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Tropical Cyclone Winston (TCW) struck  Fiji on 20 February 2016.  The cy-
clone, the strongest to ever hit Fiji, was estimated to affect more than 
540,000 people and created losses of up to  USD 1.38 billion.† A host of na-
tional and international actors provided significant support to affected popu-
lations in all sectors. 

In October 2016, the Fiji Food Security and Livelihoods Cluster and the Minis-
try o Agriculture conducted an assessment to identify the recovery needs in 
the food security and livelihoods sector, prioritize geographic areas for assis-
tance, and recommend appropriate interventions to boost recovery amongst 
affected communities and reduce future risks. 

A series of three divisional workshops was conducted in the Northern, West-
ern, and Central/Eastern divisions. Workshop participants included repre-
sentatives from local Government authorities, MoA extension workers, and 
development partners.  The FSL assessment developed a holistic categoriza-
tion of tikinas affected by TCW by assessing food security, livelihoods and 
vulnerability to climate change across a broad range of relevant indicators.  

Food Security and Livelihoods 

The food security situation of a region or household can be assessed along a 
set of underlying factors or determinants: availability, accessibility, utiliza-
tion, and stability.  The findings from the FSL assessment indicate that the 
tikinas where food security and livelihoods were most impacted by TCW in-
clude Koro, Sawakasa, and Nasavusavu. Perhaps unsurprisingly, crop produc-
tion was reported to have been most impacted in the islands of Ovalau, Koro, 
Mualevu, and Lomaloma. 

With respect to livelihoods, the FSL found that subsistence farming, micro-
businesses and fishing were most affected by TCW. In contrast, private sector 
workers and those dependent on remittances were least likely to have been 
impacted by the cyclone. 

Vulnerability to Climate Change 

The approach used to assess vulnerability was developed by the Secretariat 
of the Pacific Community (SPC) and adapted by the FSL assessment to score 
tikinas according to their vulnerability to climate change and future disasters. 
The methodology combines the three elements underlying vulnerability: ex-
posure, sensitivity, and adaptive capacity. 

The findings from the FSL assessment indicate that the tikinas most vulnera-
ble to climate change and natural hazards include Wainikoroiluva, Nalawa, 
Rakiraki, Nakorotubu, and Saivou.  

Among the main factors increasing communities’ exposure to hazards are 
rivers which have become shallower due to soil runoff and erosion, making 
them more likely to flood with just one day of moderate rain (whereas in the 
past flooding required several days of hard rain). Of the most sensitive tikinas 
(all found in Ra province) the systems most commonly identified as sensitive 
were 1) roads and bridges during flooding; 2) rural water supply; and 3) 
threats to native forests and pine plantations.  

Finally, the FSL assessment highlighted those tikinas with low adaptive capac-
ity--Wainimala and Dogotuki; these communities (and those like them) are 
far from urban centers and have low access to information and markets, leav-
ing them with few resources to recover after a disaster and limited capacity 
to prepare for them in advance. 

Recommendations and Priority Areas for Assistance 

Based on the findings described in this report, a set of short– and medium 
term recommendations were developed (see page 11) that aim to provide 
guidance to Government and development partners as they devise strategies 
for supporting the food security and livelihoods of communities affected by 
Tropical Cyclone Winston. The tikinas which were identified as being most 
suitable for such interventions (i.e. combined FSL and Vulnerability Ranking) 
were Koro, Nalawa, Rakiraki, Saivou, and Nakorotubu. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

†Government of Fiji. Post-Disaster Needs Assessment: Tropical Cyclone Winston. May 2016. 
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Specific objectives of the assessment included: 

 To provide an evidence-based analysis of recovery needs in the food se-
curity and livelihoods sector; 

 To identify specific groups and/or communities at risk, geographically 
and according to clearly defined criteria; 

 To provide key recommendations on appropriate food security and liveli-
hoods interventions to boost recovery amongst affected communities 
and reduce future risks. 

 

 

Background 

Following the impact of Tropical Cyclone Winston (TCW) in February 2016, a 
multitude of national and international actors provided significant support to 
affected populations in all sectors. Within the Fiji Food Security and Liveli-
hoods Cluster (FSLC), over 34 partners assisted cyclone-affected communities 
with an ensemble of food assistance, cash assistance, and agriculture and 
livestock interventions. Lessons learned from similar weather-related disas-
ters in the Pacific region and elsewhere indicate that needs in the food secu-
rity sector following a severe cyclone are extremely diverse and that there is 
a high possibility of prolonged impacts on food access, availability, utilization 
and stability of supply. This poses a significant risk to the longer-term recov-
ery of communities, particularly in isolated areas. More importantly, the risk 
of vulnerability at the community level is elevated in countries – like Fiji – 
where severe weather is seasonal and populations who are unable to ade-
quately recover are, therefore, more vulnerable and more exposed to the 
risk of loss, reduced coping mechanisms, and food insecurity during the sub-
sequent cyclone season. 

To ensure that recovery interventions are timely, appropriate and responsive 
to the continuing needs of these communities, an assessment and evidence-
based analysis of recovery needs that remain nine months following TCW 
was conducted to support and inform national authorities and cluster part-
ners in the design and delivery of programmes in the food security and liveli-
hoods sector. 

Objectives 

The overall objective of the assessment was to gain better insight into the 
current food security and livelihoods situation. The aim was to help identify 
the geographical areas most in need and to provide guidance on the priority 
assistance required. The outcome of this report is a tool that may be used by 
the Government of Fiji (GoF), the UN, and other development agencies to 
better target and prioritize assistance for those most in need. 

INTRODUCTION 
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Table 1. Divisional workshops 

Working Group (TWG) prior to the divisional workshops. 

Vulnerability Ranking 

The approach used to assess vulnerability was developed by the Secretariat 
of the Pacific Community (SPC) and adapted by the FSL assessment to score 
tikinas according to their vulnerability to climate change and future disasters. 
This framework was developed for use at the community level but was 
adapted for application at the tikina level for the FSL assessment by the FSLC 
TWG. 

Analysis 

The outputs from each of these tools were combined to produce a master 
ranking: tikinas with the highest scores were considered as the most in need 
of FSL interventions (see Annex I for more details). 

Limitations 

The FSL assessment selected 53 most affected tikinas according to the multi-
indicator ranking developed following TCW by UNOCHA -- errors or limita-
tions in that ranking will necessarily be reflected in the FSL assessment find-
ings. To counter disparities between perceptions, triangulation with second-
ary data sources (e.g., MET) and verification were attempted. Nevertheless, 
the perception-based system may have been biased in some cases by 1) low 
representation from tikinas and 2) long period over which to recall infor-
mation (9 months). 

To adequately address the assessment objectives, a series of divisional-
level workshops were conducted to identify the extent to which the food 
security and livelihoods of the local population were affected by TCW (at 
the tikina level) and to identify specific communities in need of additional 
assistance to recover from the effects of TCW and to build back stronger.  

Divisional workshops 

A series of three divisional workshops was conducted with key stakehold-
ers, including local Government authorities, MOA extension workers, and 
development partners (see Table 1). The aim of these workshops was to 
assess the impact of TCW and to develop a priority listing of tikinas to sup-
port targeting of food security and livelihoods interventions. The essence of 
the approach depended upon building consensus across the key stakehold-
ers on these criteria.  

Ranking System 

The assessment tools utilized a perception-based ranking system that eval-
uated proxy indicators of food security and vulnerability to climate change 
for each of the tikinas assessed (see Annex IV).  Because the process evalu-
ated these criteria at the tikina-level, this process was necessarily based on 
qualitative perceptions and demanded that respondents be highly knowl-
edgeable across a range of topics within the tikina (agriculture, markets, 
trade, migration, etc.). Strong guidance on how to elicit a objective feed-
back was provided during a training for facilitators that was held before the 
divisional-level workshops.  

FSL Impact Ranking 

In order to better quantify the food security and livelihood situation in are-
as of Fiji impacted by TCW, a tool based on three pillars of food security – 
availability, access and utilization – was developed and administered. Ref-
erence criteria were developed for key FSL indicators (not significantly 
affected, moderately affected, highly affected and severely affected). These 
criteria were reviewed, amended, and validated by the FSLC Technical 

METHODOLOGY 

Division Provinces Tikinas Dates 

Western 3 19 Oct. 11 – 12 

Northern 3 14 Oct. 17 – 18 

Central and Eastern 7 20 Oct. 20 – 21 
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 The food security situation of a region or house-
hold can be assessed along a set of underlying 
factors or determinants: availability, accessibility, 
utilization, and stability. Gaps or deficiencies in 
any one of these conditions can precipitate short-
term (transitory) or, for those households already 
experiencing marginal situations, longer-term 
(chronic) food insecurity that negatively impacts a 
household’s well-being and ability to thrive. As 
such, especially following acute or rapid onset 
shocks – e.g., tropical cyclones – it is important to 
explore these components to determine whether 
disruptions have occurred and, if so, to identify 
the implications for programme designers and 
policy-makers seeking to support the affected 
population.  

The analysis below presents an overview of the 
findings from the divisional workshops conducted 
during the FSL assessment. 

Food Security and Livelihoods Impact 

Ranking 

The food security and livelihoods impact ranking is 
a broad classification of the overall impact of TCW 
on the situation in the affected tikinas (see Map 
1). The metric combines the impact across multi-
ple indicators including: 

 Availability: main crop production, food pric-
es, and market functioning; 

 Accessibility: livelihoods, debt, and migra-
tion;  

 Utilization: access to drinking water, toilet/

FOOD SECURITY AND LIVELIHOODS 

sanitation facilities, and health status. 

The findings from the FSL assessment indicate that the tikinas where food security and livelihoods were 
most impacted by TCW include Koro, Sawakasa, and Nasavusavu. While these three tikinas had the 
worst results, food security and livelihood interventions (both recovery- and resilience-related) would be 
well-targeted in any of the tikinas found to have High or Serious impact. 

The following sections attempt to identify the major factors contributing to these results and provide 
some contextual analysis that may be useful for programme design and targeting. 
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 A key dimension through which to assess the 
effects of TCW on food security and livelihoods is 
food availability. As defined by FAO, “Food availa-
bility addresses the ‘supply side’ of food security 
and is determined by the level of food production, 
stock levels and net trade.”1 

The FSL assessment asked participants to evaluate 
the extent to which TCW impacted various proxy 
indicators for food availability in each tikina in-
cluding 1) production of the main subsistence 
crop; 2) prices of staples in the local market; and 
3) overall functioning of the local market. The 
findings are presented in Map 2. 

Findings from the FSL assessment suggest that 
food availability was most affected in Nasavusavu, 
Ovalau, and Wailevu tikinas. 

The FSL assessment findings indicate that crop 
production was most impacted in Ovalau, Koro, 
Mualevu, and Lomaloma. While in the past the 
growing season was dictated by the weather, to-
day important crops are grown year-round to 
meet the demands of the export market. Thus at 
the time of TCW crops were at all stages of the 
growing cycle. The net result of this dynamic as it 
relates to food availability after TCW was that the 
overall supply of main staples was diminished but 
not entirely lost, as unaffected farmers in other 
parts of Fiji were able to contribute their supply. 

This interpretation is supported somewhat by feedback from workshop participants. The municipal mar-
kets in which prices of dalo and cassava were continuing to increase (i.e. prices were higher in October 
compared to after TCW in late February/early March) were Savusavu and Korovou, among the most im-
pacted areas and, presumably, more reliant on food supplied from other areas (at increased cost). Like-
wise, Savusavu ranked as the market that continues to experience challenges in regards to overall func-
tioning (days/hours of operation, number of vendors compared to before TCW, etc.).  

 

 

Availability 

1FAO.2008.Food Security Information for Action: Practical Guides. http://
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/al936e/al936e00.pdf  
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 In addition to affecting food availability, TCW dis-
rupted the livelihoods and income-earning poten-
tial of households in affected areas, thereby nega-
tively impacting their ability to purchase food 
from the markets and/or consume their own 
crops. Map 3 shows the distribution of tikinas 
based on the reported impact TCW had on food 
accessibility in Fiji. The FSL assessment findings 
indicate that accessibility was most affected in 
Sawakasa, Koro, and Rakiraki tikinas. 

With respect to livelihoods, the findings indicate 
that subsistence farming, micro-businesses and 
fishing were most affected by TCW. In contrast, 
private sector workers and those dependent on 
remittances were least likely to have been impact-
ed by the cyclone. 

Households resort to a range of mechanisms to 
mitigate any challenges they face in accessing 
food. Two coping strategies that the FSL assess-
ment explored were debt and migration following 
TCW. 

Workshop participants reported that following 
TCW, some households were turning to high lev-
els of debt to fund their expenses. In particular, 
those working in the hotel industry and micro-
business owners were reportedly high users of 
debt; the main uses of debt for these groups were 
reportedly to repair houses and to make capital 
investments, respectively. The main sources of 
debt/borrowing used following TCW were FNPF 
and family members. 

In the areas seriously affected by TCW, the relative level of in- or out-migration was moderate. Only a 
few tikinas experienced high levels of migration – Koro and Sawakasa – and only for Koro has the situa-
tion not returned to pre-TCW situation. However, workshop participants did report that many house-
holds in the most affected communities spent at least some time in the evacuation centers that were 
immediately set up (the FSL assessment did not attempt quantify this affect, however). 

 

 

Accessibility 
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Fiji is still quite vulnerable to the impacts of disasters. Problems with water and sanitation can create 
significant knock-on effects that make responding to disasters even more challenging (e.g., diarrhea out-
breaks). In addition to the negative health outcomes that manifest immediately, these sicknesses also 
reduce the ability of small children and the elderly to absorb all the nutrients from the food which they 
do consume. 

  

Utilization 

The FSL assessment also gathered information on 
a series of indicators which were used as proxies 
for the impact of TCW on utilization within the 
communities: access to drinking water, access to 
toilet/sanitation facilities, and overall health. Map 
4 presents the distribution of tikinas according to 
this impact. 

Workshop participants categorized the effect of 
TCW on communities’ access to their normal 
source of drinking water in February and nine 
months on. In Koro, Nasavusavu and Sawakasa, 
community access to drinking water was seriously 
affected after TCW and was still affected to some 
extent at the time of the workshop in October. 
Likewise, communities in Koro, along with those in 
Rakiraki, Nakorotubu, Nalawa and Saivou all re-
portedly suffered serious impact to their normal 
sanitation facilities and have still yet to fully recov-
er in this area. 

Regarding the health status of communities — 
especially among the most vulnerable, including 
women, children, and the elderly — workshop 
participants identified Koro, Nakorotubu, Nalawa, 
and Saivou as the tikinas most affected by TCW. 
Nearly all workshop participants discussed the 
widespread outbreak of conjunctivitis following 
the cyclone. Significant outbreaks of diarrhea and 
typhoid were also reported in various communi-
ties throughout Fiji. 

These findings suggest that the water, sanitation, 
and health infrastructure in many communities in 
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 Assessing vulnerability to climate change and nat-
ural hazards at the tikina level was considered 
particularly useful for programme designers and 
policy makers interested in supporting FSL needs 
since sustainable approaches in such efforts will 
require strengthening communities’ ability to 
adapt to climate change and reduce their risk to 
future shocks.  

It is hoped that this information will encourage 
Government and development partners to consid-
er the on-going threat that climate change pre-
sents to the food security and livelihoods when 
thinking about how best to support the needs of 
affected communities. 

Climate Change Vulnerability Ranking 

The climate change vulnerability ranking (see Map 
5) seeks to quantify the unique conditions and 
challenges that the tikinas affected by TCW are 
facing with respect to climate change and natural 
hazards. The metric combines the elements un-
derlying vulnerability2:  

 Exposure: changes in temperature and rain-
fall, natural hazards, and plant/animal behav-
ior; 

 Sensitivity: agricultural systems, forests, in-
frastructure, water/energy, and human 
health; 

VULNERABILITY TO CLIMATE CHANGE 

 Adaptive capacity: human, natural, social, financial and physical capital. 

The findings from the FSL assessment indicate that the tikinas most vulnerable to climate change and 
natural hazards include Wainikoroiluva, Nalawa, Rakiraki, Nakorotubu, and Saivou. The following sec-
tions attempt to identify the major factors contributing to these results and provide some contextual 
analysis that may be useful for programme targeting. 

2SPC’s methodology for quantifying vulnerability at the community level relies upon the framework and terminology presented in IPCC documentation in 2007. [See http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/syr/ar4_syr_appendix.pdf]. In that 
documentation, vulnerability is defined as "...a function of the character, magnitude, and rate of climate change and variation to which a system is exposed, its sensitivity, and its adaptive capacity.” A more recent series of papers was presented in 
2014 in which the concept of vulnerability is considered without the exposure element: “Vulnerability...[is] the propensity or predisposition to be adversely affected. Vulnerability encompasses a variety of concepts and elements including sensitivity or  
susceptibility to harm and lack of capacity to cope and adapt.” [See http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/syr/AR5_SYR_FINAL_Annexes.pdf] The FSL assessment and report have used the 2007 framework and terminology in order to remain 
consistent and comparable with other assessments conducted by SPC (notwithstanding that those assessments are community-level). It was also chosen since retrofitting SPC's methodology and the collected data wouldn’t necessarily give an accurate 
representation of the 2014 IPCC understanding of these concepts. 
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 Exposure is defined as the nature and degree to 
which a system is exposed to significant climatic 
variations. Climate variation includes average cli-
mate change and extreme climate variability.3 

According to the exposure metric  used in the FSL 
assessment (see Annex I for details), workshop 
participants rated Nalawa, Rakiraki, Nakorotubu, 
and Saivou as the tikinas most exposed to climate 
change and natural hazards (see Map 6).  

Discussions during the divisional workshops 
flagged that the changes in weather patterns most 
notable in Fiji included an earlier onset of rains, 
warmer temperatures throughout the year 
(including during the cool season of May-August), 
and lower-level but persistent drought conditions. 

Rainfall and temperature data from the Fiji Me-
teorlogical Service were also analysed to better 
understand and triangulate these qualitative find-
ings. The analysis of data from MET revealed that 
the weather station exhibiting to most changes in 
monthly rainfall and temperatures over time (i.e. 
between 1996 and 2015) was Labasa Airport. 

Regarding hazards, participants reported that riv-
ers which have become shallower due to soil run-
off and erosion are more likely to flood with just 
one day of moderate rain (whereas in the past 
flooding required several days of hard rain). Cy-
clones have always visited Fiji but an increase in 

intensity was perceptible. To workshop participants. Landslides were reportedly much more common in 
provinces with sloped terrain, as logging and land clearing (for agriculture purposes and village expan-
sion) have reduced the integrity of the soil in these areas. Finally, rising sea levels were especially noted 
as threats in coastal and island tikinas. Anecdotal evidence suggests that households are already relo-
cating by necessity in some of these communities. 

Among the most commonly cited observable changes in plant and animal behavior include a reduction 
in the quantities of fish and duration of time spent  in traditional waters; and increased fruiting of trees, 
especially mango and banana. 

Exposure 

3IPCC, 2007: Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working 
Groups I, II and III to the Fourth Assessment  Report  of  the  Intergovernmen-
tal  Panel  on  Climate  Change [Core  Writing  Team,  Pachauri,  R.K  and  
Reisinger,  A. (eds.)]. IPCC, Geneva, Switzerland, 104 pp. 



 

Food Security and Livelihoods Recovery Needs Assessment  |  9 

 Sensitivity, as defined for the FSL assessment, rep-
resents “the degree to which a system is affected, 
either adversely or beneficially, by climate-related 
factors. The effect may be direct—for example a 
change in crop yield in response to a change in 
the mean, range or variability of temperature—or 
indirect, including damages caused by an increase 
in the frequency of coastal flooding due to sea-
level rise, floods, landslides, etc”.4 

The FSL assessment findings identified Rakiraki, 
Nalawa, and Nakorotubu tikinas as most sensitive 
to climate change and natural hazards (see Map 
7). Among these three tikinas (all in Ra province, 
notably) the systems most commonly identified as 
sensitive were 1) roads and bridges during flood-
ing; 2) rural water supply; and 3) threats to native 
forests and pine plantations.  

Workshop participants identified a range of sys-
tems within Fiji that are sensitive to climate 
change. In the islands and along the coasts of the 
big islands, the agricultural system us increasingly 
under threat: increasing salinity is affecting soil 
quality and rising sea levels are reducing the avail-
able land for planting. Underground water 
sources on many islands are now threatened due 
to overuse and sporadic droughts which are per-
ceived to be more frequent. Roads in these areas 
are frequently flooded and damaged following 
rains. In the upland areas, increasing deforesta-

tion, both legal and illegal, is degrading soil fertility. Denuded areas suffer from increased erosion during 
even light episodes of rain. Moreover, population increase is forcing many communities to expand their 
boundaries, which often requires cutting of the forest. 

These challenges underscore the importance of strengthening the resilience of agriculture and subsist-
ence farmers in Fiji. The important work of MOA extension officers — reviving traditional growing meth-
ods and crops, as well as promoting new techniques based on the latest science, will be critical in reduc-
ing many of the sensitivities noted.  

Sensitivity 

4IPCC, 2007: Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working 
Groups I, II and III to the Fourth Assessment  Report  of  the  Intergovernmen-
tal  Panel  on  Climate  Change [Core  Writing  Team,  Pachauri,  R.K  and  
Reisinger,  A. (eds.)]. IPCC, Geneva, Switzerland, 104 pp. 
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 The FSL assessment defined adaptive capacity as 
“the ability of a system [in this case the communi-
ties within a tikina] to adjust to climate change, to 
moderate potential damages, to take advantage 
of opportunities, or to cope with the consequenc-
es.”5 The more a community is endowed with re-
sources, has access to and control over resources, 
the more the community has the capacity to ad-
just to climate change and moderate the impacts 
of climate change. 

The FSL assessment assessed the strengths or 
“assets” that the communities within a tikina pos-
sessed. According to the findings, the tikinas with 
the lowest levels of adaptive capacity included 
Wainimala, Dogotuki, Waimaro, and Lomaivuna.  

All of these tikinas ranked very low in terms of 
financial (banks, household income), social (non-
formal and formal institutions), and physical 
(access to information and infrastructure) assets. 

These findings highlight important community 
weaknesses and the challenges which policy-
makers and programme designers must seek to 
address for any preparedness or risk reduction 
effort to be successful. Communities that are far 
from urban centers and have low access to infor-
mation and markets have seen their young, edu-
cated populations leave for better opportunities 

elsewhere in Fiji. This leaves them with fewer resources to recover after a disaster and limited capacity 
to prepare for them in advance. 

 

 

Adaptive Capacity 

5IPCC, 2001: Climate Change 2001: Synthesis Report. A Contribution of Work-
ing Groups I, II, and III to the Third Assessment Report of the Integovernmental  
Panel  on  Climate  Change [Watson,  R.T.  and  the  Core  Writing  Team  
(eds.)].  Cambridge  University  Press,  Cambridge, United Kingdom, and New 
York, NY, USA, 398 pp. 



 

Food Security and Livelihoods Recovery Needs Assessment  |  11 

 Based on the findings described in this report, a set of recommendations are 
presented here that aim to provide guidance to Government and develop-
ment partners as they devise strategies for supporting the food security and 
livelihoods of communities affected by Tropical Cyclone Winston. 

Food Security and Livelihoods 

Short-term 

 Provision of planting materials: The FSL assessment findings indicate 
that the main challenge facing subsistence farmers was a lack of planting 
materials, especially quality seeds and cuttings. TCW greatly reduced the 
amount available to farmers from traditional sources and this has re-
duced the quantity that farmers have been able to plant since February. 

 Repair damaged water and sanitation sources: As late as October, 
drinking water source and sanitation facilities in several tikiinas 
(Sawakasa, Koro, Saivou, Nakorotubu, Nalawa, and Rakiraki) had not 
been fully restored to pre-TCW conditions. 

Medium-term 

 Promote farmer cooperatives: Among the main challenges identified by 
extension officers was the high cost of agricultural inputs and transport 
to local markets. Compared with individual purchasing, bulk purchasing 
of fertilizer or cuttings is often cheaper. Likewise, the collective transport 
of produce to markets is usually cheaper than individual transport. 

 Commission a national food security assessment: A detailed baseline 
investigation into the food security situation in Fiji is recommended. This 
study, which might form the basis of a more comprehensive food security 
monitoring system, would explore the factors which underlie food inse-
curity to support Government policies in addressing this issue.  

 Strengthen national mechanisms for designing and targeting response 
to disasters: Workshop participants highlighted that in areas where 
housing assistance from the Government was either delayed or not prior-

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ASSISTANCE 

itized, the majority of debt borrowed in communities went towards these 
repairs. Workshop participants also indicated a significant proportion of 
FNPF borrowing went towards non-recovery-related activities. Moreover, 
Government is encouraged to explore the sustainability of this mecha-
nism so as to ensure, if used to support future recoveries, it does not ir-
reparably impact the expected pensions of Fijians. 

Vulnerability to Climate Change 

Short-term 

 Development of local/community nurseries: A community nursery will 
enable farmers to recover more effectively from weather-related damag-
es by ensuring that planting materials are available without delays. 

 Increase resources for agricultural extension: The work of extension 
officers is critical for helping farmers become more resilient to climate 
change. Current MoA efforts — intercropping, sustainable land manage-
ment, shifting cultivation, knowledge hubs, etc. — must be redoubled to 
speed the rate at which these important practices are taken up. 

Medium-term 

 Promote sustainable development of export market: The existence of a 
strong export market for Fijian agricultural products likely played a role in 
mitigating the overall impact of TCW on communities by mitigating price 
and availability shocks. However, expansion of the export market must 
be planned properly to reverse and/or avoid the potential negative con-
sequences, including clear cutting and land degradation. 

 Expand soil salinity management programmes: Workshop participants 
identified soil salinity as a major impediment to farming in many areas 
throughout Fiji. The medium-term outlook based on climate change and 
sea-level models suggest that this problem is likely to increase in Fiji. 
Therefore, current efforts should be reviewed to ensure they are ade-
quately addressing the scope of the problem for farmers and learning 
opportunities provided to MOA extension officers (e.g., South-South). 
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 In addition to recommending activities to boost 
recovery and reduce future risks, the FSL assess-
ment also sought to prioritize geographic areas 
most suitable for such interventions from Govern-
ment and development partners.6 Map 9 presents 
the overall ranking of priority tikinas based on FSL 
assessment findings. The tikinas which were calcu-
lated as having the highest overall scores (i.e. 
combined FSL and Vulnerability Ranking) were 
Koro, Nalawa, Rakiraki, Saivou, and Nakorotubu. 

The map highlights that the food security and live-
lihoods in many tikinas and communities in Fiji 
were significantly affected by TC Winston and are 
in need of recovery assistance. Moreover, many 
of these same areas are also extremely vulnerable 
to the impacts of climate change and natural haz-
ards. Many of these tikinas can be found along the 
northeastern coast of Viti Levu and its remote in-
terior, as well as the outer lying islands (Koro, 
Mualevu, Lomaloma, and Ovalau). 

The recommended assistance activities noted 
above are just a sample of the important work 
that the High and Very High ranked tikinas re-
quire. Moreover, recovery programme design and 
targeting must consider that different tikinas may 
require different approaches based on the under-
lying needs of the communities therein. Flexibility 
is advised when considering how best to support 
the communities in these areas. 

PRIORITY AREAS FOR TARGETING 

In addition, the information presented in this report reflects the perceptions of a small but knowledgea-
ble group of (mostly) MOA staff and extension officers. The findings from the FSL assessment could be 
better verified and developed further through a comprehensive food security and livelihoods assess-
ment that would be conducted at the household level. This would provide an even more robust evi-
dence base upon which to develop and target longer-term programmes that seek to address the chal-
lenges identified in this report related to food security, livelihoods and climate change vulnerability. 
Government, development partners, and donors are highly encouraged to consider such an exercise in 
their 2017 activity planning. 

6Geographic areas not represented in the FSL assessment may require addi-
tional assessment to ensure inclusion when designing recovery programmes 
beyond food and livelihoods assistance. 
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VULNERABILITY TO CLIMATE CHANGE 

Weather  The Weather Score indicator was calcu-

lated as the arithmetic mean of the re-

sponses to perceived changes in temper-

ature and rainfall and the MET value 

assigned to each tikina. The MET value 

was calculated as follows: 

Hazards The Hazards Score indicator was calcu-

lated as the arithmetic mean of the re-

sponses to perceived changes in three 

hazards most likely to impact food securi-

ty and livelihoods over the previous 20 

years. 

Plant and 

Animal 

The Plant and Animal Score indicator was 

calculated as the arithmetic mean of the 

responses to perceived changes in three 

plant/animal indicators that signal impact 

due to climate change over the previous 

20 years. 

Sensitivity Index 

Agriculture and 

Food Security 

The Agriculture and Food Security 

Score indicator was calculated as the 

arithmetic mean of the responses to 

perceived changes in three agricul-

ture/food security indicators that are 

sensitive to climate change and 

natural hazards over the previous 20 

years. 

Forest and 

Biodiversity 

The Forest and Biodiversity Score 

indicator was calculated as the arith-

metic mean of the responses to 

perceived changes in three forest/

biodiversity indicators that are sensi-

tive to climate change and natural 

hazards over the previous 20 years. 

Settlement and 

Infrastructure 

The Settlement and Infrastructure 

Score indicator was calculated as the 

arithmetic mean of the responses to 

perceived changes in three settle-

ment/infrastructure indicators that are 

sensitive to climate change and 

natural hazards over the previous 20 

years. 

Water and 

Energy 

The Water and Energy Score indica-

tor was calculated as the arithmetic 

mean of the responses to perceived 

changes in three water/energy indica-

tors that are sensitive to climate 

change and natural hazards over the 

previous 20 years. 

Human Health The Human Health Score indicator 

was calculated as the arithmetic 

mean of the responses to perceived 

changes in three human health 

indicators that are sensitive to climate 

change and natural hazards over the 

previous 20 years. 

4: (MeanT,High,1996-2000 ≠ MeanT,High, 2011-

2015)† AND (MeanT,Low,1996-2000 ≠ 

MeanT,Low, 2011-2015) AND 

(MeanRain,1996-2000 ≠ MeanRain, 2011-

3: At least two indicators (T,High; 

T,Low; Rain) are not equal to 1996-

2000 average 

2: At least one indicator (T,High; 

T,Low; Rain) is not equal to 1996-

2000 average 

1: (MeanT,High,1996-2000 = MeanT,High, 2011-

2015) AND (MeanT,Low,1996-2000 = 

MeanT,Low, 2011-2015) AND 

(MeanRain,1996-2000 = MeanRain, 2011-

†Paired t-tests were performed to deter-

mine whether monthly 5-year means 

were significantly different. 

Adaptive Capacity Index 

Human 

Capital 

The Human Capital Score indicator was 

calculated as the arithmetic mean of the 

responses assessing the perceived strength 

of specific assets (demography, education, 

skilled labour) within the tikina in adapting to 

climate change. 

Natural 

Capital 

The Natural Capital Score indicator was 

calculated as the arithmetic mean of the 

responses assessing the perceived strength 

of specific assets (land, forest, water) within 

the tikina in adapting to climate change. 

Social 

Capital 

The Social Capital Score indicator was calcu-

lated as the arithmetic mean of the responses 

assessing the perceived strength of specific 

assets (social institutions, service providers) 

within the tikina in adapting to climate 

change. 

Financial 

Capital 

The Financial Capital Score indicator was 

calculated as the arithmetic mean of the 

responses assessing the perceived strength 

of specific assets (financial institutions, 

household incomes) within the tikina in adapt-

ing to climate change. 

Physical 

Capital 

The Physical Capital Score indicator was 

calculated as the arithmetic mean of the 

responses assessing the perceived strength 

of specific assets (infrastructure for services, 

information and communication sources) 

within the tikina in adapting to climate 

change. 

ANNEX I: ANALYSIS DETAILS 

Exposure Index 

The Exposure Index was calculated as the arithme-

tic mean of the Weather Score, Hazards Score, and 

Plant and Animal Score. 

The Sensitivity Index was calculated as the arith-

metic mean of the Agriculture and Food Security 

Score, Forest and Biodiversity Score, Settlement 

and Infrastructure Score, Water and Energy 

Score, and Human Health Score. 

The Adaptive Capacity Index was calculated as the 

arithmetic mean of the Human Capital Score, 

Natural Capital Score, Social Capital Score, Finan-

cial Capital Score, and Physical Capital Score. 
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FOOD SECURITY AND LIVELIHOODS 

Availability Index Accessibility Index Utilization Index 

Crop 

Impact 

The Crop Impact Score indicator was calculat-

ed as the geometric mean of the responses to 

TCW’s impact on crop production for 1) last 

growing season and 2) next growing season.   

Price 

Impact 

The Price Impact Score indicator was calculat-

ed as the average of the price scores for dalo 

and cassava at the market which most house-

holds in the tikina accessed for purchasing 

staples. The price scores for dalo/cassava 

were calculated as follows: 

Market 

Impact 

The Market Impact Score indicator was calcu-

lated as the geometric mean of the responses 

to TCW’s impact on the functioning of the 

market which most households in the tikina 

accessed for purchasing staples 1) in February 

(> TCW) and 2)  in October.   

1: PriceFeb = PriceJan  

2: (PriceFeb > PriceJan) AND  
(PriceOct < PriceFeb)  

3: (PriceFeb > PriceJan) AND  
(PriceOct = PriceFeb)  

4: PriceFeb > PriceJan) AND  
(PriceOct > PriceFeb)  

Liveli-

hood 

Impact 

The Livelihood Impact Score indicator was 

calculated as the arithmetic mean of the 

individual livelihood impact scores. The 

individual livelihood impact score was 

calculated as the geometric mean of the 

responses to TCW’s impact on the liveli-

hood in the tikina 1) in February (> TCW) 

Migration 

Impact 

The Migration Impact Score indicator was 

calculated as follows: 

Debt 

Impact 

The Debt Impact Score indicator was 

calculated as the arithmetic mean of the 

responses to TCW’s impact on the level of 

debt/borrowing for each of the three main 

4: (Migration = YES) AND  

(MigrationLevel = 4)  

3: (Migration = YES) AND  

(MigrationLevel = 3) 

2: (Migration = YES) AND  

(MigrationLevel = 2) 

1: [(Migration = YES) AND  

(MigrationLevel = 1)] OR  
(Migration = NO) 

Water 

Impact 

The Water Impact Score indicator was calcu-

lated as the geometric mean of the responses 

to TCW’s impact on the normal source of 

drinking water for most households in the 

tikina 1) in February (> TCW) and 2)  in Octo-

ber. 

Toilet 

Impact 

The Toilet Impact Score indicator was calculat-

ed as the geometric mean of the responses to 

TCW’s impact on the normal sanitation facili-

ties for most households in the tikina 1) in 

February (> TCW) and 2)  in October. 

Health 

Impact 

The Health Impact Score indicator was calcu-

lated as the geometric mean of the responses 

to TCW’s impact on the health status of vul-

nerable groups (children, elderly) in the tikina 

1) in February (> TCW) and 2)  in October. 

RANKING SYSTEM 

ANNEX I: ANALYSIS DETAILS 

Food Security and  
Livelihoods Impact Ranking 

Climate Change 
Vulnerability Ranking 

Priority 
Tikina Ranking 

The Accessibility Index was calculated as the 

arithmetic mean of the Livelihood Impact Score, 

Migration Impact Score, and Debt Impact Score. 

The Availability Index was calculated as the arith-

metic mean of the Crop Impact Score, Price Impact 

Score, and Market Impact Score. 

The Utilization Index was calculated as the arith-

metic mean of the Water Impact Score, Toilet 

Impact Score, and Health Impact Score. 

FSL 

Impact  

The Food Security and Livelihoods Impact 

Score was calculated as the arithmetic mean 

of the Availability Index, Accessibility Index, 

and Utilization Index.  

To calculate the FSL Impact Ranking, the FSL Score was 

normalized as follows: 

FSLNormal = [(FSLScore - FSLMin)/(FSLMax—FSLMin)] * 50 

Vulner-

ability 

The Climate Change Vulnerability Score was 

calculated as follows: 

To calculate the Climate Change Vulnerability Ranking, 

the Vulnerability Score was normalized as follows: 

VulNormal = [(VulScore - VulMin)/(VulMax—VulMin)] * 50 

VulScore = [(ExposureIndex * SensitivityIn-

dex)/(Adaptive CapacityIndex)] 

Priority 

Tikina 

The Priority Tikina Ranking was calculated as 

the sum of the FSL Impact  Ranking and the 

Climate Change Vulnerability Ranking. 
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ANNEX II: OVERALL RESULTS 

Division Province Tikina Availability Accessibility Utilization FSL Ranking Exposure Sensitivity 
Adaptive 
Capacity 

Vulnerability Ranking 
Tikina 

Priority Ranking 

Eastern Lomaiviti Koro 2.988 2.810 3.040 50.000 3.417 2.533 2.467 39.219 89.219 

Western Ra Nalawa 2.581 1.721 2.764 34.817 3.792 3.467 3.333 45.490 80.307 

Western Ra Rakiraki 2.305 2.324 2.293 33.580 3.458 3.533 3.300 42.018 75.598 

Western Ra Saivou 2.581 1.721 2.764 34.817 3.458 3.167 3.067 40.116 74.932 

Western Ra Nakorotubu 2.305 1.721 2.764 32.452 3.458 3.467 3.300 41.009 73.461 

Eastern Lau Lomaloma 2.321 2.214 1.759 28.217 2.972 2.867 2.500 37.763 65.979 

Eastern Lomaiviti Ovalau 3.098 1.629 2.081 32.601 3.417 2.567 2.833 33.243 65.844 

Central Namosi Wainikoroiluva 1.943 1.471 1.414 15.658 3.319 3.333 2.600 50.000 65.658 

Central Naitasiri Wainimala 2.926 2.203 1.520 31.251 2.319 2.600 1.900 34.382 65.633 

Eastern Lau Mualevu 2.321 2.214 1.759 28.217 2.972 2.667 2.500 34.330 62.546 

Northern Cakaudrove Nasavusavu 3.452 1.962 2.357 40.857 2.860 2.512 3.570 17.613 58.470 

Central Tailevu Sawakasa 2.795 2.851 2.528 44.305 2.750 1.873 2.907 14.145 58.450 

Central Serua Serua 1.943 1.805 1.520 19.420 3.319 3.267 3.267 36.482 55.902 

Northern Cakaudrove Wailevu 3.093 1.586 1.488 27.122 2.833 2.600 2.667 28.441 55.563 

Northern Cakaudrove Wainikeli 2.609 1.400 1.759 23.707 3.000 2.567 2.633 30.773 54.480 

Central Naitasiri Matailobau 2.288 1.586 1.520 20.506 2.375 2.900 2.200 33.757 54.262 

Central Namosi Veivatuloa 1.943 1.471 1.414 15.658 3.319 3.333 3.200 38.479 54.137 

Northern Macuata Dogotuki 1.805 1.379 1.138 11.323 2.486 2.733 1.967 38.443 49.766 

Northern Cakaudrove Tunuloa 2.816 1.701 1.276 23.928 2.333 2.400 2.200 25.307 49.235 

Northern Cakaudrove Cakaudrove 2.596 1.639 1.791 25.924 2.903 2.022 2.722 19.689 45.613 

Central Tailevu Verata 1.943 1.425 1.727 17.944 2.750 2.600 2.700 26.790 44.734 

Central Tailevu Wainibuka 2.727 1.653 1.865 27.794 2.750 2.333 3.267 16.916 44.710 

Western Nadroga Ruwailevu 2.926 2.123 1.821 33.144 2.486 1.933 3.233 10.018 43.162 

Central Naitasiri Naitasiri 1.943 1.805 1.520 19.420 2.319 2.700 2.667 22.462 41.882 

Central Rewa Rewa 2.307 1.540 1.382 19.093 2.764 2.533 2.967 22.632 41.724 

Northern Macuata Macuata 1.943 1.360 1.138 12.342 3.042 2.467 2.767 27.709 40.051 

Northern Macuata Sasa 1.943 1.396 1.138 12.644 3.042 2.267 2.667 25.884 38.528 
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ANNEX II: OVERALL RESULTS 

Division Province Tikina Availability Accessibility Utilization FSL Ranking Exposure Sensitivity 
Adaptive 
Capacity 

Vulnerability Ranking 
Tikina 

Priority Ranking 

Central Naitasiri Lomaivuna 2.000 1.471 1.414 16.148 2.319 2.100 2.133 21.521 37.668 

Central Naitasiri Waimaro 1.443 1.536 1.276 10.751 2.319 2.400 2.100 26.828 37.579 

Northern Bua Vuya 2.077 1.768 1.626 21.166 2.944 1.867 3.133 13.882 35.048 

Central Rewa Noco 2.288 1.527 1.314 18.228 2.375 2.433 2.967 16.681 34.909 

Eastern Lomaiviti Gau 1.167 1.000 1.000 1.427 3.417 2.567 2.900 32.216 33.643 

Western Ba Tavua 2.687 1.586 1.759 25.970 2.056 1.700 2.733 7.014 32.984 

Western Nadroga Navosa 2.633 2.054 1.244 25.099 2.486 1.700 3.200 7.624 32.724 

Western Ba Naviti 2.466 1.734 2.000 27.411 1.653 1.900 2.733 5.143 32.554 

Northern Bua Wainunu 1.833 1.602 1.626 17.650 2.944 1.733 2.800 14.872 32.522 

Northern Bua Bua 1.971 1.653 1.000 13.912 2.944 1.767 2.733 16.033 29.945 

Northern Cakaudrove Vaturova 1.805 1.046 1.000 7.286 2.361 2.667 2.733 21.814 29.100 

Western Ba Vuda 2.316 1.622 1.520 21.053 2.042 1.800 3.167 5.311 26.364 

Western Nadroga Malolo 1.638 1.943 1.138 14.720 2.486 1.800 2.800 11.630 26.351 

Central Tailevu Bau 2.138 1.859 1.609 22.323 2.750 1.367 3.583 3.698 26.021 

Western Nadroga Nasigatoka 2.650 1.471 1.626 23.527 2.486 1.367 3.600 2.182 25.709 

Western Ba Ba 2.155 1.810 1.626 22.189 1.875 1.600 2.900 3.491 25.680 

Northern Macuata Labasa 1.805 1.379 1.138 11.323 2.597 2.467 3.633 14.013 25.336 

Western Nadroga Malomalo 2.650 1.471 1.626 23.527 2.486 1.200 3.333 1.477 25.005 

Western Ba Yasawa 1.276 1.622 1.955 15.864 1.833 2.000 2.633 8.659 24.523 

Western Nadroga Cuvu 2.650 1.471 1.626 23.527 2.486 1.233 3.700 0.520 24.047 

Western Ba Nawaka 2.121 1.657 1.414 18.776 1.875 1.800 2.967 4.981 23.757 

Western Ba Nadi 1.882 1.879 1.276 17.449 2.042 1.800 3.467 3.861 21.310 

Western Nadroga Baravi 2.109 1.805 1.138 17.575 2.486 1.267 3.767 0.626 18.201 

Northern Cakaudrove Saqani 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.000 2.250 2.400 2.667 17.793 17.793 

Western Ba Magodro 1.727 1.586 1.520 15.704 1.806 1.200 2.733 0.000 15.704 

Central Tailevu Nakelo 2.150 1.268 1.138 13.326 2.750 1.100 3.567 0.801 14.127 
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ANNEX III: WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS 

Western Division (Lautoka): 11-12 October 2016 

Name Organization 

AdiVika Tuiverata MOA Sigatoka 

Asenaca Vakalu MOA Sigatoka 

Amelia Karavanua MOA Sigatoka 

Arieta Tuiverata MOA Sigatoka 

Vinay A. Sami MOA Nadi 

Kalesi Domolailai MOA Lautoka 

Josaia Kolinivalu MOA Sigatoka 

Karen Chute Live and Learn 

Inosi Yabakivou Oxfam 

Rupeni Rabici MOA Sigatoka 

George Dregaso Commissioner Western’s Office 

Katerina Nabola MOA HQ 

Aporosa T MOA West 

Apisai Y MOA West 

Akuila T MOA West 

Senimili S MOA West 

Alani L MOA West 

Kaie Nawasa Commissioner Western’s Office 

Elisha Joshua Commissioner Western’s Office 

Elimi Rokoduru Commissioner Western’s Office 

Matereti Waqa Commissioner Western’s Office 

Nicola Glendining UNDP 

Taniela Navuku MOA West 

Aaron Wise WFP 

Northern Division (Labasa): 17-18 October 2016 

Name Organization 

Gyay Chanders MOA North 

Raveen S. Narayan MOA North 

Mahendra Singh Gosai MOA North 

Joseva Vuidveketi MOA North 

Ebeli W. Rasesave MOA North 

Jone Varawa MOA North 

Davendra Nath MOA North 

Aswhin Lata Lal MOA North 

Sonia Nitasha Raj MOA North 

Kalolaiui Colatiniyars MOA North 

Penaia Donuce MOA North 

Amare Leweuiqila MOA North 

Samuela Musuvanua MOA North 

Saleshni S. Anjali MOA North 

Mohammed Shafer MOA North 

Katerina Nabola MOA HQ 

Scott Higgins FSLC 

Aaron Wise WFP 

  

  

  

  

  

  

Central and Eastern Division (Nadave): 20-21 October 2016 

Name Organization 

Viliamu Iese USP 

Saurusi Bosenagali USP 

Unaisi Remudu MOA 

Iulia Petelo FAO 

Orisi Dakunivosa MOA 

Adre Yagomate MOA 

Rosalia Keresoui MOA Serua 

Nimilote Wagabaca MOA Eastern 

Sikeli Dovarua MOA 

Verenaisi Lewatoro MOA 

Irene R. Chand MOA Research 

Sangita Devi MOA Research 

Jyotika V. Deo MOA Research 

Aradhana Devi Deesh MOA Research 

Pema Baleiwai MOA 

Mavaia Tabaka MOA 

Katerina Nabola MOA HQ 

Scott Higgins FSLC 

Aaron Wise WFP 

Sandra Hart FSLC 
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ANNEX IV: ASSESSMENT TOOLS 
 
 
 

Food Security and Livelihoods Impact Tool 
 
 

Province:  Tikina/District:  Rural/Urban:  

 

Food Access and Coping 

Participants will create a ranking of the three main livelihoods in the tikina/district. 

Livelihood 1:  
 

Livelihood 2:  
 

Livelihood 3:  
 

 

1. Subsistence farming 2. Day labour (unskilled) 3. Specialized trades (electrician, mechanic) 
4. Government/civil service 5. Agriculture labor 6. Fishing 
7. Simple trades (potter, smith, tailor) 8. Private sector 9. Pensioners 
10. Micro retail business (self-employed) 11. Hotel Industry 12. Remittances (local/international) 

Participants will assess the impact of TC Winston on these livelihoods in the tikina/district. 

February 

 Unaffected 
Moderately 

Affected Highly Affected Seriously Affected 

Livelihood 1 1 2 3 4 

Livelihood 2 1 2 3 4 

Livelihood 3 1 2 3 4 

Current 

 Unaffected 
Moderately 

Affected Highly Affected Seriously Affected 

Livelihood 1 1 2 3 4 

Livelihood 2 1 2 3 4 

Livelihood 3 1 2 3 4 
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Participants will assess the level migration from the tikina/district as a result of TC Winston as well as 
the main reasons and main destination. 

Net migration (IN, OUT, 
UNCHANGED) Score (1 – 4) Main Reason 

Main destination 
(Province / 
District / 
Tikina/district) 

  
 

  

 

Main Reason codes    
1. To find work 2. To stay with relatives 3. Seasonal 4. Education 
5. Medical 6. Other (specify)   

 

 

Situation has returned 
to normal (pre-TC 
Winston)? 

Yes 1 

No 2 

Unclear 8 

Participants will assess the level of borrowing (cash and in-kind) within each livelihood group as a 
direct result of TC Winston and the primary uses of such borrowing. 

 
No TC Winston-

related borrowing 
Some borrowing 

due to TC Winston 

High level of 
borrowing due to 

TC Winston 

Extraordinary 
increase in HH 

borrowing due to 
TC Winston (e.g. ≥ 
1 year of income) 

Livelihood 1 1 2 3 4 

Livelihood 2 1 2 3 4 

Livelihood 3 1 2 3 4 

 

 Main Purpose Secondary Purpose Main Source 

Livelihood 1    

Livelihood 2    

Livelihood 3    

 

Purpose codes    
1. Repay another loan 2. Buy food 3. School costs 4. Buy agriculture inputs 
5. Rent land 6. Pay for house, land repair 7. Medical 

expenses 
8. Other (specify) 

 

Main Source codes    
1. Banks 2. Private lenders 3. Family 4. FNPF Super-annuation funds 

5. NGO/Micro-finance 6. Other (specify)   
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Food Availability 

Participants will assess the extent to which TC Winston affected production of main crop (for 
smallholder/subsistence farmers) in the tikina/district during the previous season and next season 
(will be compared with data from MoA statistics). 

Main crop: ____________________________ 

Crop Production 
Unaffected (or 

N/A) 
Moderately 

Affected Highly Affected 
Seriously 
affected 

Last growing season 
(during TC Winston) 

1 2 3 4 

Next growing season 
(after TC Winston) 

1 2 3 4 

Participants will assess the impact of TC Winston on the prices (FIJ $) of food staples in the local 
markets (will be compared with data from MoA statistics). 

Name/location of market:____________________________ 

Prices of food staples 
in local markets 

January (pre-TC 
Winston) 

February/March (post-
TC Winston) Current 

Dalo (bundle)    

Cassava (heap)    

Rice (kg)    

Potato, imported (kg)    

Sweet potato (heap)    

Flour, refined (kg)    

Chicken, local (per bird)    
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Participants will assess the impact of TC Winston on the availability of food staples in and functioning 
of local markets. 

Availability of food 
staples in local 
markets 

January (pre-TC 
Winston) 

February/March (post-
TC Winston) Current 

Y N N/A Y N N/A Y N N/A 

Dalo 1 2 8 1 2 8 1 2 8 

Cassava 1 2 8 1 2 8 1 2 8 

Rice 1 2 8 1 2 8 1 2 8 

Potato (imported) 1 2 8 1 2 8 1 2 8 

Sweet potato 1 2 8 1 2 8 1 2 8 

Flour (refined) 1 2 8 1 2 8 1 2 8 

Chicken, local 1 2 8 1 2 8 1 2 8 

 

Functioning of markets 
(operations, number 
of vendors, etc.)* Unaffected 

Moderately 
Affected Highly Affected 

Seriously 
Affected 

February 1 2 3 4 

Current 1 2 3 4 

* Includes municipal, rural, supermarkets, canteens, etc. 

Participants will rank the three main challenges impacting on current food availability in the 
tikina/district (e.g., transport). 

Challenge #1  
 

Challenge #2  
 

Challenge #3  
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Participants will assess whether communities in the tikina/district practicing (or have they since TC 
Winston increased practice of) resilient agricultural practices. If so, they will list the most prevalent 
ones. 

Practice #1  
 
 

Practice #2  
 
 

Practice #3  
 
 

Utilization  

Participants will assess the impact of TC Winston on accessibility to normal source of drinking water in 
the tikina/district. 

Access to normal 
drinking water Unaffected 

Moderately 
Affected Highly Affected 

Seriously 
Affected 

February 1 2 3 4 

Current 1 2 3 4 

Participants will assess the impact of TC Winston on accessibility to normal sanitation and toilet 
facilities in the tikina/district. 

Access to normal 
sanitation Unaffected 

Moderately 
Affected Highly Affected 

Seriously 
Affected 

February 1 2 3 4 

Current 1 2 3 4 

Participants will assess the impact of TC Winston on the health status of the population, especially 
children and vulnerable groups, in the tikina/district (diarrhea, infectious disease, etc.). 

Health status of 
children Unaffected 

Moderately 
Affected Highly Affected 

Seriously 
Affected 

February 1 2 3 4 

Current 1 2 3 4 
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Assistance, Information, and Vulnerability  

Participants will assess whether households in the tikina/district have received any support (cash, 
agriculture inputs, community-based programmes, etc.) since TC Winston and the main types of 
support received. 

Received any support None Limited Moderate Significant 

February 1 2 3 4 

Current 1 2 3 4 

 

Types of support Benefactor (MoA, NGO, private, etc.) 

1.   

2.   

3.   

Participants will identify the main channels through which communities within tikina/district would 
have received information related to TC Winston relief activities and rank relative 
coverage/penetration of such sources. 

Information source Coverage/Penetration 

1.  Low Medium High 

2.  Low Medium High 

3.  Low Medium High 

Participants will identify any particularly vulnerable sub-populations within the tikina/district that 
face disproportionate difficulties rebounding from TC Winston (e.g., child-headed, landless). 

Sub-population Main challenge / vulnerability 

1.   
 

2.   
 

3.   
 

Participants will assess whether the distance to the nearest neighbours is generally accessible enough 
in the tikina/district that they could be relied upon for support in the event of a disaster, particularly 
for the vulnerable groups identified in Step 16. 

Access to 

neighbors 

January (pre-TC 

Winston) 

February/March (post-

TC Winston) Current 

High    

Medium    

Low    
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Vulnerability Assessment Tool 

Methodology Notes1 
 
Vulnerability is the degree to which a system is susceptible to or unable to cope with adverse effects of climate 
change, including climate variability and extremes. It is a function of character, magnitude and rate of climate 
variation to which a system is exposed, its sensitivity, and its adaptive capacity. This definition can be articulated 
in the following equation: 

Vulnerability = (Exposure x Sensitivity) / Adaptive Capacity 

Exposure 

Exposure: The nature and degree to which a system is exposed to significant climatic variations. The climate 
variation includes average climate change and the extreme climate variabilities. Exposure is the character, 
magnitude and rate of climate variation at local level. The more the local climate has changed or deviated from its 
historical condition or trend, the more the value of exposure will be. 

Step 1. Participants will develop a seasonal calendar for the province that maps: 

A. Rainfall and temperature patterns (20 years ago and today); 
B. Growing season of major crops (20 years ago and today); 
C. Traditional onsets of major hazards common to province (20 years ago and today). 

They will then rank the perceived changes for temperature and precipitation over the past ten years 
using the following system: 

1 = Low 
2 = Medium 
3 = High 
4 = Very High. 

Parameters Criteria 

Changes (1 – 4) 

Average Score Perceived 2° Data 

Temperature  Number of hot days increased    

 Number of cold days decreased   

Precipitation  Rainfall has become 
increasingly unpredictable 

   

Step 2. Participants will identify three hazards considered most likely to impact food security and livelihoods 
of households in province over next decade and rank perceived changes in frequency/intensity over 
the past twenty years. 

Parameters Disaster type Perceived Changes (1 – 4) Average Score 

Climate-related 
hazards 

1. EXAMPLE: Floods   

2. EXAMPLE: Drought  

3. EXAMPLE: Landslides  

                                                           
1 The Vulnerability Assessment Tool is based upon the methodology created by SPC to facilitate its Participatory Rural Appraisals for its climate change-
related work. Adaptations or simplifications have been made to accommodate the tikina-level approach used in the FSL Assessment.  
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Step 3. For each tikina/district, participants will discuss how climate change is affecting economically 
important crops and animals; they will identify 2-4 appropriate indicators that signal impacts due to 
climate changes; and rank the perceived changes in these indicators over the past twenty years. 

Parameters Proxy Indicators Perceived Changes (1 – 4) Average Score 

Plant and Animal EXAMPLE: Flowering and fruiting of 
breadfruit trees 

  

EXAMPLE: Chicken egg laying  

 

Sensitivity 

Sensitivity: Degree to which a system is affected, either adversely or beneficially, by climate-related stimuli. The 
effect may be direct (e.g., a change in crop yield in response to a change in the mean, range or variability of 
temperature) or indirect (e.g., damages caused by an increase in the frequency of coastal flooding due to sea-level 
rise or floods, landslides, etc.). Sensitivity is the effect of local climate change and related hazards on local system 
– biophysical and socioeconomic. 

Highly sensitive systems will be more impacted compared to low sensitive systems even with a same level of climate 
change or hazards. Therefore the more the system is sensitive to climate change and related hazards, the more 
the system is vulnerable to climate change.  

Step 4. For each tikina/district, participants will discuss the sensitivity within five important local systems to 
the three hazards listed in Step 2. They will then identify 2-4 appropriate indicators that signal 
impacts within each system due to climate change (and hazards); and rank the perceived changes in 
these indicators over the past twenty years. 

Systems Proxy Indicators 

Perceived 
Changes 
(1 – 4) Average Score 

Agriculture and 
Food Security 

EXAMPLE: Productive lands   

EXAMPLE: Soil fertility  

  

Forest and 
biodiversity 

EXAMPLE: Forest cover   

EXAMPLE: Biodiversity  

  

Settlement and 
Infrastructure 

EXAMPLE: Bridges and roads   

  

  

Water and 
energy 

EXAMPLE: Fresh water (buried)   

  

  

Human Health EXAMPLE: Emergence of diseases   
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Adaptive Capacity 

Adaptive Capacity: The ability of a system (in this case the “tikina/district”) to adjust to climate change (including 
climate variability and extremes) to moderate potential damages, to take advantage of opportunities, or to cope 
with the consequences. 

Adaptive capacity of a system helps the system to adjust to climate change and moderate the impacts of climate 
change. The more a community (system) is endowed with resources, has access to and control over resources, the 
more the community has the capacity to adjust to climate change and moderate the impacts of climate change.  

Step 5. For each tikina/district, participants will discuss the existing adaptive capacity to climate change 
along five parameters (or local assets). They will then rank the perceived strength of these 
parameters/assets using the following system: 

1 = NOT an asset in the adaptive capacity of tikina/district; 
2 = A minor asset in the adaptive capacity of tikina/district; 
3 = A medium asset in the adaptive capacity of tikina/district; 
4 = A major/significant asset in the adaptive capacity of tikina/district. 

 

Parameters Assets Criteria 

Perceived 
Strength 

(1 – 4) 
Average 

Score 

Human capital Demography  Old age and children   

Education  Secondary education and 
awareness of climate change 

 

Skill labour  Trained workers  

Natural capital Land  Land ownership and productivity   

Forest  Availability of product and 
services 

 

Water  Availability of drinking water  

Social capital Social 
institutions 

 Community affiliations to formal 
and non-formal institutions (e.g., 
faith-based) 

  

Service 
providers 
 

 Engagements of NGOs and GOs 
with community 

 

Financial capital Financial 
institutions  

 Banks, cooperatives   

Household 
incomes 
 

 Sufficiency for household needs  

Physical capital Infrastructure 
for services 

 Access to school, house, bridge, 
road, electricity, health posts, 
vehicle availability 

  

Information and 
communication 
sources 

 Access to mobile phones, radio, 
TVs, papers, and internet 

 

 
 


