implementation	of	initial	assessment	

activities	and	establishment	of	partnerships	beyond	the	IP	consortia.

•	 At	the	‘like	to	see’	level,	progress	markers	included	joint	implementation	

of	project	activities,	signing	of	new	agreements	with	emerging	

new	partnerships.

•	 At	the	‘love	to	see’	level,	progress	markers	included	replication	of	the	

partnership	model,	stronger	links	between	partners,	partners	replicating	

tools	and	approaches	in	non-BRACED	projects.

Effective partnerships: emerging themes

It	is	important	to	highlight	that	synthesising	BRACED	progress	against	the	

partnerships	Area	of	Change	has	been	challenging.	A	review	of	the	reports	

reveals	that	there	are	different	ways	of	understanding	and	reporting	about	the	

type,	purpose	and	delivery	of	partnerships.	For	example,	some	IPs	have	reported	

ongoing	collaborations	and	networking	as	a	form	of	partnership.	As	a	result,	

progress	to	date	should	be	taken	with	caution.	In	addition,	it	is	not	always	clear	

when	reports	are	referring	to	partnerships	within	IP	consortia	and/or	between	

consortia	and	external	organisations.	Eight	IPs	track	this	number	as	an	output	

indicator,	with	figures	varying	from	a	few	partners	(less	than	10:	IRISS, Myanmar 

Alliance, DCF, MAR, CIARE)	to	a	very	large	number	(25:	SUR1M,	38:	Zaman 
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Lebidi,	58:	ANUKULAN).	Projects	with	a	large	number	of	partners	are	largely	

based	on	partnerships	with	local	governments.	Where	relevant,	this	synthesis	

makes	a	clear	distinction	between	partnerships	and	other	forms	of	collaboration.	

During	year	1,	most	IPs	reported	changes	emerging	in	two	themes.	(A	complete	

mapping	of	projects	activities	and	emerging	themes	can	be	found	in	annex	6.	

A	small	number	of	additional	illustrative	examples	are	provided	throughout	this	

section,	with	further	examples	available	in	annex	7.)

EMERGING THEME 1: WORKING TOGETHER – LEVERAGING 
RESOURCES AND CAPACITIES

Project	annual	reports	reveal	that	building	resilience	requires	new	kinds	of	

collaborative	strategies	in	which	a	wide	range	of	stakeholders	play	a	critical	role.	

Much	of	BRACED	project	work	takes	place	through	partnerships	that	leverage	

effective	responses	and	strategic	alliances	that	provide	a	means	for	wider	

outreach,	impact,	influence	and	learning.	In	these	partnerships,	BRACED	projects	

are	working	with	private	companies,	climate	service	providers,	local,	sub-national	

and	national	government	departments,	research	institutions	and	other	NGOs	

(both	international	and	local)	to	draw	together	the	respective	strength	of	these	

different	organisations.	The	type,	nature	and	scale	of	such	partnerships	vary	

across	the	BRACED	programme.

“Much	of	BRACED	project	work	takes	
place	through	partnerships	that	leverage	
effective	responses	and	strategic	alliances	
that	provide	a	means	for	wider	outreach,	

impact,	influence	and	learning”

Table 7: Illustrative examples – BRACED main partnerships

partner purpose of partnership example

Climate 
Information 
providers and 
the media

Production,translationand
transferofclimateinformation

Disseminationofinformation
tousers

theZaman Lebidiprojectworksinpartnershipwithboththe
meteorologicalagency(Dgm)–agreementsignedandsupportfromthe
ukmetofficeprocured–andthecommunicationsector,tohelpdeliver
relevantdatatousers.internewsisleadingtheinterventionstoensurethat
relevantinformationreachesradiostationsforonwardsdissemination.

Research 
institutions

technicalresearchsupport

advancingthebodyof
knowledgeandevidence

supportingevidence-based
advocacyefforts

inanefforttounderstandwhatclimatemeansinthesudanandchad
contexts,theBRICSprojecthasworkedwithgovernmentresearch
institutions,suchasthegeneinaagricultureresearchstation.the
collaborationhashelpedtodeepentheunderstandingofthebest
productionsystemsthatmayhelpbothcommunitiesandhouseholdsto
increasetheirresiliencetoclimatechange.thishasinvolvedthetesting
ofapilotactivityonlocalseedmultiplication,whichshowedpositive
resultsofearlycropmaturing,increasedyieldsandimprovedresistance
todiseases,providingevidenceoftherelevanceofsuchapartnership
intheproject.
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partner purpose of partnership example

Private sector Facilitatingcommunities’
accesstomarketsandfinancial
resources;privatesector
development

Effectiveservicedelivery

theANUKULANprojectbuildsonextensivecollaborationwithservice
providerstohelppromotethedisseminationofclimate-smarttechnologies
atdifferentscales.atthelocalscale,theprojectfacilitatedlinkages
betweeninputsuppliers,outputtradersandproductiongroups–through
meetings,coordinationworkshopsanddemonstrationevents.atthe
nationalscale,theprojectidentifiedpotentialprivatepartnerstoenable
thedeliveryofservicesinlinewiththenewtechnologiespromotedby
theproject.

WithintheLivestock Mobility project,public-privatepartnerships
havebeenestablishedforthedeliveryofkeyservicestopastoraland
agro-pastoralwomenandmenalongthecorridors,whichhasledtothe
provisionoffoddersupplementsinfodderbanks(whereconstructionand
renovationoffodderfacilitieshavebeenbuiltorrenovated)andofanimal
healthproductsinveterinarydepots.

Local, sub-
national and 
national 
government 
departments

Enablingandfacilitating
theimplementationof
interventions

Promotingpotentialscalingup
incountry

inthePROGRESSproject,thecountygovernmentistheproject’smost
criticalpartner.throughthispartnership,agenderdeskinthetargetarea
hasbeenestablished,enablingvictimstoreportandtoaccesssupport
incaseofproblems.

Local NGOs/
civil society

moreeffectiveimplementation
atthelocallevel

supportlocallydrivensolutions

WithintheMyanmar Alliance project,theimplementationofactivities
locallyreliesonlocalngos–partnershipshavebeenestablishedwithover
50like-mindedngos.

INGOs /
international 
institutions

thematicexpertise,largescale-
programmingandfunding

strongerpolicyadvocacyand
lobbyefforts

theBRICSprojecthaspartneredwithWorldbankgroupandsudan’s
Forestsnationalcorporation.inthispartnership,concernhasagreedto
supportthestate-levelfocalpoint,whichcoordinatesforestryinitiatives
atthecommunitylevel.thispartnershiphasthepotentialtostrengthen
state-levelsupporttoensurethatthenationalprojectremainsontrackand
islinkedintotheworkonforestryatcommunityandstatelevel,aswellas
coordinatingit.

Table	7	provides	a	snapshot	of	one-to-one	partnerships.	However,	IPs	are	

engaging	in	multiple	partnerships	for	the	implementation	of	BRACED	projects	

(see	annex	6).	Understanding	BRACED	pathways	of	change	through	effective	

partner	delivery	needs	to	take	into	account	the	complex	network	of	actors	

engaged	in	the	delivery	of	each	project.	BRACED	IPs’	variety	of	partnerships	

reflects	the	wide	range	of	activities	and	issues	that	BRACED	projects	are	

attempting	to	address.	While	it	is	too	early	in	the	programme	to	assess	the	extent	

to	which	BRACED	partnerships	are	contributing	to	better	development	results,	

there	are	key	issues	that	require	further	attention	and	investigation.

First,	understanding	if	BRACED	projects	present	and	build	the	‘right’	

combination	of	partnerships	to	achieve	project	results	is	critical	to	BRACED	

programme	success.	Second,	a	review	of	project	reports	also	highlights	that	the	

timing	and	sequencing	of	implementation	activities	are	crucial.	For	example,	

in	Niger,	the	PRESENCES	project	has	established	partnerships	with	the	State	

Technical	Services	and	institutions	such	as	AGRHYMET,	along	with	the	weather	

services,	for	the	implementation	and	monitoring	of	activities,	while	ensuring	the	

quality	of	the	work.	The	project	uses	the	meteorological	information	provided	

by	AGRHYMET	to	decide	the	type	of	seeds	to	be	used	and	time	for	planting	

with	local	communities.	This	partnership	has	enabled	the	project	to	ensure	that	
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activities	are	informed	by	climate	information	and	that	communities	have	access	

to	climate	information.

“Working	in	partnership	requires	time,	
capacity	and	flexibility	in	project	design	

and	implementation.	Some	IPs	have	
faced	difficulties	in	obtaining	partnership	

agreements	with	national	bodies”	

Some	of	these	partnerships	have	proved	challenging	to	establish.	Working	

in	partnership	requires	time,	capacity	and	flexibility	in	project	design	and	

implementation.	Some	IPs	have	faced	difficulties	in	obtaining	partnership	

agreements	with	national	bodies.	For	example,	in	Ethiopia,	the	difficult	

operating	environment	with	regard	to	the	national	government	meant	that	

both	the	MAR	and	CIARE	projects	were	stalled	for	several	months	in	obtaining	

permissions	and	agreements	from	national	authorities	to	implement	some	

of	their	activities.	This	was	especially	the	case	in	relation	to	microfinance	

provision	and	working	with	local	and	national	media.	It	is	therefore	important	

to	clearly	articulate	the	assumptions	and	hypothesis	underpinning	this	pathway	

of	change.	There	are	also	examples	of	IPs	having	to	spend	more	time	than	

expected	on	building.	For	example,	the	BRICS	and	PROGRESS	projects	required	

training	on	gender	for	partners	that	was	not	initially	intended,	as	this	was	felt	

to	be	necessary	in	order	to	improve	their	understanding	and	gender	equality	

approaches	in	the	promotion	and	implementation	of	project	activities.

Context matters: understanding partners’ capacity

In	addition	to	working	with	key	stakeholders	in	communities	through	

partnerships,	BRACED	IPs	need	to	look	inwards	and	consider	how	gender	

equality	messages,	which	are	often	culturally	sensitive,	are	conveyed	by	

implementing	staff.	The	BRICS	project	undertook	a	Gender	Equitable	Attitude	

survey	with	its	own	staff	to	understand	the	dynamics	at	play,	which	(more	

widely)	can	have	enormous	implications	for	successes	on	the	ground.	The	

project	found	highly	inequitable	gender	attitudes	in	both	Chad	and	Sudan,	

with	over	half	of	staff	stating	that	women	should	tolerate	violence	at	home	

to	keep	families	together.	Most	staff	agreed	that	a	woman’s	most	important	

role	is	as	a	caregiver	to	her	husband	and	family.	The	project	increased	training	

for	staff	to	create	a	working	environment	that	was	more	conducive	to	gender-

sensitive	programming.

‘Encouragingly, there is a strong appetite amongst staff for capacity building 

and training on equality and gender issues and most teams appeared 

enthusiastic at the idea of strengthening efforts to integrate gender 

considerations within their programme activities. BRICS will build on this 

potential in future equality work’.
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Building	partnerships	with	the	private	sector	to	foster	access	to	markets	and	

financial	services	is	critical	yet	challenging	(6	projects).	This	is	an	area	of	ongoing	

research	for	the	KM	(see	annex	8	for	references).	Smallholder	farmers	face	serious	

obstacles	in	transitioning	from	subsistence	farming	to	commercial	farming.	

Major	barriers	include	access	to	financing,	inputs	and	improved	technologies	to	

generate	marketable	surplus,	as	well	as	high	cost	to	reach	markets,	due	to	poor	

infrastructure.	Engaging	the	private	sector	as	a	partner	is	essential	for	BRACED	

projects	(SUR1M, MAR, PROGRESS, ANUKULAN, Livestock Mobility, WHH, 

RIC4REC),	as	these	attempt	to	promote	inclusive	partnerships	between	local	

governments,	businesses	and	communities.	Most	of	these	partnerships	have	

an	objective	to	enhance	access	to	agricultural	inputs,	technology,	markets	

and	finance	of	project	beneficiaries.	There	is	also	a	common	aim	to	complement	

interventions	in	order	to	build	capacities	locally	(e.g.	entrepreneurial	or	

marketing	skills).	This	is	particularly	seen	in	efforts	to	support	income	generation	

and	livelihoods	diversification,	as	well	as	building	the	asset	base	among	the	

most	vulnerable.

For	example,	the	ANUKULAN	project	builds	on	extensive	collaboration	with	

service	providers	to	promote	the	dissemination	of	climate-smart	technologies	at	

different	scales.	At	the	local	scale,	the	project	has	facilitated	linkages	between	

input	suppliers,	output	traders	and	production	groups	through	meetings,	

coordination	workshops	and	demonstration	events.	At	the	national	scale,	the	

project	has	identified	potential	private	partners	to	enable	the	delivery	of	services	

in	line	with	the	new	technologies	promoted	by	the	project,	such	as	micro-

irrigation	technologies,	including	drip	irrigation,	solar	powered	lift	irrigation	

through	sunflower	pump	and	multiple	use	water	systems	(MUS).	To	date,	

memorandums	of	understanding	have	been	signed	with	various	private	actors.	

Emerging	changes	include	the	active	and	regular	discussion	between	producers	

and	buyers	on	market	prices	and	marketing	channels,	as	well	as	the	uptake	of	

new	technologies	by	farmers	and	private	input	providers.

Partnering	with	the	private	sector	is	also	enabling	IPs	to	improve	beneficiaries’	

access	to	financial	and	insurance	services	in	agricultural	and	pastoral	areas	

(4	projects).	The	establishment	of	such	partnerships	complement	efforts	to	build	

individual	financial	and	entrepreneurship	skills.	Most	projects	promote	the	

development	of	VSLAs	or	SILCs	structures	(PRESENCES, Myanmar Alliance, 

SUR1M, MAR, CIARE, PROGRESS).	Partnerships	have	been	made	with	formal	

and	informal	institutions	such	as	commercial	banks	(e.g.	PROGRESS),	insurance	

funds	(e.g.	MAR)	and	microfinance	institutions	(e.g.	MAR, PRESENCES).

For	example,	the	MAR	project	initiated	different	processes	to	improve	

communities’	access	to	financial	resources.	Microfinance	institutions	(MFIs)	

provide	loans	and	technical	support	to	savings	and	credit	cooperative	

organisations	(SACCOs/VSLAs)	established	locally	–	with	120	VSLAs	working	

with	2,600	beneficiaries.	Local	MFI	offices	have	a	discretionary	authority	up	

to	a	threshold	loan	amount	(agreed	with	the	head	office).	Conditions	for	

improving	the	delivery	of	financial	services	have	been	defined:	agreements	have	

been	signed	with	MFIs	to	expand	delivery	centres	and	to	provide	services	with	

flexible	modalities	convenient	for	vulnerable	clients.	The	MAR	project	is	also	
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developing	micro-insurance	products.	A	memorandum	of	understanding,	to	set	

up	the	guarantee	fund,	has	been	signed	with	the	Nyala	Insurance	Company	and	

the	preparation	work	has	been	completed.	Finally,	preparations	to	implement	

a	mobile	banking	service	with	the	help	of	providers,	such	as	M-Birr,	are	now	

underway.	So	far,	collaboration	with	the	financial	sector	has	resulted	in	the	

setting	up	of	a	financial	infrastructure	that	is	relevant	to	local	needs;	effective	

access	to	finance	is	still	pending,	as	the	VSLAs	have	started	functioning	but	

the	MFIs	have	yet	to	start	disbursing	funds	to	them.

A	critical	factor	for	success	when	engaging	the	private	sector	relates	to	

interest	and	incentives	for	the	private	sector	to	engage,	as	well	as	the	enabling	

policy	environment	and	regulatory	frameworks.	Despite	changes	already	

emerging	as	a	result	of	such	partnerships,	IPs	are	facing	key	challenges	that	may	

inhibit	outcome-level	results	at	a	later	stage.	Challenges	include	a	lack	of	interest	

from	private	sector	companies	in	engaging	with	rural	low-income	areas	and	a	

limited	number	of	skilled	retailers	and	payment	processes.	For	example,	the	

WHH	project	reported	that	the	certification	of	production	sites	was	challenging	

for	some	seed	suppliers	and	constrained	by	stipulations	of	the	regulatory	

framework	pertaining	to	the	cultivable	area.	Weak	market	and	financial	

sector	infrastructure	challenge	the	extent	to	which	projects	will	contribute	to	

improve	financial	inclusion	in	the	long	term	(PROGRESS, WHH, ANUKULAN, 

Livestock Mobility).

EMERGING THEME 2: STRENGTHENING NET WORKING 
AND COLLABORATION

A	review	of	IPs’	reports	reveals	that	networking	and	close	collaboration	with	

key	stakeholders	are	as	critical	as	building	effective	partnerships.	During	year	1,	

BRACED	projects	(DCF, Myanmar Alliance, WHH, ANUKULAN, Livestock 

Mobility)	have	been	closely	interacting	and	collaborating	with	local,	sub-

national	and	national	debates	to	support	the	scaling	up	of	interventions.	

When	windows	of	opportunities	appear,	such	collaborations	are	already	

yielding	important	results.

For	example,	in	the	WHH	project	in	Burkina	Faso,	the	Directorate	of	Vegetable	

Production	–	Department	of	Plant	Protection	–	of	the	Ministry	of	Agriculture	has	

taken	‘full	ownership’	of	the	plant	clinic	approach	promoted	by	the	project	as	its	

own	initiative.	The	Ministry	organised	a	mission	to	accelerate	the	implementation	

of	plant	clinic	sessions	in	the	project	area.	The	Ministry	currently	rolls	out	the	

same	approach	to	seven	other	regions	in	the	country;	extension	officers	from	the	

project	area,	as	successors	of	plant	doctors	whose	duty	stations	changed	after	

the	elections,	have	been	invited	to	a	training	session	for	plant	doctors	of	other	

regions	of	the	country.

In	Myanmar,	the	Myanmar Alliance	project	interacts	and	provides	technical	

inputs	into	a	large	number	of	institutional	initiatives	in	relation	to	resilience-

building	in	the	country.	This	includes	the	Myanmar	Action	Plan	for	DRR,	

the	Myanmar	Climate	Change	Strategy	led	by	the	Ministry	of	Environmental	

Conservation	and	Forestry,	and	the	development	of	a	National	Framework	

for	Community	Disaster	Resilience.	In	addition,	the	project	representatives	

are	members	of	the	Myanmar	DRR	working	group	(DRR-WG)	–	with	two	
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members	on	the	Steering	Committee	–	and	of	the	DRR-WG	Technical	Task	

forces;	meanwhile,	the	project	members,	Action	Aid	and	BBC	Media	Action	are	

members	of	the	Public	Awareness	task	force.	The	Myanmar	Alliance	has	been	

selected	to	represent	Myanmar	in	the	AADMER	Partnership	Group.	As	a	result	of	

this	active	involvement,	the	project	benefits	from	a	strong	institutional	support	

and	the	project’s	concepts	are	used	in	the	definition	of	national	frameworks	such	

as	the	new	‘Myanmar	National	Framework	for	Community	Disaster	Resilience’	

that	promotes	the	BRACED	approach	as	one	of	the	best	practices.	National	

departments	(Disaster	Risk	Reduction	secretary	and	Department	of	Social	

Welfare	secretaries)	have	highlighted	their	interest	in	expanding	the	BRACED	

resilience-building	approach	to	new	communities	and	international	actors.	

The	Asian	Development	Bank	has	included	the	Myanmar	Alliance	definition	of	

community	resilience	and	community	resilience	assessment	and	action	planning	

cycle,	highlighting	it	as	one	of	the	best	practices	on	resilience-building.

3.4 Improving decision-making through 
inclusive resilience-building
This	Area	of	Change	refers	to	ensuring	that	resilience-building	measures	are	

inclusive:	How	does	BRACED	ensure	that	people	who	are	economically	poor,	

socially	and	politically	marginalised	or	otherwise	vulnerable	are	taken	into	

account	in	planning,	budgeting	and	implementation?	Social	participation	and	

inclusion	of	the	most	vulnerable	in	decision-making	is	the	foundation	of	fair	and	

effective	implementation	of	resilience-building	policies	and	strategies.	The	least	

information	and	progress	has	been	reported	by	IPs	against	this	Area	of	Change.

Figure 7: Key findings from the fourth Area of Change – Decision-making

OUTCOME
Poor people in developing 
countries have improved 

their levels of resilience to 
climate-related shocks and 
stresses. This is measured 

using the three dimensions 
of resilience: Anticipatory, 

Absorptive and 
Adaptive capacity.

AREAS OF CHANGE

Changes in 
the quality of
partnerships

Changes in 
knowledge 
and attitudes

Changes in 
capacities 
and skills

Changes in the 
decision-making
processes through inclusive 

participation, as one key aspect of a resilient system.

• BRACED Theory of Change hypothesises that social 
participation and inclusion of the most vulnerable 
in decision making is the foundation for effective 
implementation of resilience-building policies 
and strategies. 

• Main stakeholders: Everyone, especially the
most vulnerable. 

• Lesson: Social exclusion and gender
inequalities cannot be addressed with
quick fixes in a one-off project.

• Lesson: The goal of fostering social equality and 
inclusion begins with changing attitudes and 
building the capacities of project staff.

• Lesson: Monitoring and documenting cases where 
inclusive decision-making takes place is critical.

AREA OF CHANGE 4:

?
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Summary of key findings

Level of change:	all	IPs	have,	this	year,	generally	sought	to	ensure	

that	activities	are	‘responsive’	(the	‘expect	to	see’	progress	marker)	

by	ensuring	that	vulnerable/at	risk	groups	are	engaged	and	involved	

in	defining	the	challenges	and	problems	they	face.	Most	efforts	have	

been	responsive	to	women’s	needs	and	are	leading	to	their	increased	

participation	in	project	activities.	While	projects	integrate	strong	

attention	to	gender	considerations,	there	has	been	limited	mention	of	

other	vulnerable	groups	on	the	basis	of	age,	ethnicity	or	disability	in	

reporting.	In	addition,	although	improvements	in	the	access	of	these	

groups	to	resources	and	participation	are	fundamental	steps	to	take,	

they	do	not	in	themselves	change	power	relations,	and	therefore	may	

not	translate	into	legitimate	decision-making.

Emerging lessons

•	 Social exclusion and gender inequalities cannot be addressed 

with quick fixes in a one-off project.	The	starting	point	for	

enhancing	individuals’	resilience	lies	in	recognising	and	addressing	

social	exclusion	and	inequality.	Not	taking	this	action	may	further	

marginalise	those	who	lack	access	to	decision-making.	However,	

ensuring	truly	inclusive	decision-making	processes	and	plans	

that	build	resilience	for	all	is	not	(and	should	not	be)	seen	as	

an	achievable	outcome	for	a	three-year	project.

•	 The goal of fostering social equality and inclusion begins with 

changing attitudes and building the capacities of project staff,	

who	will	then	contribute	to	implementing	inclusive	activities.	

BRACED	projects	help	to	increase	opportunities	for	women	to	

learn	new	skills,	participate	in	activities	and	access	new	spaces	of	

decision-making	at	the	household	and	community	levels.	However,	

progress	to	date	refers	mostly	to	support	intended	to	address	

women’s	needs.	Very	little	has	been	documented	in	terms	of	how	

BRACED	addresses	women’s	interests	in	terms	of	their	control	over	

key	resources	such	as	land	rights.

•	 Monitoring and documenting cases where inclusive decision-

making takes place is critical.	The	issue	of	power	and	voice	is	

a	key	aspect	across	the	portfolio,	but	it	has	not	been	properly	

captured	in	IPs’	reports.	Gender,	social	inclusion	and	conflict	

analysis	is	critical,	as	is	looking	for	unintended	consequences	
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(good	and	bad),	tracking	the	process	and	continually	adjusting	

approaches.	The	links	between	participation/voice	and	more	

inclusive	decision-making	processes	need	to	be	explicitly	

captured	in	project	and	programme-level	M&E	frameworks.

How is progress tracked? In	the	BRACED	programme,	progress	towards	

fostering	inclusive	decision-making	is	tracked	through	a	series	of	progress	

markers	to	understand	the	extent	to	which	project	activities	ensure	the	inclusion	

of	the	most	vulnerable	and	at	risk	groups.	Progress	markers	within	this	Area	of	

Change	look	at	the	graduated	set	of	processes	from	ensuring	and	increasing	the	

most	vulnerable	participate	in	decision-making	to	legitimate	processes	where	

vulnerable	groups	influence	and	shape	ultimate	decisions. At	the	end	of	year	1,	

IPs	reported	change	against	these	as	a	‘baseline’.

Table 8: Inclusive decision-making progress markers

expect to see –  
responsiveness:

like to see –  
participation:

love to see –  
legitimacy:

vulnerable/atrisk
groupsareengaged
andinvolved
indefiningthe
challengesand
problemstheyface

vulnerable/atrisk
groupsareengagedand
involvedindefiningthe
challengesandproblems
theyfaceanDengaged
andinvolvedinshaping
thedecision-making
processforaddressing
andsolvingthem

vulnerable/atriskgroupsare
engagedandinvolvedindefining
thechallengesandproblems
theyface,andareengagedand
involvedinthedecision-making
processforaddressingandsolving
theseanDengagedandinvolved
inreviewingandrefiningthe
outcomes(bothpositiveand
negative)ofthedecision-making
processtheyhaveshaped

As	with	the	other	three	Areas	of	Change,	each	IP	as	part	of	finalising	their	

project-level	M&E	and	in	response	to	KM	feedback,	identified	what	changes	

they	expected,	would	like	and	would	love	to	see	in	each	relevant	project	

stakeholder	during	the	lifetime	of	the	project	(or	included	this	as	part	of	their	

year	1	reporting).

•	 At	the	‘expect	to	see’	level,	project-specific	progress	markers	included	

areas	such	as	active	involvement	and	participation	of	vulnerable	groups,	

with	a	strong	focus	on	women	and	children.

•	 At	the	‘like	to	see’	level,	progress	markers	included	leadership	and	

accountability,	and	participation	in	decision-making	processes.

•	 At	the	‘love	to	see’	level,	progress	markers	included	sustainability	

and	ongoing	interaction,	and	dialogue	between	communities	and	

local	authorities.
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Inclusive decision-making: emerging themes

Achievements	contributing	to	more	inclusive	decision-making	have	been	

reported	against	different	Areas	of	Change,	highlighting	that	IPs	see	these	

processes	as	part	and	parcel	of	the	implementation	of	project	activities.	However,	

when	asked	specifically	about	progress	and	emerging	changes	as	a	result	of	such	

inclusion	efforts,	there	is	limited	data	available.	Looking	across	the	project	annual	

reports	for	year	1,	there	is	one	emerging	theme.	(A	complete	mapping	of	projects	

activities	and	emerging	themes	can	be	found	in	annex	6.)

EMERGING THEME 1: FOSTERING REPRESENTATION, 
PARTICIPATION AND LEADERSHIP OF THE MOST VULNERABLE

Inclusion	and	gender	empowerment	in	BRACED	is	an	area	of	ongoing	research	

for	the	BRACED	KM	in	collaboration	with	IPs	(see	annex	8	for	references).	

BRACED	projects	aim	to	facilitate	active,	legitimate	participatory	decision-making	

processes	for	stakeholders.	To	date,	most	efforts	have	concentrated	on	the	

creation	of	spaces	for	the	active	engagement	of	vulnerable	groups	–	particularly	

women	and	children	–	in	the	assessment,	planning	and	implementation	of	project	

activities.	Some	projects	(IRISS, Myanmar Alliance, SUR1M, ANUKULAN, 

PROGRESS, MAR)	ensure	significant	representation	of	women	in	the	structures	

established	within	the	project	(e.g.	in	VSLAs,	farmers’	groups	and	communities’	

committees).	Less	discussion	and	reflection	has	been	received	in	relation	to	

decision-making	processes.	For	example,	PROGRESS	provided	a	series	of	training	

to	local	government	officials	on	gender	responsive	budgeting.	The	training	was	

conducted	just	before	the	budgeting	cycle	and	anecdotal	evidence	suggests	that	

trained	government	officials	are	placing	special	emphasis	on	resilience-building	

priorities.	There	are	early	indications	of	ownership	and	leadership	emerging	from	

such	trainings.	The	county	government	demonstrated	high	quality	leadership	

during	the	launch	of	the	project	gender	desk.	Indeed,	PROGRESS	reported	that	

there	was	evidence	of	shared	vision	after	the	launch	of	the	project	with	the	key	

government	departments	and	other	resilience	actors	participating.	However,	

effective	changes were	not ‘tracked to ascertain the level and impact of gender 

responsive planning and implementation’.

Ensuring	social	inclusion	is	an	integral	part	of	IPs’	approach	to	project	

implementation.	Through	bottom-up	approaches,	BRACED	IPs	have	also	been	

responsive	to	local	needs,	engaging	local	communities	and	authorities	in	the	

identification	of	local	priorities	and	needs	as	well	as	in	the	implementation	of	

project	activities.	Monitoring	field	visits	and	meetings	with	beneficiaries	–	such	as	

in	the	case	of	the	Zaman Lebidi	project	–	have	helped	the	project	team	to	learn	

from	beneficiaries’	feedback	and	concerns.

Project	activities	have	also	targeted	gendered	interests	through	fostering	women	

leadership	(10	projects).	The	ANUKULAN	project	shows	progress	in	this	regard	

thanks	to	the	increased	participation	of	women	in	managing	structures	of	

marketing	and	planning	committees	(where	women	represent	between	50%	and	

60%	of	members).	However,	the	project	has	also	usefully	reported	challenges	to	

foster	women’s	participation	and	reach	a	50%	–	or	even	40%	–	target	when	the	

percentage	of	women	as	Government	of	Nepal	staff	is	already	low.
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Ensuring	the	participation	of	vulnerable	groups	is	a	positive	sign,	but	this	is	only	

the	first	step	towards	inclusive	decision-making.	Despite	efforts	in	ensuring	

participation	in	decision-making	processes,	to	date,	evidence	for	assessing	

whether	decision-making	processes	have	become	more	inclusive	is	still	weak.	

There	is	limited	evidence	on	whether	the	most	marginalised	groups	are	able	to	

articulate	their	voices	in	these	arenas.	To	be	inclusive,	vulnerable	groups	should	

be	able	to	participate	in	these	spaces	and	bring	a	valuable	contribution	to	the	

deliberations.	This	involves	issues	such	as	language,	participants’	selection	process	

and	the	removal	of	barriers,	including	those	that	are	financial,	social	and	cultural.	

It	necessitates	thinking	about	who	is	and	who	is	not	included	in	these	spaces.	

For	example,	when	the	Zaman Lebidi	project	describes	the	creation	of	complaint	

committees,	it	would	be	useful	to	report	who	the	members	of	these	committees	are	

(disaggregated	by	sex/age)	and	how	people	formulate	complaints,	in	order	to	better	

understand	if	all	members	of	the	community	can	easily	raise	their	voices	and	what	

barriers	they	possibly	face.

“Ensuring	the	participation	of	vulnerable	groups	
is	a	positive	sign,	but	this	is	only	the	first	step	

towards	inclusive	decision-making”

To	date,	there	is	limited	evidence	to	help	us	understand	how	BRACED	projects	are	

addressing	such	issues	and	discern	clear	differences	in	the	approaches	followed	by	

IPs	to	foster	inclusive	decision-making	processes.	It	remains	unclear	how	change	

will	occur.	It	is	critical	to	understand	if	this	gap	is	due	to	limited	data	available	or	

the	lack	of	monitoring	and	reporting	efforts	in	this	area.	This	issue	should	be	further	

explored	during	year	2	reporting.

3.5 Summary: BRACED pathways 
to resilience
During	year	1,	the	BRACED	projects	have	made	progress	at	the	‘expect	to	see’	level	

in	the	following	areas:

•	 improving	knowledge	and	influencing	attitudes	towards	resilience	planning	

and	action

•	 establishing	new	partnerships	to	deliver	integrated	set	of	activities

•	 accessing	and	generating	climate	information	accessible	to	government	

and	citizens

•	 fostering	inclusive	decision-making.

A	review	of	IPs’	reports	against	the	Areas	of	Change	framework	reveals	that,	despite	

the	differing	contexts	the	projects	are	operating	in,	there	are	clear	themes	and	

processes	that	are	common	across	the	set	of	projects:	
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resilience pathways – emerging themes

changesinresilience
knowledgeandattitudes

• Theme 1:community-basedparticipatoryplanning

• Theme 2:accessingandusingclimateandweather
information

strengtheningcapacities
andskillstomanage
climateanddisasterrisks

• Theme 3:buildingfarmers’andpastoralists’capacity

• Theme 4:buildingcapacityofgovernmentofficials
andtechnicalservices,withinandacrosssectors

buildingpartnershipsto
deliverinterventionsfor
resilience

• Theme 5:Workingtogether–leveragingresources
andcapacities

• Theme 6:strengtheningcollaborationand
networking

improvingdecision-
makingthroughinclusive
resilience-building

• Theme 7: Fosteringrepresentation,participationand
leadershipofthemostvulnerable

In	order	to	see	change	both	within	and	across	these	four	overarching	processes,	

a	wide	range	of	activities	are	being	implemented.	For	example,	each	project	

is	addressing	the	knowledge	and	capacity	gaps	of	multiple	stakeholders	for	

multiple	purposes.	Progress	to	date	demonstrates	that	the	processes	are	ongoing,	

interrelated	and	reinforcing	of	one	another.	The	fact	there	are	a	number	and	

range	of	project	activities	requires	each	IP	to	establish	working	relationships	

and	partnerships	with	a	wide	set	of	actors	across	sectors	and	levels.	The	data	

shows	that	establishing	partnerships	is	an	important	precursor	for	capacity	

development,	as	are	changes	in	the	awareness	and	commitment	of	stakeholders.	

At	this	stage	of	the	change	process,	the	challenge	lies	in	understanding	the	level	

of	integration	and	sequencing	of	different	activities	and	processes.	IP	reports	

so	far	do	not	offer	clarity	with	regard	to	this,	but	it	will	be	explored	by	each	

project’s	mid-term	review	and	analysed	by	the	KM	at	the	programme	level.22

“Designing,	implementing	and	reporting	
pathways	to	resilience	cannot	take	

place	in	isolation	from	the	operational	
environment	within	which	a	project	operates”	

Designing,	implementing	and	reporting	pathways	to	resilience	cannot	take	

place	in	isolation	from	the	operational	environment	within	which	a	project	

operates.	BRACED	activities	have	been	informed	by	participatory	vulnerability,	risk	

and	resilience	assessments.	However,	IPs’	reports	have	revealed	an	overemphasis	

on	processes	targeting	individuals	and	communities	through	community-based	

22	 aspartofitsevaluationactivities,thekmwillsynthesisethesetofprojectmid-
termreviewsandidentifyhowandwhydifferentcombinationsofactivitieshave
strengthenedresilienceinparticularcontexts.
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planning	processes.	Although	such	approaches	are	critical	to	ensure	community	

ownership	and	responsiveness,	data	to	date	demonstrates	that	such	approaches	

and	activities	tend	to	prioritise	addressing	localised,	short-term	instrumental	gains.	

It	remains	unknown	how	BRACED	projects	take	into	account	the	dependencies	

between	households,	communities	and	government	decision-making	processes.	

While	BRACED	projects	may	be	well-suited	to	strengthening	knowledge	and	

addressing	capacity	gaps	through	a	wide	set	of	partnerships	and	improving	

inclusive	decision-making	at	the	local	level,	they	might	also	be	well-placed	to	

impact	on	national	government	policies,	processes	and	systems	where	changes	

are	also	required.	Although	it	is	too	early	in	the	programme	to	explore	outcome-

level	results	so	far,	it	is	unclear	how	far	project	interventions	will	lead	to	these	

and,	more	importantly,	the	extent	to	which	the	outcomes	would	be	sustainable.

Programmes	as	complex	as	BRACED	are	inherently	difficult	to	coordinate,	

implement,	monitor	and	evaluate.	The	task	is	even	more	challenging,	given	the	

range	of	consortium	members	and	institutional	partners	involved	in	each	IP,	as	

well	as	the	difficulty	in	promoting	effective	engagement	and	the	empowerment	

of	chronically	poor	beneficiaries	to	access	technologies	and	private	markets,	

be	involved	in	decision-making	processes	and	use	climate	information.	Most	

projects’	first	year	efforts	went	into	conducting	robust	baselines,	building	

the	capacity	of	IP	consortium	partners,	establishing	systems	for	project	

implementation	and	reaching	formal	agreements	with	institutional	partners.	

Such	challenges	prove	to	be	a	serious	constraint	for	three-year	projects.	As	a	

result,	BRACED	projects	have	progressed	well	along	their	‘expect	to	see’	progress	

markers	across	the	four	Areas	of	Change	of	the	BRACED	theory	of	change.	During	

year	1,	there	have	been	some	examples	of	projects	progressing	further	along	to	

their	‘like	to	see’	markers.	However,	evidence	remains	anecdotal	to	date.

Year	1	project	reports	against	the	Areas	of	Change	indicate	that	it	is	difficult	

to	discern	how	resilience	programming	and	activities	differ	from	development	

work.	In	order	to	capture	complexity	and	understand	resilience-building	as	more	

than	an	ad	hoc	set	of	activities	and	processes,	it	will	be	important	for	year	2	and	

3	reporting	to	enable	this	kind	of	analysis.	(The	companion	report	offers	more	

reflections	with	regard	to	how	reporting	could	be	improved	for	subsequent	

years.)	Similarly,	the	progress	marker	approach	may	lead	to	a	‘false’	idea	of	

linear	processes	of	change.	BRACED	experience	in	year	1	demonstrates	that	the	

pathways	towards	building	resilience	are	not	defined	and	characterised	by	linear	

processes.	Change	has	sometimes	been	realised	at	the	‘love	to	see’	level	without	

change	in	terms	of	what	IPs	would	‘expect’	or	‘like	to	see’.	It	is	not	clear	why	

this	is.	For	example,	it	is	not	known	whether	it	is	because	of	bias	in	the	data	and	

some	IPs	being	more	self-critical	than	others.	There	is	also	ambiguity	with	regard	

to	why	the	level	of	overall	change	differs	from	project	to	project.	Capturing	the	

essence	of	resilience-building	programmes	requires	reflective	M&E	processes	that	

capture	the	multi-dimensional	and	multi-level	processes	of	change.	Not	doing	

so	questions	the	added	value	of	resilience	programming	and,	more	importantly,	

how	it	differs	from	business-as-usual	development	work.
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About outcomes in BRACED:	Section	3	has	presented	progress	to	date	

along	BRACED	pathways	to	resilience,	enabling	us	to	understand	the	process	

through	which	project	activities	may	contribute	to	more	meaningful	outcomes.	

This	section	reviews	how	the	BRACED	projects	have,	together,	progressed	in	

improving	anticipatory,	absorptive	and	adaptive	capacities,	and	in	achieving	

transformative	change	at	the	end	of	year	1.

Summary of key findings

Level of progress to date: BRACED	projects	appear	to	be	on	track	to	

achieve	some	positive	outcome-level	changes.	However,	year	1	project	

reports	do	not	tell	us	the	extent	to	which	they	will	achieve	changes	

in	outcome-level	indicators.	For	adaptive	capacity	indicators	around	

natural	resource	management,	it	may	take	much	longer	than	three	

years	to	see	substantial	changes	in	a)	environmental	regeneration	and	

b)	the	ways	people	interact	with	the	natural	world.	Similarly,	levels	of	

savings	(used	as	a	proxy	for	absorptive	capacity)	may	increase	with	the	

establishment	of	voluntary	savings	and	loans	groups,	but	we	should	not	

expect	beneficiaries	living	under	the	poverty	line	to	accrue	substantial	

savings	in	a	few	years.	It	may	be	possible	to	meet	anticipatory	capacity	
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targets	through,	for	example,	the	establishment	of	early	warning	

systems	and	elaborating	disaster	risk	management	plans.	However,	

this	will	not	tell	us	how	effective	early	warning	systems	and	disaster	

management	plans	have	been	in	practice	when	people	dealt	with	

disaster	events.

At	both	the	programme	and	the	project	level,	we	need	to	be	cautious	

when	describing	these	changes.	This	will	ensure	that	we	are	being	true	

to	the	nature	of	these	outcomes	on	the	ground.	Although	BRACED	

projects	are	right	to	be	ambitious,	the	time	frame	of	the	programme	

means	that,	in	some	areas,	only	marginal	changes	will	be	achieved.	

The	extent	to	which	we	will	observe	progress	will	be	clear	in	year	3,	

and	these	results	may	challenge	some	of	the	programme’s	assumptions	

about	how	to	build	resilience	effectively.

Emerging lessons

•	 When communities define resilience priorities, activities are 

oriented around enhancing anticipatory and absorptive capacity. 

The	3As	framework	hypothesises	that	all	three	capacities	are	needed	

to	enhance	resilience	and	adapt	to	longer-term	climatic	changes.	

Yet,	in	some	cases,	communities	themselves	preferred	focusing	

on	building	resilience	capacities	to	deal	with	immediate	threats.	

BRACED	projects	operate	in	contexts	where	the	climate	is	already	

changing,	however,	and	prioritising	immediate	threats	to	people’s	

lives	is	an	important	step	to	adapting	to	the	current	climate.	As	

BRACED	projects	continue	in	years	2	and	3,	it	is	important	to	think	

about	how	anticipatory	and	absorptive	capacities	can	be	built	in	

ways	that	provide	a	solid	foundation	for	building	adaptive	capacity	

in	the	longer-term.

•	 For some outcomes, project-level reporting differs from the 

conceptual understanding of the resilience capacities described 

in the 3As framework.	The	largest	discrepancies	between	project	

reporting	and	the	3As	framework	involve	the:	use	of	climate	

information;	role	of	savings	and	income;	importance	of	learning	

from	disaster	events;	and	role	of	social	capital.	These	discrepancies	

show	how,	in	some	cases,	one	intervention	can	contribute	to	

multiple	resilience	capacities.	They	also	highlight	opportunities	

where	project-level	reporting	can	collect	more	detailed	information	

that	is	not	captured	in	the	existing	choice	of	indicators,	by	

supplementing	quantitative	metrics	with	qualitative	information	
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using	the	templates	provided.	Exploring	these	points	of	divergence	

can	improve	the	evidence	base	around	the	interventions	that	

support	resilience.	They	can	also	validate	or	challenge	theories	

on	how	to	build	community	resilience,	at	scale.

•	 The BRACED programme may generate more achievements in 

building anticipatory and absorptive capacity than adaptive 

capacity (or transformation).	Absorptive	and	anticipatory	

capacities	might	be	more	relevant	to	the	three-year	timeframe	of	

the	BRACED	programme,	even	if	BRACED	projects	should	also	

support	adaptive	capacity	in	the	longer-term.	Additionally,	in	places	

where	the	climate	has	noticeably	changed,	dealing	with	present	

shocks	and	stresses	is a	strategy	for	building	adaptive	capacity.	At	

present,	there	is	not	enough	evidence	to	predict	that	BRACED	as	a	

programme	will	achieve	more	gains	in	anticipatory	and	absorptive	

capacities,	but	these	early	insights	should	be	followed	up	on	and	

elaborated	further	in	year	2	and	3	reporting.

How do we track progress? BRACED	projects	report	against	two	International	

Climate	Fund	key	performance	indicators	(KPIs)	at	the	outcome	level:	KPI	4	

and	KPI	15.	The	first,	KPI	4,	is	defined	as	‘the number of people whose resilience 

has been improved as a result of BRACED support’.	This	number	is	derived	from	

collating	project-level	reporting	at	the	outcome	level,	where	projects	have	

identified	the	project-specific	outcome	indicators	that	will	demonstrate	changes	

in	resilience.	In	order	to	understand	how	resilience	has	changed,	IPs	have	tagged	

these	indicators	to	resilience	capacities.	BRACED	defines	resilience	capacities	as	

anticipatory,	absorptive	and	adaptive,	also	known	as	the	‘3As’.	In	some	cases,	

projects	have	identified	additional	indicators	for	transformative	change.	Here,	IPs	

decide	how	to	weight	the	indicators	according	to	their	project	theories	of	change	

and	how	they	expect	to	see	progress	in	building	resilience.

The	second	indicator	all	projects	report	against	is	the	self-assessed	outcome-level	

qualitative	KPI	15,	which	is	defined	as	‘the extent to which interventions are likely 

to have a transformational impact’.	During	year	1,	IPs	were	encouraged	to	report	

against	changes	they	interpreted	as	representing	the	‘pillars’	and	‘characteristics’	

of	transformation	as	defined	by	BRACED.	More	details	on	the	3As	framework	are	

available	in	Note	4	of	the	BRACED	M&E	Guidance	Notes	and	the	paper	‘The	3As:	

Tracking	resilience	across	BRACED‘.

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=761757df-7b3f-4cc0-9598-a684c40df788
http://www.braced.org/news/i/?id=cd95acf8-68dd-4f48-9b41-24543f69f9f1
http://www.braced.org/news/i/?id=cd95acf8-68dd-4f48-9b41-24543f69f9f1
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Complementing KPI 4

The	International	Climate	Fund’s	KPI	4	is	a	mandatory	outcome-level	indicator	

for	all	BRACED	projects	in	their	logframes.	The	indicator	refers	to	the	‘number 

of people whose resilience has been improved as a result of BRACED support’	

and	is	the	benchmark	of	BRACED	programme-level	achievements	in		

resilience-building.

In	year	1,	projects	reported	that	the	resilience	of	129,987	people	had	been	

improved.	This	figure	is	based	on	IPs’	logical	framework	reporting	which	is	

then	compiled,	quality	assured	and	aggregated	by	the	BRACED	Fund	Manager.	

Although	most	projects	did	not	report	at	the	outcome	level	in	year	1,	this	

synthesis	intends	to	explain	this	figure	on	an	annual	basis,	identifying	what	

kind	of	progress	has	been	achieved	and	the	nature	of	expected	outcomes,	

using	the	3As	and	Areas	of	Change	frameworks.	Because	most	IPs	did	not	

report	outcomes	this	year,	there	is	not	sufficient	data	to	explain	the	figure	

reported	in	detail.	However,	by	reviewing	all	project	reports,	it	is	possible	to	

identify	ways	that	projects	are	working	towards	the	goals	outlined	in	their	

theories	of	change	that	will	contribute	to	KPI	4.

This	section	presents	emerging	findings	from	year	1	at	the	outcome	level.	The	

challenges	and	emerging	lessons	in	using	the	3As	and	transformation	framework	

for	understanding	project	and	programme	resilience	outcomes	are	discussed	in	

the	companion	report,	’Routes	to	resilience:	lessons	from	monitoring	BRACED’.

4.1 The resilience capacities being built
The	ultimate	intended	outcome	of	BRACED	projects	is	to	strengthen	climate	and	

disaster	resilience	of	targeted	populations.	As	already	mentioned,	year	1	project-

level	reporting	demonstrated	an	increase	in	the	resilience	of	129,987	individuals	

for	the	four	projects	that	conducted	additional	surveying	beyond	their	baselines	

(KPI	4).	This	figure	is	an	early	sign	of	progress,	but	it	tells	us	less	about	the	nature	

of	the	outcome-level	changes	that	IPs	expect	to	see	or	the	challenges	they	have	

encountered	along	the	way.	Resilience	is	a	multi-faceted	concept,	and	projects	

intend	to	support	people’s	resilience	capacities	in	diverse	ways.	To	complement	

the	quantitative	KPI	4	measure	of	resilience,	this	synthesis	examines	resilience	

outcomes	through	the	3As	framework	by	reviewing	the	outcome	indicators	

that	feed	into	KPI	4.	The	3As	framework	was	developed	to	help	deconstruct	

resilience-building	into	a	set	of	resilience	‘functions’.	The	framework	draws	

on	resilience	theory	to	break	resilience	down	into	three	major	components:

•	 the	capacity	to	anticipate	a	shock	or	stress

•	 the	capacity	to	absorb	and	recover	from	its	impacts

•	 the	capacity	to	adapt	to	longer-term	climate-related	changes.

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=ed9b8fa6-1174-4973-902c-6b1a5b9eae63
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It	describes	transformation	as	an	approach	that	attempts	to	engineer	

substantial	change	through	policy,	leadership,	empowerment,	technology	

and	innovation.	This	focus	encourages	resilience-building	programmes	to	move	

beyond	incremental	changes	in	people’s	ability	to	manage	shocks	and	stresses.	

It	also	transforms	patterns	of	vulnerability.

“Applying	the	3As	framework	to	project	M&E	
data	is	underpinned	by	an	intention	to	help	us	
understand	the extent to which	projects	have	

progressed	in	building	resilience”

Applying	the	3As	framework	to	project	M&E	data	is	underpinned	by	an	

intention	to	help	us	understand	the extent to which	projects	have	progressed	

in	building	resilience.	It	is	possible	that	a	community	is	capable	of	anticipating	

and	preparing	for	a	disaster,	but	is	not	able	to	recover	from	its	impacts.	

Alternatively,	a	household	could	be	well-placed	to	withstand	a	one-off	stress,	

but	lack	the	resources	and	capacity	to	adapt	in	the	longer-term	to	increased	and	

sustained	climate	variability.	This	section	of	the	report	adds	some	depth	to	the	

initial	BRACED	outcome	figure	by	considering	a)	how	projects	are	progressing	

against	a	holistic	set	of	resilience	capacities	and	b)	whether	they	are	enabling	

transformative	change,	to	provide	a	more	grounded	picture	of	what	the	

BRACED	programme	can	expect	to	achieve.

Finally,	conceptualising	resilience	in	terms	of	capacities	puts	human	agency	at	

the	centre	of	resilience-building.	Unlike	a	focus	on	assets	or	income,	a	focus	on	

capacities	puts	emphasis	on	people’s	choices	and	actions.	When	attempting	

to	quantify	resilience	capacities,	such	as	through	KPI	4,	it	is	important	to	note	

that	the	mere	existence	of	a	capacity	does	not	mean	it	will	be	applied.	BRACED	

beneficiaries	may	have	access	to	climate	information	and	the	necessary	training	

to	understand	it,	but	could	choose	not	to	use	it	to	inform	their	livelihood	

decisions	(adaptive	capacity).	Similarly,	people	could	accumulate	savings	through	

participation	in	a	village	savings	and	loans	association,	but	choose	to	allocate	

household	savings	for	other	purposes	and	lack	necessary	resources	during	a	

shock	or	stress	(absorptive	capacity).	A	capacity-focused	framework	like	the	3As	

enables	us	to	understand	progress	in	building	resilience	capacities	with	respect	

to	interventions,	but	it	does	not	tell	us	how	people	behave	and	what	choices	

they	make	when	confronted	with	a	shock	or	stress.	Efforts	to	quantify	resilience	

should	take	care	when	describing	changes	in	resilience	capacities,	as	these	will	

ultimately	be	contingent	on	people’s	attitudes	and	choices.

Most	IPs	were	not	able	to	provide	outcome-level	data	or	evidence	in	their	

early	stages	of	project	delivery	at	the	time	of	year	1	reporting.	Instead,	reports	

described	which	indicators	would	be	tracked	to	understand	changes	in	resilience	

capacities	by	the	end	of	BRACED	project	implementation.	The	four	projects	

that	were	able	to	provide	data	on	progress	against	indicators	showed	very	
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small	changes	or	mixed	results	in	terms	of	resilience-related	indicators.	These	

results	can	be	attributed	to	a	range	of	factors,	including	the	prematurity	of	

tracking	outcome	indicators	in	year	1,	high	seasonal	variability	that	limited	

the	comparability	of	survey	results	and	delays	in	project	implementation	that	

prevented	projects	from	achieving	their	desired	year	1	goals	in	time.	Accordingly,	

this	analysis	focuses	on	the	potential	for	enhancing	resilience,	examining	the	

choice	of	outcome	indicators	tracked	in	year	1	project	reports	and	relying	on	the	

narrative	provided	by	IPs	on	their	progress	in	building	resilience	capacities.

Resilience capacities: emerging themes

Three	themes	emerge	from	an	analysis	of	project	reporting	against	the	3As.

EMERGING THEME 1: BUILDING ANTICIPATORY CAPACITY 
THROUGH EARLY WARNING SYSTEMS, RESILIENCE PLANNING, 
AND USE OF CLIMATE INFORMATION

Anticipatory capacity is the ability of social systems to anticipate and reduce the 

impact of climate variability and extremes through preparedness and planning. 

Anticipatory capacity is seen in proactive action before a foreseen event to avoid 

upheaval, either by avoiding or reducing exposure or by minimising vulnerability 

to specific hazards.23

Improvements	in	anticipatory	capacity	were	most	evident	in	projects	that	

established	early	warning	systems	and	disaster	management	committees	in	

year	1	of	project	implementation.	These	achievements	did	not	require	extensive	

surveying	to	report	concrete	progress,	which	included	the	completion	of	

resilience	trainings	and	the	development	of	disaster	management	or	resilience	

plans.	Encouragingly,	these	disaster	risk	management/resilience	plans	were	a	

method	of	linking	to	and	influencing	local	or	national	government	planning	in	

four	projects	(ANUKULAN, RIC4REC, PRESENCES, Myanmar Alliance).

In	addition	to	early	warning	systems	and	resilience	planning,	five	IPs	cited	use	

of	climate	information	as	a	key	component	of	enhancing	anticipatory	capacity	

(IRISS, DCF, PRESENCES, PROGRESS, WHH),	in	addition	to	three	IPs	who	

reported	this	as	a	component	of	adaptive	capacity	(CIARE, Myanmar Alliance, 

PROGRESS).	These	projects	reported	varying	levels	of	progress	in	the	uptake	of	

climate	information,	but	the	majority	were	at	least	at	a	stage	where	they	were	

able	to	disseminate	climate	information	to	community	members	(see	section	

3.1	for	more	detail).	Uptake	of	climate	information	proved	a	challenge	in	some	

contexts;	in	the	BRICS	project	in	Sudan,	the	project	report	stated	that	pastoral	

communities	were	less	receptive	and	sometimes	distrusted	modern	weather	

information	services.	Supporting	use	of	climate	information	for	livelihood	

decisions	required	different	strategies	for	different	target	groups.

23	 bahadur,a.v.,Peters,k.,Wilkinson,E.,Pichon,F.,gray,k.andtanner,t.(2015)
the3as:trackingresilienceacrossbracED.bracEDknowledgemanager
WorkingPaper.London:oDi.

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=cd95acf8-68dd-4f48-9b41-24543f69f9f1
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Figure 8: Anticipatory capacity outcome indicators

Note.	Related	indicators	have	been	grouped	to	provide	an	indication	of	what	outcomes	BRACED	
IPs	expect	to	see	in	the	timeframe	of	their	project	interventions.

The	establishment	of	community-based	early	warning	systems	was	another	

pathway	towards	enhancing	anticipatory	capacity,	with	seven	projects	tracking	

indicators	related	to	early	warning	systems	(Zaman Lebidi, SUR1M, RIC4REC, 

Myanmar Alliance, MAR, CIARE, ANUKULAN, BRICS).	The	MAR	project	in	

Ethiopia	was	able	to	report	quantitative	improvement	in	the	reported	use	of	

community-based	early	warning	systems.	Survey	results	found	that	35%	of	the	

population	used	community-based	early	warning	systems,	up	from	20%	of	the	

population	at	the	baseline.	Without	a	shock	or	a	stress	to	test	the	early	warning	

system,	it	is	difficult	to	draw	conclusions	as	to	whether	increased	access	to	early	

warning	translates	to	better	preparedness.

One	method	of	gauging	preparedness	is	by	looking	at	the	communities’	responses	to	

localised	climate	shocks	that	occurred	in	the	first	year	of	the	BRACED	programme.	

In	Myanmar,	preparedness	measures	were	put	to	the	test	when	a	fire24	broke	out	

and	community	members	were	able	to	extinguish	it	before	official	fire	services	

arrived	at	the	scene,	saving	an	estimated	60	homes	(Myanmar Alliance).	The	

Myanmar	Alliance	project	documents	credit	this	to	the	early	action	by	community	

members	and	equipment	provided	by	BRACED	at	the	behest	of	community	

members	who	had	prioritised	fire	as	the	most	pressing	climactic	threat	to	their	

communities.	In	another	case,	the	SUR1M	project	in	Niger	found	that	pockets	of	

extreme	food	insecurity	related	to	pest	infestations,	as	well	as	irregular	distribution	

of	rain,	were	common.	However,	the	report	states	that	many	beneficiaries	in	Niger	

were	able	to	use	certified	seeds	and	climate-smart	agriculture	practices	to	have	high	

enough	yields,	even	after	the	impact	of	drought	and	pests,	to	provide	a	net	benefit	

of	surplus	production	that	could	be	stored	for	consumption	or	sale	later.

24	 Firesthoughttobearesultofclimatechangearenotnecessarilysubstantiated
inthereport.
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EMERGING THEME 2: IMPROVED NUTRITION AND ACCESS 
TO FINANCIAL RESOURCES AS KEY COMPONENTS OF 
ABSORPTIVE CAPACITY

The ability of social systems to absorb and cope with the impacts of climate 

variability and extremes is known as ‘absorptive capacity’. It refers to the ability 

of social systems, using available skills and resources, to face and manage adverse 

conditions, emergencies or disasters.25

Gains	in	absorptive	capacity	were	tracked	in	a	number	of	ways	throughout	the	

projects,	though	the	most	common	was	through	the	use	of	indicators	related	

to	use	of	savings	and	credit.26	Reports	used	indicators	related	to	access	to	

savings	and	credit,	social	capital	and	food	reserves	or	improved	dietary	diversity.	

Indicators	related	to	access	to	infrastructure	markets	were	tagged	against	

absorptive	capacity	in	two	projects	(DCF, Livestock Mobility),	though	the	

remaining	12	projects	converged	on	the	importance	of	finance	and	food	to	absorb	

the	impacts	of	crises.	As	mentioned	in	section	3,	access	to	savings	and	credit	was	

commonly	supported	through	savings	groups,	which	had	an	additional	objective	

of	enhancing	social	capital	and	formalising	traditional	social	protection	schemes.	

Women	formed	at	least	half	–	if	not	the	majority	–	of	membership	in	these	

groups,	with	projects	indicating	that	this	could	lay	the	foundation	for	greater	

decision-making	power	in	the	household	and	community.

Figure 9: Absorptive capacity outcome indicators

Note. Related	indicators	have	been	grouped	to	provide	an	indication	of	what	outcomes	BRACED	
IPs	expect	to	see	in	the	timeframe	of	their	project	interventions.

25	 bahadur,a.v.,Peters,k.,Wilkinson,E.,Pichon,F.,gray,k.andtanner,t.(2015)
the3as:trackingresilienceacrossbracED.bracEDknowledgemanager
WorkingPaper.London:oDi.

26	 theroleofsocialprotectioninbuildingabsortivecapacityisexploredinulrichs,
m.(2016)‘increasingpeople’sresiliencetoshocksthroughsocialprotection’.
bracEDknowledgemanagerresilienceintel.London:oDi.
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Despite	these	actions	to	improve	absorptive	capacity,	a	few	of	the	IPs	operating	

in	more	challenging	contexts,	particularly	those	project	areas	affected	by	drought,	

observed	beneficiaries	adopt	some	negative	coping	strategies.	This	was	measured	

using	the	Coping	Strategies	Index,	which	indicates	how	many	negative	coping	

strategies	a	household	is	adopting.	This	finding	must	be	treated	with	caution;	

the	project-level	reporting	did	not	specify	which	strategies	were	being	used	and	

the	sampling	methods	were	not	able	to	account	for	seasonality.	Without	more	

information,	this	cannot	be	used	as	an	indication	that	the	project	did	not	make	

any	gains	in	supporting	absorptive	capacity.	It	does,	nonetheless,	raise	attention	

to	the	absence	of	discussion	about	whether	efforts	to	build	resilience	capacities	

helped	reduce	the	impacts	of	shocks	or	stresses	that	occurred	in	the	project	

area.	A	deeper	engagement	with	the	reality	of	beneficiaries’	experiences	would	

go	a	long	way	in	helping	programme-level	reporting	make	sense	of	whether	the	

BRACED	model	is	able	to	support	resilience	capacities	in	difficult	contexts	and,	

if	so,	how	it	does	this.

EMERGING THEME 3: WORKING ACROSS LONGER TIME SCALES 
TO BUILD ADAPTIVE CAPACITY

Adaptive capacity is the ability of social systems to adapt to multiple, long-term 

and future climate change risks, and also to learn and adjust after a disaster. It is 

the capacity to take deliberate and planned decisions to achieve a desired state even 

when conditions have changed or are about to change.

The	BRACED	programme	intends	to	build	adaptive	capacity	in	a	wealth	of	ways,	

and	the	diversity	of	approaches	is	reflected	in	the	choice	of	outcome	indicators	

the	IPs	are	tracking.	During	year	1,	adaptive	capacity	was	cross-tagged	with	the	

highest	number	of	indicators,	ranging	from	access	to	water,	adoption	of	business	

practices,	improved	income,	changes	in	herd	size,	and	application	of	climate-

smart	agricultural	practices.	Tracking	adoption	of	technologies	and	improved	

production	or	income	were	the	most	common	approaches.	For	climate-smart	

agriculture	projects,	‘adoption	of	climate-smart	technology	or	techniques’-related	

indicators	are	important	proxies	for	understanding	the	adaptation	behaviours	

that	farmers	undertake	with	the	materials	and	knowledge	gained	through	the	

BRACED	programme.	Much	of	the	progress	towards	these	key	indicators	has	

been	through	provision	of	trainings	on	specific	techniques,	such	as	in	off-season	

vegetable	farming	(ANUKULAN)	or	on	smart	business	skills	for	agricultural	

activities	(SUR1M).	The	results	of	these	trainings	are	intended	to	translate	into	

outcome-level	indicators,	but	in	year	1	these	activities	did	not	yield	outcome-

level	results.
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Figure 10: Adaptive capacity outcome indicators

Note. Related	indicators	have	been	grouped	to	provide	an	indication	of	what	outcomes	BRACED	
IPs	expect	to	see	in	the	timeframe	of	their	project	interventions.

A	few	projects	tracked	indicators	of	adaptive	capacity	that	are	linked	to	other	

capacities	in	the	‘3As’	conceptual	framework.	Access	to	and	use	of	credit	

and	savings	is	described	as	an	important	component	of	absorptive	capacity	

in	the	conceptual	framework,	but	projects	also	reported	this	as	a	component	

of	adaptive	capacity.	Three	projects	categorised	‘use	of	credit	and	savings’	as	

adaptive,	explaining	that	savings	and	credit	supported	households	to	make	

investments	in	climate-resilient	production	(PRESENCES, PROGRESS, SUR1M).	

Other	indicators	were	used	across	all	three	resilience	capacities,	such	as	in	the	

Livestock Mobility	project.	Their	indicator	‘changes in pastoral women, men 

and children counted on corridors’,	which	intends	to	track	fluidity	of	livestock	

movements,	was	considered	indicative	of	anticipatory,	adaptive	and	anticipatory	

capacity.	The	project	report	explained	that	this	indicator	provides	information	

about	timing	of	departure	and	that	of	destocking	before	transhumance,	along	

with	the	number	of	people	leaving	a	household.	This	can	show	how	pastoral	

families	are	anticipating	climatic	events,	adapting	to	longer-term	changes	and	

absorbing	climate	impacts	(by	moving	elsewhere).
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Broadly,	adaptive	capacity	was	considered	more	challenging	to	build	within	the	

timescales	of	BRACED	projects.	The	DCF	project	opted	not	to	track	changes	in	

adaptive	capacity	at	all,	explaining	that	in	the	longer	term	all	activities	would	be	

considered	adaptive,	but	that	‘we have reported outcomes under absorptive and 

anticipatory capacities, as our assessment shows that these will be most relevant in 

the timeframe of the project’.	Indeed,	in	projects	where	communities	prioritised	

resilience	actions,	activities	meant	to	enhance	anticipatory	and	absorptive	

capacities	were	favoured.	According	to	project	reports,	incremental	climatic	

changes	are	less	visible	to	community	members	and	thus	less	likely	to	prompt	

immediate	action.	Furthermore,	adaptive	capacity	interventions	often	need	to	

be	accompanied	with	significant	behavioural	and	social	changes	that	tend	to	

be	difficult	to	move	or	track	in	the	short	term.

The	3As	framework	emphasises	a	key	element	of	adaptive	capacity	that	is	not	

tracked	in	the	BRACED	project	indicators:	the	ability	to	learn	from	disturbances,	

and	thus	recover	in	a	way	that	reduces	vulnerability	to	the	same	shock	should	

it	happen	again.	After	a	significant	disaster	event,	there	may	be	a	window	of	

opportunity	to	‘build	back	better’,	bringing	together	stakeholders	affected	and	

determining	a	more	resilient	development	trajectory.	Some	BRACED	IPs	dealt	

with	shocks	and	stresses	in	year	1	(see	section	4.3)	and	their	documentation	of	

the	changes	these	events	may	have	brought	about	at	the	local	level	presents	

an	opportunity	to	track	how	BRACED	has	supported	adaptive	capacity	during	

a	recovery	period.	Because	of	the	context-specific	nature	of	disaster	recovery	

experiences,	this	type	of	information	is	not	well-suited	to	a	single	indicator.	

Elaborating	a	narrative	on	experiences	of	learning	from	disturbances	could	

be	included	in	next	year’s	reporting,	which	will	ask	about	the	experience	of	

shocks	and	stresses	in	the	project	area.

Point for reflection: There are instances where resilience theory 

and practice diverge

The	definitions,	descriptions,	and	proposed	indicators	that	IPs	use	to	track	

resilience	capacities	in	their	annual	reports	broadly	mirror	those	suggested	

in	the	3As	framework.	Yet	a	few	key	elements	differ	from	the	conceptual	

understanding	of	the	resilience	capacities	it	sets	out.	These	are	explored	below.	

IPs	that	applied	a	slightly	different	understanding	of	how	resilience	capacities	

are	built,	in	their	year	1	reporting,	are	not	wrong.	Rather,	this	highlights	

interesting	questions	to	explore	at	the	project-level	to	validate	and	challenge	

some	of	the	ideas	underpinning	the	3As	theories	about	how	to	build	resilience	

at	the	community-level,	at	scale.

•	 The ability to learn from disturbances, as well as recover in a way that 

reduces vulnerability to future shocks, is embedded in the definition 

of adaptive capacity in the 3As framework, but was absent from 

projects’ outcome reporting.	Understanding	whether	households	or	

communities	were	able	to	‘build	back	better’	after	a	disaster	event	is	a	

process	that	is	not	easily	encapsulated	in	a	single	indicator,	so	projects	

have	understandably	focused	their	outcome-level	M&E	efforts	elsewhere.	
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Nonetheless,	documenting	this	learning	process	–	if	and	when	it	happens	–	

is	especially	important,	given	that	BRACED	beneficiaries	have	dealt	with	

shocks	and	stresses	in	year	1.	With	support	from	BRACED	IPs,	communities	

that	have	experienced	disaster	events	may	be	able	to	address	underlying	

vulnerabilities	in	a	way	that	makes	them	more	resilient	to	that	event	in	

the	future,	demonstrating	a	high	level	of	adaptive	capacity.	The	project	

annual	report	asks	about	experience	of	disaster	events	in	this	in	the	project	

area,	and	this	question	could	be	expanded	to	record	how	community-level	

decision-making	changed	in	the	wake	of	disturbances,	during	year	1.

•	 In	the	3As	framework,	the	use	of	climate	information	is	considered	a	vital	

component	of	adaptive	capacity. With the exception of one project, 

access to and use of climate information in BRACED was considered to 

contribute to anticipatory or adaptive capacity, but not both.	The	3As	

framework	argues	that	long-term	climate	information	is	vital	for	adaptive	

capacity	and	that	short-term	weather	forecasts	and	warnings	on	impending	

hazards	are	important	for	anticipatory	capacity.	In	their	outcome	indicators,	

most	projects	did	not	distinguish	between	these	two	types	of	data	during	

BRACED	year	1,	so	drawing	conclusions	about	whether	they	were	referring	

to	the	use	of	climate	information	for	long-term	planning	or	short-term	

preparedness	was	not	possible.	For	agriculture-related	projects,	however,	

the	line	between	using	climate	information	for	adaptive	or	anticipatory	

decisions	is	particularly	thin	–	using	climate	information	to	determine	

when	to	plant,	when	to	harvest	and	what	crop	varieties	to	plant	can	

enhance	both	anticipatory	and	adaptive	capacity.	Climate	and	weather	

information	enables	farmers	to	anticipate	when	short-term	climate	and	

weather	changes	may	affect	crops,	while	also	informing	their	longer-term	

adaptive	choices.

•	 Access to credit and savings was considered important for both 

adaptive and absorptive capacity during BRACED year 1. The	3As	

framework	argues	that	savings	and	safety	nets	are	crucial	in	supporting	

absorptive	capacity	because	they	allow	people	to	access	resources	to	

smooth	consumption	and	maintain	levels	of	well-being	during	difficult	

periods.	Six	projects	tagged	‘access	to	credit	and	savings’	or	participation	

in	voluntary	savings	and	loans	groups	as	an	indicator	of	absorptive	

capacity,	mirroring	the	guidance	in	the	3As	framework.	However,	three	

projects	also	used	the	same	indicator	to	track	adaptive	capacity,	stating	

that	savings	could	be	used	to	invest	into	businesses	and	livelihoods.	The	

limited	information	available	from	projects	so	far	would	suggest	that	some	

outcomes	(i.e.	enhanced	savings	and	access	to	credit)	could	enhance	more	

than	one	capacity,	depending	on	whether	the	resources	were	spent	on	

household	consumption	or	investment	purposes.

•	 A	growing	body	of	research	suggests	that	social capital is an important 

component of resilient communities, and that social relations, 

networks and common values are vital to functioning after a shock or 
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stress	(Adger,	2003;27	Woodson	et	al.,	2015)28.	Only	one	project	(Livestock 

Mobility)	tracks	social	capital,	using	a	proxy	indicator	looking	at	the	

‘distribution of rights of use within family herds’	to	understand	the	extent	

to	which	pastoralists	can	rely	on	social	networks	within	their	community	

and	with	external	community	groups.	The	project	argues	that	‘resilience 

is increased by the ability to negotiate access to resources through strong 

social networks’.	While	Livestock	Mobility	may	be	the	only	project	using	

a	direct	(albeit	project-specific)	proxy	for	social	capital,	BRACED	projects	

have	a	strong	emphasis	on	supporting	community	groups	for	savings	and	

loans	associations,	disaster	risk	reduction	planning,	and	enhancing	uptake	

of	climate-smart	farming	practices.	Understanding	whether	these	groups	

strengthen	social	networks	and	enhance	reciprocity	in	the	aftermath	of	a	

shock	or	stress	would	provide	insight	as	to	how	projects	have	enhanced	

absorptive	capacity.	As	it	stands,	BRACED	M&E	systems	are	not	designed	

to	monitor	this	at	the	outcome	level.

There	was	also	evidence	of	some	successes	in	managing	small,	localised	climate	

shocks	and	stresses	resulting	from	BRACED	support.	In	Myanmar,	as	already	

mentioned,	community	members	trained	in	disaster	risk	management	were	

able	to	extinguish	a	fire	threatening	60	homes	before	officials	arrived	on	scene.	

Previously,	these	types	of	small	fires	had	destroyed	up	to	50	homes.	The	success	

was	attributed	to	the	provision	of	equipment,	planning,	and	training	supported	

through	BRACED.	This	case	also	points	to	the	value	of	allowing	communities	to	

define	their	resilience	priorities	–	focusing	on	fire	safety	had	been	a	participatory	

choice	rather	than	one	prescribed	in	the	project	design.

4.2 Achieving transformation
The	BRACED	theory	of	change	hypothesises	that	people’s	capacity	to	

anticipate,	absorb	and	adapt	to	shocks	can	be	built,	enhanced	and	reshaped	

through	transformational	changes.	Put	differently,	BRACED	intends	to	move	

beyond	supporting	incremental	changes	in	people’s	resilience	and	support	a	

more	radical	shift	in	the	distribution	of	vulnerability	in	BRACED	project	locations.	

Within	BRACED,	transformation	is	defined	as	the	likelihood	of	human	systems	to	

fundamentally	and	sustainably	improve	the	resilience	of	vulnerable	citizens	to	climate	

impacts.	Transformation	is	a	forthcoming	area	of	research	for	the	BRACED	KM.

27	 adger,W.n.(2003),socialcapital,collectiveaction,andadaptationtoclimate
change.Economicgeography,79:387–404.

28	 Woodson,L.,Frankenberger,t.,smith,L.,Langworth,m.&Presnall,
c.(2016).theEffectsofsocialcapitalonresiliencecapacity:Evidencefrom
Ethiopia,kenya,uganda,nigerandburkinaFaso.reportpreparedbythe
technicalconsortium,aprojectofthecgiar.technicalreportseriesno2:
strengtheningtheEvidencebaseforresilienceinthehornofafrica.nairobi,
kenya:ajointinternationalLivestockresearchinstitute(iLri)andtango
internationalpublication.
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“BRACED	intends	to	move	beyond	supporting	
incremental	changes	in	people’s	resilience	and	
support	a	more	radical	shift	in	the	distribution	
of	vulnerability	in	BRACED	project	locations”

During	year	1,	potential	for	catalytic	transformation,	in	which	approaches	can	be	

replicated	and	financed	by	others,	was	most	common	in	interventions	with	clear	

links	to	local	government	ministries	or	that	had	an	explicit	aim	to	institutionalise	

resilience	practices.	Some	projects	were	able	to	achieve	clear	successes	in	this	

regard,	with	the	WHH	project	in	Burkina	Faso	reporting	replication	of	their	‘plant	

clinic’	approach	by	the	Ministry	of	Agriculture	in	seven	additional	regions	of	the	

country	and	the	Livestock Mobility	project	reporting	uptake	of	its	livestock	

module	on	trading	in	West	Africa	by	the	World	Bank’s	PRAPS	programme	in	

the	Sahel.	The	DCF	project	created	a	partnership	protocol	with	the	Senegalese	

government	to	decentralise	climate	funds,	and	has	been	working	with	the	

Malian	government	on	accreditation	for	accessing	climate	finance.	Though	the	

mechanisms	are	not	yet	functional,	these	examples	indicate	potential	overhauls	

in	the	scope	and	scale	of	resilience-building	efforts.	Some	softer	methods	of	

government	buy-in	were	also	apparent	in	BRACED	projects,	with	government	

ministries	agreeing	to	share	costs	or	provide	convening	spaces	for	community	

groups	working	on	resilience	issues.	Government	recognition	that	resilience-

building	is	a	public	good	and	subsequently	directly	facilitating	these	activities	

is	a	promising	step	towards	building	momentum	for	higher	level	policy	shifts.

Achieving transformation: emerging themes

Looking	across	the	project	annual	reports	for	year	1,	there	is	one	emerging	theme.

EMERGING THEME 4: EMPOWERING WOMEN AND LINKING 
UP WITH GOVERNMENT

IPs	also	reported	on	transformation	in	relation	to	gender	relations,	with	many	

citing	the	potentially	transformative	impacts	of	involving	women	in	leadership	

positions	in	community	savings	groups,	disaster	risk	management	planning	

and	climate-smart	agriculture	committees.	Capturing	intangible	processes	of	

participation	and	empowerment	is	difficult,	but	moving	from	ad	hoc	citizen	

engagement	to	more	regular	inputs	to	the	community	and	the	local	government	

through	forums	facilitated	by	BRACED	has	potential	for	genuine	empowerment.	

A	few	projects	reported	that	women’s	social	status	was	changing	as	a	result	of	

being	trained	as	leaders,	such	as	in	the	SUR1M	project.	In	leadership	positions	

in	farming	associations,	women	were	able	to	offer	advice	on	climate-smart	

agriculture	practices	and	garner	prestige	within	the	community.	It	is	likely	that	

these	attitudinal	and	behavioural	changes	that	IPs	self-reported	will	need	to	

continue	beyond	the	lifetime	of	the	BRACED	programme.	However,	projects	are	

demonstrating	promising	signs	of	paving	the	way	for	empowerment	of	women	

in	societies	with	deeply	entrenched	gender	norms.
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Through	the	year	1	reporting,	it	became	apparent	that	IPs	may	have	felt	

compelled	to	over	report	potential	for	transformation.	Many	projects	cited	small	

changes	related	to	project	outputs	as	potentially	transformative.	Though	this	

evidence	of	change	is	best	understood	within	the	context,	there	is	a	possibility	

that	the	BRACED	programme’s	strong	emphasis	on	transformation	within	the	

conceptual	framework	puts	pressure	on	IPs	to	frame	all	evidence	of	change	as	

transformative.	If	BRACED	strives	to	contribute	to	transformative	change,	it	is	

important	not	to	dilute	this	concept.

Lastly,	BRACED	ambitions	around	gender	empowerment	were	generally	

tracked	through	normal	indicators,	disaggregating	statistics	by	gender.	SUR1M	

and	ANUKULAN	were	exceptions	to	this	rule.	ANUKULAN	tracked	changes	in	

adaptive	capacity	by	measuring	a	change	in	average	Women’s	Empowerment	

in	Agriculture	Index	score.	Similarly,	SUR1M	included	an	ambitious	outcome	

indicator	tracking	the	average	proportion	of	women	elected	at	regular	

municipality	sessions.	The	project	designed	trainings	to	improve	women’s	

representation	in	local	politics,	and	found	that	the	outcome	indicator	exceeded	

its	target	in	year	1	(from	15%	to	18%).	These	gender-specific	indicators	are	an	

interesting	method	of	testing	how	effective	BRACED	projects	are	in	supporting	

women’s	empowerment,	pushing	projects	to	focus	on	the	quality	of	participation	

or	how	that	participation	translates	to	increased	acceptance	of	women	in	

decision-making	roles.29

4.3 Summary: understanding 
BRACED outcomes
BRACED	projects	report	on	outcome-level	changes	using	the	3As	framework:	

tracking	anticipatory,	absorptive,	and	adaptive	capacity,	as	well	as	the	potential	

for	transformation.	Generally,	projects	intended	to	build	absorptive	capacity	by	

enhancing	access	to	finance	and	improving	nutrition,	and	support	anticipatory	

capacity	by	reinforcing	DRR	planning	and	ensuring	access	to	early	warning	

systems.	Adaptive	capacity	outcome	indicators	were	varied,	and	many	of	these	

tracked	longer-term	livelihood	and	environmental	changes.	IPs	also	reported	on	

transformation,	with	many	projects	identifying	gender	empowerment	and	the	

linking	of	interventions	to	government	strategies	as	two	important	avenues	for	

unlocking	transformational	change.	A	review	of	IPs’	reports	against	the	3As	and	

transformation	framework	reveals	that,	despite	the	differing	contexts	the	projects	

are	operating	in,	there	are	clear	themes	that	are	common	across	the	set	of	projects:

29	 Forareviewofdifferentapproachestoincorporatinggenderandequality
objectivesintoresilienceprojectsandmonitoringgenderequalityoutcomes,
seeLemasson,v.,norton,a.andWilkinson,E.(2016)‘genderandresilience’.
bracEDknowledgemanager.WorkingPaper.London:oDi.

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=845c98a2-f1d3-4c3e-b0cb-e4d307310def
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understanding resilience outcomes: lessons learnt

Anticipatory, absorptive 
and adaptive capacities 
and transformative 
change

• Theme 1:buildinganticipatorycapacitythrough
earlywarningsystems,resilienceplanninganduse
ofclimateinformation

• Theme 2:improvednutritionandaccessto
financialresourcesaskeycomponentsof
absorptivecapacity

• Theme 3:Workingacrosslonger-timescalesto
buildadaptivecapacity

• Theme 4:Empoweringwomenandlinkingup
withgovernment

In	projects	where	communities	themselves	defined	resilience	priorities,	activities	

were	oriented	around	enhancing	anticipatory	and	absorptive	capacity,	which	

were	perceived	as	more	tangible	than	adapting	to	future	risks.	Dealing	with	

current	risks	and	threats,	particularly	in	contexts	where	communities	are	

already	witnessing	unprecedented	climatic	extremes,	is	a	logical	first	step	for	

communities	that	are	highly	vulnerable	to	climate	change.	As	projects	provide	

outcome-level	data	in	years	2	and	3,	understanding	how	resilience	capacities	

interrelate	–	and	revisiting	whether	adaptive	capacity	is	more	challenging	to	build	

in	the	lifespan	of	a	BRACED	intervention	–	will	be	key	insights	to	inform	theories	

for	building	community-level	resilience	on	the	ground.
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“BRACED	monitoring	and	results	reporting	
efforts	pay	particular	attention	to	understanding	

not	only	how	the	climatic	context	affects	
project’s	progress	but	also	how	the	

socioeconomic,	political	and	social	contexts	that	
projects	operate	within	enable	or	limit	change”

About context in BRACED:	The	BRACED	programme	theory	of	change	

acknowledges	that	BRACED	is	not	the	only	initiative	working	on	strengthening	

resilience	to	climate	and	disaster	shocks	and	stresses.	BRACED	is	located	within	

a	wider	set	of	international	and	national	development	actions	on	a	variety	of	

issues,	including	disaster	risk	management,	climate	change,	economic	growth,	

livelihoods,	poverty	reduction	and	governance.	BRACED	projects	are	working	

in	places	where	environmental	and	climate-related	risks	also	interact	with	pre-

existing	social,	economic	and	political	stresses,	such	as	poor	governance,	chronic	

food	insecurity,	entrenched	grievances	and	instability.	BRACED	monitoring	and	

results	reporting	efforts	pay	particular	attention	to	understanding	not	only	how	

the	climatic	context	affects	project’s	progress	but	also	how	the	socioeconomic,	

political	and	social	contexts	that	projects	operate	within	enable	or	limit	change. 

5. 
RESILIENCE IN 
CONTEXT

image:
scottWallace
(Worldbank)
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Specifically,	these	are	the	governance	structures,	decision-making	processes,	

incentives	and	relationships	between	different	groups	and	individuals.	This	

section	examines	the	prevailing	contexts	of	BRACED	projects	and	assesses	

the	extent	to	which	contextual	factors	have	enabled	or	limited	the	changes	

described	in	the	previous	sections,	during	year	1.	(More	details	on	the	BRACED	

Evaluative	Monitoring	approach	are	available	in	Note	4	of	the	BRACED	M&E	

Guidance	Notes.)

Summary of key findings

The	technical	rhetoric	around	capacity	building	and	the	distribution	

of	technologies	and	agricultural	inputs,	along	with	the	formation	of	

community	groups,	sometimes	overshadows	a	more	honest	narrative	of	

the	difficulties	faced	when	building	resilience	on	the	ground.	During	year	

1	of	BRACED,	several	IPs	accessed	and	made	use	of	contingency	funding	

to	deal	with	the	shocks	and	stresses	affecting	their	projects.	However,	

annual	reports	provided	a	limited	narrative	about	the	climatic	context	

projects	have	been	operating	in,	as	well	as	how	activities	and	strategies	

implemented	by	IPs	deal	with	this,	and	to	what	extent.	Together	with	

IPs,	the	MRR	team	need	to	enhance	this	element	of	the	reporting	system	

in	years	2	and	3.	Also,	though	IPs	have	been	tracking	the	political	and	

social	dynamics,	it	is	important	to	formalise	this	process	and	critique	the	

initial	assumptions	made	in	project-level	theories	of	change.

Though	it	is	still	too	early	to	assess	the	impact	of	such	contextual	

factors	on	project-level	outcomes,	it	is	also	clear	that	the	contexts	

in	which	projects	are	operating	pose	particular	challenges	and	

opportunities.	During	the	remainder	of	BRACED,	it	will	be	important	

to	better	understand	what	these	challenges	and	opportunities	are	

and	what	they	might	mean	for	the	scaling	up	of	BRACED	activities.

Emerging lessons

•	 Anticipating and managing crisis is central to resilience-

building programmes. Yet, the challenge remains: monitoring 

and contextualising results in the face of shocks and stresses.	

BRACED	projects	are	being	implemented	in	areas	with	recurrent	

crises.	Yet,	to	date,	it	remains	unclear	how	they	are	not	only	

contributing	to	strengthening	community	resilience,	but	also	

how	they	are	ensuring	flexible	and	adaptable	programming	to	

deal	with	shocks	and	crises	in	ongoing	areas	of	intervention.	

Systematic	monitoring	and	evaluation	of	a)	progress	and	results	in	

the	face	of	shocks	and	stresses	and	b)	the	extent	to	which	access	

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=761757df-7b3f-4cc0-9598-a684c40df788
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=761757df-7b3f-4cc0-9598-a684c40df788
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to	contingency	funding	offers	an	answer	to	this	challenge,	and	

how	it	complements	resilience	programming,	remains	a	critical	

gap	for	the	BRACED	programme.

•	 Context matters and so do pragmatic project designs. The	

contexts	in	which	projects	are	operating	pose	particular	challenges	

and	opportunities.	While	a	focus	on	shocks	and	stresses	is	

a	key	feature	of	resilience-building	programmes,	IP	reports	reveal	

that	a	wide	range	of	contextual	factors,	including	governance,	

conflict,	gender	relations,	cultural	norms	and	the	socio-economic	

environment	impact	on	project	performance.	An	emphasis	on	

climatic	shocks	and	stresses	may	overshadow	the	wider	set	of	

dynamics	operating	in	a	particular	area	or	country.	When	thinking	

about	the	context	projects	operate	within,	there	is	a	tendency	to	

consider	such	factors	as	potential	risks to the implementation	of	

project	activities	and	to	‘write	away’	risks	into	the	assumptions	

column	of	a	logframe.	Without	challenge,	such	risks	are	deemed	

inevitable	or	uncontrollable.	This	misses	important	opportunities	

for	considering	how	the	BRACED	programme	can	make	advances	

in	a	variety	of	areas,	such	as:	solutions	of	conflict	resolution	or	

peacebuilding;	governance	strengthening;	and	considering	how	links	

to	programmes	with	these	intentions	are	necessary	prerequisites	for	

climate	resilience	programmes.	Acknowledging	the	complexities	of	

operating	in	difficult	environments	requires	comprehensive	context	

analysis	that	fosters	open	and	pragmatic	dialogue	and	discussion	

about	what	can	be	achieved	during	the	lifetime	of	resilience-

building	projects.

•	 Learning about processes and progress in building resilience 

requires realistic expectations and moving beyond ‘linear 

reporting’. BRACED	IPs	have	identified project	assumptions	in	

their	project	logframes	and	theories	of	change	to	acknowledge	

the	dynamic	social	and	political	environment	of	BRACED	projects.	

This,	in	turn,	introduces	uncertainty	and	requires	iterative	planning.	

However,	year	1	reports	tended	to	reflect	a	mechanistic	rationale,	

assuming	a	‘linear’	progression	of	effects	that	take	place	quasi-

automatically	(i.e.	irrespective	of	the	actors	involved	or	contextual	

conditions).	Understanding	resilience	in	context	calls	for	more	

reflective	reporting	and	an	iterative	process	of	questioning	project	

and	programme	assumptions.
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How do we monitor changes? BRACED	reporting	includes	Evaluative	Monitoring	

as	a	critical	part	of	the	reflection	process.	This	brings	an	evaluation	lens	by	situating	

the	data	collected	within	an	understanding	of	the	prevailing	context.	The	aim	is	to	

shed	some	light	on	projects’	risks	and	assumptions	and	to	be	explicit	about	the	fact	

that	change	occurs	as	a	result	of	many	actors	and	factors.

5.1 What effect have shocks and 
stresses had?
The	BRACED	theory	of	change	situates	climate	and	disaster	resilience	as	an	

outcome	which,	in	turn,	will	contribute	to	the	BRACED	programme’s	ultimate	

goal	of	improving	human	well-being.	This	understanding	implies	that	the	

main	objective	of	BRACED	projects	is	to	build	the	capacity	of	poor	people	to	

anticipate,	absorb	and	adapt	to	climate-related	shocks	and	stresses	for	the	

achievement	of	the	more	fundamental	goal	of	improving	human	well-being	in	

the	context of shocks and stresses.30 Understanding	how	BRACED	is	contributing	

to	strengthening	resilience	cannot	take	place	in	isolation	from	the	climatic	

context	within	which	IPs	operate.

Context matters: Year 1 BRACED climatic context

During	the	first	year	of	BRACED,	climate	and	disaster	related	shocks	affected	nearly	

half	of	the	countries	in	which	the	projects	operate,	impacting	on	project	progress.

climate shocks 
and stresses

timing region/country implementing 
Partner

Floodingand
landslides

July2015 myanmar myanmaralliance

Flooding July2015 niger PrEsEncEs,
sur1m,Livestock
mobility

Flooding august2015 burkinaFaso ZamanLebidi

Flooding august2015 Dakar,senegal LiveWithWater

Drought 2014–2016 myanmar myanmaralliance

Drought 2015–2016 Ethiopia mar,ciarE

Flood october2015 Ethiopia mar,ciarE

The	first	year	of	BRACED	was	climatically	characterised	by	one	of	the	strongest	

El	Niño	events	on	record,	beginning	in	May	2015	and	continuing	into	the	next	

year.	El	Niño	is	strongly	connected	to	seasonal	climate	in	East	Africa,	while	

having	a	more	tenuous	relationship	with	climate	in	the	Sahel	and	South	Asia.

30	 thekmisdocumentinginreal-timewhatworkstostrengthenresilienceduring
extremeclimateeventsthroughits‘realityofresilience’initiative.
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West Africa

Across	the	Sahel,	there	was	a	weak	and	delayed	start	to	the	rainy	season	in	

June,	compounding	fears	that	El	Niño	would	cause	drought	in	the	region.	

Instead,	the	rains	picked	up	in	July	and	remained	strong	and	consistent	

throughout	September,	resulting	in	an	above	average	rainy	season	for	Senegal,	

Mauritania,	Mali,	Burkina	Faso,	Niger,	parts	of	Sudan	and	Chad.	This	was	

beneficial	for	crops	and	pastures	in	much	of	the	region,	while	some	areas	

experienced	localised	flooding.

In	July,	flooding	along	the	Niger	River	affected	50,000	people,	killed	22	and	

displaced	thousands,	including	in	the	departments	where	the	PRESENCES	and	

SUR1M	projects	were	operating.	The	magnitude	of	these	floods	was	comparable	

to	average	years	and	much	less	than	that	of	the	extreme	floods	in	2012.

Burkina	Faso	also	experienced	heavy	rainfall	and	a	strong	wind	event	in	August	

that	affected	the	WHH	project	area.	This	event	resulted	in	damage	to	housing	

and	other	structures,	as	well	as	crop	losses.

In	Dakar,	Senegal,	very	heavy	rainfall	resulted	in	urban	flash	flooding	in	

Ben	Barak,	where	the	Live With Water	project	piloted	urban	flood	capture	

infrastructure.	Following	the	August	event,	a	visit	to	the	project	site	revealed	

that	the	infrastructure	was	able	to	drain	the	water	quickly,	while	adjacent	

streets	remained	flooded	several	days	later.

East Africa

The	February	to	April	(Belg)	rains	failed	or	were	severely	depressed	in	parts	

of	north-central	Ethiopia.	This	was	followed	by	the	late	and	erratic	Kiremt	rains	

(June-September),	which	were	likely	driven	by	the	ongoing	strong	El	Niño	

episode.	The	resulting	drought	impacted	some	BRACED	project	regions.	The	

Afar	Zone,	where	the	MAR	project	operates,	was	particularly	hard	hit.	This	was	

followed	by	localised	flooding	in	October,	including	in	the	Gamo	Gofo	zone,	

where	the	MAR	project	also	operates.	These	are	typical	El	Niño	impacts	for	

the	region	and	consistent	with	seasonal	forecast	predictions	for	the	October	

to	December	2015	season.

Much	of	East	Africa,	including	Kenya	and	Uganda	was	predicted	to	experience	

above	average	rainfall	during	the	October	to	December	2015	season.	This	did	

occur,	along	with	some	localised	flooding;	however,	the	severity	of	impacts	was	

not	as	high	as	in	past	El	Niño	years	(e.g.	1997	to	1998)	and	largely	did	not	affect	

the	PROGRESS	project	areas	in	Wajir	and	Karamoja.

South Asia

Myanmar	experienced	very	heavy	monsoon	rainfall	that	was	compounded	

by	cyclone	Komen	in	July,	resulting	in	severe	flooding	in	large	swathes	of	the	

country	along	its	many	river	systems.	Townships	where	the	Myanmar Alliance	

project	was	operating	in	the	Ayeyarwady,	Yangon,	Rakhine	and	Kayin	regions	

were	likely	impacted.

http://www.braced.org/fr/news/i/?id=c1929e6e-abe8-469c-8c07-5734edec3721
http://www.braced.org/news/i/?id=8c5c59c0-2abb-47fd-849f-3d11d532103e
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Despite	this	heavy	rainfall	event,	Myanmar	received	less	rainfall	over	the	entire	

year	than	average.	This	was	compounded	by	reduced	rainfall	in	the	previous	

year	and	high	temperatures	associated	with	El	Niño	leading	to	dry	conditions,	

particularly	in	Dry	Zone	in	the	centre	of	the	country.

During	year	1	of	BRACED,	several	IPs	accessed	and	made	use	of	contingency	

funding	(PHASE)31	to	deal	with	shocks	and	stresses	affecting	their	projects.	

However,	year	1	annual	reports	have	provided	a	limited	narrative	about	the	

climatic	context	that	projects	operate	within,	along	with	how	and	the	extent	

to	which	the	activities	and	strategies	implemented	by	IPs	deal	with	this.

During	the	second	half	of	year	1,	the	PHASE	contingency	fund	was	made	

available	to	Sahel-based	(Component	A)	IPs	to	supplement	ongoing	BRACED	

work	with	the	intention	of	protecting	the	development	gains	of	BRACED	

investments	in	the	face	of	shocks	and	stresses.32	Four	projects	accessed	this	

contingency	funding	during	or	soon	after	the	year	1	reporting	period	to	deal	with	

emerging	humanitarian	crises.	To	gain	a	fuller	picture	of	the	effects	of	shocks	and	

stresses	on	project	results,	we	consulted	the	information	IPs	provided	in	their	

applications	to	the	contingency	funding.	This	was	applied	for	and	granted	in	

order	to:

•	 reduce	BRACED	communities’	immediate	vulnerability	to	‘food insecurity 

caused by failed harvests in 2015 and build their ability through the 2016 

planting season to increase their resilience to future shocks’ (PRESENCES,	

January	2016)

•	 support	households	in	areas	affected	by	particularly	poor	harvests	(caused	

by	both	lack	of	rainfall	and	pest	infestation)	and	persistent	insecurity	

(SUR1M,	April	2016)

•	 provide	further	support	to	agro-pastoralist	households	in	Burkina	Faso	

who	were	facing	food	insecurity	due	to	the	migration	of	agro-pastoralists	

and	their	animals	from	conflict	in	the	neighbouring	Ivory	Coast	(Livestock 

Mobility,	April	2016)

•	 ‘Protect and preserve the livelihoods and productive capacities of vulnerable 

households during the current crisis [predicted	food	and	nutritional	stress], 

so that they stay engaged with the broader BRACED programme and its longer-

term objectives’	(Zaman Lebidi,	June	2016).

31	 throughtheDFiD–Echo‘Providinghumanitarianassistanceinsahel
Emergencies’(PhasE)programme,bracEDiPsoperatinginthesahelareable
toapplyforcontingencyfundingaheadoforduringacrisisinordertoprotect
bracEDresiliencegains.atotalsumof£1.5millionisavailabletosahel-basediPs;
thisisdisbursedthroughtheFundmanager.

32	 therewererequeststotheFmforcontingencyfundsfromnon-sahelcountries
(nepal,whentheearthquakehitandalsoEthiopia,fromthedrought)thatwere
notsuccessful,asthisfundisforsahelcountriesonly.

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=fa9423c3-327e-442a-aca6-0775d2dc9464
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The	rationale	for	all	of	these	interventions	was	to

•	 ensure	the	situation	of	beneficiaries	of	the	ongoing	project	was	not	worsened	

as	a	result	of	the	shock

•	 protect	the	resilience	gains	made	so	far	(e.g.	by	avoiding	the	use	of	negative	

coping	strategies)

•	 increase	the	participation	in	and	benefit	from	ongoing	BRACED	project	

activities	(e.g.	by	reducing	the	need	for	migration	of	beneficiaries	away	

from	the	project	area).

In	the	case	of	the	Zaman Lebidi	project,	the	project	had	‘factored in a 

contingency fund sufficient to support approximately 1,000 people in each of the 

intervention areas’;	however,	due	to	abnormal	climate	fluctuations	and	climate	

unpredictability	arising,	crop	production	was	being	impacted	‘beyond what 

could normally be expected’.

Engaging	communities	in	situations	of	recurrent	food	crises	is	proving	difficult	

and	poses	a	major	risk	for	the	achievement	of	project	outcomes.	Furthermore,	

engaging	communities	in	resilience-building	activities	has	been	challenging	

in	projects	like	PRESENCES	where,	due	to	the	cereal	deficit	registered	in	the	

communities,	workers	leave	to	carry	out	income-generating	activities,	affecting	

the	number	of	people	available	to	carry	out	local	resilience-building	activities.	

In	a	similar	vein,	the	PROGRESS	project	reported	that	keeping	adolescent	girls	

and	boys	motivated	to	attend	weekly	sessions	remains	a	challenge,	as	some	may	

drop	out	during	the	drought	period	and	migrate	to	towns	for	work	to	contribute	

to	household	income.	In	Sudan,	the	BRICS	project	reported	experiencing	a	lack	

of	collective	action	at	community	level	(due	to	weak	civil	society	presence),	

with	this	constraining	the	level	of	engagement	of	village	development	and	DRR	

groups.	Proactive	action	is	all	the	more	constrained	in	periods	of	bad	harvests,	

when	the	communities’	priority	is	to	cope	with	immediate	emergencies	rather	

than	on	long-term	changes.

With	all	BRACED	projects	operating	in	the	context	of	shocks	and	stresses,	there	

is	a	need	to	ensure	project	monitoring	and	results	reporting	provides	sufficient	

space	for	detailing,	reflecting	on	and	understanding	these	issues	and	how	

projects	can	deal	with	them.	At	the	programme	level,	BRACED	is	interested	in	

understanding	how	resilience	is	being	built	in	the	context	of	shocks	and	stresses,	

the	effect	of	these	on	resilience-building	processes	and	outcomes	and	how	

resilience	gains	made	by	projects	can	be	protected.33	The	use	of	contingency	

funding	in	BRACED	is	an	area	of	ongoing	evaluation	for	the	BRACED	KM	in	

collaboration	with	IPs	(see	annex	8	for	references).

33	 thekmisundertakingaspecificpieceofevaluativeworkontheuseofPhasE
contingencyfundinginbracEDtounderstandthelatter.
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Drivers and barriers to change in BRACED projects

In	addition	to	an	analysis	of	the	climatic	context,	IPs	were	asked	to	

reflect	on	drivers	and	barriers	to	change	that	required	them	to	adapt	their	

change	pathways.	The	list	below	provides	an	overview	of	main	contextual	

factors	listed	by	IPs.	Even	if	reports	mostly	highlight	constraining	(risk)	factors,	

some	factors	are	also	underscored	as	potential	enablers	for	the	projects’	

implementation	and	for	changes	to	happen,	in	some	instances.	Such	factors	

are	marked	in	italics	in	the	table	(i.e.	they	may	be	constraining	or	enabling,	

depending	on	their	situation).

Drivers and barriers to change

•	 Limited	access	to	markets	(inputs	and	outputs).

•	 Administrative	reforms	and	decentralisation.

•	 Co-existence	of	groups	(pastoralists/farmers,	religious	and	ethnic	groups)	

and	conflict/insecurity.

•	 Lack	of	availability	of	financial	services.

•	 Existence	of	competing	revenue-generating	activities	(mining).

•	 Land	reforms	affecting	the	management	rules	of	common	property	

resources.

•	 Exposure	to	natural	hazards	and	climate	events.

•	 Food	insecurity	and	malnutrition.

•	 Illiteracy	levels.

•	 Influence	of	customary	authorities	and	leaders.

•	 Interacting/overlapping development initiatives.

•	 IPs’	experience	and	knowledge	of	the	target	areas.

•	 Islamic	finance	rules.

•	 Land	tenure	issues.

•	 Language	barriers	(including	technical	jargon).

•	 Local	availability	of	financial	services.

•	 Low	levels	of	‘women’s	empowerment’	and	evidence	of	values	that	are	

detrimental	to	gender	equality.

•	 Perception	of	INGOs	and	external	actors.

•	 Consideration of local knowledge.

•	 Physical	access	to	target	areas.

•	 Political	control	over	activities	and	information.

•	 Political	instability	and	forthcoming	elections.

•	 A	relief-oriented	mind-set	and	culture	of	dependency

•	 Pre-existing skills and capacities.
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•	 The	socio-economic	situation.

•	 Weaknesses	in	the	following	areas:

•	 civil	society	organisations

•	 governance	and	policies

•	 capacity	for	climate	data	generation

•	 institutions.

•	 Consistency with the national framework and strategy.

•	 The willingness of:

•	 community members to take part in the activities (differentiating paid 

situations from those in a voluntary context)

•	 local	authorities	to	support	the	activities	(differentiating	situations	

where	staff	are	being	paid	from	institutional	engagements)

•	 (sub) national institutions to support the activities (differentiating 

situations where staff are being paid from institutional engagements)

•	 Existence of local structures that can be relied on.

•	 The	willingness	of	the	private	sector	to	collaborate.

So	far,	this	section	has	highlighted	the	emerging	contextual	factors	hampering	

project	implementation.	It	is	clear	that,	over	the	course	of	the	year,	BRACED	

progress	has	been	playing	out	differently	in	different	projects	and	countries.	

The	BRACED	programme	operates	in	some	of	the	most	fragile	and	food	insecure	

places	in	the	world,	so	it	should	not	be	surprising	that	progress	is	not	always	

linear.	This	affects	both	the	role	that	BRACED	plays	in	different	countries	and	

what	IPs	actually	need	to	do	in	order	to	achieve	their	project	goals.	Although	

BRACED	projects	operate	in	13	countries	with	different	issues,	three	key	themes	

emerge.	(A	small	number	of	additional	illustrative	examples	are	provided	

throughout	this	section	with	further	examples	available	in	annex	7.)

5.2 Resilience in context: emerging themes

EMERGING THEME 1: RESPONDING TO ONGOING CRISIS 
AND DIFFICULT SITUATIONS

BRACED	projects	operate	in	difficult	and	fragile	environments	where	

communities	face	complex	challenges	such	as	conflict	and	recurrent	food	crisis,	

and	in	states	experiencing	weak	governance	and	low	levels	of	political	will.	In	

addition,	a	range	of	socio-economic,	political,	behavioural	and	cultural	factors	

affect	the	viability	and	sustainability	of	BRACED	projects.

During	year	1	of	BRACED,	there	was	limited	mention	of	conflict	between	groups	

as	a	result	of	building	resilience,	but	this	observation	is	nonetheless	pertinent	

for	other	BRACED	projects	working	in	areas	with	pastoralists,	agro-pastoralists	

and	farmer	populations.	The	Livestock Mobility	project	in	the	Sahel	explicitly	

intends	to	reduce	these	conflicts	by	helping	facilitate	agreements	between	
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community	groups	and	herders	along	a	key	migration	corridor,	to	ensure	mobility	

for	transhumants.	The	project	was	able	to	secure	agreements	along	1,642.25	km	of	

corridors,	demonstrating	that	these	stakeholder	tensions	do	not	necessarily	have	

to	generate	conflict	or	be	at	odds.	However,	the	project	is	experiencing	resource	

competition	between	pastoral	and	agricultural	communities,	and	passing	herders	

and	settled	communities.

In	addition,	insecurity	is	a	core	constraining	factor	in	many	projects.	In	Nepal,	for	

example,	insecurity	diverges	priorities	in	local	governance	and	the	ANUKULAN	

project	has	reported	that	such	a	situation	may	particularly	lead	to	little	emphasis	

on	resilience	planning	at	community	level.	In	Mali,	for	the	DCF	project,	insecurity	

is	the	main	issue	(in	Mondoro,	Diroungani	and	Dialloube),	limiting	the	possibility	

for	a	full	understanding	of	the	local	context	(i.e.	travel	to	conduct	ethnographic	

research	in	rural	areas	is	restricted)	and	the	ability	to	provide	training	and	

workshops	in	those	areas.	As	a	result,	some	areas	and	communes	have	had	

less	exposure	to	the	project	than	planned	and	will	be	less	able	to	apply	for	

and	access	funds	for	public	good	investments.

Lastly,	political	instability	due	to	new	elections	is	also	impacting	on	local	

governmental	stakeholders’	incentives	on	climate	change	adaptation	and	DRR,	

as	well	as	hindering	communities’	mobilisation,	farmers’	participation	in	trainings	

or	other	activities,	and	incentivisation	of	the	private	sector	actors	to	make	further	

investments	into	the	remote	project	areas.

Projects	are	addressing	such	complex	challenges	by	implementing	activities	

shaped	around	the	specific	needs,	challenges	and	existing	capacities	of	the	

context	in	question.	For	example,	due	to	the	insecurity	situation	in	the	RIC4REC	

project	in	Mali,	partners	there	are	now	operating	in	three	regions	(Mopti,	

Segou	and	Kouligoro)	instead	of	four.	The	fourth	region	of	Timbuktu	(where	17	

villages	were	potentially	selected)	was	eliminated	because	of	very	high	security	

risks	leading	to	the	impossibility	of	properly	implementing	the	project	in	a	

safe	manner.

Point for reflection: the feasibility of resilience-building projects 

in difficult environments

Designing	and	operationalising	disaster	risk	reduction	and	climate	change	

adaptation	in	difficult	contexts,	specifically	post-conflict	environments	or	those	

with	fragile	or	weak	governance	structures,	brings	some	notable	exceptions.	

Most	DRR	and	adaptation	literature	presumes	that	relatively	stable	and	

peaceful	environments	exist.	Moreover,	DRR	spending	in	fragile	and	conflict-

affected	states	by	international	donors	remains	piecemeal	and	marginal,	at	

best;	the	same	can	be	said	for	climate	change	adaptation	funding.	This	limits	

operational	experience	from	which	we	can	learn	and	limits	research	basis	from	

which	evidence	is	drawn.

BRACED	is	one	of	the	first	resilience	programmes	to	deliver	adaptation	

spending	at	scale,	to	post-conflict	and	conflict	contexts.	As	such,	a	concerted	
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effort	is	required	to	better	understand	what	can	be	learnt	about	what	works	

and	what	does	not,	to	support	the	nascent	body	of	knowledge	in	this	area.

What	we	have	learnt	to	date	is	limited,	partly	because	generating	knowledge	

and	evidence	takes	time	and	partly	because	the	incentives	for	addressing	

fragility	or	weak	governance	–	or	proactively	pursuing	peacebuilding	goals	–	

are	missing	in	the	design	of	the	programme.	It	is	therefore	hardly	surprising	

that	this	is	viewed	as	a	‘problem’	for	the	normal	delivery	of	climate	resilience	

programmes	when	escalation	of	tensions	occurs	in	BRACED	contexts.

Conflict	and	political	instability	are	not	built	into	the	design	of	the	

projects	even	when	they	are	clearly	highlighted	within	the	project	context	

and	are	known	risks	to	the	operational	delivery	(recognising	that	the	exact	

fluctuations	of	conflict	are	not).	Supporting	peacebuilding	or	the	cessation	of	

conflict	are	not	direct	intentions	of	the	projects	and,	as	such,	are	not	directly	

targeted	or	reported	on.	In	difficult	environments,	implementation	focuses	

on	the	delivery	of	a	project’s	activities,	rather	than	affecting	the	change	of	a	

wider	system.	It	is	possible	that	this	goes	beyond	what	can	be	achieved	by	

a	climate	resilience	programme.	IPs	and	the	BRACED	KM	should	develop	a	

better	understanding	of	the	risks	and	trade-offs	of	such	approaches	during	

the	remainder	of	the	programme.

As	with	many	climate	investments,	the	ultimate	goal	here	is	

improvements	in	well-being,	with	the	intention	to	support	resilience	

outcomes	along	the	way.	Monitoring	systems	are	designed	to	test	progress	

against	climate-related	indicators.	Whether	explicitly	or	implicitly,	dealing	

with	wider	contextual	challenges	–	particularly	where	they	relate	to	longer	term	

governance	challenges	or	to	issues	of	insecurity	and	fragility	–	is	seen	as	part	

of	the	wider	context	in	which	a	project	has	to	work.	These	are	not	considered	

as	development	or	humanitarian	challenges	to	be	addressed	in	order	to	deliver	

the	desired	climate	resilience	impacts.	Much	debate	surrounds	the	question	of	

whether	climate,	disaster	and	peacebuilding	goals	can	or	should	be	combined,	

but	there	is	a	growing	international	interest	in	identifying	more	coherent	ways	

to	make	progress	on	‘resilience’	as	it	features	across	the	post-2015	frameworks.	

This	could	include	addressing	climate	and	disaster	risks	in	fragile	and	conflict	

affected	states,	in	linked	ways.	Here,	over	time,	BRACED	will	make	an	

important	contribution	to	informing	this	agenda.
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EMERGING THEME 2: ADJUSTING PLANNING PROCESSES 
IN THE CONTEXT OF DECENTRALISATION

Many	IPs	are	working	in	countries	undergoing	a	decentralisation	process	(Niger: 

PRESENCES; Senegal	and	Mali: DCF, Livestock Mobility; Kenya: PROGRESS).	

In	these	projects,	ongoing	decentralisation	initiatives	present	both	a	risk	and	an	

opportunity.	Looking	across	the	project	annual	reports	for	year	1,	IPs	reported	

that	the	institutional	arrangements	and	governance	conditions	under	which	

project	interventions	are	implemented	had	implications	for	effectiveness.34

The	DCF	project	is	designed	to	work	within	the	decentralised	context.	It	

incorporates	an	expectation	that	decentralised	governance	frameworks	in	

Senegal	and	Mali	will	continue	to	evolve	as	part	of	the	decentralisation	process.	

The	project	has	devoted	most	of	year	1	to	engaging	with	and	applying	local	

knowledge	and	expertise	on	government	frameworks,	in	order	to	match	devolved	

climate	fund	institutions	to	the	appropriate	frameworks.	There	are	risks	and	

opportunities	inherent	in	this	approach:	the	risks	are	presented	if	decentralisation	

processes	break	down,	while	positive	opportunities	occur	where	decentralised	

mechanisms	effectively	function	to	move	climate	funds	for	use	at	the	local	level.	

In	either	case,	the	process	of	planning	and	implementation	requires	flexibility	and	

time.	Implementation	is	not	expected	to	be	straightforward,	as	current	structures	

continue	to	evolve.	This	is	because,	in	both	countries	(Mali	and	Senegal),	

institutions	that	would	support	the	DCF	approach	are	either	not	functioning	well	

or	still	in	the	early	stages.	The	project’s	devolved	finance	institution	building	

has	focused	on	building	capacities	at	the	regional	and	local	levels.	There	have	

also	been	additional	efforts	to	lay	the	groundwork	needed	to	link	local	systems	

and	capacities	to	national	ones	when	appropriate	(e.g.	to	access	international	

climate	funds).	Going	forward,	it	will	be	a	challenge	to	integrate	and	mainstream	

the	design	features	of	the	DCF	approach	into	the	central	government’s	planning	

and	budget	system.	This	challenge	is	likely	to	be	political,	as	reforms	encourage	

national	political	actors	to	continue	to	devolve	authority	(planning	and	

budgetary)	from	centralised	to	decentralised	actors.

Similarly,	for	the	Livestock Mobility	project,	decentralisation	underway	in	

the	Sahel	countries	it	operates	in	may	either	enable	or	constrain	the	changes	

initiated	within	the	project.	Under	the	provisions	of	decentralisation,	local	

government	bodies	are	responsible	for	delivering	the	key	social	and	economic	

services	(such	as	health,	water	or	education	and	market	facilities)	for	a)	

conducting	agricultural,	pastoral	and	forestry	land-use	planning	and	b)	raising	

taxes.	As	mobile	herders	remain	marginalised	and	largely	excluded	from	local	

decision-making	processes,	specific	attention	is	required	when	negotiating	

inter-municipal	agreements	at	the	department	level	to	manage	agro-pastoral	

resources	–	inter-cooperation	between	municipalities	along	a	corridor	is	often	

still	fragmented.	The	anchoring	of	the	project	within	each	country’s	existing	

decentralised	mechanisms	enables	it	to	gain	more	visibility	on	the	local	and

34	 theroleofgovernanceinresilience-buildingprojectsisanareaofongoing
researchforthebracEDkmincollaborationwithiPs.
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national	scale,	as	well	as	promoting	the	need	for	inter-municipal	agreements	

to	cater	for	long-distance,	trans-border	livestock	mobility.

For	the	PRESENCES	project,	the	decentralisation	process	underway	in	Niger	will	

entail	changes	in	local	governance	and	resources.	The	government’s	adoption	of	

this	at	the	Council	of	Ministers	in	the	Republic	of	Niger,	on	26	January	2016,	set	

the	terms	to	transfer	skills	and	resources	from	the	State	to	the	communes	and	

the	Regional	Territorial	Communities	in	the	areas	of	education,	health,	water	

and	the	environment	(which	relate	directly	to	the	project’s	interventions).	The	

project	expects	that	these	will	enable	the	communes	to	enact	many	prerogatives	

if	the	decree	is	applied	successfully.	However,	the	institutional	analysis	has	

revealed	a	lack	of	skills	transferred	to	the	communes,	despite	the	fact	that	this	

principle	is	introduced	by	decentralisation.	Adopting	this	decree	in	the	Council	

of	Ministers	demonstrates	the	government’s	commitment	to	accelerate	the	

transfer	of	resources	and	skills	to	communes.	This	is	a	constraint	across	the	

Sahel	countries	undergoing	decentralisation.

The PROGRESS	project	is	working	in	Kenya,	which	has	undergone	a	process	

of	political	devolution	to	county-level	since	2012,	with	new	county	government	

institutional	structures,	policies	and	plans	still	under	development.	In	establishing	

village	level	resilience	and	adaptation	committees	under	BRACED,	the	project	

has	had	to	operate	in	a	shifting	context	as	new	county-level	legislation	and	

ward-level	administrative	arrangements	are	put	in	place.	By	comparison,	

decentralisation	and	capacity	at	district	level	in	Uganda	are	weak.	PROGRESS	

has	highlighted	a	need	for	technical	support	to	the	districts	and	the	Office	of	the	

Prime	Minister	in	Karamoja	to	strengthen	planning	from	the	bottom-up.

In	Senegal,	public	institutions	at	the	department	level	and	below	are	relatively	

strong.	In	2013,	a	third	act	for	decentralisation	to	the	department	level	was	

enacted,	creating	a	more	suitable	enabling	environment	for	‘anchoring’	finance	

mechanisms,	such	as	the	Climate	Adaptation	Funds	implemented	by	DCF.	

Here,	DCF	have	been	able	to	work	closely	with	communes	and	departments	

in	establishing	Adaptation	Planning	Committees	at	both	the	local	level	and	

with	the	national	Ministry	for	Decentralisation	in	implementing	the	Climate	

Adaptation	Funds.	In	Mali,	on	the	other	hand,	decentralised	institutions	are	

generally	weaker,	posing	challenges	for	implementing	decentralised	funds,	for	

example.	Local	elections	in	November	2016	have	further	constrained	planning	

and	establishment	of	new	structures	at	this	time,	making	it	necessary	to	work	

through	national	government	structures.	The	legal	framework	is	perhaps	

more	supportive	of	cooperation	through	inter-commune	or	inter-municipality	

level	arrangements,	as	opposed	to	strengthening	commune-level	conditions	

for	managing	both	risk	and	finance.	This	is	the	approach	taken	by	Livestock 

Mobility	in	anchoring	project	activities	in	local	institutions	across	Niger,	Mali	

and	Senegal.	The	risks	and	constraints	perceived	by	DCF, PRESENCES	and	other	

IPs	operating	in	Mali	and	Niger	(such	as	RIC4REC,	in	providing	grants	to	fund	

local	resilience	plans)	could	perhaps	be	addressed	through	a	similar	approach	

to	grouping	administrative	units	for	the	purposes	of	project	implementation.	

Governance	and	decentralisation	in	the	context	of	BRACED	is	an	area	of	ongoing	

research	for	the	BRACED	KM	(see	annex	8	for	references).
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EMERGING THEME 3: JOINING FORCES WITH SIMILAR EFFORTS

Even	if	IP	reports	mostly	highlight	constraining	(risk)	factors,	some	factors	are	

also	underscored	as	potential	enablers	for	a	project’s	implementation	and	

changes	to	happen	(6	projects).	The	possibility	of	relying	on	existing	structures	

or	initiatives	is	a	key	enabler,	as	well	as	(more	generally)	the	willingness	

of	stakeholders	to	engage.	Alignment	with	national	policies	is	particularly	

interesting	in	countries	where	key	frameworks	are	under	definition	(changes	

in	processes	potentially	enabling	or	constraining).	Included	here	would	be	

decentralisation	processes	in	Sahel	countries,	the	climate	change	and	DRR	policy	

framework	in	Myanmar	and	the	administrative	reform	that	is	merging	village	

development	committees	into	new	municipalities	in	Nepal.

“Even	if	IP	reports	mostly	highlight	constraining	
(risk)	factors,	some	factors	are	also	underscored	

as	potential	enablers	for	a	project’s	
implementation	and	changes	to	happen”

IPs	are	looking	at	opportunities	to	maximise	results	and	effectiveness.	For	

example, PRESENCES	reported	that	the	project	relations	already	established	

with	the	regional	technical	services	and	departments	and	communes	under	

previous	initiatives	on	food	security	issues	in	the	project	area	are	easing	the	

implementation	and	ownership	of	the	programme	by	local	authorities.	Similarly,	

the	Myanmar Alliance	project	can	lean	on	achievements	of	previous	projects	–	

those	implemented	in	the	last	eight	years	by	some	of	the	Alliance	members	

(e.g.	World	Vision)	–	to	ensure	that	results	of	the	resilience	assessment	can	

be	properly	validated.	This	can	especially	be	achieved	through	the	use	of	

DRR	assessments.

The	BRICS	project	has	built	on	existing	knowledge	and	previous	experiences.	

Typically,	the	difference	in	exclusive	breastfeeding	rates	between	the	villages	

where	BRICS	has	been	working	for	a	year	(in	Chad)	is	partly	attributed	to	

previous	work	initiated	under	a	previous	project	(Community	Resilience	to	

Acute	Malnutrition	–	CRAM).	Also,	regarding	the	engagement	of	Environmental	

Committees	in	supporting	communities	to	manage	forest	and	woodland	

resources	(e.g.	regeneration	of	woodland	through	farmer-managed	natural	

regeneration),	the	process	builds	on	previous	work	initiated	in	2014.

Under	the	RIC4REC	project,	there	are	ongoing	talks	with	several	major	

development	projects	for	coordination	and	information	sharing.	These	include	

the	Near	East	Foundation	(NEF),	Mali	Climate	Change	Adaptation	Activity	

(MCCAA),	Swiss	Contact,	GIS,	Catholic	Relief	Services	(CRS),	Livestock	for	

Growth	(L4G),	the	Climate	Change	Adaptation	Project	(USAID),	national	forums	

and	other	food	security	and	energy	and	climate-related	projects.	A	common	

platform	will	be	decided	with	willing	stakeholders	and	some	interventions	

will	be	co-supported	(RIC4REC	and	Swiss	Contact).
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Under	the	PROGRESS	project,	a	partnership	with	the	GIS-led	Interest	Group	on	

Grazing	Land	helped	to	share	efforts	on	initial	assessments	and	communication,	

more	particularly	in	relation	to	a)	mapping	grazing	areas	and	corridors,	cattle	

movement	routes	and	their	calendar	and	b)	supporting	informed	meetings	

between	leaders	and	pastoralists	and	subsequent	decisions	around	rangeland	

management	and	budgeting	for	pastoralists,	including	the	co-funding	of	

research	work.

The	BRICS	project	promotes	exchange	and	shared	learning	on	resilience	research	

in	Darfur	through	joint	meetings	between	BRICS	and	a	sister	DFID	project	in	

Sudan	called	SHARP,	with	the	Tufts	Research	Director	currently	involved	in	both	

projects.	BRICS	and	SHARP	national	research	teams	work	together,	which	helps	

build	bridges	between	these	communities	(involving	different	stakeholders)	and	

opens	the	way	for	a	resilience	interest	group	or	network	at	the	national	scale.

The	Livestock Mobility	project	uses	ACF-I	data	on	biomass	levels	in	the	Sahel	

to	support	the	identification	of	zones	in	biomass	deficit	(forecasts	of	rainfall	and	

levels	of	biomass	available	across	the	region	are	needed	to	assess	the	access	of	

pastoralists	and	agro-pastoralists	to	fodder	and	water	during	the	dry	season).

5.3 Summary: resilience in context
Project	progress	to	date	is	in	line	with	programme-level	expectations.	However,	

a	review	of	the	context	that	projects	operate	within	highlights	that	climate	

shocks	and	stresses	are	one	factor	among	many	having	an	impact	on	progress	

to	date.	BRACED	projects	operate	in	a	complex	interplay	of	social,	cultural,	

environmental,	political	and	economic	factors	that	shape	development	processes.	

Though	BRACED	projects	are	operating	in	different	contexts,	there	are	a	number	

of	themes	that	are	common	across	them	in	relation	to	how	those	contexts	are	

enabling	and,	in	particular,	constraining	changes	in	resilience:

resilience in context

Contextual factors that 
enable or constrain 
change

• Theme 1:respondingtoongoingcrisesanddifficult
situations.

• Theme 2:adjustingplanningprocessesinthecontext
ofdecentralisation.

• Theme 3:Joiningforceswithsimilarefforts.

During	year	1	of	BRACED,	several	IPs	accessed	and	made	use	of	contingency	

funding	to	deal	with	shocks	and	stresses	affecting	their	projects.	However,	year	1	

annual	reports	provide	a	limited	narrative	about	the	climatic	context	of	projects,	

and	how	and	the	extent	to	which	activities	and	strategies	implemented	by	IPs	

deal	with	this.	With	all	BRACED	projects	operating	in	the	context	of	shocks	and	

stresses,	there	is	a	need	to	ensure	that	project	monitoring	and	results	reporting	

provides	sufficient	space	for	detailing,	reflecting	on	and	understanding	these	

issues	and	how	projects	can	deal	with	them.	At	the	programme	level,	BRACED	is	

interested	in	understanding	how	resilience	is	being	built	in	the	context	of	shocks	
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and	stresses,	the	effect	of	these	on	resilience-building	processes	and	outcomes	

and	how	the	resilience	gains	made	by	projects	can	be	protected.

There	is	a	real	danger	that	BRACED	projects	may	not	incorporate	the	‘real	life’	

dynamics	of	resilience-building.	Although	it	is	too	early	in	the	programme	to	

demonstrate	tangible	results	in	terms	of	improved	resilience	outcomes,	a	review	

of	IPs’	reports	reveals	that	projects	may	have	set	ambitious	outcome-level	

objectives.	Building	resilience	into	climate	extremes	and	events	is	a	complex	

and	long-term	process.	This	means	there	is	a	risk	that	substantial	outcome-level	

changes	may	not	be	detectable	by	the	end	of	the	programme.
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6.1 Concluding comments: what 
has changed?
The	BRACED	programme	aims	to	improve	the	lives	of	up	to	5	million	vulnerable	

people	facing	climate	extremes	and	disasters.	It	is	expected	that,	over	three	

years,	this	will	be	achieved	through	the	efforts	of	15	major	consortia	operating	

across	the	Sahel,	East	Africa	and	Asia.	In	preceding	sections,	we	have	presented	

a	synthesis	of	key	findings,	emerging	themes	and	lessons	from	year	1	project	

reports	and	presented	these	against	the	three	specific	components	of	the	

BRACED	M&E	framework	and	theory	of	change.35	A	summary	of	lessons	

identified	to	date	is	presented	in	annex	9.

This	analysis	has	focused	on	understanding	and	addressing	the	question:	How are 

BRACED projects building resilience to climate extremes and disasters? Addressing	

this,	requires	an	understanding	of	the	factors	that	make	a	resilience-building	

project	or	programme	unique,	and	therefore	goes	beyond	summarising	progress	

to	date.	The	Monitoring	Results	and	Reporting	team	have	consulted	and	worked	

35	 resiliencepathways(areasofchange),understandingresilienceoutcomes
(3asandtransformation)andresilienceincontext(Evaluativemonitoring).

6. 
CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS
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with	the	research	function	of	the	BRACED	KM	to	further	unpack	the	analysis	

of	the	data	and	findings.

Despite	the	concerns	and	limitations	highlighted	in	this	report,	progress	to	

date	is	in	line	with	programme-level	expectations	in	terms	of	the	processes	and	

activities	implemented.	BRACED	has	had	an	incredibly	busy	first	year,	initiating	

a	very	large	number	of	activities	in	separate	locations	across	different	countries.	

Efforts	to	date	have	concentrated	on	establishing	project-level	baselines	

and	implementing	participatory	analysis,	along	with	assessments	of	climate	

vulnerability	and	capacity	and	the	selection,	design	and	initial	implementation	

of	resilience-building	activities	through	a	wide	range	of	strategic	partnerships.

A	review	of	the	projects’	pathways	to	change	reveals	that	IPs’	resilience-building	

journey	starts	with:

•	 deepening	knowledge	about	climatic	risk

•	 establishing	community-level	structures	and	community	groups	for	the	

implementation	of	project	activities

•	 working	with	new	partnerships	and	stakeholder	networks

•	 acting	as	knowledge	brokers	to	facilitate	new	information	to	government	

and	citizens

•	 improving	the	links	between	civil	society	and	government

•	 supporting	inclusive	decision-making	that	considers	the	priorities	and	needs	

of	the	most	vulnerable.

Despite	progress	made	to	date,	it	is	too	early	in	the	programme	to	

demonstrate	outcome-level	results	in	terms	of	improved	resilience	capacities.	

Evidence	suggests	that	now	the	building	blocks	have	been	established,	more	

tangible	results	will	start	to	be	seen	during	years	2	and	3.	However,	the	authors	

would	suggest	that	BRACED	projects	may	have	set	ambitious	outcome-level	

objectives,	as	the	‘real	life’	dynamics	of	resilience-building	may	not	have	been	

incorporated	into	project	design	and	implementation.	Although	BRACED	is	right	

to	be	ambitious,	the	time	frame	of	the	programme	may	mean	that	in	some	areas	

only	marginal	changes	will	be	achieved.	Given	the	complexity	and	long-term	

challenges	that	BRACED	aims	to	address,	there	is	a	risk	that	substantial	outcome-

level	changes	may	not	be	detectable	by	the	end	of	the	programme.

It	is	also	important	to	highlight	that	the	BRACED	programme	theory	of	change	

is	based	on	a	bottom-up	and	top-down	assumption.	The	bottom-up	element	

is	the	field-based	projects	that	are	the	focus	of	this	report.	The	assumption	

was	that	while	the	project-level	community-based	approaches	will	achieve	

and	deliver	sustained	outcomes	and	impact	on	people’s	resilience	to	climate	

extremes,	successful	practices	and	approaches	would	be	replicated	and	scaled	

up	through	the	(separate)	top-down	provision	of	national	policy	and	capacity	

support	and	policy	influence.	The	delays	in	the	design	and	implementation	of	

this	complementary	top-down	work	may	hinder	impact	of	the	overall	BRACED	

programme.	Based	on	the	findings	of	this	report,	the	BRACED	KM	will	identify	
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any	implications	for	the	pathways	and	assumptions	about	how	change	happens	

and	revise	the	programme-level	theory	of	change	accordingly,	in	conjunction	

with	DFID,	the	BRACED	FM	and	the	project	IPs.

BRACED	is	a	unique	programme	–	the	biggest	global	effort	to	build	resilience	

locally,	in	highly	vulnerable	places,	yet	at	scale.	With	IPs’	work	firmly	rooted	

in	practice,	we	hope	that	the	findings	and	lessons	emerging	from	this	report	

will	constitute	a	ground-breaking	contribution	to	knowledge	and	evidence	

generation	efforts	in	the	field	of	climate	and	disaster	resilience	programmes	

and	accompanying	monitoring	and	results	reporting	efforts.

Key messages and recommendations

Based	on	the	findings	of	this	report,	six	key	messages	with	related	recommendations	

for	both	IPs	and	the	KM	have	been	identified.	Together,	these	will	improve	the	

BRACED	programme’s	ongoing	efforts	to	build	knowledge	and	evidence	on	what	

works	to	strengthen	resilience.

It	is	important	to	note	that	BRACED	is	nearly	two	years	into	its	three-year	

implementation	timeframe.	There	are	therefore	some	limitations	to	what	can	be	

adapted	and	achieved	in	the	remainder	of	the	programme.	That	said,	many	of	the	

recommendations	proposed	are	in	line	with	–	and	further	build	upon	–	existing	

research,	monitoring	and	learning	work,	particularly	of	the	KM,	creating	scope	

for	their	application.	The	recommendations	are	not	prescriptive;	it	is	suggested	

that	IPs	consider	them	in	the	context	of	their	projects.	The	key	messages	and	

recommendations	might	also	relevant	for	those	designing	and	implementing	

other	resilience-building	projects	and	programmes.	A	forthcoming	publication	

from	the	KM	will	distil	the	messages	and	recommendations	further	for	audiences	

external	to	BRACED.

Key message 1: Accessing and using weather and climate information is 

a critical element in building anticipatory, absorptive and adaptive capacities. 

To	be	successful,	projects	need	to	overcome potential	challenges	and bias	

towards	prioritising	localised	short-term	climate	information.	More	support	

should	be	offered	to	IPs	and	communities	in	building	bridges	between	the	

seemingly	easier	use	of	near-term	information	and	the	more	challenging	use	

of	longer-term	information.

Recommendations: BRACED	presents	a	unique	opportunity	to	

integrate	climate	services	into	resilience	programming.	To	achieve	this,	

IPs	and	the	KM	should	further	explore:

•	 The incentives and motivations behind the observed focus on 

near-term climate information.	Is	this	driven	by	supply	constraints	

(e.g.	lack	of	available	data	or	capacity)	or	by	a	lack	of	demand	

(e.g.	stakeholders	not	asking	for	longer	term	projections)?	If	it	is	the	

former,	the	KM	should	support	IPs	in	addressing	these	constraints	

(e.g.	through	its	Climate	and	Weather	Helpdesk).
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•	 The new roles that IPs are playing as intermediaries/advisors 

between formal climate services and communities.	How	are	

these	advisory	functions	perceived	by	the	targeted	users	over	time?	

(There	is	KM	research	specifically	looking	at	this.)

•	 The extent to which the limited reference to historical data or 

longer-term (decadal to multi-decadal) projections limits the 

adaptation components of BRACED projects.

Key message 2: Achieving meaningful resilience outcomes requires 

knowledge, skills and capacities that go beyond the expertise of a 

particular IP.	Effective	partnerships	are	a	critical	component	of	resilience-

building	programmes	in	order	to	draw	on	each	other’s	expertise,	knowledge,	

experience	and	resources	and	to	join	forces	for	common	goals	as	much	as	

possible.	Identifying	the	‘right’	combination	of	partners	is	as	important	as	the	

design	and	implementation	of	project	activities.	Even	when	knowledge,	financial	

means	and	a	supportive	(governance)	environment	are	often	still	lacking,	IPs	

can	sometimes	produce	creative,	affordable	and	applicable	technologies	and	

solutions	through	networking	and	partnerships.

Recommendations: Partnerships	that	have	the	potential	to	provide	

effective	approaches	to	resilience-building	are	vital	for	the	BRACED	

projects	to	yield	maximum	impact.	During	the	remainder	of	BRACED,	IPs	

and	the	KM	should	develop	a	better	understanding	about	the	following:

•	 The role of partnerships in resilience-building, and how best 

to ensure that partnerships are greater than the sum of their 

parts.	There	is	a	need	to	better	understand	how	inter-organisational	

learning	across	partners	translates	into	longer-term,	positive	impacts	

to	increase	community	resilience.

•	 Establishing a means of credibly measuring, reviewing and 

documenting partnerships, in terms of both results and processes.

Key message 3:	The starting point for enhancing individuals’ resilience is 

recognising and addressing social exclusion and gender inequality. While	

improvements	in	women’s	participation	in	projects’	activities	and	access	to	

resources	are	fundamental	steps	to	take,	they	do	not	in	themselves	change	power	

relations,	and	therefore	may	not	translate	into	inclusive	decision-making.

Recommendations: In	order	to	build	a	better	understanding	of	

how	social	exclusion	and	inequality	can	be	addressed, IPs	and	

the	KM	should:
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•	 Pay closer attention to the sociocultural aspects underpinning 

anticipatory, absorptive and adaptive capacities.	This	includes	

improving	the	analysis	between	transforming	gender	relations	and	

the	project’s	theory	of	change	for	resilience-building.

•	 Document cases where inclusive decision-making takes place,	

in	particular,	examples	illustrating	the	links	between	participation,	

voice	and	power.

•	 Further investigate and document the specific types of 

activities and strategies that should be integrated in resilience 

programming to support inclusive decision-making.

Key message 4: Building anticipatory and absorptive capacity to deal with 

current risks and threats is the first step for communities that are highly 

vulnerable to climate change.	As	BRACED	projects	continue	in	years	2	and	3,	

it	will	be	important	to	think	about	how	anticipatory	and	absorptive	capacities	

can	be	developed	in	ways	that	provide	a	solid	foundation	for	building	adaptive	

capacity	in	the	longer	term.	Understanding	how	resilience	capacities	interrelate	–	

and	revisiting	whether	it	is	more	challenging	to	build	adaptive	capacity	in	

the	lifespan	of	a	BRACED	project	–	will	be	a	key	insight	to	inform	theories	

for	building	community-level	resilience	on	the	ground.

Recommendations: To	build	a	comprehensive	understanding	of	

resilience	outcomes	and	inform	future	resilience	theory,	programme	

design	and	implementation,	IPs	and	the	KM	should	consider	the	

following	in	the	remainder	of	BRACED:

•	 In places where communities are prioritising enhancing 

anticipatory and absorptive capacity, investigate how these 

capacities are being built in	ways	that	provide	a	solid	foundation	

for	building	adaptive	capacity	in	the	longer	term.

•	 As shocks and stresses occur, document if and how people and 

communities are learning from these,	and	whether	they	rebuild	in	

ways	that	reduce	their	future	vulnerability.

•	 Investigate the role that community groups play in enhancing 

social capital,	and	thus	enabling	communities	to	cope	with	disaster	

events	and	strengthen	their	absorptive	capacity.

•	 Document the level of integration, layering, timing and 

sequencing of the different capacity-building activities	needed	

to	improve	absorptive,	adaptive	and	anticipatory	capacities.
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Key message 5: While resilience-building interventions have building 

capacity to manage shocks and stresses as a primary objective, addressing 

and dealing with the socioeconomic and political dimensions of resilience-

building are equally important.	Writing	operational	risks	away	into	an	

assumption	column	is	not	enough.	The	operational	challenges	of	working	in	

complex	settings	not	only	call	for	more	pragmatic	project	designs	and	time	

frames,	but	also	for	exploring	how	links	to	other	programmes	addressing	issues,	

such	as	peacebuilding	and	governance	reforms,	are	necessary	prerequisites	for	

climate	resilience	programmes.

Recommendations: Improving	programme	design	and	implementation	

begins	with	the	recognition	and	addressing	of	the	‘real-life’	challenges	

involved	in	implementing	resilience-building	projects	and	programmes.	

IPs	and	the	KM	should work	closely	together	to develop	an	evidence	

base	and	better	understanding	of:

•	 The role of contingency fund mechanisms in resilience-building 

programmes, along with the extent to which they can support 

protecting resilience gains	both	a)	in	advance	of	and	b)	in	the	face	

of	shocks	and	stresses	during	the	project	cycle.	The	KM	is	already	

working	with	recipient	IPs	of	the	PHASE	funding,	on	an	evaluative	

learning	piece	with	this	as	its	focus.

•	 The opportunities and trade-offs of integrating climate disaster 

and peacebuilding goals as prerequisite criteria for resilience-

building interventions,	by	engaging	conflict	experts.

•	 How to better integrate context analysis, beyond merely listing 

risks and assumptions, in programme design and M&E.	The	

design	and	implementation	of	resilience-building	programmes	

should	include	not	only	technical	aspects,	but	also	the	sociocultural	

factors	that	influence	attitudes,	behaviour	and	practice.

Key message 6:	While resilience-building projects focus on building 

anticipatory, absorptive and adaptive capacity to shocks and stresses, 

in practice resilience-building programmes seem to be, at their core, ‘good’ 

development projects with ‘tweaks’. BRACED	has	come	a	long	way	in	

conceptualising	and	operationalising	resilience	in	practice.	IPs	have	also	developed	

tailored	indices	and	established	baselines	in	order	to	measure	progress	and	

achievements.	Understanding	the	factors	that	constitute	the	resilience	of	particular	

households	is	the	starting	point	for	devising,	deploying	and	implementing	

resilience-building	strategies.	Evidence	and	emerging	lessons	to	date	highlights	that	

BRACED	routes	to	resilience	are	underpinned	by	development	programming	that	

explicitly	takes	climate	shocks	and	stresses	into	account	and	builds	stakeholders’	

capacity	to	manage	climate	and	disaster	risk.	While	there	is	evidence	that	
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such	approaches	require	in-depth	assessments	and	analysis	of	stakeholders’	

vulnerabilities	and	capacities,	it	is	difficult	to	identify	–	from	year	1	reports	–	how	

such	approaches	translate	into	a	‘different’	set	of	activities	that	go	beyond	‘good’	

development	work	and	risk	management	approaches.

Recommendations: There	is	a	risk	that	BRACED	may	look	like	

‘old	wine	in	new	bottles’.	In	order	to	support	effective	project	and	

programme	design,	implementation,	M&E	and	future	funding	by	the	

end	of	the	programme,	the KM along with IPs should identify and 

develop a set of criteria that identifies what makes resilience-

building different in practice.

The	companion	report,	’Routes	to	resilience:	lessons	from	monitoring	BRACED’,	

has	recommendations	that	focus	on	the	MRR	team’s	experiences	of	establishing	

and	rolling	out	the	BRACED	M&E	framework	and	undertaking	the	first	year’s	

project	to	programme-level	reporting.

6.2 Questions for further reflection, debate 
and learning
With	the	aim	of	contributing	to	ongoing	learning	about	resilience	programming,	

the	authors	wish	to	engage	project	IPs,	the	KM,	DFID	and	wider	audiences	in	

considering	two	critical	questions	that	arise	as	a	result	of	the	findings	of	this	

report.	Emerging	insights	shed	some	light	for	initiating	discussion;	however,	

the	BRACED	programme	should	continue	to	answer	the	following	questions	

throughout	its	lifetime:

What is BRACED doing differently?	The	question	that	arises	in	practice	is:	what	

‘tweaks’	should	we	expect	to	see	in	projects	that	otherwise	draw	heavily	from	

good	‘simple’	local	development?	Emerging	evidence	to	date	suggests	that,	at	

the	community	level,	integrated	disaster	risk	management	with	development	

approaches	is	one	way	of	enhancing	resilience.	Put	differently,	the	BRACED	

projects	show	that	resilience	is	built	through	good	development	with	‘tweaks’	

that	support	communities	to	deal	with	shocks	and	stresses.	At	the	programming	

and	organisational	level,	however,	resilience-building	approaches	require	working	

in	different	partnerships,	using	different	kinds	of	information	and	being	much	

more	flexible	in	planning	and	spending.	To	some	extent,	that	may	not	alter	the	

content	of	the	interventions	at	the	household	level,	but	it	certainly	changes	

the	way	the	implementing	partner	has	to	plan	and	deliver	interventions.

What is a realistic time frame in which to strengthen resilience and build 

a solid evidence base? Evidence	to	date	suggests	that	two	key	factors	question	

the	achievability	of	the	overall	programme.	First,	at	the	project	level,	setting	up	

the	structures	and	partnerships	required	to	implement	project	activities	(that	

is,	the	foundations	for	resilience-building	activities)	takes	longer	than	originally	

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=ed9b8fa6-1174-4973-902c-6b1a5b9eae63
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envisaged.	Second,	even	if	objectives	are	met,	it	is	questionable	whether	it	is	

possible	to	generate	the	evidence	to	demonstrate	that	resilience	has	been	built	

within	the	time	frame	of	the	projects.	This	is	because	building	resilience	requires	

attitudinal,	behavioural	and	capacity	changes,	all	of	which	take	time.	IPs	and	

the	KM	may	have	set	goals	that	are	too	ambitious,	both	in	terms	of	achieving	

objectives	and	generating	evidence	and	lessons	on	what	works	and	what	

does	not	in	building	resilience	to	climate	extremes	and	disasters.	A	three-year	

programme	such	as	BRACED	should	not	expect	ultimate	lessons	on	‘what	works	

best’	to	build	resilience	but,	rather,	to	generate	emerging	guidance	in	terms	

of	tweaks	to	good	development	and	promising	ways	of	working	to	build	and	

evaluate	anticipatory,	absorptive	and	adaptive	capacities.
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Annex 1: Components of the BRACED 
programme
The	BRACED	programme	comprises	four	components:

•	 Components	A	and	B	are	field-based	resilience-building	projects	in	the	

Sahel	and	East	Africa/	Asia	respectively.	These	15	three-year	projects	are	

being	run	concurrently,	usually	in	one	or	two	of	the	13	BRACED	countries.	

Each	BRACED	project	is	unique	in	its	design,	target	beneficiaries,	activities	

and	operating	context,	and	is	delivered	by	a	BRACED	Implementing	Partner	

(IP).	Implementing	Partners	are	typically	multi-organisation	consortia	who	

have	come	together	to	design	and	deliver	a	resilience-building	project	

under	BRACED.	Annex	4	provides	a	list	of	the	IPs	and	their	projects.	

A	Fund	Manager	(FM)	manages	the	performance	of	the	15	projects.

•	 Component	C	aims	to	develop	a	better	understanding	of	what	works	in	

building	resilience	to	climate	extremes	and	disasters.	To	this	end,	DFID	

is	also	supporting	a	‘Knowledge	Manager’	(KM).	The	BRACED	KM	is	

a	consortium	of	monitoring	and	evaluation	(M&E),	research,	learning,	

communications	and	regional	organisations.	Working	alongside	the	15	project	

IPs,	the	KM	is	building	a	knowledge	and	evidence	base	of	what	works	to	

strengthen	resilience.	The	KM	networks	internally	and	externally	to	put	that	

knowledge	and	evidence	into	use	within	and	beyond	BRACED	countries.

•	 Component	D	(which	is	still	subject	to	approval)	aims	to	build	the	capability	

and	capacity	of	developing	countries	and	regional	organisations	to	prepare	

and	plan	for	the	expected	increases	in	the	frequency	and	severity	of	climate	

extremes	and	disasters.
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Annex 2: BRACED Theory of Change

See	Note	2	of	the	BRACED	M&E	Guidance	Notes	for	a	full	narrative	of	the	

Theory	of	Change.

BRACED invests 
in projects directly 
targeting:

Working with a whole 
variety of stakeholders:

Assumptions:
effectiveness of the 
BRACED fund

to support changes in 
7 thematic areas, 
which will stregthen 
4 areas of change:

Assumptions:
BRACED outputs

Which will directly 
deliver a set of four 
OUTPUTS at different 
scales leading to 
BRACED OUTCOME:

From which BRACED 
will derive lessons to 
deliver a set of 
‘amplified’ results 
by influecing policy 
making and 
development 
planning from the 
international to the 
local level:

And, in the long 
term will:

Assumptions:
BRACED amplified 
effect

Impact:
Improved well-being of 
poor people, despite 
exposure to climate 
extremes and disasters

Households and 
community level

Components A&B

Regional/ 
international 
organisations

National 
government

Sub-local 
government

Research 
institutions

NGOs CSOs

Communities

Thematic areas
Climate & 
weather 
information

Technology & 
innovation

Gender & social 
equality

Markets & local 
economic 
empowerment

Delivery of basic 
services

Governance & 
natural resource 
management

Resilience 
concepts

Areas of change
Knowledge & 
attitudes

Capacity & skills

Partnerships

Decision-making

National and 
local government 
capacity

Component D

Knowledge, 
learning and 
evidence

Component C

Output 4:
Improved 
policies in 

targeted areas

Output 2:
Increased capacity of local 

government, CSDs and private 
sector to respond to climate related 

shocks and stresses

Output 1:
Poor people receive support to reduce their 

vulnerability to climate related shocks and stresses

Assumptions:
BRACED outcomes

Outcome:
Poor people in developing 
countries have improved their 
levels of resilience to climate 
related shocks and stresses.

Measuring the three 
dimensions of resilience:
Anticipatory, adaptive and 
absorbative capacity.

O
utput 3: Better understanding of w

hat w
orks in 

building resilience to clim
ate extrem

es and disasters

BRACED 

am
plifie

d 

results

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=761757df-7b3f-4cc0-9598-a684c40df788
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Annex 3: BRACED M&E ‘infrastructure’

BRACED 
Fund 

Manager

FM Results 
Team

Quarterly & 
Monthly 

Reporting

Direct 
engagement 

with IPs

Annual 
Reporting 
Synthesis

Evaluation

Quarterly 
Performance 

Reporting

Monitoring 
visit reports

BRACED 
Knowledge 
Manager

Project to 
programme 
evidence & 

learning

Monitoring 
& Results 
Reporting 

(MRR)

Consistent 
project results 

reporting 
(Outcome level)

Evaluative 
Monitoring 

(context 
analysis)

Areas of Change 
(Outcome 
Mapping)

3As – 
Resilience 
outcomes

Contribution 
Analysis 

(Country Case 
Studies)

Realist 
Evaluation

Case based 
analysis

Quasi-
Experimental 

Impact Evaluation

Contribution 
Analysis

EA1: BRACED 
Programme 

ToC

EA2: BRACED 
interventions

EA5: PHASE

EA3: BRACED 
Projects

EA4: Adaptive 
Social Protection 

(System level)

Activity Method

How is BRACED 
performing?

How are BRACED 
projects building 
resilience? 

How effectively are 
activities being 
delivered?

What results has 
BRACED delivered?

Does the BRACED 
model work? For whom?

What does this mean 
for future resilience 
programming?  

What does this mean for 
resilience strengthening 
more broadly? 

What have we learned 
about monitoring and 
measurement of 
resilience programming?

* EA: Evaluation Activity
* ToC: Theory of Change 
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Annex 4: The BRACED projects
Each	BRACED	project	is	using	different	intervention	strategies	and	being	

implemented	in	different	climatic	and	operating	contexts.	Table	9	below	provides	

a	brief	synopsis	of	the	location	and	focus	of	each	of	the	1436	projects	considered	

in	this	report,	along	with	the	name/abbreviation	by	which	they	are	referred	to	

throughout	the	report:37

36	 oneofthefifteenbracEDprojectsdidnotcompleteaprojectreportforyear1
duetodelaysinstartingimplementation.

37	 FormoreinformationaboutbracEDprojects,visitwww.braced.org

http://www.braced.org
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Table 9: Synopsis of BRACED projects

project name project 
abbreviation

project 
location

project focus

ANUKULAN anukuLan nepal Drivingsmallfarmerinvestmentinclimate-smart
technologies

Building Resilience in Chad and 
Sudan

brics chad,sudan strategiesandtechnologiestobuildresilience
againstdroughtsandfloods,includingclimate-smart
agriculture,improvedirrigationandearlywarning
systems

Climate Information and Assets 
for Resilience in Ethiopia

ciarE Ethiopia improvingaccesstoreliableclimateinformationand
increasinglocalcommunities’capacitytorespondto
climatethreats

Decentralising Climate Funds DcF mali,senegal Decentralisingclimatefundsinmaliandsenegal

Improving Resilience to 
Climate Change in South Sudan

iriss southsudan strategiesandtechnologiestobuildresilienceagainst
droughtsandfloods

Livestock Mobility Livestockmobility burkina
Faso,mali,
mauritania,
niger,senegal

strengtheningtheresilienceofpastoralistsandagro-
pastoralists,throughtrans-borderlivestockmobility

Market Approaches to 
Resilience

mar Ethiopia Financialmodelsandeconomicopportunities
adaptabletoclimateextremes

Myanmar Alliance myanmaralliance myanmar improvingaccesstoclimateriskinformationand
communitydisasterpreparednessandapproaches

Projet de la Résilience face aux 
Chocs Environnementaux et 
Sociaux au Niger

PrEsEncEs niger naturalresourcemanagementandgovernance,
climate-resilientlivelihoodsandimprovedclimate
information

ProgrEss kenya,
uganda

buildingresilientgovernance,marketsandsocial
systems

Renforcement des Initiatives 
Communautaires pour la 
Résilience aux Extrêmes 
Climatiques

ric4rEc mali strengtheningcommunities’initiativesforresilience
toclimateextremes

Scaling up Resilience to 
Climate Extremes for over 1 
Million People

sur1m niger,mali intelligentagriculture,savingcirclesandradio
messagingforresilienceinthenigerriverbasin

Welthungerhilfe (name of lead 
IP agency)

Whh burkinaFaso changingfarmingpracticestoprepareforheavyrain
andhightemperatures

Zaman Lebidi ZamanLebidi burkinaFaso improvingaccesstoreliableclimateinformationand
increasinglocalcommunities’capacitytorespondto
climatethreats
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Annex 5: Project-level screening grid

braced m&e 
framework

how are braced components a and b building resilience to climate extremes?

Pathways to 
resilience

Categorising changes along the four Areas of Change

Whoarethemainactors(boundarypartners)?

Whatactivitieshavebeenundertakenandwhere?

Whatarethemainachievements/changes?

Whatlevelofchangehasbeenseen?

Whatarethemainchallenges?howistheprojectaddressingthem?

arethereanyunexpectedresults?

arethereanylinksofchangeprocessestooutcome-levelchange?

Whatisthelevelofevidenceshownonhowprojectactivitieshavecontributedtochange?

Understanding 
resilience outcomes

Categorising outcome-level changes

Whoarethedirect/indirectbeneficiariesandhowhavetheybenefited?

Whatarethemaincapacitiesbeingbuilt?

Whatevidenceistherethatbuildingadaptive,anticipatoryandabsorptivecapacitieshasreducedthe
impactofshocksandstresses?

Doanyprojectactivities/initiativeshelpenhancemorethanonecapacityatatime?

arethereanytrade-offsininitiativestoenhanceadaptive,anticipatoryandabsorptivecapacity,where
enhancingonecapacitymayresultintheerosionofanother?

inwhatwaysistheprojectlaggingbehindornolongerrelevant?

Contextualising 
resilience

Categorising contextual dynamics

Whatarethemainconstrainers/enablersrelatedtothelocal,sub-nationalornationallevels?

howarethesecontextualfactorsconstrainingorenablingchangefromtheproject?

havetheycontributedtoanyunexpectedoutputsoroutcomes?

arethesecontextualfactorswithinorbeyondtheproject’sareaofcontrol?

Whatarethemainchallenges?

howistheprojectaddressingthosechallenges?
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Annex 6: Mapping of project activities and 
approaches and recurrent themes
A	comparative	analysis	of	the	project-level	syntheses	was	conducted	against	

the	core	question	of	this	report.	Content	analysis	led	to	the	identification	

and	mapping	of	recurring	themes	at	the	programme	level,	guided	by	expert	

knowledge	and	interpretation	of	the	MRR	team	(based	on	their	intimate	

knowledge	of	the	programme):

Area of Change 1: Knowledge and attitudes

Themes:

1. COMMUNITY-BASED PARTICIPATORY PLANNING

2. ACCESSING AND USING CLIMATE AND WEATHER INFORMATION 

activities participatory 
community 
planning

formation of village  
committees/planning 

committees

generating, facilitating access 
to climate information

1 alliancemyanmar • • •

2 anukuLan •(LaPas) • •

3 ciarE •(braPa) • •

4 iriss • • •

5 Livestockmobility Public debates/
social agreements •

6 PrEsEncEs •(caaP) • •

7 ZamanLebidi •(braPa) • •

8 brics •(supportgroups) •

9 ProgrEss • •(racs) •

10 ric4rEc •(cbDrmplans) • •

11 sur1m • • •

12 Whh •

13 mar • • •

14 DcF resilience
assessments(local

government)

adaptationcommittees(within
government) •
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Area of Change 2: strengthening capacity and skills

Themes:

1. BUILDING FARMERS’ AND PASTORALISTS’ CAPACITY

2. BUILDING THE CAPACITY OF GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS AND TECHNICAL SERVICES, WITHIN 
AND ACROSS SECTORS

	

activities access to 
finance/
financial 
services

access to 
markets

agricultural/
Farming  
practices

specific 
gender 
focus

planning and implementation 
(targeting government and/
or technical departments)

1 Alliance 

Myanmar
• • • •

2 ANUKULAN • • • • •

3 CIARE • • • •

4 IRISS • • •

5 Livestock 

Mobility
• • • •

6 PRESENCES • • • •

7 Zaman Lebidi • • •

8 BRICS • • • •

9 PROGRESS • • • • •

10 RIC4REC • (community 

resilience 

grants)

• • •

11 SUR1M • (SILC) • • •

12 WHH • •

13 MAR • •

14 DCF • (access 

to finance 

by local 

government)

• • •
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Area of Change 3: Partnerships

Themes:

1. WORKING TOGETHER – LEVERAGING RESOURCES AND CAPACITIES

2. STRENGTHENING NETWORKING AND COLLABORATION 

activities partnering local 
government and 

CSOs

Partnering 
with Private 

Sector

partnering with the 
media – dissemination 

of climate information

Partnering sub-
national and national 

institutions

1 alliance
myanmar • • •

2 anukuLan
• •(service

providers)
•

3 ciarE • • •

4 iriss • •

5 Livestock
mobility • •(service

providers)
•

6 PrEsEncEs
• •(financial

institutions)
• •

7 ZamanLebidi • • •

8 brics • •

9 ProgrEss
• •(financial

institutions)
• •

10 ric4rEc
• •(dissemination

ofclimateinfo)
•

11 sur1m

•

•(financial
institutions;

distributionof
inputs)

•

12 Whh
• •(distributionof

inputs)
• •

13 mar
• •(financial

institutions)
•

14 DCF • •
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Area of Change 4: Inclusive decision-making*

Theme:

FOSTERING REPRESENTATION, PARTICIPATION AND LEADERSHIP OF THE MOST VULNERABLE 

representation/participation 
in planning, decision-making 

processes

participation/leading 
project activities

training on  
addressing  

gender-specific issues

1 alliance
myanmar • •

2 anukuLan • •

3 ciarE •

4 iriss • • •

5 Livestock
mobility •

6 PrEsEncEs • •

7 ZamanLebidi • •

8 brics • •

9 ProgrEss
• • •(genderresponsive

budgeting)

10 ric4rEc •

11 sur1m
• • •(trainingoncitizen

participationtocsos)

12 Whh • •

13 mar

14 DcF •

*	Limited	data	available	–	clustering	of	activities.
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Resilience in context
The	table	below	reflects	the	reports	that	explicitly	mentioned	those	themes	as	key	challenges	in	project	implementation:

themes 1. braced in difficult 
environments: the 

challenges of responding 
to ongoing crisis

2. braced in decentralised or 
decentralising countries – 

adjusting planning processes to 
weak governance structures

3. joining forces 
with other ongoing 

initiatives

1 alliance
myanmar • •

2 anukuLan •

3 ciarE •

4 iriss • •

5 Livestock
mobility • •

6 PrEsEncEs • • •

7 ZamanLebidi • •

8 brics • • •

9 ProgrEss • • •

10 ric4rEc • • •

11 sur1m •

12 Whh •

13 mar •

14 DcF • •
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Annex 7: Further illustrative examples
This	annex	provides	some	supplementary	illustrative	examples	from	projects	

of	the	findings	presented	in	the	main	text.

Examples to supplement section 3.2: Strengthening 
capacities and skills

•	 WHH: The	project	promoted	local	farmers’	adoption	of	new	techniques	

and	methods,	including:

(a)	 the	adoption	of	land	and	natural	resource	management	methods,	such	

as	Zaï,	Halfmoons	and	intercropping	(altogether	adopted	by	48.4%	of	

the	beneficiary	population).

(b)	 the	adoption	of	certified	improved	seeds	coupled	with	the	use	of	organic	

fertiliser	(adopted	by	73%	of	the	beneficiaries	as	compared	to	36%	of	

non-beneficiaries).

	

Significant	changes	can	also	be	seen	in	the	diversification	of	agricultural	

production	methods	(market	gardens,	cassava,	rice	and	poultry	

production).	These	results	seem	to	suggest	that	changes,	such	as	

adoption	of	new	techniques	and	methods,	can	happen	even	in	relatively	

short	periods	of	time	(i.e.	seven	months	of	direct	support	to	targeted	

farmers).	A	network	of	seed	producers	is	under	construction	(training	

of	lead	farmers,	sites-inspections	and	certification).	Tree	nurseries	have	

been	established	to	improve	access	to	certified	seeds	in	all	communes	

of	the	project	area	and	provide	input	to	tree	seedlings.	Producers	have	

been	encouraged	to	sell	part	of	their	produce	to	local	markets,	in	order	

to	gain	income.	As	a	result,	changes	have	been	observed	in	terms	of	

increases	in	frequency	and	volumes	of	sales.	In	turn,	this	has	led	to	

improved	profit	margins	for	farmers.	The	share	of	beneficiaries	who	

reported	having	(improved)	access	to	markets	in	year	1	was	more	than	

twice	as	high	as	for	non-beneficiaries	(35%	versus	16%).

•	 In	Chad,	the	CLAs	(Committee	Locale	Action)	are	the	official	district-level	

institution	in	charge	of	monitoring	early	warning	information	and	ensuring	

a	coordinated	response	in	the	case	of	an	event.	The	BRICS	project	has	been	

facilitating	monthly	coordination	meetings,	leading	to	positive	results	in	

terms	of	the	involvement	of	CLAs	in	data	gathering	on	issues	such	as	food	

security,	access	to	clean	water,	child	diseases	and	malnutrition.	BRICS	has	

also	established	good	links	with	CLAs	and	provides	regular	support.	CLA	

interest	and	engagement	is	critical	for	the	support	and	implementation	of	

improved	early	warning	processes.

•	 In	Niger	and	Mali,	the	SUR1M	project	has	trained	communal-level	early	

warning	groups	on	climate	data	collection.	Local	warning	structures	have	

been	established/revitalised,	which	has	led	to	an	increase	in	commune	

capabilities	for	vulnerability	analysis	and	data	transmission.	Early	warning	

groups	now	collect	and	transmit	data	on	a	monthly	basis	in	both	countries.	
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All	19	communes	compile	community	data	and	send	it	to	the	next	higher	

level	(district	and	circle).	SUR1M	has	reported	particularly	positive	results	

in	Mali,	where	the	establishment	of	early	warning	groups	in	89	villages	of	

the	project	area	has	contributed	to	improving	vulnerability	analysis	(i.e.	

assessment	of	the	agricultural	campaign	results	and	determination	of	the	

number	of	food	insecure	people	in	the	region	of	Gao).	Since	the	start	of	

the	agricultural	campaign	in	2015/2016,	early	warning	group	members	have	

alerted	technical	services	and	project	staff,	suggesting	that	the	agricultural	

campaign	would	not	serve	the	community	well.	This	has	allowed	the	local	

government	to	make	arrangements	to	ensure	food	availability	for	the	most	

vulnerable	households.

Examples to supplement section 3.4: Working in partnership

•	 The	SUR1M	project	addresses	challenges	in	the	distribution	of	inputs	

to	remote	rural	areas	(e.g.	weak	links	along	the	value	chain	between	

farmers	and	agro-dealers	and	buyers	for	crops,	and	a	lack	of	transparent	

communication	and	sharing).	The	connections	between	lead	farmers	

and	agro-dealers	are	being	encouraged	to	promote	the	development	of	

new	markets	(agricultural	inputs)	through	partnerships	with	suppliers.	In	

Niger,	the	project	has	assisted	a	private	certified	seed	multiplication	and	

distribution	system	through	a	partnership	with	the	Manoma	Company,	which	

supports	the	expansion	of	their	distribution	network	(certified	seeds)	to	the	

project	zone.	In	Mali,	lobbying	encouraged	by	the	project	and	undertaken	

by	Gao	regional	agriculture	officials	has	led	to	renewed	interest	from	agro-

dealers,	despite	the	delay	in	the	establishment	of	seed	producers.	Changes	

in	the	supply	chain	have	started	to	emerge.	Farmers	previously	had	to	walk	

at	least	30	kilometres	to	buy	agricultural	inputs,	but	Manoma	now	sells	

seeds	and	other	agricultural	inputs	via	local	salespeople	directly	in	villages	

in	the	project	intervention	zone.	Evidence	of	success	can	be	seen	in	the	fact	

that	producers	in	project	communes	are	now	developing	partnerships	with	

various	seed	companies/agro-dealers	for	the	next	campaign.

•	 The	PROGRESS	project	has	facilitated	the	establishment	of	links	between	

beneficiaries	and	service	providers.	Opportunities	for	business	development	

along	the	agricultural	value	chain	are	also	being	discussed	through	multi-

stakeholder	platforms.	The	project	has	become	a	member	of	Wajir	Value	

Chain	Actors,	which	includes	value	chain	relevant	bodies	that	deliberate	

on	matters	concerning	selected	value	chains	in	the	county.	Changes	have	

started	to	emerge	as	a	result	of	BRACED	work	in	this	area.	Among	these	

changes	is	an	improved	availability	of	products	(mainly	energy-efficient	

stoves)	through	the	active	engagement	of	producers	and	distributors	within	

the	project	–	including	demonstrations	of	products	organised	by	suppliers.	

This	improvement	helps	to	address	the	increase	in	demand	for	such	products	

(as	a	result	of	awareness-raising	interventions	on	resilience	and	natural	

resources	management).

•	 Within	the	PRESENCES	project,	microfinance	institutions	have	engaged	

with	communities	to	implement	grain	banks	and	warrantage	systems,	mainly	
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to	address	the	cereal	deficit	during	the	hunger	gap.	The	‘Lingué’	Téra	Fund	

is	engaged	in	financing	warrantage	in	the	zone	and	contacts	have	been	

established	with	communities.	The	PRESENCES	report	highlights	that	such	

an	arrangement	is	already	an	indication	of	change,	as	MFIs	were	initially	

reluctant	about	the	idea	of	developing	an	effective	collaboration	with	

community	organisations.	Communes	have	strengthened	the	capacities	of	

20	cereal	banks	in	13	communities	through	warrantage	in	collaboration	with	

MFIs.	It	is	expected	that	cereal	banks	will	help	communities	to	meet	the	

needs	of	populations	during	the	hunger	gap.

•	 Through	the	ANUKULAN	project,	iDE	and	IWMI,	in	collaboration	with	other	

stakeholders,	organised	a	multiple	use	water	system	(MUS)	International	

Workshop	in	February	2016,	which	mobilised	over	180	participants	including	

MUS	communities,	government,	academic	institutions,	donors,	international	

centres,	development	organisations	and	other	stakeholders.	The	workshop	

played	a	key	role	in	promoting	MUS	as	a	tool	to	address	climate	resilience	

in	Nepal.	A	key	outcome	of	the	workshop	was	the	formation	of	the	Nepal	

MUS	network,	which	aims	to	share	knowledge	and	information	on	different	

approaches	for	MUS	and	promote	MUS	across	the	water	sector	in	Nepal.	

An	MUS	Guideline	has	now	been	developed	by	the	Ministry	of	Population	

and	Environment	for	the	institutionalisation	of	MUS	and	is	in	the	process	

of	endorsement.	MUS	are	now	recognised	as	a	climate	change	adaptation	

mechanism	by	both	district-	and	national-level	stakeholders.

•	 Collaboration	with	regional	and	international	institutions	has	also	been	key	

to	enhancing	the	visibility	of	the	Livestock Mobility project’s	interventions	

and	findings.	Project	partners	are	involved	in	the	preparation	for	PRAPS	

(Projet	Régional	d’Appui	au	Pastoralisme	au	Sahel)	at	the	request	of	the	

World	Bank.	Alongside	this	initiative,	project	partners	have	lobbied	together	

for	the	rights	of	pastoralists	through	the	development	of	a	PRAPS	for	coastal	

countries	(PRIDEC).	It	is	expected	that	this	initiative	will	be	co-funded	by	the	

World	Bank	and	the	Economic	Community	of	West	African	States	(ECOWAS).

Examples to supplement section 5.2: Resilience in context

•	 The PROGRESS	project	is	working	in	Kenya,	which	has	undergone	

a	process	of	political	devolution	to	county-level	since	2012,	with	new	

county	government	institutional	structures,	policies	and	plans	still	under	

development.	In	establishing	village	level	resilience	and	adaptation	

committees	under	BRACED,	the	project	has	had	to	operate	in	a	shifting	

context	as	new	county-level	legislation	and	ward-level	administrative	

arrangements	are	put	in	place.	By	comparison,	decentralisation	and	capacity	

at	district	level	in	Uganda	are	weak.	PROGRESS	has	highlighted	a	need	for	

technical	support	to	the	districts	and	the	Office	of	the	Prime	Minister	in	

Karamoja	to	strengthen	planning	from	the	bottom-up.

•	 Similarly,	for	the	Livestock Mobility	project,	decentralisation	underway	in	

the	Sahel	countries	it	operates	in	may	either	enable	or	constrain	the	changes	

initiated	within	the	project.	Under	the	provisions	of	decentralisation,	local	
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government	bodies	are	responsible	for	delivering	key	social	and	economic	

services	(such	as	health,	water	or	education	and	market	facilities)	for	

conducting	agricultural,	pastoral	and	forestry	land-use	planning	and	for	

raising	taxes.	As	mobile	herders	remain	marginalised	and	largely	excluded	

from	local	decision-making	processes,	specific	attention	is	required	when	

negotiating	inter-municipal	agreements	at	the	department	level	to	manage	

agro-pastoral	resources	–	inter-cooperation	between	municipalities	along	a	

corridor	is	often	still	fragmented.	The	anchoring	of	the	project	within	each	

country’s	existing	decentralised	mechanisms	enables	the	project	to	gain	

more	visibility	on	the	local	and	national	scale,	as	well	as	promoting	the	need	

for	inter-municipal	agreements	between	municipalities	to	cater	for	long-

distance,	trans-border	livestock	mobility.

•	 For	the	PRESENCES	project,	the	decentralisation	process	underway	

in	Niger	will	entail	changes	in	local	governance	and	resources.	The	adoption	

by	the	government	at	the	Council	of	Ministers	on	26	January	2016	in	

the	Republic	of	Niger	set	the	terms	to	transfer	skills	and	resources	from	

the	State	to	the	communes	and	the	Regional	Territorial	Communities	in	

the	areas	of	education,	health,	water	and	the	environment.	These	relate	

directly	to	the	project’s	interventions.	The	project	expects	that	these	

will	enable	the	communes	to	enact	many	prerogatives	if	the	decree	is	

applied	successfully,	but	the	institutional	analysis	has	revealed	a	lack	of	

skills	transferred	to	the	communes,	despite	the	fact	that	this	principle	

is	introduced	by	decentralisation.	Adopting	this	decree	in	the	Council	

of	Ministers	demonstrates	the	government’s	commitment	to	accelerate	

the	transfer	of	resources	and	skills	to	communes.	This	is	a	constraint	

across	the	Sahel	countries	undergoing	decentralisation.
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Annex 8: BRACED research outputs
Outlined	below	are	some	of	the	outputs	from	the	KM’s	ongoing	research	work	

that	has	taken	place	in	collaboration	with	the	IPs.	(For	all	BRACED	publications,	

see	the	braced.org	website.)

Resilience pathways

CLIMATE AND WEATHER INFORMATION
Wilkinson,	E.,budimir,m.,ahmed,a.k.andouma,g.(2015)‘climateinformation

andservicesinbracEDcountries’.bracEDknowledgemanagerresilienceintel.
London:oDi.

Jones,	L.,harvey,b.andgodfrey-Woods,r.(2016)‘thechangingroleofngosin
supportingclimateservices’.bracEDknowledgemanagerresilienceintel.
London:oDi.

CLIMATE RESILIENCE AND FINANCIAL SERVICES
Haworth	a.,Frandon-martinezc.,Fayolle,v.andsimonet,c.(2016)‘climate

resilienceandfinancialservices:LessonsfromEthiopia,maliandmyanmar’.
bracEDknowledgemanagerWorkingPaper.London:oDi.

Haworth,	a.,Frandon-martinez,c.,Fayolle,v.andWilkinson,E.(2016)‘banking
onresilience:buildingcapacitiesthroughfinancialserviceinclusion’.bracED
knowledgemanagerPolicybrief.London:acclimatise.

CLIMATE RESILIENCE AND SOCIAL PROTECTION
Ulrichs,	m.(2016)‘increasingpeople’sresiliencetoshocksthroughsocialprotection’.

bracEDknowledgemanagerresilienceintel.London:oDi.

Ulrichs,	m.andslater,r.(2016)‘howcansocialprotectionbuildresilience?insights
fromEthiopia,kenyaanduganda’.bracEDknowledgemanagerWorkingPaper.
London:oDi.

RESILIENT RISK GOVERNANCE
Carabine,	E.,chesterman,s.andWilkinson,E.(2016)‘resilientriskgovernance:

experiencefromthesahelandhornofafrica’.bracEDknowledgemanager
resilienceintel.London:oDi.

GENDER AND RESILIENCE
Le	masson,v.,norton,a.andWilkinson,E.(2015)‘genderandresilience’.bracED

knowledgemanagerWorkingPaper.London:oDi.

Le	masson,v.(2015)‘genderandresilience:fromtheorytopractice’.bracED
knowledgemanagerWorkingPaper.London:oDi.

Rigg,	s.,Lovell,E.andPichon,F.(2016)‘assessinggenderinresilienceprogramming:
burkinaFaso’.bracEDknowledgemanagerresilienceintel.London:oDi.

Hilton,	m.,monmaung,y.andLemasson,v.(2016)‘assessinggenderinresilience
programming:myanmar’.bracEDknowledgemanagerresilienceintel.
London:oDi.

http://www.braced.org/reality-of-resilience/case-studies/index.html
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=70e1b775-668a-4817-8878-77585419edc8
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=70e1b775-668a-4817-8878-77585419edc8
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=70e1b775-668a-4817-8878-77585419edc8
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=838e97e9-2ffb-40e6-867b-2318a9112a17
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=838e97e9-2ffb-40e6-867b-2318a9112a17
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=838e97e9-2ffb-40e6-867b-2318a9112a17
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=e28686be-1d87-483e-93df-390b49ceabff
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=e28686be-1d87-483e-93df-390b49ceabff
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=e28686be-1d87-483e-93df-390b49ceabff
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=c0a3344f-9b28-4549-b545-12486573aac9
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=c0a3344f-9b28-4549-b545-12486573aac9
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=c0a3344f-9b28-4549-b545-12486573aac9
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=6ced93f1-78a8-4325-8962-6401d5e9e980
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=6ced93f1-78a8-4325-8962-6401d5e9e980
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=f82e281e-6d9b-44e2-9721-43ba6e05ceac
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=f82e281e-6d9b-44e2-9721-43ba6e05ceac
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=f82e281e-6d9b-44e2-9721-43ba6e05ceac
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=18ffcc5a-ea59-46dd-aa65-4fb83c52aa38
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=18ffcc5a-ea59-46dd-aa65-4fb83c52aa38
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=18ffcc5a-ea59-46dd-aa65-4fb83c52aa38
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=845c98a2-f1d3-4c3e-b0cb-e4d307310def
http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=845c98a2-f1d3-4c3e-b0cb-e4d307310def
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Annex 9: Summary of lessons learnt
The	table	below	sets	out	the	lessons	identified	in	this	report	across	

BRACED	projects,	in	terms	of	resilience	pathways,	resilience	outcomes	

and	resilience	contexts:

The	companion	report,	’Routes	to	resilience:	lessons	from	monitoring	BRACED’	

has	details	on	the	lessons	identified	based	on	the	MRR	team’s	experiences	of	

a)	establishing	and	rolling	out	the	BRACED	M&E	framework	and	b)	undertaking	

the	first	year’s	project-	to	programme-level	reporting.

Resilience	pathways

Changes in resilience knowledge 
and attitudes

• theculturalandpoliticaldimensionofchangingattitudesandbehaviourshould
notbeunderestimated

• thechallengeremains:fromeasyuseofnear-terminformationandthemore
challenginguseoflonger-terminformation

Strengthening capacities and skills to 
manage climate and disaster risks

• buildingcapacitytomanagetheriskofclimateextremesanddisastersgoes
beyondtechnicalskills

• itisnotaboutonetypeofcapacity,butacombinationofcapacities

• Joined-upprogrammingandcomplementaryactivitiesareessentialiftheyare
tosupportwomen’sempowerment

Building partnerships to deliver 
interventions for resilience

• buildingresiliencetoclimateanddisastersstartswithfindingtherightpartners

• understandingeachpartner’scapacityiscritical

• Evaluatingpartnershipsthataregreaterthanthesumofitspartstaketime

Improving decision-making through 
inclusive resilience-building

• socialexclusionandgenderinequalitiescannotbeaddressedwithquickfixes
inaone-offproject

• thegoaloffosteringsocialequalityandinclusionbeginswithchangingattitudes
andbuildingthecapacitiesofprojectstaff

• monitoringanddocumentingcaseswhereinclusivedecision-makingtakes
placeiscritical

Understanding resilience outcomes: lessons learnt

Absorptive anticipatory and Adaptive 
Capacities and Transformative change

• Whencommunitiesdefineresiliencepriorities,activitiesareorientedaround
enhancinganticipatoryandabsorptivecapacity

• Forsomeoutcomes,project-levelreportingdiffersfromtheconceptual
understandingofresiliencecapacitiesdescribedinthe3asframework

• thebracEDprogrammemaygeneratemoreachievementsinbuilding
anticipatoryandabsorptivecapacitythanadaptivecapacity(ortransformation)

Resilience in context

Contextual factors that enable 
or constrain change

• anticipatingandmanagingcrisisiscentraltoresilience-buildingprogrammes.
yet,thechallengeremains:monitoringandcontextualisingresultsinthefaceof
shocksandstresses

• contextmattersandsodopragmaticprojectdesigns

• Learningaboutprocessesandprogressinbuildingresiliencerequiresrealistic
expectationsandmovingbeyond‘linearreporting’

http://www.braced.org/resources/i/?id=ed9b8fa6-1174-4973-902c-6b1a5b9eae63


BRACED aims to build the resilience of up to 5 million vulnerable people against 

climate extremes and disasters. It does so through a three year, UK Government 

funded programme, which supports 108 organisations, working in 15 consortiums, 

across 13 countries in East Africa, the Sahel and Southeast Asia. Uniquely, BRACED 

also has a Knowledge Manager consortium.

The Knowledge Manager consortium is led by the Overseas Development Institute 

and includes the Red Cross Red Crescent Climate Centre, the Asian Disaster 

Preparedness Centre, ENDA Energie, Itad and Thomson Reuters Foundation.

The views presented in this paper are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily represent 

the views of BRACED, its partners or donor.

Readers are encouraged to reproduce material from BRACED Knowledge Manager Reports for 

their own publications, as long as they are not being sold commercially. As copyright holder, the 
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The BRACED Knowledge Manager generates evidence and learning on 

resilience and adaptation in partnership with the BRACED projects and 

the wider resilience community. It gathers robust evidence of what works 

to strengthen resilience to climate extremes and disasters, and initiates 

and supports processes to ensure that evidence is put into use in policy 

and programmes. The Knowledge Manager also fosters partnerships to 

amplify the impact of new evidence and learning, in order to significantly 

improve levels of resilience in poor and vulnerable countries and 

communities around the world. 
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