Introduction

Kerala experienced the worst ever floods
and landslides in 2018 since 1924.
Consequently, there was a need to
recover and prepare better for the future
beyond traditional approaches, ensuring
transparency and people’s participation.

The Accountability to Affected
Populations, referred as Janakiya
Pankalithavum Punarnirmanavum-
initiative is an effort of the State
Government to build Kerala Back Better,
with the participation and feedback from
the people affected by the flood.

© Strengthen feedback mechanisms
and community voices.

© Include feedback from communities
affected by floods and landslides.

© Establish a system to collect

information on post-disaster needs.

Objectives of JPP-I

1. Improve communities’ access
to information on recovery and
reconstruction assistance.

2. Ensure communities’ inclusion in
periodic feedback on post-disaster
needs via Government authorities
and development actors.

3. Integrate feedback of affected
communities into institutional
planning processes for recovery and
reconstruction.

4. Risk-informed planning in the
future and informing communities
about inclusion of their feedback in
planning.

JPP-I is institutionalized within Kudumbashree,
the Self-Help Group network of the Local

Self Government Department (LSGD) of
Kerala, enabling a connection between
ongoing development planning processes and
humanitarian response and recovery.
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» Round 1:

November 2018-April 2019 (Quantitative study)

Sample size

19,765 people in 489 most affected gram panchayats/
municipalities of the 7 districts

Round 2:

May 2019- December 2019 (Mixed methodology research design)

Quantitative sample

Multi-stage stratified sampling was used to select 99 LSGIs and
a final sample of 3960 Households (HHs)

Qualitative sample

56 Focus Group Discussions (FGD) covering marginalised groups
(SC/ST, fisher-folk and daily wage labourers, women-headed
households and women micro-entrepreneurs, migrant workers,
agricultural labourers, elderly (aged 60+), adolescents

(aged 10-18), differently-abled people and their caregivers)

49 Key Informant Interviews (KII) with LSG functionaries/

department officials, District Collector, Revenue officer, village
officer, NGOs/CSOs, frontline workers in the same districts

Objectives for Round 2:

Understand the ! Assess the ! Understand the

extent of community efficiency of level of disaster
consultation (and grievance preparedness
engagement) in . redressal . among
rebuilding efforts + system « communities



KEY FINDINGS

Community Awareness and Engagement during Rebuilding

Most commonly known schemes:

HHs aware of } Relief Assistance } Financial assistance
at least one 83% of Rs. 10,000/~ for House repair/
intervention (87%) reconstruction (83%)

92%

HHs consulted by LSGI

42%
HHs consulted by Kudumbashree
& other Government agencies

HHs consulted by People’s
Representatives & Govt. Officials

Yes
I No
[ Don’t know/remember

Sources of information on Government programmes in households:

Newspapers/TV/Radio/Social tedia () | 88%
Local leaders/LSGI/Kudumbashree oo _ 0
members °ii 63%
A
Neighbourhood o I 43%
Government officials m _ 32%
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Views on Social Protection Issues & Grievance Redressal Systems

HHs satisfaction with Government Interventions

D

Highly satisfied WM Satisfied
% Neutral M Unsatisfied 9 Not answered

[N
A s A

HHs received at
least one or more

flood related
assistance

from the Government

Awareness and engagement on grievance redressal

69% ’

HHs aware of mechanisms
for registering grievances

Loans availed by community

E,/ Other than Resurgent Kerala Loan
Scheme:

> HHs availed of loans: 9%
2 HHs that didn’t avail any loans: 91%

E,/ Utilization of loan amounts
by HHs:

2> House repair/reconstruction: 58%
> Livelihood purposes: 36%

2> Purchase of household appliances:
35%

> Health related needs: 13%
> Educational purposes: 5%

E,/ HH feedback on loans:
> Timely and adequate amount: 57%
> Delayed but adequate amount: 12%
> Timely but inadequate amount: 31%

Of HHs who
35% registered
grievances

HHs that registered
grievances with authorities

Fully addressed

63%

Yes [ No

Il Not addressed

M Partially addressed [ Don’t know/remember

Impact on school/college going children

E,/ Mental health
issues among
children and
youth staying at
home:

530/0 of total HHs have
school/college

53%
> No symptoms of  Schooling
post-traumatic not
stress: 79% affected
by floods

> Frequent
symptoms of
post-traumatic
stress: 15%

> Occasional
symptoms of
post-traumatic
stress: 4%

going children

Of these
45%
Could not
attend
school
temporarily
2%

Stopped going
to school after
floods



KEY FINDINGS

Impact on Housing and Livelihood due to floods

Housing
Was house damaged?

1%

HHs reported
partial or
complete
damage of
houses

44

Yes Il No [ Not answered
Of those damaged
N
===\
10%

Complete/structural
damage

1% 90%
36%
HHs did not
Of these receive any HHs_thatd
55% financial hexper(ljence
assistance for ouse damage
repairing ghd ng: recg!ve
disaster resilient
technical
assistance
63% for house

HHs received financial
assistance for repairing

Vslio P
Y 5%\"’
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27 %

Moderate damage

reconstruction

34%

Severe damage

29%

Minor damage

Livelihoods

HHs reported that
livelihoods were
impacted by floods

73%

After floods, HHs were

46%

Unable to resume
livelihoods/start
alternate livelihood

86% | 75%

SC/STs Micro enterprises
Livelihoods  Livelihoods affected
affected

Post flood change in
HHs income level

1%

1%

54%

Able to resume
livelihood/start
alternate livelihood

43%

Fisher folk, Daily Wage

~ Labourers, Agriculture Labourers
and Small Farmers are among

. the other most affected groups

. across the districts

I Decreased
% Not answered

No change
Il Increased




Perception on Preparedness and Prevention

} Preparatory actions taken by families
for safety against disasters:

Safe keeping of valuzblcs N 5 7
and documents 87%

Wernng response ¢ | 67°
evacuation preparedness 67%
Storage of emergency supplies [N 60%
Awareness of evacuation o
routes and shelters I 41%
Knowledge of emergency 0,
phone numbers I 28%

Safe storage of livelihood o
related assets 11%

Insurance for self and family . 6%
Personal assets insurance | 29,
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} Local mitigation and preparedness
activities taken up by the Government
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measures taken by HHs
to mitigate disasters

)

1%

39%

} HHs are interested to learn or receive

information on:
Weather forecast and warnings

100 Preparation of family

disaster preparedness kit

Caring for elders/people with
special needs

Protecting houses and livelihoods

Insurance

Safe shelters

Healthcare at home

Contact details of relevant
Government offices

Community Emergency Plan

50%
48%
47%
36%
22%
21%
20%
20%
19%

} HHs that think their area is prone to
disasters other than floods

24%

} HHs that think there is a need to educate
people on disaster risk

64%

0 20 40 60 80 100

5%

HHs that feel 20%
their houses

should be insured
against natural

calamities

75%

2% —6%

HHs that have
taken house
insurance

92%

Yes Bl No I Don't know



QUALITATIVE DATA HIGHLIGHTS

Views of the community on response and rebuilding

©

Rescue operations were carried out successfully and relief camps made available through swift response
from the State Government that rapidly mobilized LSGIs, police and voluntary forces (fisher community,
civil society volunteers). Most groups acknowledged the exemplary role played by local officials. LSGIs took
initiative to ensure inter-departmental coordination and facilitate public participation in rescue and relief
efforts.

Relief camps were safety havens for people who had to evacuate from their homes. The supplies and
services as well as the physical and social environment of the camps were crucial in helping people
immediately deal with the disaster. Camps were hygienic and well managed with sensitive staff,
maintaining a harmonious environment. Essential supplies were abundant and of good quality.

Care and evacuation of the elderly and disabled were recognised as challenges. These two were
probably the most vulnerable and distressed group at the time of the floods and faced challenges in looking
after their needs during and after the disaster.

Extensive information dissemination about schemes and relief measures by mass media channels,
social media and community radio during the floods and (rehabilitation services) post floods was
acknowledged. Proactive role of LSG members and local functionaries, their helpful attitude and supportive
role in providing information and assistance to people was appreciated.

There were variations in perceptions about the adequacy and the credibility of information prior to floods
and early warnings. Information shared about the impending disaster was not timely and did not provide
adequate time to prepare and act which caused some confusion, ambiguity in terms of steps to be taken.

Repair and reconstruction of damaged houses was a critical priority post flood. House rebuilding
assistance was received from the Government, determined by surveys on household damage. Household
appliances and assets were restored through contributions from the Government, Kudumbashree and
private entities.

Rebuilding of public infrastructure took place through community contributions, by residents, local
self government, revenue and health Department, fisher community, police, Kudumbashree, civil society
organisations, academic institutions and youth volunteers.

Loss of livelihoods and financial burden has been the greatest impact of the flood on the people.
Livelihood-loss compounded by people experiencing losses on various other fronts cumulatively entrenched
many families from the vulnerable social groups in a debt crisis. The losses faced by families include
damage to agriculture, assets like animals, machines, equipment, loss of employment, juxtaposed with
preexisting debts, loans, business investments, houses and other assets.

Impact on children and adolescents was deep and multi-fold. They suffered from psychological stress
and trauma due to the losses their families faced as well as the physical damage to their home along
with loss of books, stationary, teaching days post floods due to several schools becoming relief camps.
Most groups recognized that schools played a critical role in helping their students address most of the
academics related aspects affected by the disaster. The teachers were reported by several groups to have
played a significant role in proactively counseling students and helping them negotiate their fears.

Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) measures have been taken by local self-government institutions
(LSGIs) to some extent. LSGIs have constituted community working groups on disaster management,
initiated awareness programs on DRR, organized psycho-social programs for all affected, and addressed
structural risks (including reconstruction and strengthening of bunds, cleaning and deepening of canals).

The focus group discussions and key
informant interviews explored people’s

ideas about their preparedness for any
future eventualities discussing their notions
about the causes of the disaster and actions
to be taken to address them. The issues
raised reverberate the multi-level changes
that disaster preparedness of communities
would require. These ranged from setting
efficient early warning systems to enhancing
knowledge and skills about disaster response.
Some of the key recommendations are based
on the analysis of these discussions.




RECOMMENDATIONS

Strengthen communication systems

There is a need to establish early warning systems, providing timely, accurate and accessible
information to the community.

© Develop communication systems and evacuation protocols through engagement with the
community, to prepare households and build trust.

© Behaviour change communication and capacity building initiatives among community, for
better response to warning systems and calls for evacuation.

© Information dissemination on household level disaster preparedness.

© Develop an information campaign to address community’s and marginalized groups’
entitlements, and government interventions in the event of disaster.

Establishing and capacity building of community networks

Establish community institutions which can be trained in basic disaster preparedness and crisis
response.

© Establish local Disaster Management Committees (DMC) consisting of volunteers skilled in
disaster management, for immediate guidance to people and to serve as a link between
community and Government/relief personnel.

© DMCs to have special focus on enhancing communications and services to marginalized
community groups.

© Provide regular capacity building programmes on disaster management among Gram
Panchayats, frontline functionaries and police. Highlight roles and responsibilities of
different stakeholders at household and community levels.

© Integrate Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) training in educational curriculum in schools and
in lifeskills for youth.

Streamlining Local Self Government processes

Strengthen capacities of LSGIs on disaster preparedness, facilitate integration of disaster
prevention and mitigation in their development work. Communicate specific response roles in
the event of disasters, within LSGIs.

© Enable LSGIs to carry out risk-informed planning, staying sensitive to the needs of
vulnerable and at-risk communities.

© LSGIs to map vulnerabilities of individuals and households in communities to identify need
for priority crisis response, especially for those who do not fall under pre-existing lists/
categories of vulnerability.

© Panchayats to assist in digitization of documents and IDs of individuals, to expedite
reimbursement and relief efforts.

© Establish grievance redressal mechanisms at Panchayat and Urban Local Body to improve
transparency and accountability in the use of recovery funds.

© Establishing easily accessible forums for seeking redressal and accountability can
contribute to LSGIs becoming vibrant bodies for reducing people’s vulnerabilities during
disasters.
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Disaster resilient construction norms

Address reconstruction needs of communities’ damaged infrastructure and housing, and
facilitate disaster resilient construction norms.

©

©

©
©

©

Information dissemination on and promotion of disaster resilient norms for household
construction.

Prepare multi-level guidelines to enable buildings and infrastructure to better withstand
future disasters.

Enforce disaster resilient construction guidelines among high risk and disaster prone zones.

Build local safe structures for first level evacuation in the event of disaster, and ensure
that communities are informed and trained on protocol.

Build permanent safe places and shelters for humans and animals.

Psycho-social support and counselling

Address post-disaster trauma and mental health needs of the community, particularly among
children.

©

©

Provide access to trained counselling services for school students to minimize poor school
performance and drop-out following disasters

Establish counselling facilities for the community within the existing health and education
system to address post-disaster mental health trauma.



Building Livelihood Resilience

Make livelihood recovery central to DRR strategy, with a special focus on marginalized
communities.

© Livelihood Capacities

2 Increase economic activity in different livelihood sectors (Agri, AH, Fisheries, MSME)
and build sector-level resilience by promoting sustainable practices, and providing
financial and technical support.

> Build capacities and opportunities for alternate and supplementary income generation.

© Safety Nets

2 Establish savings & credit groups among community, specific to livelihood groups and
marginalized populations.

2> Integrate Disaster Insurance in policy development, specific to livelihood groups and
marginalized communities.

> Educate people about and promote Disaster Insurance schemes.

© Rehabilitation

2> Develop mechanisms for more accurate estimation of losses, and provide
compensation commensurate with losses.
> Revitalize livelihood associations, and map key livelihood sectors among vulnerable

groups. Identify opportunities for critical technical and financial support as a part of
rehabilitation among these groups.

> Decentralize decision making processes on distribution of relief measures to the gram
panchayat level.

Regular information flow and community engagement during
rebuilding

Establish two-way information flow to ensure community-led recovery processes, and maintain
quality and accountability in post-disaster response. Ensure correct and accurate information
on recovery assistance schemes and financial eligibilities among the community.

© Establish communication mechanisms with affected communities and ensure access to
information and facilitation in availing rights and entitlements.

© Ensure that recovery and planning processes are based on evidences from the community,
in order to improve policy and practice around ‘Accountability To Affected Populations’
(AAP).

© Establish regular feedback and communication mechanisms with Government and
development actors to mainstream community priorities in institutional planning
processes.

© Strengthen Gram Sabhas, especially in vulnerable locations, to facilitate community-led
recovery programmes.
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Facts about Kerala Floods
and Landslides, August 2018

o.%‘
Close to 5.5 Million people T@i\@
in 11 out of 14 districts were

affected and 1.45 million

took shelter in relief camps.

Post Disaster Needs Assessment by the
Government of Kerala and United Nations
estimate damage and loss at
INR 32,000 crore
(approx. USD 4.7 billion) for
rehabilitation, reconstruction and
recovery.

)
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Janakiya Pankalithavum
Punarnirmanavum Initiative
Build Kerala Back Better

The Accountability to Affected Populations, referred here
as Janakiya Pankalithavum Punarnirmanavum initiative is
an effort of the Government to build Kerala back better, a more
resilient state with the participation and feedback from people
affected by the flood and landslides. This initiative has created

a system to collect information on the post-disaster needs and
feedback of the affected communities taking into account gender
and diversity of the communities, with a comprehensive set of
common tools and protocols (mapping the needs sectorally) that
are rolled out across the districts impacted by floods.

It provides information support to the nine (Health, WASH,
Nutrition, Education, Child Protection, Shelter, Food Security and
Livelihood) and others sectors of the Government of Kerala, as
well as the State Disaster Management Authority and Inter-Agency
Groups.

Janakiya Pankalithavum Punarnirmanavum Initiative is
institutionalized within Kudumbashree, the Self-Help Group
network of the Local Self Government Department (LSGDs), and
in collaboration with Kerala State Disaster Management Authority,
is enabling a connection between ongoing development planning
processes and humanitarian response and recovery. This initiative
also contributes to preparedness and resilience-building for future
disasters, should they occur.

(¢
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9%10 Methodology

Every month, two trained CDS workers collect feedback
on the post-disaster affected needs and services from
489 Gram Panchayat/Municipality/Corporations in the
seven worst flood and landslides affected districts. In
order to get a wider representation of affected people
and marginalized groups, samples based on 1% of GP
and 0.25% of urban local bodies (from the estimated
affected populations in the GP/Municipality/Corporations)
are collected. This totals up to 19,869 samples and

is calculated through a stratified random sampling
approach. However, in Round 1, the sample is 19,765,
having a shortfall of 104 respondents.

State Overview Report

The state report includes select indicators to provide
information on the perceptions of the affected people
relating to services; respondent’s sense of government
and humanitarian organization’s role in post-disaster
scenario, outcomes and quality of relations between
providers and affected populations. The report provides
aggregates at state level, district-wise distributions,
captures urban and rural differentiation and perspectives
of nine marginalized groups. Through this report and
sector deep dive analysis, we seek the voices of the
affected people and marginalized groups systematically
feed into on-going recovery and rebuilding of resilient
Kerala.




Profile of the Respondents

Total Respondent 1 9,765

’ Affected Population

P

-

o
MALE
\ 7,636
THRISSUR
S
\ERNAKULAM
IDUKKI URBAN
KOTTAYAM 2, 178
! MARGINALIZED
." GROUPS*
' ‘ 11 ‘ RURAL
o @ 11800 d-0-ber-sg
ALAPPVfHA PATHANAMTHI 17’587
o Disabled 5,12 Cultivator 9,31
,f‘ SC/ST 1,817 Boys (11-18 yrs.) 8,75
v Fisher-folk 3,81 Girls (11-18 yrs.) 8,99
Women-headed HH 2,055 Elderly (60 years+) 2,571
\ Migrant workers 5,95 Women 207
\ Agri. labourer 9,48 micro-entrepreneurs

*People with Disability, SC/ST, migrant workers; Fisher folk; Agricultural laborer, women headed households, Adolescents, Elderly,
Women Entrepreneurs



Post-Disaster Needs

Family received any relief assistance in the first 30 days, after the
floods and reasons for not receiving assistance.

1004 8
o
e}
80
60

40

20+

Ernakulam Idukki

Total Wayanad Thrissur

407

Kottayam

2.32 0.14 1.18 0.26

Alappuzha Pathanamthitta

URBAN RURAL

1007
44.1
43. 53.67 54
807
60

201 47.67 49.45 45.38 -
= 38.5 39.86 38.92 44.17 30.1 * Bc.)ys (11-18 yrs.)
15.36 41.34 # Girls (11-18 yrs.)
0- - - —- - - - —= - - - $ Elderly (60 years+)

Disabled SC/ST
-folk headed workers labourer
HH

Yes mNo mDon’t know mDon’t want to answer

Fisher Women- Migrant  Agri. Cultivator Boys*

Girls#  Elderly$ Women
M.E

Did not live in Did not know
Not aware | the camp and | Do not have about the I thought I was
of the Cash | hence have the bank process to not eligible for
District Grant not received it account claim it the cash grant | Others
State Total 13.26 34.19 1.92 8.63 19.97 10.70
Wayanad 9.09 66.84 1.07 4.28 0.00 12.83
Thrissur 13.11 26.23 1.64 11.48 42.62 9.84
Ernakulam 12.79 22.09 2.33 4.65 15.12 18.60
Idukki 16.00 32.00 4.00 12.00 32.00 8.00
Kottayam 8.57 8.57 2.86 2.86 25.71 11.43
Alappuzha 17.71 17.71 1.56 14.58 0.00 34.90
Pathanamthitta 13.33 6.67 6.67 0.00 20.00 26.67

Less than 60% Between 60% to 80% [ More than 80%

o

L

2l <50%

(45%) received any relief
assistance in the first 30 days
after the floods

@ 53

of people not receiving any
assistance—relief assistance
was given to only those who were
moved to and were registered at
relief camps

o O

) v
=

Less than 50% i.e., only 45% of the affected people
have received any kind of relief assistance in the first
30 days. There are several reasons for 53% of the
people not receiving any assistance. Relief assistance
was given to only those who were moved to and
registered at relief camps.

According to the feedback survey, majority of the
people (34%) said they were not in the relief camps
during/post the floods. 76% of the interviewed
migrant workers did not received relief assistance due
to improper communications; they were not taken/
moved to the relief camps, most of them migrated to
their homes, and only a few were at the relief camps.
Idukki (16%) and Kottayam (32%) have lesser
percentage of recipients compared to other affected

districts as there were fewer camps with fewer people.



Sources of relief assistance

1007

91.11

100

80

607

40

20

95.8

Wayanad Thrissur

90.23

95.04

81.79

Ernakulam Idukki Kottayam

95.31

92.64

1.56 1.77 1.32 1.74 1.18

61.58 03-24 6637 o553 59 5837 658 63.58 62.76 66.44 63.53

Alappuzha Pathanamthitta

Disabled SC/ST Fisher Women-

Migrant ~ Agri. Cultivator

-folk headed workers labourer
H

Government m NGO mCommunity Groups mCorporates mOthers

Boys* Girls#

|
Elderly$ Women
M.E

State Total
Rural
Urban

H Less than 60%

Government

NGO Community Groups | Corporates Others
36.10 9.29 1.70 1.25
35.32 9.04 1.81 1.34
40.83 10.97 0.99 0.72

Between 60% to 80%

¥ More than 80%

* Boys (11-18 yrs.)
# Girls (11-18 yrs.)
$ Elderly (60 years+)

[ ]
gty 91%
B 0
‘@w families cited the state
—— . gOvernment as
e the provider of relief
assistance

Non-government agencies
also took active part
to support those who
were in hard-to-reach
areas as cited by 36% of
families

Refer to 'District wise graph on forms of assistance
received' on page 7.

1
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Along with the state government, non-government
agencies have also made considerable efforts to assist the
affected population.

About 90% of the people confirmed assistance from the
government. This is followed by NGOs - 36%, community
groups - 9%, and others - 2%. In Wayanad, 60%
identified NGOs (73%) as active in search and rescue
operations. Idukki and Wayanad lacked assistance from
the government. This resulted in non-monetary attempts
to provide relief. A noticeable percentage of the affected
people in Ernakulam and Idukki also received assistance
from community groups and other agencies.

All marginalized groups agreed that their main source

of relief assistance was the government. In a few areas,
migrant workers (31.3%) and agricultural labourers
(34.4%) have received greater assistance from NGOs
than other vulnerable groups. In Ernakulam (3.95%) and
Idukki (3.2%), corporates have contributed a noticeable
percentage to assist migrant workers (3.45%) and
disabled people (1.76%).



Forms of assistance received

Cash
grant of Hygiene | Shelter Back to
Rs.10,000 | Food kit kit x Kit ¥ Utensils | home kit | Others Loan Nothing
State Total 85.54 64.66 58.64 30.60 18.37 21.49 2.41 5.07 0.93
Wayanad 35.54 86.79 59.29 27.32 30.00 11.79 3.57 3.39 1.07
Thrissur 93.32 63.19 58.23 24.76 11.24 19.29 2.03 7.65 0.51
Ernakulam 89.12 65.86 54.79 32.45 16.75 24.51 2.36 7.13 0.96
Idukki 67.14 59.64 60.71 48.93 45.00 27.86 3.57 15.71 4.29
Kottayam 92.39 56.56 51.71 21.06 14.55 18.96 1.76 2.87 0.44
Alappuzha 84.60 68.25 66.97 38.47 23.02 24.83 2.72 1.12 1.17
Pathanamthitta 93.15 51.81 56.72 28.42 16.02 18.60 2.33 2.45 0.65
Cash Back to
grant of Hygiene | Shelter home
Rs.10,000 | Food kit kit = Kit ¥ Utensils kit Others Loan | Nothing
State Total 85.54 64.66 58.64 30.60 18.37 21.49 2.41 5.07 0.93
Rural 86.37 64.94 60.13 30.38 18.95 21.43 2.38 4.99 1.01
Urban 88.67 69.36 54.76 35.18 16.41 24.03 2.90 6.07 0.54
Less than 60% Between 60% to 80% More than 80% = Hygiene kit (Soap, bucket, clothes, sanitary napkins etc.)
¥ Shelter Kit (trampoline, plastic sheet, bed sheets, blankets etc.)
100+ 2.05 1.68 127 2.33 1.36 1.59 1.8 3 05
7.47 8.81 i 398 §37 753 6 83 6.68 6-
. B B R .
17.68
60 | 20.06 51 15 19.83 20 21.44 19.34 19.71 20.93 1943

402255 51 o3 2494 2586 2326 2531 2207 239 2375 225 28.05

207130.01 5744 3169 20.35 28.37 2646 3197 3194 30.59 31.15 2027

0 L L L L L L L L L L |
Disabled SC/ST  Fisher Women- Migrant Agri. Cultivator Boys*  Girls# Elderly$ Women
M.E

-folk headed workers labourer
HH

Cash grant of Rs.10,000 = Food kit Hygiene kit (Soap, bucket, clothes, sanitary napkins etc.)

m Shelter Kit (trampoline, plastic sheet, bed sheets, blankets etc.) mUtensils mBack to home kit = Others = Loan

* Boys (11-18 yrs.)
# Girls (11-18 yrs.)
$ Elderly (60 years+)

Nothing

Cash grant as the
primary form of
relief assistance for

& 90%

of the people

People who have been registered at the relief camps
were given primary cash grant assistance and in all
the districts, more than 90% claimed it as the most
common form of aid received. In Wayanad district,
87% of the respondents said that majority of the
aid they received was through food kits. NGOs were
active contributors in Wayanad since it is continually
the outlier from the trend with huge landslides
occurring in the district and the lack of information,
besides Idukki district. According to 59% of the
respondents, hygiene kits were also extensively
supplied by the agencies apart from cash grants and
food Kits.

The graph brings out a positive sign that all the
marginalized/vulnerable groups were equally
considered and provided assistance by different
agencies as much as possible. Scheduled Castes/
Scheduled Tribes, the elderly, people with disability,
migrant workers and labourers, who are among

the most helpless groups, were supplied with more
shelter kits compared to other groups. Another basic
need - hygiene kits — were equally distributed among
the marginalized groups.



Awareness on Grievance Redressal System
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While less than 32% of the affected population are
aware of a grievance redressal system, more than 50%
are not even aware of any grievance redressal system in
the state. People especially in Pathanamthitta (44%) and
in Wayanad (20%), do not even know what a grievance
redressal system is.

In urban areas, there is a higher percentage of
respondents who are positive about grievance redressal
system as compared to people living in rural areas.
About 14% in the rural areas do not know about
grievance redressal system.

Despite being the major beneficiary, about 30% of
people among marginalized groups do not know about
grievance redressal systems, especially the elderly,
people with disabilities, women- headed households,
children and migrant workers. There is a need for more
awareness about the grievance redressal system and its
implementation by the government and private agencies
to bridge the communication gap between the unreached
population and the authorities.



Satisfaction with post-flood relief efforts
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About 59% of people (between 45-66% in all
districts) were satisfied with relief efforts in their area.
This is significant but there is still scope to improve
rehabilitation efforts since 30% are not satisfied with
the efforts made by authorities and agencies. This
could be due to lack of facilities, lack of accessibility
due to landslides, etc.

People from Idukki have a mixed opinion on efforts
made although their situation was extremely
unexpected. People in urban areas (50%), with a
more educated and therefore, critical disposition, were
not as satisfied with the relief efforts as those in rural
(60%) areas. The majority of all marginalized groups
were satisfied with post-flood relief and rehabiliation
efforts.

Migrant workers had the lowest proportion of positive
responses (39%), although they had the highest
proportion of respondents who were unaware (25%)
of relief efforts: due to both language barrier and

the additional option of returning home rather than
assisting with recovery.
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Sources of Information

Community
Radio Stations
and Radio TV

Radio Programmes with | (Specify | Kudumba-
Programmes | District Collector | Channel)
State Total 57.94 23.86 78.48
Wayanad 42.70 20.66 75.90

Thrissur
Ernakulam
Idukki

56.25

19.63

56.25

69.04

36.24
37.76

75.53

Kottayam

45.72

13.32

Alappuzha
Pathanamthitta

Local

leaders | INGOs

LSG/
Panchayat
members

Whats-
App

News-
papers

Neighbors

59.74 | 13.15

71.87

50.00

7.58

49.59

71.20 | 16.12

78.28

Others

67.06 | 16.14

72.29

Community
Radio Stations
and Radio TV LSG/ Whats-
Radio Programmes with | (Specify | Kudumba- | Local Panchayat App News-
Programmes | District Collector | Channel) leaders | INGOs | members | Neighbors | group | papers | Others
State Total 57.94 23.86 78.48 59.74 | 13.15 71.87 3.39
Rural 55.55 22.34 77.37 57.67 | 12.58 71.62 3.42
78.84 | 18.46 74.12 3.10
Less than 60% Between 60% to 80% [ More than 80%
100 2.15.
14.19 13.98 177 14.75 11.37 149 16.66 16.84 17.25 15.78 16.2
go| 3-89 466 |, 42 4373 46 521 gcs4 361 452
14.79 10.08 .
/9 14.87 455 14.31 12.62 1335 13.72 15.91 15.63
18.45 . :
60— 12.63 12.12 11.25 10.89 12.35 11.35
9.58 . 76 10.03 9.67 pLE2
40—
20—
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109 937 873 889 1223 974 772 7.56 , 8.1 , 963 526 , # Girls(11-18 yrs.)
Disabled SC/ST  Fisher Women- Migrant  Agri. Cultivator Boys* Girls# Elderly$ Women $ Elderly (60 years+)
~folk M.E

headed workers labourer
HH

Radio Programmes m Community Radio Stations and Radio Programmes with District Collector

mTV (Specify Channel) mKudumbashree mLocal leaders

Neighbors

WhatsApp group

Newspapers

INGOs
m Others

LSG/Panchayat members

people received
information from
Kudumbashree,
Newspapers and
neighbours

v

Kudumbashree is the main source of information
for all states except for Wayanad and Kottayam,
where the main source was the TV. Kerala’s high
literacy rate has also meant that newspapers
are a major source for all districts. INGOs are
consistently a minor source of information, with
only Pathanamthitta having more than 20% of
respondents agreeing that they were helpful.

People in Pathanamthitta (87%) and Ernakulam
(82%) said radio programmes were helpful to
get the information. Migrant workers (15%) and
children (14%) typically tend to be unfamiliar
with Kudumbashree, finding more information
from the TV. Migrant workers (18%), the elderly
and women micro-entrepeneurs being outside
of technological information, tend to be cut

out from newspapers leading to neighbourly
exchange of information. Migrant workers’ lower
newspaper figures are accompanied by higher
figures for information from WhatsApp groups—
an alternate source of news.

The major source of information for both
women-headed households and women micro-
entrepeneurs continue to be Kudumbashree.



Most important information needed before,
during and after the floods

Weather forecast Health and
and warning on | Search and | Information on Relief Psychosocial
floods rescue Relief Camps assistance support Others
State Total 73.03 47.31 52.08 49.48 33.27 2.06
Wayanad | 8423 | 56.40 54.14 55,5l 36.12 0.97
Thrissur 64.02 41.31 49.39 45.22 30.47 2.30
Ernakulam 74.10 50.78 52.46 50.90 36.71 1.61
Idukki | 849 | 5530 63.06 64.36 45.00 2.01
Kottayam 67.13 37.81 43.27 41.36 25.06 2.48
Alappuzha 79.62 51.05 58.74 53.12 33.73 2.64
Pathanamthitta 69.54 47.60 47.48 43.83 30.86 1.68
Weather forecast Health and
and warning on | Search and | Information on Relief Psychosocial
floods rescue Relief Camps assistance support Others
State Total 73.03 47.31 52.08 49.48 33.27 2.06
Rural 72.46 46.54 50.91 48.30 32.13 1.98
Urban 77.61 53.52 61.49 58.93 42.42 2.70

Less than 60% Between 60% to 80%

100

¥ More than 80%

— 1.2
80
60—
40—

* Boys (11-18 yrs.)

$ Elderly (60 years+)

20
27.58 27.38 29.87 28.21 28.46 28.3 28.73 28.6 27.34 27.88 31.95 4 G (11-18yrs)
G 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Disabled SC/ST  Fisher Women- Migrant  Agri. Cultivator Boys* Girls# Elderly$ Women
-folk M.E

Weather forecast and warning on floods

W Relief assistance M Health and Psychosocial support

W Search and rescue

Others

headed workers labourer
H

m Information on Relief Camps
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From the chart, 73% people feel that weather forecast
and early warning on floods would reduce impact

of the floods to some extent. Majority of the people
(64%—84%), in all the seven districts, especially
Idukki, Wayanad and Alappuzha, have stated that
weather forecast and early warning could have saved a
lot of property and lives during and after the floods.

People were in search of information with regard to
relief camps, especially in Idukki (63%) and Wayanad
(54%) as they experienced severe landslides. Search
and rescue teams, and also relief assistance were their
other priority needs. Idukki being the most affected
among the seven districts, has the highest number of
people who suffered a lot due to lack of information.

All the marginalized groups have the same opinion that
weather forecast and early warning would have helped
in saving lives and properties due to floods. Lack of
information about the floods, relief camps and rescue
teams resulted in preparedness failure.



Need for strengthening disaster preparedness
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Though disasters are unexpected, lack of
preparedness results in huge loss which cannot

60 be restored in a short period of time. More than

89.33 91.52 88.89 90.18 84.39 91.77 92.56 91.13 90.5 89.45 91.91 90% of the affected people say strengthening

40 of disaster preparedness that include weather
forecast and early warning, information about
relief camps, etc. would be helpful.

20+ * Boys (11-18 yrs.)

# Girls (11-18 yrs.) From the chart, it is evident that strengthening
| | | | | | | | | | ,  $ Elderly (60 years+) . . .
0 of disaster preparedness is definitely a need

Disabled SC/ST Fisher- Women-h Migrant Agri. Cultivator Boys* Girls# Elderly$ Women
folk eaded workers labourer M.E
HH

for 90% of the affected people across all the
marginalized groups.

Yes mNo



Most important priority needs to be addressed after the floods

100+ 0.22 0.19 0.41 0.21 0.15 0.23 0.2 0.28
-2_34 _1 93 ! !! 1.79 1.57 ! !5 .94 1.84
3.55 3.57 3.44 3.36 3.56 3.37
. 2.66 2.13
80 2.68 2:65
60+
40
20-
15.32 16.55 17.89 16.57 17.71 16.53 15.2 16.41 15.14 16.93 17.95
0 : | | | | | | | | | |
Disabled SC/ST Fisher-folk Women- Migrant Agri. Cultivator Boys Girls Elderly Women
headed HH workers labourer (11-18 yrs.) (11-18 yrs.) (60 years+) micro-entr.
Housing M Health m Palliative care M Access to safe drinking water M Education W Food I Seeds and tools to revive agriculture " Cash grants Loans to restart business

" Infrastructure restoration (roads, bridges, etc) ™ Safety and Security Social protection Psycho-social care M Protection of children against physical and sexual abuse, trafficking, child labor, violence etc. ™ Others




Seeds Infra-
and structure
Access tools to restoration
to safe revive Loans to (roads, Safety Psycho-
Palliative | drinking agri- Cash restart bridges, and Social social Protection
Housing | Health care water | Education | Food | culture | grants | business etc.) Security | protection | care of children ¢ | Others
State Total 81.44 | 63.01 34.00 59.97 35.07 50.63| 25.81 |42.69 | 13.20 26.11 24.60 17.85 9.18 11.23 1.08
Wayanad 88.78 | 74.34 35.64 69.55 41.58 60.81 | 33.33 | 53.47 | 10.56 37.05 31.19 15.76 3.80 5.86 0.74
Thrissur 80.62 | 57.29 29.23 55.16 32.96 |42.10| 21.04 | 36.10 | 13.69 21.64 18.35 14.35 8.35 9.72 1.05
Ernakulam 82.39 | 70.38 | 43.33 63.22 39.40 55.44 | 26.57 | 44.33 | 17.53 26.54 29.36 22.07 13.55 15.86 0.41
Idukki 89.05 | 68.49 | 43.16 64.82 46.36 61.09| 44.50 | 55.97 | 16.95 38.32 29.06 22.71 8.91 14.21 1.34
Kottayam 78.29 | 60.07 24.72 52.15 33.08 |46.46| 20.65 | 33.15 7.52 20.54 19.51 12.80 7.88 7.08 1.80
Alappuzha 78.90 | 55.14 28.53 58.28 26.22 |49.18 | 20.53 | 46.37 9.89 25.46 26.29 18.57 7.94 9.70 1.38
Pathanamthitta | 77.57 | 64.63 38.11 67.81 33.14 50.16| 28.68 | 40.98 | 15.68 24.98 23.45 19.50 9.56 14.53 0.89
Seeds Infra-
and structure
Access tools to restoration
to safe revive Loans to (roads, Safety Psycho-
Palliative | drinking agri- Cash restart bridges, and Social social Protection
Housing | Health care water | Education | Food | culture | grants | business etc.) Security | protection care of children? | Others
State Total 81.44 | 63.01 34.00 59.97 35.07 50.63| 25.81 |42.69 | 13.20 26.11 24.60 17.85 9.18 11.23 1.08
Rural 80.83 | 62.31 32.66 58.85 33.81 50.04| 24.68 | 41.20 | 11.84 24.76 23.76 16.88 8.00 10.58 1.05
Urban 86.33 | 68.69 | 44.82 68.99 45.28 55.43 | 34.92 | 54.67 | 24.17 36.93 31.41 25.73 18.74 16.48 1.31

Less than 60%

Between 60% to 80%

More than 80%

§ Protection of children against physical and sexual abuse, trafficking, child labor, violence etc.
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Housing

observed as

thg priority

ver 80% of affected population,

from both rural and urban areas

of the state, prioritized housing

as a crucial requirement after the
floods. In terms of healthcare, Wayanad
(78%), Idukki (68%) and Pathanamthitta
(64%) are the most affected districts. These
districts were the target for health camps
that focused on contagious diseases. With
respect to safe drinking water, Wayanad
(69%), Pathanamthitta (67%) and Idukki
(64%) had the highest demand for safe
drinking water. However, they also have the
highest amount of drinking water available,
as the analysis of accessibility to sufficient
water shows (page 19). This could imply
that the need for safe drinking water is
partly due to lack of trust in the source of
water supply (this needs to be validated by
WASH team).

Severe food shortages were observed
primarily in Idukki (61%), Wayanad (60%)
and Ernakulam (55%). In Idukki and
Wayanad districts, a significant number

of population are seeking aid in the form
of cash grants, help with infrastructure,
recovery and educational support. The
two districts also prioritized support for

agricultural recovery, particularly the
marginalized cultivators and agricultural
labourers.

Total flooding of over 10,000 km of

roads for over five days led to extreme
concerns for people’s safety and security in
Wayanad (31.19%) and Idukki (29.06%).
Ernakulam’s concern (29.36%) was also
exacerbated due to its geographical
location. Overall, Wayanad and Idukki
were the districts that faced the worst
catastrophes.

Another interesting observation is the

need for psycho-social care expressed
predominantly by respondents from

urban areas in comparison to those

from the rural areas. This also indicates
reduction in the amount of concern for
mental health among the rural population.
Among the marginalized communities,
housing (average 16.5%) and healthcare
(average 12.9%) were largely the two most
important requirements. Food was another
vital need across all marginalized groups.
Education was observed to be a major
concern among boys and girls (above 10%).




Need for support to rebuild/repair house
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Yes(rebuild) mYes(repair) mYes(retrofit) mNo
Yes(rebuild) Yes(repair) Yes(retrofit) No
State Total 34.42 54.50 1.49 5.95
Rural 35.16 53.92 1.47 5.85
Urban 29.17 58.60 1.66 6.62

Less than 60%

Between 60% to 80%

¥ More than 80%

99%

of people seek
support to repair
their houses

41%

of SCs/STs need
rebuilding
support
compared to other
marginalized groups
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Across the seven districts, more than 50% of the
people whose houses were damaged require support
to get their houses repaired. This is a positive
outcome as rebuilding percentage (35%) is less than
repairs, incurring less cost than that of rebuilding.
Idukki, compared to other districts, needs more of
reconstruction (53%) as landslides destroyed the
houses completely.

Across the marginalized groups, the need for repair of
houses (an average of 55%) is more when compared
to reconstruction. SC/STs (41%) need rebuilding
support compared to other groups.

18% of migrant workers said they don’t require
support, which indirectly means that they are
homeless.



Need for housing support
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Disabled SC/ST Fisher Women- Migrant  Agri. Cultivator Boys* Girls# Elderly$ Women
-folk headed workers labourer
H

Yes(technical) mYes(financial) mNo

Yes(technical) Yes(financial) No
State Total 4.57 6.42 73.94
Rural 4.74 6.64 73.68
Urban 3.31 4.84 75.80

Less than 60% Between 60% to 80%  [Hl More than 80%

* Boys (11-18 yrs.)
# Girls (11-18 yrs.)
$ Elderly (60 years+)

of SCs/STs need
of support for
repairing or
reconstructing
their destroyed
houses
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People are waiting for support to repair or
reconstruct their destroyed houses. Majority of
the affected population (73%) who said No, belong to
those who need support for repairs, either technical
or financial. Thrissur (11% > state average 6.4%)
seems to be ahead of other districts in providing
financial support for housing whereas Idukki provided
more of technical support compared to other districts.
The authorities, with time, should come up with plans
that facilitate in resilient construction to withstand
any measure of disaster in the future.

As seen in the districts, the marginalized groups chart
also reflects that majority of the people (>80%) are
in need of either technical or financial support, or
both. Scheduled population (10.5%) to some extent,
benefited a little more than other groups in terms of
financial support.




Reconstruction priorities besides building homes

Water Health facilities/Primary Land use/ land

Supply | Schools | Roads health centers availability for homes Others
State Total 74.92 39.22 72.08 46.68 26.30 2.81
Wayanad 77.43 | 35.86 | 80.20 | 46.39 36.93 2.05
Thrissur 73.68 38.02 63.35 43.19 23.64 2.95
Ernakulam 79.95 43.82 70.82 50.97 29.97 2.41
Idukki 75.37 | 45.66 | 84.41 | 54.34 40.99 2.48
Kottayam 66.31 39.58 70.41 42.61 17.92 3.10
Alappuzha 77.77 30.82 77.38 46.04 20.80 3.80
Pathanamthitta | 73.07 41.96 70.59 45.30 26.20 1.88

Water Health facilities/Primary Land use/ land

Supply | Schools | Roads health centers availability for homes Others
State Total 74.92 39.22 72.08 46.68 26.30 2.81
Rural 74.57 38.13 71.32 45.63 25.55 2.69
Urban 77.80 48.30 78.42 55.45 32.58 3.80

Less than 60%

Between 60% to 80%

¥ More than 80%

100 1.44 122 1.07 123 1.24
80
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40—
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Disabled SC/ST  Fisher Women- Migrant  Agri. Cultivator Boys* Girls# Elderly$ Women
-folk headed workers labourer M.E
HH

Water Supply m Schools mRoads m Health facilities/Primary health centers

. m Land use/ land availability for homes Others

* Boys (11-18 yrs.)
# Girls (11-18 yrs.)
$ Elderly (60 years+)
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79%

of people cited water
supply as the
most important
reconstruction
priority besides
building houses

Roads (42%)
and health
facility (47%)
were the

Besides building houses, infrastructural needs are
observed from the survey; majority of the affected
people (more than 70%) said roads and water
supply issues should first be addressed. Apart
from roads and water supply, health service is the
next essential priority in all the districts (46%).

In districts like Idukki (45%), Ernakulam (43%)
and Pathanamthitta (41%), several schools were
damaged and needed to be restored.

Idukki district faced the highest nhumber of
landslides which resulted in need of land usability
(40%) and assignments. The priority needs are
equally seen across all the marginalized groups as
they are essentially needed. Boys and girls have
been asking for their schools to be reopened.



Only

= <20%
® (1)
of the people
faced issues of

75% say water is accessible after the floods

Water for Water for Water for Any
Safe drinking water domestic use livestock irrigation other
District No Yes No Yes No Yes No accessibility to
State Total 13.93 | 77.88 | 22.12 | 77.33 | 22.67 | 15.12 clean water
Wayanad 18.98 | 4.71
Thrissur 12.76 | 74.80 | 25.20 | 71.73 | 28.27 | 26.22
Ernakulam 14.53 | 76.71 | 23.29 | 75.66 | 24.34 | 15.64 Ao
Idukki 20.87 | 71.73 | 28.27 | 68.32 | 31.68 | 10.99 7 5 0/
Kottayam 11.57 | 13.14 Wy 0
Alappuzha 16.47 | 72.79 | 27.21 | 77.35 | 22.65 | 19.19 \r/‘vqearreglgfll;::(:igrc(l)uvﬁlsith
Pathanamthitta 12.74 | 79.07 | 20.93 | 78.78 | 21.22 | 10.12 V sufficient water
Water for Water for Water for Any after the floods
Safe drinking water domestic use livestock irrigation other
District Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
State Total 13.93 | 77.88 | 22.12 | 77.33 | 22.67 | 15.12 S
Rural 13.67 | 77.94 | 22.06 | 77.51 | 22.49 | 8.41
After the floods, more than 75% say water is available
Urban 1339 A7 25 a2 S0/ s for drinking, domestic use, livestock and irrigation
Less than 60% Between 60% to 80% [l More than 80% purposes.

400 8.73 8.84 964 916 568 8.16 833 6.01 773 883 B8.96 Idukki (76%) and Alappuzha (74%) are the only

18.85 19.81 15.43 18.03 1456 15.08 13.56 12.74 13.52 16.79 16.92 two districts where under 80% of respondents had
79.76 79.29 84.57 81.08 82.95 83.8 85.44 86.67 86.02 82.33 82.09 relatively low access to drinking water. None of the
320 : : other districts had over 20% of respondents facing

18. this problem. Water for domestic use is sufficiently
240 available at all affected disricts, Idukki (79%) being
an exception. Majority of areas have accessible
160— adequate clean water for domestic needs. However,
people Idukki and Alappuzha districts have difficulty
in accessing adequate water for drinking, sanitation,
80— . * Boys (11-18 yrs.)

# Girls (11-18 yrs.) cooking and any other needs. All the marginalized
79.76 79.29 84.57 81.08 82.95 83.8 8544 86.67 86.02 g .33 82.09 $ Elderly (60 yZar;+) groups agreed that there was adequate access to
: ‘ J water for daily needs after the floods.

L L L L L L
Disabled SC/ST  Fisher Women- Migrant  Agri. Cultivator Boys*
-folk headed workers labourer

HH

Safe drinking water Yes m Safe drinking water No  m Water for domestic use Yes ® Water for domestic use No

m Water for livestock Yes Water for livestock No Water for irrigation Yes Water for irrigation No Any other

!
Girls# Elderly$ Women
M.E



Disposal of garbage after the floods

Disposal
Collected | Collected | Disposal | Disposal in | elsewhere
by by within designated (not in Disposed
formal | informal | household | areas (by | designated by the
District service service | yard/plot | household) area) Burn | Bury | women | Others
Total 18.31 0.62 32.71 5.65 0.03 32.10| 6.61 3.54 0.43
Wayanad 22.81 0.56 22.33 5.86 0.00 40.24 | 6.43 1.37 0.40
Thrissur 16.31 0.43 26.31 4.75 0.00 42.54 | 5.05 4.41 0.20
Ernakulam 19.66 0.80 36.57 5.41 0.00 27.76 | 6.99 2.49 0.32
Idukki 13.04 0.36 41.45 10.47 0.24 22.02 | 8.79 3.35 0.30
Kottayam 21.20 0.70 33.43 5.45 0.00 31.02 | 5.67 1.89 0.64
Alappuzha 21.14 0.64 30.77 4.30 0.06 30.29 | 7.19 4.89 0.74
Pathanamthitta 11.34 0.84 41.02 6.29 0.00 26.05| 7.98 6.42 0.06
Less than 60% Between 60% to 80% [ More than 80%
3.68. 043
6:63 17.35
0.56
102 RURAL
1007 3:96 3.13 3.4 3.77 248 222 4.07 269 4.2 :
295 8185 733 g43 649 6.36 67 412 3213 s
0.04
80
60- 2.43 0.4
40
207 —
27.35 18.65
14.58 17.34 | 17.58 | 16.35 ‘16.98 | 19.42 | 13.61 | 17.26 | 18.02 | |
Disabled SC/ST  Fisher Women- Migrant  Agri. Cultivator Boys*  Girls# Elderly$ Women * Boys (11-18 yrs.)
~folk M

headed workers labourer
H

Collected by formal service m Collected by informal service mDisposal within household yard/plot

m Disposal in designated areas (by household)

. Burn = Bury Disposed by the women Others

m Disposal elsewhere (not in designated area)

# Girls (11-18 yrs.)
$ Elderly (60 years+)

Households from
Wayanad (40%) and
Thrissur (42%) are
burning their
garbage

People with
disability (40%),
migrant workers
(38%) say that
garbage is
burnt

Method of garbage disposal after the floods differ from
place to place in the state. Some burnt their garbage
while some dispose them of within their house yards.
In some places, garbage is collected through formal
service.

Households in Wayanad (40%) and Thrissur (42%)

say that they burn their garbage, whereas majority

of the people in Idukki (41%), Pathanamthitta (41%)
and Ernakulam (36%) dispose them within their house
plots or yard. In Wayanad (22%), Kottayam (21%)
and Alappuzha (21%), garbage is being collected by a
formal service. Garbage is disposed of in the household
yard/plot according to 30% of the marginalized groups.
People with disability (40%) and migrant workers (38%)
said they burn their garbage, while 17% of women
micro-entrepreneurs say they dispose of garbage in

a designated area. Fisherfolks said their garbage is
collected by formal service.



Health and Nutrition

Access to health services after the floods
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Disabled SC/ST Fisher Women- Migrant Agri.  Cultivator  Boys* Girls# Elderly$ Women
-folk headed workers labourer M.E
HH
Better wSame as before  mWorse mDon't know
Better Same as before Worse I don't know
State Total 67.99 20.48 3.00 3.57
Rural 68.59 19.65 2.97 3.66
Urban 63.53 26.68 3.26 2.88

Less than 60%

Between 60% to 80%

¥ More than 80%

* Boys (11-18 yrs.)
# Girls (11-18 yrs.)
$ Elderly (60 years+)

68%

affected population
cited health
services are
better after the
floods

i Ve

Cu

Foh

N

Cultivators 30%,
migrant workers
29% and girls 28%
see no change
in health
services after
the floods

Health services are better than before. It is good to
see that even after the massive disaster, more than
65% of the affected people say they are able to
access health services better. This is far more than
20% of the people who say 'same as before', and only
in Wayanad (56%), services are the same as before
and is acceptable.

As seen, the most vulnerable groups: the elderly,
fisher folks, agricultural labourers and women, say
they have better access to health services even

after the floods, which is more than 70%. The next
majority of the people said that their access to health
services is the same as before. This means that in
spite of the disastrous event, the government is keen
on making sure that health services are provided

to the affected population a hundred percent. Due

to migration, 16% are not aware of the services
provided at the health centres.




Children and Education

Problems experienced by children after the floods

Not Loss of Access to School build- | Schools
able to | books, | schools affected | ings damaged | used as | Non avail- | Psycho-
go to school | because of dam- | due to floods relief ability of | social
school | bags etc. age to roads or landslides | camps | teachers | trauma | Others
State Total 62.61 37.33 34.97 10.60 42.58 5.40 2.92 8.49
Wayanad 46.38 17.97 34.93 3.91 32.17 0.43 \N 14.20
Thrissur 59.71 37.39 27.79 6.90 40.06 5.84 2.17 9.01
Ernakulam 66.47 42.63 32.54 12.39 50.9 5.16 5.19 3.44
Idukki 66.86 32.85 67.08 23.84 49.56 9.52 3.13 7.19
Kottayam 62.90 31.79 33.00 8.83 36.03 4.39 1.98 10.13
Alappuzha 60.99 42.92 27.96 6.17 38.91 3.66 1.56 12.35
Pathanamthitta | 68.28 42.14 36.93 15.35 45.67 7.91 5.21 7.63
Not Loss of Access to School build- | Schools
able to | books, | schools affected | ings damaged | used as | Non avail- | Psycho-
go to school because of dam- | due to floods relief ability of | social
school | bags etc. age to roads or landslides camps | teachers | trauma | Others
State Total 62.61 37.33 34.97 10.60 42.58 5.40 2.92 8.49
Rural 61.66 36.85 34.54 10.65 42.24 5.44 2.69 8.99
Urban 70.36 41.29 38.52 10.23 45.42 5.12 4.83 4.41

Less than 60%

Between 60% to 80%

¥ More than 80%
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Disabled SC/ST

Not able to go to school

m School buildings damaged due to floods or landslides

Non availability of teachers

Fisher
-folk

Women-

Migrant Agri.

headed workers labourer
HH

Cultivator

Boys* Girls#

Elderly$ Women

M.E

m Loss of books, school bags etc. m Access to schools affected because of damage to roads

Psycho-social trauma

Others

m Schools used as relief camps

* Boys (11-18 yrs.)
# Girls (11-18 yrs.)
$ Elderly (60 years+)

63%

of children
were not able
to go to school
after the floods

0
iy 3%

of children stopped
NAAAAAAAAAAA A

going to schools due

to loss of books
and school bags
v

Y

About 60% of the children in all the districts were not
able to go to school after the floods, which is considered
to be a major problem. The reasons being schools used
as relief camps, damage to roads, loss of books and
schools bags, etc.

In Idukki, due to severe landslides, several roads were
damaged and connectivity was disrupted across the
district. This resulted in 63% of children not able to go to
school and 37% due to loss of books, school bags, etc.
According to more than 40% of the people interviewed,
schools were used as relief camps during and post the
floods. Marginalized groups have the common opinion
that children stopped going to school due to loss of
books, damaged roads, and schools being used as relief
camps.

On a positive note, it is observed that reasons like
damage of schools and non-availability of teachers were
not at all problems for the children to stop going to
schools, as they are lesser in percentage.



Children (boys and girls) who stopped going to school after the floods

Boys | Boys Boys Girls | Girls Girls '. ‘ 4
District Not applicable in my Not applicable in my ’lu ﬁb %{\Q
Yes No family context Yes No family context ' . A"\ T
State Total 14.75 | 60.77 24.48 14.22 | 60.66 25.12 R ~ ==~
Wayanad 11.57 | 65.48 22.95 9.95 67.24 22.81 " T
Thrissur 16.60 | 57.26 26.14 16.00 | 57.36 26.64
Ernakulam 15.36 | 61.50 23.14 15.77 | 60.81 23.42 1 50/ 1 40/
Idukki 12.38 | 72.65 14.97 10.58 | 72.87 16.54 o & . o
Kottayam 9.94 | 64.43 25.63 9.44 | 63.87 26.69 Boys Girls
Alappuzha 16.48 | 56.73 26.79 15.67 | 56.87 27.46 stopped going to
Pathanamthitta | 19.17 | 51.85 28.99 19.46 | 51.04 29.51 school after the floods
Boys Boys Boys Girls Girls Girls
District Not applicable in my Not applicable in my
Yes No family context Yes No family context N
State Total 14.75 | 60.77 24.48 14.22 | 60.66 25.12
Rural 14.54 | 61.72 23.74 13.70 | 61.79 24.51 Though there were several problems faced by the
Urban 16.48 | 52.92 30.60 18.53 | 51.30 30.16 children after the floods as mentioned in page 22,

the percentage of children (boys and girls) who
were unable to go to school after the floods is less
than 15%. According to 60% of the interviewed

Less than 60% Between 60% to 80% [ More than 80%

200
30.6 23.97 24.66 30.23 23.71 3053 1°-57

28 32.05 23.08 population, this is far better than that of children
49.41 who have not stopped going to school after the
160+ floods.
120 Overall, the perspective of the marginalized
groups is that children have not stopped going to
80 school after the floods. When children were asked
individually, a considerable percentage (which
is about 25%) said they have stopped going to
40+ * BOYIS 211'13 Y"S-; school for the reasons mentioned in Q14.
# Girls (11-18 yrs.
0 11.88. 2605 14,95 12.55,21.15,

14.82 15.98 13.27 11.94 $ Elderly (60 years+)

Disabled SC/ST  Fisher Women- Migrant  Agri. Cultivator Boys* Girls# Elderly$ Women
-folk headed workers labourer M.E
HH

Boys Yes m Boys No m Boys Not applicable in my family context m Girls Yes
m Girls No Girls Not applicable in my family context




Livelihoods

People who have lost their jobs after the floods

<

the floods due to landslides, flooded crops fields
and infrastructure damages. The victims included
agricultural labourers (52%), fishermen (63.3%),
migrant workers (48.8%) and micro entrepreneurs
(50%). This could be for a short period post-
disaster, but has impacted the vulnerable
population a lot.

Disabled SC/ST Fisher Women- Migrant  Agri. Cultivator Boys* Girls# Elderly$ Women
-folk headed workers labourer M.E
H

Yes m No
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Close to

2%

Children working since the floods (boys and girls)

3.5+ Py
o of children (boys)
307 o < ) ‘ \ were seen
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2.57 1 ~ 3 working after
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Total Wayanad Thrissur Ernakulam Idukki Kottayam Alappuzha Pathanamthitta
Districts such as Idukki (3.03%), Wayanad
100 (2.29%) and Ernakulam (2.24%) had the
maximum number of boys who were sent for
80 work after the floods. The percentage of girls who
were pushed for work was relatively lesser (less
60— than 1%); the highest was in Kottayam (0.75%)
and Idukki (0.73%) and the least was in Trissur
(0.3%) and Ernakulam (0.37%). Districts such
407 as Alappuzha (0.76%), Pathanamthitta (0.82%)
37 43 and Trissur (0.99%) were observed to be least
20— e * Boys (11-18 yrs.) engaged in child labour (boys and girls).
19.6 21.37 # Girls (11-18 yrs.)
| | | | | | | | | | $ Elderly (60 years+)

Disabled SC/ST  Fisher Women- Migrant Agri. Cultivator Boys* Girls# Elderly$ Women
-folk headed workers labourer M.E
HH

Total Child Workers (Boy) Total Child Workers (Girls)

Total Child Workers (Boy) | Total Child Workers (Girls)
State Total 1.95 0.46
Rural 1.99 1.61
Urban 0.48 0.32

Less than 60% Between 60% to 80% More than 80%




Most useful support needed for developing business, enterprise
or agriculture

Improved
information
Improved about
Loan | Cash access to | market and | Legal Financial
District facility | grant | Equipment market prices support | Training | Literacy | Others
State Total 7.93 11.22 4.35 3.48 3.48 2.55 2.79 2.68 0.39
Wayanad 13.27 | 20.81 5.45 5.03 4.89 4.75 3.35 3.49 0.28
Thrissur 6.08 8.28 2.91 2.07 2.20 0.91 1.62 2.07 0.19
Ernakulam 8.49 11.54 5.33 4.22 4.11 2.55 2.89 2.50 0.17
Idukki 13.79 | 17.27 8.71 6.10 5.95 4.50 5.22 5.37 0.29
Kottayam 12.34 | 18.58 6.52 6.52 7.38 5.11 5.96 5.67 0.99
Alappuzha 3.22 4.39 1.81 0.64 0.64 1.35 1.17 0.76 0.70
Pathanamthitta | 6.00 10.23 3.35 4.59 3.88 2.29 3.00 2.65 0.18
Improved
information
Improved about
Loan | Cash access to | market and | Legal Financial
District facility | grant | Equipment market prices support | Training | Literacy | Others
State Total 6.95 10.52 4.87 3.81 3.30 3.10 3.24 3.12 0.27
Rural 8.23 11.45 4.18 3.37 3.54 2.38 2.66 2.54 0.43
Urban 5.66 9.59 5.56 4.25 3.05 3.81 3.81 3.70 0.11
Less than 60% Between 60% to 80% More than 80%
- 1.08
100 7:39  6.51
7.24 7.15
80— ﬁ 6.8
60—
40 30.02 28.02
20 * Boys (11-18 yrs.)
# Girls (11-18 yrs.)
20.55 20.28 $ Elderly (60 years+)
L L L L L L L L L L |
Disabled SC/ST Fisher Women- Migrant Agri. Cultivator Boys* Girls# Elderly$ Women
-folk headed workers labourer M.E
HH
Loan facility Cash grant Equipment ~ ® Improved access to market m Improved information about market and prices Legal support Training

Financial Literacy Others

Cash grants
(11%) and loan
facility (8%)
are the most
useful support
in rural areas

Dl
-

Equipment (6%)
and improved
access to market
(4%) are the most
useful support

in urban areas

v

There was a cash grant of Rs. 10,000 for people
affected by the floods. The success of this
immediate relief encouraged respondents to seek
further grants. Respondents from all districts
favoured cash grants (especially Wayanad [21%],
Kottayam [19%] and Idukki [17%]. However,
State and NGOs are changing from a cash grant to
reconstruction, dealing specifically with rebuilding a
resilient Nava Kerala. Therefore, respondents also
favour any suitable loan facilities with low rates

of interest. The equipment required to create a
recovery is also in demand: ranging from concrete
for the walls and compounds to replacement of
toilets and kitchen utensils. It is interesting to
note that the only marginalized groups who were
interested in the question of further assistance were
agricultural labourers and cultivators. Their trends
are similar to state-wide trends, preferring cash
grants and possibly loan facilities to legal support
or informational training. The request for cash
grant (11%) and loan facilities (8%) were more on
rural areas, whereas support for equipment (6%)
and improved access to market (4%) were more in
urban areas.
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INTRODUCTION

Janakeeya Pankalithavum
Punarnirmanavum - Initiative (JPP-I)

Kerala experienced the worst ever floods and landslides in 2018 since 1924. Consequently, there was a need to recover and prepare
better for the future beyond traditional approaches, ensuring transparency and people’s participation.

The Accountability to Affected Populations, referred to as Janakeeya Pankalithavum Punarnirmanavum - Initiative is an effort of
the State Government to build Kerala Back Better, with the participation and feedback from the people affected by the flood.

© Strengthen feedback mechanisms and community voices.
© Include feedback from communities affected by floods and landslides.
© Establish a system to collect information on post-disaster needs.

Objectives

Improve communities’ access to information on recovery and reconstruction assistance.

Ensure communities’ inclusion in providing feedback on post-disaster needs via Government authorities and development actors.
Integrate feedback of affected communities into institutional planning processes for recovery and reconstruction.

Develop risk-informed planning in the future and inform communities about inclusion of their feedback in planning.

VIV IV



JPP-1 is institutionalized within Kudumbashree, the Self-Help Group (SHG) network of the Local Self Government Department (LSGD) of
Kerala, enabling a connection between ongoing development planning processes and humanitarian response and recovery.

» Round 1 of JPP-I

The first round of the JPP-I was designed as a deep dive analysis of nine primary sectors: health, WASH, nutrition, education, child
protection, shelter, food security and livelihoods. The feedback collection aimed at gathering information around affected populations’
perceptions of services received, the role played by governments and humanitarian organisations, the outcomes of relief assistance, and the
relationship between providers and affected populations.

» Objectives

Y

To assess the
effectiveness of
Immediate Relief
Assistance.

et
Whuhut’

To understand
the impact of
the disaster on
basic facilities and
housing, as well
as the immediate
rehabilitation needs
of the community.

g

(4

To evaluate the
efficiency of
available health &
WASH services.

To understand
the impact of
the disaster on
livelihoods, children’s
wellbeing and
education.



Consultations for feedback collection were conducted among
19,765 respondents belonging to the seven districts most
affected by floods (Wayanad, Thrissur, Ernakulam, Kottayam,
Idukki, Alappuzha and Pathanamthitta). Respondents belonged
to 489 LSGIs, and a representative sample was ensured,
accounting for the inclusion of nine most vulnerable population
groups in consultations.

Data collection for the first round took place between
November, 2018 and April, 2019, and data were uploaded in
real time to a monitoring system hosted at
http://www.kudumbashreejpp.org.

The findings were reviewed in coordination with the LSG
Department and Advisory Council to identify emerging

needs. They were communicated to concerned departments
established at the State, District and GP levels. Findings

were integrated into DM Sectoral Recovery Plans, and
institutionalized in close coordination with local planning
members. Affected and at-risk communities were kept
informed of action taken based on their feedback, through the
Kudumbashree network of Neighbourhood groups.

This report documents the methodology, findings and
recommendations emerging from the second round of the JPP-I
(JPP-I 2). While JPP-I 1 focused on post disaster relief and
response, as well as immediate needs of households, JPP-I 2
was designed to assess the effectiveness of the response and
relief processes, and identify opportunities to inform policy and
program design around these.


http://www.kudumbashreejpp.org/jpp2/login.jsp

METHODOLOGY

The second round of JPP-I was designed as a mixed methods study to gain a deeper
understanding of the disaster affected communities, by including detailed accounts of
the cultural context, social environment, and individual cognitions influencing people’s
decisions and actions during and in the post disaster recovery phase. The overall
objective was to understand in-depth the response and relief processes to better inform
policy and program as Kerala continues to rebuild itself after the disaster, and implement
mitigation measures for future disaster events.

Several consultations were conducted with the Advisory Committee, Local Self
Government Department (LSGD), Kerala Institute of Local Administration (KILA) and
Kudumbashree to develop the key objectives and methodology for the second round.
Based on lessons learned from round 1, a qualitative component was added to help
understand what is important to the individual, especially when the immediacy of the
trauma has subsided and the effects stemming from the event are revealed.

Objectives

© To understand the extent of community consultation and engagement in
rebuilding efforts

© To assess the efficiency of the grievance redressal system
© To understand the level of disaster preparedness among communities

Data collection took place among the seven most affected districts of Kerala:
Wayanad, Alappuzha, Thrissur, Ernakulam, Kottayam, Pathanamthitta and Idukki during
May-December 2019.




Methodology at a glance
Mixed methods study

Quantitative: Structured household questionnaire

LSGI selection Ward selection Households selection

—> Stratum 1 = High receipt of IRA 20% LSGIs _ Sample | Receipt of IRA - 5 households from
High house damage |~ from each — R Group A = House damage —> each Sample Group
LSGI selected
Stratum Selected
e > Stratum 2  High receipt of IRA selected |, Sample | Receipt of IRA *
oG Low house damage * Group B = No house damage
7 districts ~ LSGIs
q o lustered 20 households x
identified ~ clustere L ipt of IRA ,
into 4 > Stratum 3 OW receipt o 99 LSGIs 198 wards selected — Sample No receipt of IRA 198 wards=3960
strata High house damage selected Group C = House damage households
*Including 8
: Municipaliti
L > Stratum 4 | Low receipt of IRA | a:dn 'f'ﬁ,i;;fispal - Sample | No receipt of IRA __|
Low house damage Corporation Group D = No house damage

Household
selection criteria:

Household clustering
criteria:

Receipt of IRA (Y/N)
Damage to house sustained (Y/N)

Ward selection criteria:
Selected using a Probability
Proportional to Size method and
Random Number Tables

LSGI selection
criteria:

Random Sampling

LSGI clustering criteria:

Average receipt of IRA (Immediate
Relief Assistance) (Rs. 10,000) Average
number of damaged houses

District identification
criteria:

Districts most affected by Random Sampling

floods

Multi stage sampling design

Qualitative: Semi structured FGD Qualitative: Semi structured KII

99 LSGIs selected

*Including 8 Municipalities
and 1 Municipal Corporation

FGD respondents: LSGI clustering KII respondents: 7 KiIIs conducted

criteria:

Scheduled Castes/Tribes
Fisherfolk/Daily wage labourers
Women headed households

By geographical terrain

LSG functionaries

x 7 districts

\

Y

Department officials
District Authorities

LSGI selection
criteria:

To ensure variation in
livelihood patterns and
nature of disaster

Tehsildar

Village Officer

Livelihood Officers

Civil Society Functionaries
Frontline Functionaries

Lowlands

15 FGDs

Migrant workers Midlands
Agricultural labourers
Elderly

Adolescents

Differently abled and their

caregivers

Highlands

49 KIIs
@ conducted in total

KI selection
criteria:

26 FGDs

a0

Based on data required
and availability of
informants

10-12 participants per FGD

Participant selection criteria:

7-8 per FGD of affected HHs, remaining of unaffected HHs




Research design

A mixed methodology research design was developed to conduct Round 2 of data collection. The mixed methods inquiry employed a structured
household questionnaire for quantitative analysis; a semi structured guide to conduct Focus Group Discussions among community members, and
a semi structured interview guide to conduct Key Informant Interviews. Quantitative and qualitative data collection took place in parallel, and the
findings were triangulated.

Household Survey
Sampling

A multi-stage sampling design was employed in this round of the JPP-I to identify household for survey across the 7 study districts
(Pathanamthitta, Alappuzha, Kottayam, Idukki, Ernakulam, Thrissur and Wayanad). The design was developed to capture maximum variance in
the population and at the same time, capture vulnerabilities within the population, ensuring as far as possible representativeness of the sample
to achieve the key objectives of the second round.

Identification of LSGIs

LSGIs in the 7 study districts were clustered into 4 strata on the basis of 2 variables, ‘K’ and ‘M":
© LSGs with less than 'K’* nhumber of people receiving compensation (Rs. 10,000) and

© LSGs with more than 'K’; number of people receiving compensation (Rs. 10,000).

© Those with less than ‘M2 damaged houses

© Those with more than ‘M’ damaged houses

Using these variables, all 439 LSGIs of the 7 districts were clustered into Stratum 1-4. 20% of each stratum was identified to select 99 LSGIs for
the sample. Please refer to Annexure 1 for the list of finalized LSGIs.

1K = average of humber of people that received compensation in a district
2M= average of number of houses damaged in the district; example m=429 for Alappuzha district

11



Identification of wards

Two wards from each selected LSGI were identified using a Probability Proportional to Size (PPS) method. Wards of each LSGI were listed in
descending order, based on population. A sampling interval (k) for the survey was obtained by dividing the total population size by the number
of clusters to be surveyed (2 in this case). A random number (x) between 1 and the sampling interval (k) was chosen as the starting point using
random number tables, and the sampling interval was added cumulatively, such that the wards selected to be surveyed were x and x+k.

Identification of households

In each of the 198 wards, the following list of household Sample Groups was prepared with information gathered from the LSG or Revenue
Village Officer. The same critical vulnerabilities (used to stratify/categorize households for LSGI identification) were used here:

Sample Group A

(House damaged
& Received Relief):
Households
who sustained
house damage,
and received
Immediate Relief
Assistance
(Rs. 10,000/-)

12

Sample Group B

(House not
damaged &
Received Relief):
Households who did
not sustain house
damage, and
received Immediate
Relief Assistance
(Rs. 10,000/-)

Sample Group C

(House damaged &
No relief received):
Households who
sustained house
damage, and
did not receive
Immediate Relief
Assistance
(Rs. 10,000/-)

Sample Group D

(House not
damaged & No
relief received):
Household who
did not sustain
house damage,

and did not receive

Immediate Relief
Assistance
(Rs. 10,000/-)




Five households from each of the above Sample Groups were selected randomly resulting in a final selection of 20 Households from each of the
198 wards, with a final sample of 3960 Households. (If adequate humber of households was not found in any category, households from the
next higher vulnerable category in the same ward or nearby ward were selected).

Research Tool

A structured questionnaire, with close-ended questions associated to the determined research objectives was developed by the research team,
under the guidance of the Advisory Committee, Kerala Institute of Local Administration (KILA), Local Self Government Department (LSGD),
Kudumbashree, UNICEF and sector experts.

The themes and variables covered in the questionnaire reflected key principles of the AAP approach, as the tool prioritized gathering information
around the communities’ views and concerns; their feedback on community participation and engagement during recovery; current status

of affected populations’ housing and livelihoods; reach of flood related social and financial assistance; status of children; grievance redressal
systems; disaster preparedness measures of the community.

The household survey questionnaire- Annexure 2.

Data collection and Monitoring

The household survey (perception assessment tool) was administered to 3960 households in 90 Gram Panchayats, 8 Municipalities and 1
Municipal corporations in the 7 study districts. Each household was geotagged through the data collection mobile app, and data was displayed on
the JPP-I portal in real time.

Data quality was monitored and cross verified by the District Missions of Kudumbashree. The District Coordinators and District Master Trainers
provided continued support to the field investigators. Enumerator Work Sheets (to be filled and submitted by investigators on each day) were
verified by the Kudumbashree District Coordinators. District Master Trainers conducted surprise visits to the field to monitor the Community
Facilitators. District Coordinators cross checked and verified the feedback of 4 Households in each LSGI either through direct visits or over the
phone, thus monitoring 20% of data collection in every LSGI.

The Program Management Unit cross checked and verified the real time data as displayed on the portal, checking for mismatches or
inconsistencies between the responses of households, time taken for completing the household survey, mismatches with the Enumerator Work
Sheet and other data entry errors.

13



Q ua | itative i nqu i ry Scheduled Castes/Tribes: Persons belonging to scheduled
caste or tribes, including tribal head.

The qualitative data collection took place between October

and December, 2019 by the resource persons of KILA. 56

FGDs (eight per district) and 49 KlIs (seven per district)

were conducted across the study districts.

==ije
==ije
==ilje

Fisher-folk or daily wage labourers: Persons relying
on fishing and fishing related livelihoods (from coastal
districts) and those reliant on daily wage work (from
non-coastal districts).

Focus Group Discussions
(FGDs)

The qualitative inquiry aimed to gather more in-depth

-

S

Women headed households/ Women micro-entrepreneurs:
Women primarily responsible for households (widows,
single women) and women engaged in micro-production/

4

“'
‘Y

and granular information regarding the community’s - service enterprises.
experience during and after the floods, and the impact of
this disaster on their lives, livelihoods and wellbeing. L

Migrant workers: Labourers from other states who were
present during the flood.

Sampling

A purposive sampling methodology was employed to
select participants for FGDs. The 99 LSGIs selected in
the quantitative sample were clustered based on their
geographical terrain into high, mid and low lands. From
each region, LSGIs were selected guided by ensuring
variation in terms of nature of disaster (land slide areas, Elderly: Persons above the age of 60 years
flood only); region (coastal areas, hilly) and agrarian i (male and female).

patterns. Resource Persons conducted Transect Walks
in designated LSGIs to better understand the extent of
damage and impact. A total of 56 FGDs, and the LSGIs
selected for FGDs can be found in Annexure 3.

Agricultural labourers and cultivators: Marginal farmers
engaged crop growing or labourers whose major source of
income is from agriculture related daily work.

¢
p

=L
i

¢
»

Adolescents: Persons between the ages of 10 and 18
(male and female).

The following vulnerable groups were identified and
prioritized for FGD participation, as they were particularly

impacted by the floods: [

Differently-abled and their caregivers: The persons with
disability (physical/developmental) and their care-givers.

14



Each FGD engaged ten to twelve people (7-8 from affected HHs and the remaining from unaffected HHs) from each vulnerable group, (members
with shared characteristics, as defined by the 8 vulnerabilities identified). An effort was made to select FGD members to reflect a range of
vulnerabilities like loss of house, livestock, crops, family members etc. Participants were identified and mobilized with the help of LSGI officials
and the logistical support were also provided by LSGIs.

Development and administration of research tool

A semi-structured, inductive qualitative tool was developed to capture the community’s experience with disaster, relief and recovery. Each
discussion was led by a trained facilitator, using a semi-structured interview guide, containing open ended questions and probes to encourage
active participation and in-depth discussion by all participants.

The interview guide included questions on awareness around the disaster; relief, rehabilitation and reconstruction activities of the government,
perceptions about voluntary action, how LSGIs are integrating disaster preparedness in local planning, awareness of the ecological impacts of
disasters and willingness to adopt behavioral changes for reducing risks. Informed consent was taken among all respondents, and each FGD was
audio recorded for transcription purposes. The brief transect walk report and FGD transcripts were analyzed and consolidated by KILA to develop
each FGD report.

The FGD protocol guide - Annexure 4.

Key Informant Interviews (KII)

The key informant interviews aimed to collect insights from community experts and leaders, who would provide first hand and in depth
information about the community, their experience with the disaster, recommendations around best practices and mitigation measures for future
disaster events.

Sampling
Key Informants in each LSGI were identified based on the nature of information that the study aimed to gather and gain more clarity on. A list

of potential key informants was prepared, and based on relevance to data required and availability, individuals were approached for in-depth
interviews. In each district, 7 KIIs were conducted, amounting to a total of 49 KlIIs in this study.

15



The description of shortlisted individuals who were contacted for KIIs.

r.-.

[

01 02

District
authorities

LSG
functionaries

Department
official

Tehsildar

Elected Revenue officer
representatives and
officials, including
the panchayat
president or

secretary.

At the senior,
middle and
field level.

Including District
Collector, sub-
collector, deputy
collector (concerned
with Disaster
Management)

Livelihood
officers or
experts

Civil Society
functionaries

Village
officer

Frontline '
functionaries J

Kudumbashree or B
government field -
workers, volunteers
supporting the
community on the
ground during the
crisis.

Members of NGOs/
CSOs engaged
in disaster
management

Professionals
in the fields

of agriculture,
animal husbandry,
fisheries etc.

Village
administrator

o
pesrs

|
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Development and administration of
research tool

A semi-structured interview guide was prepared to facilitate the face to
face interviews. The guide contained an outline of open-ended questions,
with necessary probes. The in-depth interviews were administered by
District Resource Persons belonging to the KILA network and trained in
conducting qualitative research techniques.

The interview guide included questions on measures taken prior to

the floods; relief, rehabilitation and reconstruction activities of the
government; steps taken for disaster preparedness and mitigation; effect
of floods on specific livelihoods; recommendations for communications
with community and disaster risk reduction in future. Informed consent
was taken among all respondents, and each KII was audio recorded for
transcription purposes.

The KII interview guide- Annexure 5.

Capacity building for feedback
collection

Separate specialized trainings were provided by KILA to investigators
conducting qualitative and quantitative inquiries, as different skill sets
needed to be developed in accordance with each type of inquiry.

Two day training was provided to field investigators on the quantitative
survey instrument, usage of mobile based data collection app, uploading
of data, and data quality checks. As part of this process, the survey tool
was field tested to ensure appropriate logic and flow.

Two day training on the FGD and KII tools, community facilitation,
moderating discussions, and other qualitative inquiry skills were also
facilitated by KILA. These tools were also pre-tested and further refined.

17
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FINDINGS

The mixed methods data collection was conducted among 3960 households and yielded rich
insights into communities’ experiences with the rebuilding and recovery processes, a year
after the floods. Data was analysed in real time as feedback collection continued on the
ground and data was uploaded to the JPP-I portal. The qualitative inquiry complemented
and added depth to the quantitative household survey questions, and both sets of findings
were corroborated and triangulated to arrive at the study’s insights.

The quantitative and qualitative study components aimed to understand the extent

to which the affected populations were engaged and consulted during rebuilding their
views on the recovery process, their access to social protection and grievance redressal
mechanisms, as well as the impact of the disaster on their housing, livelihoods and
disaster risk reduction efforts being taken at the household level.

3.1 Community awareness of
government interventions

Several government assistance interventions were made available to communities following
the floods, to facilitate post disaster recovery. Surveyed households and FGD respondents
were asked about their awareness of such schemes, and the extent to which they were
able to avail of these interventiosn for rebuilding houses and recovering assets after the
floods. They were asked where they received information about these interventions. The
feedback collection also sought to identify how many households were consulted by the
government, as well as the personnel that conducted the consultations, and the nature of
these discussions.




Awareness about Government Schemes & Interventions:
By population group
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Various schemes and interventions Information sources from which

community received information
about Government programmes

of the Government that community
is aware of

Most commonly known schemes of the government: State level Sources of Information on Government programs: State level

Sources of Information on Government programs

87
— o Newsperers/Ty/ oy I
Financial assistance of Rs. 10000 for families Radio/Social Media
_ 42 affected/displaced by floods °
Il Assistance for house repair/reconstruction LOC3| Ieaders/LSGI/ o.o.o 63
] 40 Kudumbashree members gyy
I Interest-free loan through Kudumbashree
38 Increased/free ration in ration sho, /ﬁ\
ps .
g 20 during August - October 2018 Nelghbourhood /ﬁ\ﬁ _ 43
c
m Repair/reconstruction of roads & bridges
29 B Compensation for crop less Government officials TTT _ 32
20 Repair/reconstruction of anganwadi/ 5 o an = o 15
Provision of additional working days under o,
N 14 MGNREG Scheme o
8 B Compensation for animal husbandry loss .. . . .
Compensation for fisheries loss The majority of respondents (88%) reported relying on news and media for their
| 1 = Any other scheme information on government schemes and programs. Approximately a third of the
0 20 40 60 80 100 respondents reported receiving this information from government officials.

o)
% In discussions with population groups, it was revealed that information was

primarily communicated through mass media platforms. Local community radio
stations and government functionaries proved to be particularly successful in

The most commonly known schemes among respondents were the Immediate reaching vulnerable groups with necessary information.

Relief Assistance of Rs. 10,000/- (87%), and financial assistance for house
repair/reconstruction (83%). More than 40% were aware about free ration

shops and interest free loans through Kudumbashree. Lowest awareness “ Information was obtained “ We received information about flood
was on compensation for losses incurred in animal husbandry (14%), and from mainly Panchayat relief from ST promoter, ward member
fisheries (8%). officials and through media ” and village officer, who helped us in

obtaining our entitlements ’,
Discussions on information received on different kinds of schemes on relief

and rehabilitation, revealed variations among the population groups. While
most respondents were of the opinion that information around government
schemes was accessible and clear, some respondents felt that the information
they had received was at times inadequate or unclear.

Agricultural labourer FGD,
Thrissur SC/ST FGD, Wayanad
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I In discussions with key informants, it was found that information about relief and
: rebuilding information was also circulated by panchayat members, neighbourhood
1 groups (Ayal Sabha, Ward Development), and in the newspapers.
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The highest rates of consultation (over 60%) were reported in three
districts — Idukki (66%), Wayanad (65%) and Alappuzha (62%).

Community consultation by the

Government regarding the needs

of the community Community consultation by Government regarding the needs

of the community: By population group
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households reported that they were consulted on their post flood needs they had with them ,’

and their perspectives on returning to normalcy.
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Personnel conducting community consultations:
By population group

Who consulted the community on

recovery related issues?
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3.2 Views and Perceptions of Flood Affected People on

Recovery process

Understanding affected communities’ experiences with the rebuilding and recovery process was central to the objectives of the JPP-I. Through
the mixed methods inquiry, households affected by the floods were asked about their views on the post disaster recovery process. This included
asking them about their priorities during the recovery process, their perceptions on repair and reconstruction of public infrastructure, their

local government’s initiatives toward mitigating the impacts of future disaster events, and their overall satisfaction with the government’s

interventions to rebuild infrastructure after the floods.

Priorities of flood affected

population

Priorities of flood affected communities: State level

55
I 41 . .
Repair/reconstruction of house
_ 29 Disaster related early warning system and
other mitigation and preparedness measures
_ 27 I Health facilities
_.G_)‘ I Livelihood restoration
g 27 Drainage of inundated water
_ 27 - Rebuilding of damaged public infrastructure
like roads, bridges, schools etc
22 Safe drinking water
Education of children
19 Water for domestic and irrigation
purposes
[ | 6
0 20 40 60 80 100

At the time of the survey, though a year had passed since the floods, 55% of
households reported that ‘repair and reconstruction of houses’ remained their
highest priority. This was followed by 41% households stating the need for
‘Disaster related early warning system and other mitigation and preparedness
measures’.

Conversations with vulnerable populations revealed that the compound effect
of livelihood loss and losses on other fronts (lives, livestock, housing, assets/
equipment), as well as pre-existing debts cumulatively pushed vulnerable social
groups into debt related crises. Respondents belonging to various marginalized
groups revealed that government financial assistance was crucial for people
rebuilding their houses. According to them, most completely damaged houses
had been rebuilt and repaired.

Going forward, they emphasized that the government should prioritize
addressing livelihood loss and restoration, household and asset restoration/
repair, and reinstating community infrastructure.
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Perception of community on repair/reconstruction of Public Infrastructure

Perception of community on repair/reconstruction of Public
Infrastructure: State level
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100 been fully repaired, and 44% report that infrastructure has been partially
repaired.
80
61 57

€0 a9
=S 44

40 34

29 30
24 25 23
18 19
20 15 15 15 17
11 8
5 2 =i 1
0 | H |
Alappuzha Ernakulam Idukki Kottayam Pathanamthitta Thrissur Wayanad

Fully repaired I Not repaired
B Partially repaired B Don’t know/remember

24



At the district level, among the subgroups that reported public infrastructure damage, over 20% households in three districts (Idukki,
Pathanamthitta and Wayanad) reported that these have been fully repaired. The highest reporting of partial repair was in Ernakulam District
(66%) and Pathanamthitta (49%).

Conversations with vulnerable groups on loss of or damage to community assets shed light on the range of damage that was experienced
across the districts, and how these differed from region to region. Vulnerable groups such as women, the elderly and differently abled were
disproportionately affected by such damage. The process of repair and reconstruction was still underway, at the time of feedback collection, with
damage to roads and drinking water facilities affecting daily lives.

“ Many wells and ponds were contaminated with soil and silt in Idukki, resulting in water shortages. We were totally isolated as we could not
connect with our dear ones staying away ”

Elderly FGD, Idukki

66 Not only was the school building damaged, but all the computers in the school and all the books in school library were also lost. The damage
of roads led to lot of transportation problems including affecting children’s ability to go to school ,’

Adolescents FGD, Pathanamthitta

Damage to bunds and canals was a major cause of inundation, disproportionately affecting particular geographies and communities, as seen
from the grave flooding in the low-lying areas of Kuttanad (spanning Alappuzha, Kottayam and Pathanamthitta districts). Several hundreds of
families from Kuttanad had to remain in relief camps due to delays in repair of bunds in Alappuzha district. Bunds and canals were reportedly
not properly maintained and managed prior to the floods, potentially resulting from a lack of clarity around which government department is
responsible for upkeep and management of bunds and canals.
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Perception of community on

Government interventions in
mitigating future disasters

Community’s overall satisfaction with Government
interventions towards rebuilding: State level

5% households reported that
% they were highly satisfied
S with the government’s
rebuilding interventions, and
Highly satisfied 53% households reported
B Satisfied being satisfied. Only 14%
of households reported
B Neutral being unsatisfied with the
Il Unsatisfied measures the government
Not answered had taken towards rebuilding

and repair after the floods.

Community’s overall satisfaction with Government
interventions towards rebuilding: By district
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In 6 out of 7 districts, over 50% of the households reported being either
satisfied or very satisfied with the government’s rebuilding interventions
and efforts. Satisfaction with such efforts was seen to be highest in
Thrissur (66%) and Pathanamthitta (57%) districts.



Vulnerable groups, during discussions, mentioned that

the schemes and services launched by the Government to
rebuild the state, formed the core support structure for the
rehabilitation of affected people. However, some felt that the
compensations provided by the Government were inadequate
for them to recover their losses, and that compensations

were not always commensurate with actual losses. They also
highlighted the need to recognize that different livelihoods have
distinct criticalities that need to be revived in order to restore
livelihood security. Instances were mentioned of individuals and
households who were not eligible for compensation, receiving
such packages, and therefore the selection and identification
methodology was called into question by some marginalized
community members. They recommended instituting instead, a
decentralized system which enables local communiteis to have a
greater voice and join in the development of a more discerning
system for the estimation of losses.

Across districts, vulnerable groups noted that relief camps
were exceptionally well organized and functioned smoothly,
while upholding the tenets of dignity and respect, and ran
without biases and differential treatment. Rescue operations
were carried out successfully and relief camps made available
through swift response from the State Government that rapidly
mobilized LSGIs, police and voluntary forces (fisher community,
civil society volunteers). Most groups acknowledged the
exemplary role played by local officials. LSGIs took initiative

to ensure inter-departmental coordination and facilitate public
participation in rescue and relief efforts. Respondents reflected
on the peace and harmony that was maintained by people in
relief and rescue operations, and that this set a good example
for adolescents to emulate.

6‘ Everyone was treated alike and respected, everybody got new
clothes, people shared a camaraderie that extended well after the
camps closed, having built new bonds of friendship ”

Fisher community FGD, Thrissur

Providing care and services to the differently abled and the

elderly during this time proved to be challenging, as their special
circumstances made it difficult to evacuate them and respond to their
needs in an emergency context. Differently abled children and their
caregivers reported feeling isolated and distressed during the floods,
as they were not able to move to relief camps.

“ My son is autistic. I tried to bring him to the camp, but it was
difficult as he has epilepsy. This is particularly triggered when he is
scared and we can’t predict it ,’

Differently abled and caregivers FGD, Thrissur

During discussions with key informants, it was mentioned that local
authorities closely monitored the functioning of each camp to the
best of their ability. LSGs nominated nodal officers for each camp
(teachers, medical officers, tribal promoters, etc.) to ensure timely
services, and perform supervisory functions. ASHAs and Anganwadi
workers were present at several camps, providing counseling and
nutrition services (take home rations for children), and helping
households apply to relief schemes. Some challenges were also faced
by local authorities and government functionaries in providing relief.
LSGs mentioned that they did not have enough boats/equipment to
reach every camp, thus impacting relief activities. Frontline workers
mentioned that relief camps could have been more effectively
organized if officials had received more training about how to mobilize
in disaster settings.
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3.3 Social Protection issues and Grievance Redress System

Several schemes and assistance interventions were made available by the government to aid houses in recovery and rebuilding after the floods.
Households were asked about the flood related assistance and entitlements that they received from the government, loans taken to cover
recovery and rebuilding costs, and the timeliness and adequacy of these measures. In addition to this, the inquiry covered grievance redressal
mechanisms and processes undertaken in situations where entitlements were not available, the extent to which grievances had been resolved,
and the timeframe for such resolution. Finally, children’s experience with post disaster trauma, their recovery process, and the impact this had
on their school and college attendance were explored.

Flood related assistance/entitlements

received by the community

Flood related assistance and entitlements received by
the community: State level

62

Financial assistance of Rs. 10,000 for affected/
31 displaced by floods

Increased/free ration from ration shops during

I
_ 24 = August - October
L

I Interest free loan through Kudumbashree

Financial assistance for repair/reconstruction
of houses

8 7 Additional working days under MGNREGA Scheme
4‘3 I 4 I Compensation for crop less
n Loan from Kerala Financial Corporation/Ujjeeva-
3 na loan from Banks or any other floods-related
loans from Banks
1 Compensation for animal husbandry loss
1 B Compensation for fishery related loss A majority of households reported having received assistance from the
*Cash for Work’ assistance from Kudumbashree Government in one form or another, with 62% stating that they were
1 or NGOs recipients of the Immediate Relief Assistance of Rs. 10,000/-, and 31% of
0 m:;f;:trigmo?r‘sayment of loans/Waiver of the households having received increased or free ration between August and
September, 2018. 24% of households reported having availed of interest free
0 20 40 60 80 100 loans through Kudumbashree.
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Flood related assistance and entitlements received by compensations for crop loss, and animal husbandry loss were made

the community: By district . available to some households, those engaged in fisheries, trade
and micro-entrepreneurship expressed their difficulty in securing
In 5 out of 7 districts, over 60% housesholds reported the receipt of the compensation for the losses they incurred.

Immediate Relief Assistance amount of Rs. 10,000/-. Over 30% households
of four districts, reported receiving free or additional ration, highest

proportion of households reporting such assistance, in Wayanad (63%). ‘6 Small traders’ loss was not compensated as the intensity of loss was

not fully recorded by the authorities ”

Discussions with livelihood based vulnerable groups found that

compensation availability varied between livelihoods. While monetary Micro-entrepreneurs FGD, Pathanamthitta
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Alappuzha Ernakulam Idukki Kottayam Pathanamthitta Thrissur Wayanad
Financial assistance of Rs. 10,000 for affected/displaced Compensation for fishery related loss Il Interest free loan through Kudumbashree
by floods
Y Compensation for trade/production/service/ I ‘Cash for Work' assistance from Kudumbashree or NGOs
Il Financial assistance for repair/reconstruction of houses tourism related loss . . . .
Loan from Kerala Financial Corporation / Ujjeevana loan
I Compensation for crop loss Additional working days under MGNREGA Scheme from Banks or any other floods-related loans from Banks
B Compensation for animal husbandry loss Increased/free ration from ration shops during August Moratorium on payment of loans / Waiver of interest of
- October loans

I Any other scheme (Specify)
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Apart from government aid, several NGOs and CSOs also provided
financial assistance and loans to help people purchase household
appliances, livelihood related equipment, and to help pay for repair of
houses. Interest free loans made available through the Kudumbashree
network were valued by many vulnerable groups and perceived to be a
crucial resource that helped families setup their homes and restart their
lives. Kudumbasree’s support through Self Help Groups for female micro-
entrepreneurs in the rebuilding process was widely acknowledged. In-kind
donations also compensated for material losses incurred by many families.

6‘ Several agencies, sponsors and individual community members
helped. They donated household appliances, study materials for children
(books and bags), furniture and clothes. Drinking water sources were
restored, one man from the community (Dominic, Mananthavady)
brought his motor and cleaned all the wells in the area. ’,

Women’s FGD, Wayanad

Awareness about Grievance

Redressal Systems

Awareness about Grievance Redressal Systems: State level

The majority of surveyed

HHs aware of households were aware of the

mechanisms 69° various mechanisms available

for registering % for registering grievances with
grievances the government on flood related

schemes and entitlements.
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Awareness about Grievance Redressal Systems: By district
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Awareness and Engagement

Grievance Redressal

Registration of grievances by households: State level

Respondents reported that they

approached the authorities

with grievances or registered
35% grievances through a formal

grievance redressal mechanism.



Who approached authorities with

grievances on flood related Schemes?

Registration of grievances by households: By district
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Registration of grievances by households: By population group
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of grievances by households: By sample groups
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Households who sustained
house damage, and either
had (A) or had not (C)
received Immediate Relief
Assistance (IRA), reported
the highest grievance
registration with 47%
registering grievances.

agricultural labourers (42%).

In discussions, vulnerable groups revealed that complaints and
grievances were filed largely around financial assistance needs for
house repair and livelihood loss, and response to non-receipt of
benefits and entitlements. Respondents reported registering such
complaints with their village offices, or their District Collectorates.

LSGs across districts reported having received complaints of ineligible
households getting IRA of Rs. 10,000/-, as well as from households
stating that the IRA amount was insufficient for rebuilding houses.
LSGs said that these complaints were being considered by the review
committee, and that better mechanisms need to be devised in future
to identify genuine beneficiaries for disaster related assistance. One
factor that caused eligible households to not receive compensation,
was due to the loss of proper land records, which LSGs said must be
accounted for in future disaster settings.

Yes
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How far Grievances have been addressed by authorities

How far Grievances have been addressed by authorities:

State level

Of HHs who
registered grievances

Fully addressed
Il Partially addressed
B8 Not addressed
[ Don't know/remember

Of households who
registered grievances,
10% reported that
their complaints have
been addressed fully,
and 25% that their
issues have been
addressed partially by
the Government or
appropriate authorities.

How far Grievances have been addressed by authorities:

districts, with 16%

fully addressed, to

fully addressed in
Wayanad district.
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Across the vulnerable population groups surveyed, over 10% of
grievances had been fully resolved among 5 of the 8 groups, and
over 20% partially resolved among 7 of the 8 groups.

Qualitative findings revealed that based on some complaints, officials
conducted reassessments of house damage, and enhanced financial
assistance. However, this was only possible in some instances, and
several complaints were still pending with the District Collectorates.



Time taken to resolve grievances

Time taken to resolve grievances: State level
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Over 20% grievances were resolved within one month in 5 of the 7 districts,
and resolved within 3 months in 6 of the 7 districts. However, 43% grievances
in Alappuzha and 35% in Pathanamthitta took over 6 months to resolve.
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Loans availed by community after the floods

Loans availed by community after the floods: State level
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Loan availed by community after the floods: By district.
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Ernakulam district had the highest portion of households availing of bank
loans at 13%, with the lowest in Wayanad, at 6%.

Marginalized groups spoke of livelihood and income related losses that they
incurred, which when combined with pre-existing loans and debts put them
in precarious financial situations. They reported a dire need for monetary
support in rebuilding homes and reviving livelihoods. Many vulnerable
communities emphasized the role that government compensations played in
restoring financial and livelihood security. However, compared to the extent
of devastation, many felt that the compensation was not adequate, resulting
in several households having to arrange funds from different sources.
Kudumbashree’s interest free loan was reportedly highly beneficial in this
situation, and respondents recommended that similar community loaning
mechanisms be made available in future disaster situations.



Loan utilization

Loan utilization: State level Loan utilization: By district
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Households who availed of loans primarily used the additional finances for

house construction and repair (58%), for purchase of household appliances Livelihood related purposes B9 Construction/repair of house
o . K . o
(36 /0)’ and for livelihood revival (35 /0)' Il Food, Cloths and other personal and family needs Purchase of household appliances
I Education B Health

~

The same trend was seen at the district level in terms of how financial
spending was prioritized, except for Wayanad District, where more
households utilized the loan for livelihood related purposes (35%) followed by
purchase of household appliances (25%) and health related needs (25%).

Discussions with marginalized groups revealed that loans were not always
used for their designated purpose, and that people sometimes used the funds
across multiple purposes. Several groups reported they used funds to meet
health and educational needs of their children, even though this priority was
not reflected to a high extent in the findings from the household survey.
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Timeliness and adequacy of loans

Timeliness and adequacy of loans: State level

Of households who received loans,

57 57% reported that the amount
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State
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processing was timely, the amount
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Timeliness and adequacy of loans: By district
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The perception that the loan amount was adequate and process in a

timely manner was over 50% in 5 out of 7 districts. 57% of surveyed
households in Ernakulam, and 38% in Idukki reported that the loan amount
was inadequate, though received on time. 27% households in Alappuzha
experienced delay in receiving the loan amount.
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] < time. However, 31% of households
|

Impact on education

Impact on attendance: State level

539%b of total HHs have school/college going children

Of these

Of these, in 45%

53% 45% households, attendance

. was temporarily impacted
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affected school 2% attending school/
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2%
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Temporarily affected after floods I Permanently affected after floods B8 No effect

Impact on attendance: By district Immediate impact on
' school and college
attendance was

100 reported by over 50%
households in 4 out of
80 77 7 districits. The least

impact on attendance

60 was seen in Kottayam
£ a4 and Wayanad. The
40 study sample in Idukki
had the highest portion
20 ‘ | | | 19 of students permanently
discontinuing school and
2 college going, resulting

Alappuzha Ernakulam Idukki Kottayam Patha_na Thrissur Wayanad from the flood (4%) (9
mthitta households).



Disaster related psychological

impacts on children

Post disaster trauma among children: State level
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Post disaster trauma among children: By district
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Over 15% occasional symptoms of post disaster stress were reported in 5
out of 7 districts. Surveyed households in Idukki district reported the highest
proportion of children exhibiting repeated (11%) and occasional (34%)
symptoms of post disaster stress.

Repeatedly Ml Sometimes [l Never [ Don't know/remember
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Post disaster trauma recovery: State level

9 - 3% households stated that at
o . 37 the time of survey, children
n 5 affected by disaster related
stress had not yet recovered
0 20 40 60 80 100 from these symptoms.

%

Recovered fully Bl Recovered somewhat Not Recovered

In discussion with adolescents on the impact that the floods had on their
lives, it was revealed that children had been deeply impacted by the
natural disaster. The experience had exposed them to psychological stress
and trauma, and youth were found to have an increased fear of water and
rain, anxiety regarding vulnerability to future disasters, stress around the

uncertainty and fragility of life, and increasing pessimism about their future

prospects. Participants in the discussion mentioned the positive impact
brought about by the sensitive attitudes of teachers and school staff
toward the students who had experienced such stress. The governments
health departments were also credited with helping households cope
with post-traumatic stress, and with enabling parents to better help their
children’s experiences with symptoms of the disaster related trauma.

6‘ The health departments placed counsellors in relief camps to help
people cope with the trauma, and children have been provided with
counselling in schools. ”

FGD, Kottayam

The discussions also brought to light two separate contexts within which
children experienced disaster related stress.

These included their home environment (house damage, household asset
loss) and their school environment.

a) Home Environment:

Physical Loss: Experience of loss of or damage to their physical home had
a deep impact on children of all ages, particularly in locations where the
floods escalated quickly.
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‘6 I was not at home during flood because I went for National
Service Scheme (NSS) program. From the camp, I went straight
to the relief camp. Our entire house was damaged in the flood ’,

Adolescent FGD, Wayanad

Livelihood Loss: Adolescents recounted that the livelihood

loss and financial insecurity felt by the family had contributed
significantly to the trauma they experienced after the floods. This
was particularly expressed by adolescents whose families rely

on agriculture, fishing and daily wages. The financial insecurity
resulted in worries regarding future study prospects and
resources. Moreover, their families’ abilities to recognize this stress
among children was limited, as a result of livelihood uncertainty.

b) School environment

Academic challenges: Students experienced loss of books and
study materials, as well as loss of school days due to damage to
schools, and conversion of schools to relief camps. The proactive
and positive role that schools and school authorities played in
reducing the impact of these losses, and helping their students
cope with these stresses, were highlighted by several respondents.
The adolescents emphasized the need for awareness building
around risk preparedness among school and college children.

“ We were able to compensate for the classes we missed with
the help of our teachers and classmates. The school gave us text
books and note books and our classmates helped us to rewrite the
lost notes ”

Adolescent FGD, Ernakulam

Documentation Loss: Loss of essential records such as mark
sheets, family identification documents (adhar card, ration card)
posed an urgent challenge to students who were actively applying
to and seeking admissions at colleges. In several such instances
the school authorities and the revenue department were credited
for facilitating the timely reissuance of necessary documents.



3.4 Housing and Livelihoods

Housing and livelihoods in the seven study districts were deeply impacted by the floods and landslides of 2018, and respondents were still in the
process of restoring these at the time of the survey. Respondents were asked about whether they had sustained damage to housing, the extent
to which their houses had been damaged, and the financial and technical assistance they had received from the government or external agencies
in rebuilding their houses. Impact of livelihoods was also explored in detail, especially among vulnerable population groups, looking at the nature
of the impact, extent to which communities had been able to recover from setbacks to their livelihoods, and comparing their income at the time
of survey, to income levels prior to the floods.

Impact on Housing

Damage to housing: State level Damage to housing: By district

Over 50% households in 6 out of 7 districts reported experiencing house
damage, with Idukki (66%) and Alappuzha (62%) reporting the greatest
proportion of damage.
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Damage to housing: By population group Extent of damage to housing: By population group
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Among vulnerable population groups, the highest proportion of house damage g

reported was among persons with disabilities (71%), followed by women
led households and agricultural labourers (63%), SC/ST communities and
fisherfolk/daily wage earners (62%).

The greatest proportion of complete/structural damage to housing was
reported by agricultural labourers (18%), and women headed households
(14%). Over 20% respondents in 6 out of 8 vulnerable groups, reported
having experienced severe damages to housing.

According to discussions with vulnerable groups, along with housing damage,
the flood also led to water and sanitation issues. They experienced drinking
water shortages due to damaged wells and contaminated water sources, and
many toilets were damaged and rendered unusable. Female respondents
emphasized the disproportionate impact of such sanitation issues on women,
as many remained primarily responsible for house cleaning, inspite of the loss
of household appliances and the disaster context.

Extent of damage to housing: State level

Of those damaged

& o
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29% 27%
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Respondents recognized the invaluable support provided by organizations

Minor damages Floor, roof tiles, Partial wall and roof Wall and roof tile Structural damage (NSS NCC, Kudumbashree etcl) and community members, in the process of
(knee level electrical and/or tile damage (lintel/ damage and roof collapse ’ ! . - . ) !
flooding) plumbing damage doorframe level restoring homes to living condition and rebuilding the lives of those affected.

(moderate flooding) . flooding) Assistance was provided in the form of helping clear debris from houses,

conducting minor repairs, desilting wells and water bodies, cleaning roads and
lanes. Contributing not only their labour, volunteers used personal and official
resources and networks to provide assistance to people and resolve problems
as best as they could. In kind donations were also key to compensating for
some material losses incurred and restarting lives.

Among household who reported damage to housing, 29% experienced minor
damages, 27% had moderate damages, 34% had severe damages and 10%
experienced complete structural damage to housing.
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Financial assistance for repairing

and reconstructing houses

Financial assistance for repairing and reconstructing houses:

State level
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Over 40% households in 3 out of 7 districts reported having received
financial assistance for house repair and reconstruction. Wayanad (85%) and
Kottayam (75%) districts had the highest proportion of respondents reporting
that they have not yet received government financial assistance to repair and
reconstruct homes.

Financial assistance for repairing/reconstructing houses:

By population group
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Over 30% of 6 of 8 vulnerable population groups reported receipt of financial
assistance towards house repair and reconstruction. Micro entrepreneurs
(45%) and women led households (38%) reported the highest receipt of
financial assistance for house reconstruction and repair.

In discussions with vulnerable groups, repair and reconstruction of damaged
houses were highlighted as critical priorities in the post flood period.
Respondents revealed that across districts, most houses that were completely
damaged had been rebuilt and partially damaged houses repaired, and

that government financial aid was crucial to several people in rebuilding
their houses. Financial aid was also supplemented by funds from NGOs and
corporates in many cases. However, there have been some instances where
this process has not gone as envisioned, as some families who received
financial aid had not yet begun reconstruction and repair due to issues with
their property; and some houses upon which revenue officials had conducted
formal damage assessments had not yet received financial aid.

LSG members also revealed that several Gram Panchayats across the districts
had worked with agencies to help repair and reconstruct damaged houses.
Village officers in select areas had coordinated volunteer efforts to clean and
repair houses, and contacted NRIs to assist with rebuilding of houses.
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Technical support in repair and

rebuilding of houses

Technical support in repair and rebuilding of houses:
State level
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Highest provision of technical support on disaster resilience based rebuilding
was most reported by respondents in Idukki (26%), Pathanamthitta (10%)
and Wayanad (10%) districts. This technical assistance was least reported in
Kottayam district.

Conversations with vulnerable groups found that the destruction caused by
the flood had increased awareness among communities around the need for
disaster resilient construction norms, as so far some construction bylaws and
regulations had not been strictly adhered to. In the absence of receiving
technical support on disaster resilient construction, several groups were
skeptical about the safety of the houses they had reconstructed, and their
ability to withstand future natural calamities. It was emphasized that disaster
resilient construction norms should be widely communicated and strictly
enforced.

“ We need to know how to build safe homes and safe schools. We
should do disaster proof construction as the causalities due to structures
collapsing is very high ,’

Adolescent FGD, Thrissur




Impact on Livelihoods

Impact on Livelihoods: State level
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Over 70% households in 5 out of 7 districts reported that the floods had
impacted their livelihoods, with the highest reporting of livelihood impact in
Wayanad (90%).

The floods’ impact on livelihoods ranged from complete devastation of
livelihoods to temporary disruption of income generation, directly or
indirectly affecting most people across districts. As seen from the survey
findings, FGDs corroborated that maximum damage was caused to
households dependent on the agriculture sector. Agricultural fields were
completely destroyed (including rubber, coffee, tea, areca nut plantations
in several locations of Kottayam, Idukki and Wayanad) due to floods and
landslides. Several farmers stated that agricultural land had become unfit
for cultivation due to mud silting, and collection of debris, changes in soil
structure and resulting losses in fertility. Therefore, several farmers were
unable to revive their agricultural yield. Floods had also caused destruction
of expensive agricultural machinery and equipment (irrigation systems,
pump sets etc.)

6‘ We had taken 20 acres of land for farming on lease signing an
agreement with the landlord and had begun cultivation. The flood destroyed
all our paddy fields and vegetable cultivation, and even the pepper and
coffee. Most of the coconut and areca nut trees also fell down during the

flood ,’

Agricultural worker FGD, Wayanad

“ Our Paddy fields are filled with mud, the presence of non-fertile soil in
the paddy fields badly affects the productivity of our land. As flood threats
remain for the next season, almost all of us have stopped farming ,’

Agricultural worker FGD, Kottayam

Those reliant on animal husbandry faced losses in the form of livestock
death, as well as lowered yields from livestock as a result of improper feed,
injury, diseases and stress they had experienced during the floods. Heavy
losses of animals like poultry, duck and cattle population were incurred
during the floods. For many households, animal husbandry was a primary
source of income while for others it served as a crucial buffer supplementing
their incomes. Farmers spoke of the efforts they made to save their animals
(helping cattle wade through water to safe places, shifting them to higher
places), however, many of them still perished.
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6‘ I had 16 cows and when the flood came, it was impossible to move all
of them to safer places. Some of them had fallen into the running water
and drowned ”

Farmer FGD, Thrissur

The fishing community was also affected by the floods in multiple ways.
Rough seas before and after the floods made it unsafe to go fishing,

and resulted in loss of fishing days. Among those practicising inland fish
farming, destruction of fish farms, and silting of ponds resulted in livelihood
loss. Several fisherfolk lost their boats, nets and other fishing equipment.

6‘ Our boats and nets were damaged in floods and we could not go to
work for months ”

Inland fisherfolk, fisherfolk FGD, Kottayam

The fragile livelihoods of micro entrepreneurs, cottage industries, and those
working in the hospitality sector were significantly disrupted by the floods.
While in some regions, shops and kiosks were totally destroyed, in others,
damage to goods and wares due to inundation led to losses. This was
compounded by an overall reduction in sales and purchasing power across
the community following the floods. Kudumbashree supported petty traders,
tailoring and bakery units, cottage industries and several other livelihood
activities were deeply impacted.

6‘ The Handlooms units were completely destroyed and those who work in
the handloom sector could not work or earn for a long time ”

Trader, Microentrpreneurs FGD, Enrakulum

LSG functionaries mentioned that several farmers and agricultural labourers
are yet to recover from the impact that the floods had on their livelihoods,
as the land has remained unfit for cultivation, soil structure has been
changed and soil has accumulated in paddy fields. Households dependent
on animal husbandry were also very affected as surviving cattles’ yield was
reduced due to improper feed, disease and stress, and it was reported that
many have left the animal husbandry sector since the floods.
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Restoration of Livelihood activities: State level
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In 4 out of 7 districts, over half the surveyed households reported being
able to restart their livelihood activities, and resume income generations.
Alappuzha (57%) and Pathanmthitta (50%) had the highest proportions of
households unable to livelihoods and income generation.

Don’t know/remember
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Government schemes for livelihood revival were crucial to several sectors
returning to income generation. In order to help people in the recovery
process, the Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme
(MNREGS) was revised to provide more number of working days to those who
affected by the floods, with the aim of serving as a buffer until livelihoods
were reinstated. This revision made paid labour available toward the effort

of clearing roads and removing sand from agricultural fields. However, many
groups reported that MGNREGS could have been more efficiently used in
rebuilding activities.

66 Through MGNREGS, sand filled in many paddy land was removed. It also
helped us to generate some income till our livelihoods could be revived ,’

Agricultaral worker FGD, Wayanad

Farmers reported receiving financial and in kind support from the government
in reviving their fields, and show signs of overcoming the disaster and
become more disaster resilient.

“ I am trying to forget what has happened in the floods, and want to
overcome the situation now. I got Rs. 17,000 from Krishibhavan as well as
some saplings. I have planted nutmeg and cardamom on my land and they

are growing. ’,
Agricultural worker FGD, Idukki

In Wayanad and other districts, LSG members stated that dairy and
agriculture subsidies were given to farmers. Gram Panchayats and NGOs
collaborated to give cattle to those whose cattle had perished during the
foods, as well as vaccinations to surviving cattle. To farmers, seedlings,
seeds, 75% subsidy on pump sets, free repair of pumps and clearning of
lands were provided by civil society and government functionaries. The
Choornikkara panchayat of Ernakulam District reportedly invested 32 lakh
rupees in the distribution of seeds, repair of pumps and implementing
measures to improve crop yield.

Income level before and after floods

Level of income before and after Floods 2018: State level

Post flood change in
HHs income level

1%—‘ 1%

43%
No change M Decreased
Il Increased Not answered

43% reported that they were able to generate income to match the levels
they were used to prior to the floods. 55% households surveyed said they
experienced a decrease in income level, as compared to before the floods,
while 1% said their income had seen an increase.
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Level of income before and after Floods 2018: By district

100
80
73 66
60
60 56 53 55
o 49 a9
=S 43 46 43
40 38
27 30
20
oL 0 [ o 1 1 2
Alappuzha Ernakulam  Idukki Kottayam Pathana- Thrissur Wayanad
mthitta

No change Bl Increased Bl Descreased

Over 50% households in 4 out of 7 districts reported experiencing a
decrease in income level after the floods, with the highest such reporting

in Idukki district (73%). The highest return to regular income levels was
seen in the districts of Pathanamthitta (55%) and Kottayam (53%). Minimal
increases in income levels were seen in Alappuzha, Wayanad, Thrissur and
Pathanamthitta.

FGDs shed light on the fact that a large humber of families were dependent
on animal husbandry, vegetable farming and fish farming as secondary or
supplementary sources of income. These incomes acted as an important
buffer, especially for those with irregular income levels. The floods therefore
destroyed these additional income generating opportunities along with the
primary livelihoods, exacerbating the livelihood challenges and debts.

‘6 I have 7 cows. During the flood cows were taken to a safer location. But
as they did not get proper feeding, milk production has been reduced to
10-12 liters a day from 40- 42 liters ”

Dairy farmer, Agricultural worker FGD, Kottayam
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3.5 Disaster Risk Reduction

An important aspect of the AAP approach and the JPP-Initiative is to help protect communities from future disaster events, and to mitigate

the negative impacts of these on communities’ housing, livelihoods, health and wellbeing. Therefore, households were asked about individual
and community level preparatory actions being taken to prepare for and safeguard against disasters, as well as measures being taken by local
authorities and governments. Community awareness around disaster proneness and risks, as well as respondents’ perceptions on additional
knowledge required in the community to safeguard against disasters was investigated. Finally, households’ perception of the need for insurance
against calamities, and their actual uptake of housing insurance were recorded.

Household level disaster preparedness

Household level disaster preparedness: State level Household level disaster preparedness: By district

100
1%
I_ 80 75
of households 70 65
surveyed 60 55 54 55 .
} Preparedness reported that e . a5 as as
measures 39% they had taken
40 34
taken by HHs e measures to " 30
to mitigate prepare for .
disasters disasters,
especially during 0 1 1 0 1 o 4
the monsoons. 0

Alappuzha  Ernakulam Idukki Kottayam Pathanamthitta Thrissur Wayanad

At the district level, over 40% households from 4 out of 7 districts, reported
that they were taking household level preparedness measures. Idukki (75%)
and Kottayam (70%) districts had the highest proportion of households not
taking such precautions.

Yes Il No Don’t know
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Disaster preparedness measures

taken by households

Disaster preparedness measures taken by households:
State level

} Preparatory actions taken by families
for safety against disasters:
Safe keeping of valuatics NN 87
and documents
Warning response and I 67
evacuation preparedness
Storage of emergency supplies [[NNENEGEENEGESGYE 60
Awareness of evacuation _ 41
routes and shelters
Knowledge of emergency
phone numbers _ 28

Safe storage of livelihood
related assets - 11

Insurance for self and family [Ji 6
Personal assets insurance | 2

0 20 40 60 80 100

%

Safekeeping of important documents and valuables was the highest reported
measure being taken by 87% households. This was followed by 67%
households staying attentive of media warnings and being evacuation ready
in the event of a disaster, and 60% stocking up on emergency supplies.
Measures such as insurance of important assets, family insurance, and safe
storage of livelihood assets were the least prioritized.
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Disaster preparedness measures taken by households: By district

100
80 79
61
60 59
ES
40
25
21
20
9
1 2
(0]
Alappuzha Ernakulam Idukki

Ensured availability of emergency supplies at home
like dry food, drinking water, torch, first aid kit, radio,
batteries/power banks, medicines etc

Always listen to warnings in media and willing to
evacuate upon receiving directions from authorities.

Over 80% of households in 5 of 7 districts reported that safekeeping

of important documents was their primary measure for future disaster
preparedness. This was followed by staying attentive to media disaster
warnings and stocking up on emergency supplies. In Wayanad and
Pathanamthitta, over 50% households said that they were staying aware of
evacuation routes and shelters.

The loss of important documents was corroborated in discussions with
vulnerable groups, who mentioned that this was a challenge that several
households faced. Getting these reissued was a long process and caused
delays in receipt of compensations. Several families had therefore prepared
document kits, storing them in plastic bags in the hope they would not get
damaged in the future.

Many also recognized that their vulnerabilities were enhanced due to their
delays in evacuation and taking timely action, because there wasn’t sufficient

Kottayam

I Aware of routes to evacuate on a disaster and nearby shelters.
I8 Important documents and valuable articles are kept safe.

Ensure safe storage of harvest, fodder and livelihood assets.

87
79

64

13

Pathanamthitta Thrissur

Wayanad

- All the family members including children know important
phone numbers to seek information and help during disasters.

Insured self and family members.

Insured important assets.

clarity about the gravity of the situation. Respondents mentioned that early
warning systems with efficient dissemination mechanisms should be set up

in communities, and improved response to warnings should be facilitated by
educating communities on appropriate actions following warnings from media
or government. They mentioned that information on thumb rules to follow,
as well as evacuation strategies and protocols in future disaster events must
be taught across the community. Though several groups highlighted the need
for insuring their homes, health and livelihood assets, few had opted for any
insurance scheme and felt they needed to get more knowledge about the
policies before they did so.

“ All families need to prepare a kit during rainy season including medicine,
important documents, transistor radio, torch, phone numbers of police
stations, neighbours, panchayat authorities....just in case ”

Fisherfolk FGD, Kottayam
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Local mitigation and preparedness

activities undertaken by authorities

Local mitigation and preparedness activities: State level

p Local mitigation and preparedness
activities taken up by the Government

According to 10% of
surveyed households, their
local governments has
taken measures to prevent
and mitigate future
disasters in their area,
however, 76% believe that
no such measures have
been taken.

Yes Bl No Don’t know

Local mitigation and preparedness activities: By district
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Over 70% households in 6 out of 7 districts reported being unaware of
any local disaster mitigation measures that had been undertaken by their
local authorities. In Kottayam, Ernakulam and Wayanad, over 15% of the
population was unaware of the situation.

The need to prioritize developing local mitigation measures for future disaster
events and the actions to be taken at the local or community level was
mentioned by several respondents during discussions. The sudden floods
caused multiple challenges to the community that the local government had to
respond to quickly. Several respondents acknowledged the crucial role played
by local officials, ensuring minimal response time, coordinating with other
departments, working with empathy and beyond the call of duty, facilitating
the relief camps and post flood rehabilitation. Households emphasized the
need to strengthen the role of Local Self Government Institutions (LSGIs)

in disaster mitigation and response, as well as the establishment of easily
accessible forums for seeking redress and accountability.

The availability of trained volunteers from within the community who could
provide immediate assistance was mentioned as a measure to instil a sense of
security among affected populations and reduce vulnerabilities. Such persons
with basic knowledge on disaster management, can better coordinate with
rescue and relief agencies and make crucial differences in providing timely
rescue and relief services.

Timely rescue and moving of affected communities to relief camps was one of
the most widely mentioned strategies by all groups. Establishing safe places
within each community, as well as permanent disaster shelters for use during
the process of evacuation, was highlighted as a way to ensure the safety of
vulnerable populations, such as the elderly and persons with disabilities.

These discussions also reflected upon deeper issues of ecological imbalance
and underlying factors influencing occurrences of disasters. Development
projects like roads, bridges and other construction works may cause
ecological disruption as a results of insufficient planning. Involvement of local
communities in development planning, road and bund construction, deepening
of canals was mentioned as an important first step. Groups also expressed
the need for greater accountability from local corporates (especially those
extracting natural resources) to local communities.

‘6 Deepening of canals and removal of blockades in the canals have been
undertaken to mitigate the extent of flooding in the future. The panchayat
committee decided to stop giving license for deepening of streams for fish

culture ’9

Agricultrual labourer FGD, Kottayam



Awareness about disaster prone

areas and disaster risks

Awareness of disaster risks: State level

} HHs that think their area is prone to disasters other than floods

%

Yes Il No Don’t know

Awareness about disaster proneness and disaster risks:
By district

91 01
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80
60
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40
20
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Alappuzha Ernakulam Idukkl Kottayam Pathana-  Thrissur Wayanad
mthitta

%

Awareness on disaster risks ranged widely between districts, from 75%
households in Idukki to 50% in Wayanad reporting awareness on such risks,
compared with 5% households reporting awareness in Pathanamthitta.
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Need for education among community on disaster risks

Need for education among community on disaster risks: Need for education among community on disaster risks:

State level By district
} HHs that think there is a need to educate people on disaster risk 100 Yes
B No
80 78 75
69
66
64% of households 60 64

64% reported that there is a
need to educate people
about the disaster risks of
their local regions.

°
>

40

55
49
38 35
28 24

i J C i I I i
: [1
Alappuzha Ernakulam Idukki Kottayam Pathana-  Thrissur Wayanad
mthitta

Yes Il No Don’t know

Over 50% households in 6 out of 7 districts expressed the need for disaster
education among the community, with the highest proportions in Ernakulam
(78%) and Idukki (75%). Only 35% households in Pathanamthitta expressed
the need for such training.

Households mentioned during discussions that certain regions, because of
their topography, are and will always be more vulnerable to the effects of
disasters. households mentioned during discussions. Several recognized this
and felt that vulnerable areas needed to be earmarked and listed, and their
residents given frequent disaster preparedness trainings, so that people can
continue to feel safe. They also reiterated that no construction should be
allowed in such high risk premises.




Community’s priorities on key disaster management information

Community’s priorities on key disaster management

information: State level

} HHs are interested to learn or receive information on:

Weather forecast and warnings

Preparation of family
disaster preparedness kit

Caring for elders/people with
special needs

Protecting houses and livelihoods

Insurance

Safe shelters

Healthcare at home

Contact details of relevant
Government offices

Community Emergency Plan

50
48
a7

36
22
21
20
20

19

20 40 60 80 100

%

Most households were interested in receiving information on weather
forecast and warnings on floods (50%), followed by preparation of family
disaster preparedness kit (48%).

Households were asked to comment on community level preparedness for
future disaster events, and the actions they felt necessary to undertake.
Communities stressed the need for improved disaster preparedness through
a socio ecological perspective, calling for changes at multiple levels.

Communities recognized the inadequacy of disaster warning
communications immediately preceding the 2018 disaster. This consequently
delayed their response and evacuation efforts, thereby compounding their
risks. Respondents felt that every individual in the community should

be educated about warnings, as well as the corresponding actions that

need to be undertaken by people in case a warning is issued. Analysis

of various group responses revealed three inter linked aspects about

the communications: timeliness, credibility and comprehensibility of
communications.

6‘ There were warning announcements, but most people did not take
them seriously.... People were afraid of fake warnings circulated in
social media ”

Adolescent FGD, Ernakulam

Several respondents articulated having felt helpless as they did not know
what to do and how to look after themselves, their families and assets

at the time of the disaster. Building community level knowledge on some
thumb rules to follow in the event of an emergency, as well as evacuation
strategies and protocols were emphasized as key components of disaster
preparedness.
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Insurance

Insurance Coverage: State level

Need for insurance against

natural calamities

Need for insurance against natural calamities: State level

2%— —6%
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Insurance Coverage: By district
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%

A small proportion of households reported having taken insurance coverage,
with 7% in Alappuzha and Ernakulam, compared with 3% in Idukki.
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— 5%
Of those that did not
have insurance at the
time of survey, HHs that
feel their houses should
be insured against
natural calamities

20%

75%

Yes B No Don’t know

Need for insurance against natural calamities: By district

100
81 Yes
80 | 76 76 78
67 73 71 B No
60
X
40
28
21 21
i I i i I i i I
; ]

Alappuzha Ernakulam Idukki Kottayam Pathana-  Thrissur

mthitta

Wayanad
Among those not covered by insurance, over 70% households in 6 out of 7
districts, expressed interested in taking insurance.

Qualitative findings too corroborated the high level of interest that households
expressed in purchasing insurance for their homes, health, livelihood assets.



LSGIs selected per District

District Pathanamthitta* Kottayam*

© 0 N O u A W N B+
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0o N o o1 A W N O

19

Total

Peringara
Kadapra
Niranam
Nedumpuram
Kuttoor
Koipuram
Kulanada
Aranmula
Ranni Perunadu
Vadaserikara
Kaviyoor

Thiruvalla**

12

** Municipalities

*** Municipality Corporation

Udayanapuram
Kumarakam
Thiruvarppu
Aymanam
Vechoor
Maravanthuruthu
TV Puram
Thalayazham
Vijayapuram
Arpookara
Ayarkunnam
Kallara
Kaduthuruthy
Manarcad

Kottayam**

15

All other LSGIs are Gram Panchayats

Thrissur*
Annamanada
Kuzhur
Chazhur
Parappukkara
Kadukutty
Eriyad
Edathiruthy
Orumanayur
Kadappuram
Pariyaram
Pudukad
Manalur
Sreenarayanapuram
Karalam
Vadakkekkad
Muriyad
Arimpur

Chalakudy**

18

Ernakulam*
Chendamangalam
Chittattukara
Kunnukara
Karumallur
Chengamanad
Cheranalloor
Kottuvally

Okkal
Kadungalloor
Vadakkekkara
Kanjoor
Vazhakulam
Ramamangalam
Paipra

Valakom
Pallippuram
Kalamassery**
Eloor**

Cochin
Corporation***

19

Alappuzha*
Kavalam
Pallippad
Karuvatta
Mannar
Thalavady
Edathua
Kainakary
Venmoney
Cheppad
Puliyoor
Punnapra South
Thakazhy
Ambalappuzha(N)
Ala

Alappuzha**

15

Idukki*
Vandiperiyar
Vellathooval
Vazhathope
Konnathady
Vannappuram
Kumily
Kamakshy
Udumbanchola
Upputhara
Devikulam

Kattappana**

11

Wayanad*
Kottathara
Edavaka
Vellamunda
Pozhuthana
Thavinhal
Thirunelly
Thariode
Panamaram

Mananthavady**
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Household Survey Questionnaire

Q1

A1

Q1la

Ala

Are you aware of various schemes and interventions of the state government, local government and other government
agencies for recovery and rebuilding Kerala after floods?

(I8QIMMDE al)MEWIAIM@D Mo al}M@ MG2RIeM@® 1MW A1NNW MVBHHNIE@ NI IMEBBRUS MSe{1RI0He3MM
GO 1HHBW)0 MI@HIME MaNIWEBRHSW)0 Eh(Y 12 MITHUBHE) @O IQIGMI?

Single response

63(0) 01000
1. Yesu 2. Nou
96N3 enplp|

If Yes, Q 1A, otherwise skip to Q 2
OO0 @RN1WI0 af)(MINEM: @3 G2l0BL0 1 af), MEILI af)IMIDEMN: T3 Gal0BL0 2

What are the various schemes and interventions of the state government, local government and other government agencies
for recovery and rebuilding Kerala after floods that you are aware of?

(IBEUdHo (MIoMNOM/EZ1RIRIN/MBERUIEOEMEB:1S68BU3 MSa1RI0BEM alRLMY 18118 MIs:UHE aBOMEIRIOo
B 1H68HMN 0 2)Jo MaNIWEBRAOBHN 2f)o @O0 1NY6eNS ?

Multiple response
63 le1us B0 OO0

1. Assistance for house repair/reconstruction
QI1S NOMIBNM@ 1Mo aEHE) 1ajem1@IM@ IMMBSB MaNIWo

2. Repair/ reconstruction of roads & bridges
BNIWYHHEBIBSWI0 aldRIBRSIBSW)0 BPQHINA 6T /oM@ M1@Endemo

3. Repair/reconstruction of anganwadi/schools/ hospital/ other public utilities
@oNMBOUIS /M) UB/@R)UDYAD /D) 6)aldMIMINIAIMEBREIHS @RQDBIQ6M 1/allM@M@amoemo

4. Financial assistance of Rs.10000 for families affected/displaced by floods
6NIBBE)Q]0B60 6NIOW 2] E)SI0MNIERUEHMEBE 10,000 0JnlINS MaNIWo



5. Compensation for crop loss
HIaH1MUD 12UBHNBS MaYal@ a0

6. Compensation for animal husbandry loss
HMYBHILNBU8 MNaUESOUBHNBE MaHal@laNd@o

7. Compensation for fisheries loss
Q@3N LENINLM Daldh@EMEBBREBY0 nNIMBHEB)0 MaHUE)A]SNUBHNBS WMAVaNIWo

8. Provision of additional working days under MGNREG Scheme
eMI¥1RN0A] alGLY QM3 B3SO @8 320l FlnMesRUd

9. Increased/free ration in ration shops during August - October 2018
6)NIBBE)Q]IH6DY0) 1M GUdaHo MVDBMY/@US1E BNaHN3

10.Interest-free loan through Kudumbashree o
HYS)06N (07 BRQ@HENSO NSNS alL 10001 (UOIal

88.Any other scheme (Specify) o
nle) a@36)(6)88§]f3_|30 MaNIWEBRU3 (@)D} MVaNIWAISEMAT) (U §HDIAIHE)) H:)

Q1b What are the information sources from which you received information about such schemes and programmes?
D IRV 1BHEBHN0 1230 MaNIWEBRAOSBHNN 210 af)6BREM @O 1aTIM)?

A1b Multiple response
amleiWleo HOM@o

1. Newspapers/TV/Social media/Radio
al(@0o/6)S2110NaH0B/ VMO BOWLD0/BGNWIGWI

2. Government offices / officials
MV@BHNIB 630a0° 1MV UB/DBBLINMNG

3. Local leaders/LSG members/ Kudumbashree

(J0BRUB B BMMDIBHUB/2M Al 1MW dE08/ Bx3S306NnI(UD)
4. Neighbours

@ O3H6)I3

88. Any others, please specify
00 aRBe®MEs R0 AWM @3 (U SBDDIBEb:)



Consultation with affected community about their needs :

Q2 Has any government or local government agencies consulted you or sought information about your needs and what needs to be done for
your recovery after floods?

(IBQIMAM0 TVIWIEM MRl 618BNUD1HMDIRIW] CNINWEHS oBOME: IR0 MVBHHIG OGBLONMINGOI MEGUD (MINJAIMEBBS 6]
2M 1N W]EHE80 @868 @0E |(0WEBREB)o @RYNUUDLEEREI0 @0 1WIM®1GRIQH)IQ ] MuEallafl@yemo?

A2 Single response

63(0) HOM(0
1. Yes 2. No 3. Don’t know /remember |
O6Ns enpaip| @0 wlelel / s80@malelel

If Yes, then Q 2A, Otherwise SKIP to Q 3
OO0 @OCD af)MIEIEMEB; 13 GaldBL0 2 af), @OLIORIN: TS G2l0Bi0 3

(Q2a Please specify, who consulted you on recovery related issues?

@06 Mers1md MM ANOIEEBRUE @ 10H6 1RO (U IBMAILHICNI?
A2a Multiple response

amlelWldo HOM@o

1. Panchayat/Muncipality/Corporation officials and members
al6rI0@@Oy/2M MU 1e]0el1G1/68:00@a]G0aH3 ©GBLONMUNE, 2M(Al@ MU E:03

2. Government officials
@9 MoMAIM MV@BHI@ OBBLONMNM@

3. Kudumbashree and other government agencies
SI06NI(UD)/DQ MMBHNIE MUNalMEBRUB

4. NGOs/others
(TUOMEL (MVORISMEUB/ BQIRHs 1810

Q3 Have you received any assistance under any of the schemes announced by the Government for flood-affected people?
(I8®o anIoUS12JNUBHs NOUNTEDMO (16U $9all2] a@eOMEss 1210 MIaNIWo M6BRUBHS) & 15115 EaN=0?
A3 Single response

63(0) Y000
1. Yesu 2. Nou
96N enplp|
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Q4

A4

Q5

A5

Qb5a

A5a

Are you aware of various mechanisms for registering grievances on schemes and entitlements related to floods?

(B G)@MIVEIOTVORAIW] ENIMOS MIEIMBEBHN 230 WMNMVaNIWEBBOSH(2MEBS al@I 1808 MVAB180mM@ 1Mo
al@1a09o BMSIM@ IMMES Mo TWIMEBROSHNIN 2] @HB:-UBH6 @O 1NIEENSI ?

Single response

63(0) Y000

1. Yes 2. No
906113 as]=X[=l]

Have you ever approached any authorities with grievances or have you registered greivances on schemes and entitlements related to
floods?

(I8® B 1MIDIOTVORAIW] NINWAAS RO 121}0 MIBSIA1EMBNT]B2J9 WMMANIWEDMHNN 1G240 al@I® QMW @803
QB3O 12130 @U@ 1668 MV allaf1@IMIENI0 ?

Single response

63(0) Y000
1. Yesu 2. Nou
e6N3 as]aliall

If Yes, then Q 5A otherwise SKIP to Q 6 .
DOM@0 GBOED af)(MISEMEB: 1M BaldBio 5 af), @RRIRIS: M0 GaldBi0 6

Were your grievances addressed?
OBHBIOS al@I® ] al@1aN@1H866)0]6S0?

Single response
63(0) Y000

1. Fully
al}@EMMOW)0 al@laN@ 12

2. Partially
ROUTHAW] al@laN@ o))

3. Not addressed .
al@lan@B00]g eIl

If Fully, then Q 5B, otherwise SKIP to Q 6
OO0 mg@emmocmgo al@1a0@12J) af)NIEIEMER; 13 GaldB 0 5 6N, BPLICLIHN, T3 GaldBo 6
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Q5b How much time did it take to resolve the grievances?
MIBHEYAS @I al@1aN@ 186008 of)(@ VAo GOUETET UM ?
ASb Single response
63(0) HOM(0
1. 0-1 month
0-1 @OMVoa))

2. 1-3 months
1-3 @2MVo

3. 3-6 months
3-6 A0MVo

GENERAL
6)alo®) GaldBL66RUT

6
Q At this point of time, what are the 3 most important priority areas/needs for you and your family? (select any three)
(8o BHS1601) 630} (UBaHo allMIS}EMIOUE MILEINS BH>)SY06NIDTIMEIN HEINBS B0 (aIWIMEIGS M) BRHOUUDIEBEU3

aBO®EIRIDMIEM?
A6

Multiple response
63 21Ul B0 OO0

1. Education of children
S 1HB)6)S N1BL0ELMVo

2. Repair and reconstruction of house
A1S1INE0 @QBINa]EM 1/alyM@ M1@Endemo

3. Safe drinking water
MS OB
4. Water for domestic and irrigation purposes
HIaH 1860 N1S0NUUD6BRUBHNI0 @DNUUDIEERUBLNMBS 6)NIBB0
5. Health facilities
@)UYl (] @OSHOHMBS @RYBOINIAl@ 1aldLIM (Mo 1WIMEBRBAS IR

6. Livelihood restoration
9al12° 1M BOBUNEBRUE (O@IFPIT) al):MONIAT 1B
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7. Drainage of inundated water
D96NIBBNY0 @RYNHE 12130 MQYo MNBEMMILIBHIM H)NUBBNYo B3PIEs | BaldHIMBS Mo 1WIMo

8. Disaster related early warning system and other mitigation and preparedness measures
B)MMEBREBHN 1288 MMO 1 afo BIRNMo BIARIIED 1H6)UIMBE MSalS dhE)o
9. Rebuilding of damaged public infrastructure like roads, bridges, schools etc
(BQOD) @3 @ H@0M GO MMALIIQ @RS 1MNIM MVDEQIE6EBRENS al)M@ M1@EnI6Mo
10. Others (Specify)
DQIBBN (O BT DIHE)) o)

Q7 Can you tell me whether schools/ anganwadis/hospitals/ration shops etc (any one or more) in your Panchayath / Municiplality /
Corporation) were destroyed during the flood?

MOBHEBYAS (IBRUDDBIN MIdHUB/@oUNNBUIS /@DUDIAD 1/GNaHMBEHS MNSEEE IQUWHS) (B 13 MIWoMaHo MIocNI12{153E6N30?
A7 Single response

63(0) Y000
1. Yesu 2. Nou
9613 as]=iall

If Yes, Q 7A otherwise SKIP to 8
OO0 O6MS af)(MIEEM @3 G2l0BL0 7 af), @OLICAIHN: T3 GaldBio 8

(Q7a Have those been repaired? /reconstructed?

00U MIMIBERM@ 1M MVBHOIEB MSalS] (MI°l@ 2153 EeN30?
A7a Single response
63(0) OO0

1. Fully repaired
al}@eMMO | al}@B6 | alem 1)
2. Partially repaired
BOUT 1MW @OQBINa]6M 1038 MSOD ]
3. Not repaired . .
@ROQBIQ6M 1038 B3MYo al@ S ele]
4. Don't knouw
@0 eliel
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Q8 Do you have school/college-going children?
908>UBH6) MBS 1GRID BHICBZBRIO alO1H6IMM B23S 1-U3 OGANEI?
A8 Single response

63(0) @O0
1. Yesu 2. Nou
96Ns3 as]=lfall

If Yes, then Q 8A, otherwise SKIP to Q 9
OO0 O6MNS af)(MIEIEMEB @3 G2l0BL0 8 af), @OLICLIN: T3 GaldB0 9

(Q8a Did they stop going to schools/colleges due to floods or flood related issues?

(8o MG @RMRIW] NINWOS BF aBOMEs1E1J0 BODEMDMIGEID MITWBYOS ES 1803 aloMo M1@ETN1GWI ?
A8a Single response
63(0) OO0

1. Yes, Temporarily during and immediately after floods
@D, MITELILNHAIW] (IS MAQDO, (IBWo HP 16D HSEMM®)o

2. Yes, Permanently
@O, NN 1AW

3. No
enpip|

Q8b Did the children undergo post disaster traumatic stress like sleep disturbances, nightmares, and depression, after the floods?

(BQERYEIDOM MO 63N MITMHEIOS S 108 GalS 1HNHEWI BY:MNVInIMEBRUE BHhIEMIEBHGWI DOBHNHMNNN, NilaHRo,
@D B60 MSEERIWNI @oMIENIT2f10)M@ICWI BMIMIW1SIB6eN30?

A8b Single response
63(0) ©O10)(00

1. Repeatedly
@06, 0)5(32JQIW]

2. Sometimes
2RI PIRHE)

3. Ne\(Jer
eNRIR|
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Q8c

A8c

Q9

A9

4. Don't knouw
@O 1w elel

If the answer is ‘Repeatedly’ or ‘Sometimes’, then Q 8C, otherwise SKIP to Q 9
OO0 M)SB2QIW/2112IGa]IOPIDBE af)s: @3 CaldBio 8 MU, @AIARIN: 13 G2ldBL0 9

Have they been able to recover from the traumatic stress?

(IB8QoM)Plo Bx)S 1B-UBHENBOQ D0 AIMIVD (I@INVEBRUE MO GQWI?
Single response
63(0) OO0

1. Recovered fully
a@emmoWyo MO
2. Recovered somewhat
5)06)2J06)H6) MO0
3. Not recovergd
oo 1gelel
4. Do not kngw
@0 lwlelel

Overall, are you satisfied with various interventions of government, local government and other govt. agencies for rebuilding Kerala after
floods?

a0, MMM MVBHOIBY0 MBRUONVBHNIDYEBSI0 AG MVBHHIG MNJAIMEBBSI0 MSDTM aRMPUSIUOMY
(JOUBOTMEBRS @3 @IEHUB af)(MAI(@o MIal@I6M?

Single response
63(0) OO0

1. Very satisfied .
OI8O O al® Q)6

2. Sati%ﬁed .
I[N

3. Neutral .
@Elooalele]

4. Unsatisfied

O3aloelel
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SOCIAL PROTECTION
MIDA01H MUY ZHU

Q10 Have you received any assistance/entitlements after the floods under the following schemes ?
(ISQONAIW] NINWAS MIOYP alOWIM aBOHs 12130 MaHal@1aNIREAI MaNIWEGAD @OH-UBH6) £1E 12 1S3E6N=0 ?

A10 Multiple response
63 121Uy Br0 OO0

1. Financial assistance of Rs. 10,000 for affected/displaced by floods
B3 1MIVDI0M MVaNIWAIW ] al@ MOS0 @)al

2. Financigl assistance for repair/reconstruction of houses
A1S1INE0 @QBEN]EM | UBBHHI al)M@ M1B@ERIEMDITY IBMI OB TMVIMUDYT) 1> MANIWo

3. Compensation for crop loss
3o MO MBS MaHal@ a0

4. Compensation for animal husbandry loss
ML BHUE Maye)SO MBS MaHal@ a0

5. Compensation for fishery related loss
QOTVLENIMNLM CRRLLIWIOAI MNaYal@laNd@o

6. Compensation for trade/production/service/tourism related loss
MVIo O@MIFID3, H2JUSo MSEBR W CGAGULIGHBINIW] ANIMLES MaHal@1aNd0o

7. Additional working days under MGNREG Scheme
6 MIS1RNNA] AlEFLO @3 B:S}@3 HMIFE3 B1NUMVEBRUE

8. Increased/free ration from ration shops during August — October
((IBQGUdaHO @OU1dE/MVDBMY GNaH

9. Interest free loan through Kudumbashree
)S)06N1(U07 US1BS L1 1® AUIWal

10.'Cash for Work' assistance from Kuudumbashree or NGOs o .
$)S)06NI(UF1IN@3 M1BGIMO MQ rUOMEL MO RISMEHE @B (MEMI OB ‘BRILINWHE) ExRI1 MaNI®o

11. Loan from Kerala Financial Corporation / Ujjeevana loan from Banks or any other floods-related loans from Banks
MVBHHIE MNIIMEBRE 13 MIBIMI ENIVEHYHE 13 M1GMI IR 2] (Il

12. Moratorium on payment of loans / Waiver of interest of loans .
3o /BAUM NOWalQHS) LI 12 HMINGSIN 1o @RLRINAIN 13 alel o8Nl

88.Any other scheme (Specify)
DGO 1210 (U SBHMDIBE) )
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Q11 Have you taken any loans after the floods or received any monetary assistance other than compensation for house damage/loss?

(IBWO)1M) GUoaHo I3 (UIWalEWI (IS MUT)2JUBHMNBS MY l@laNIOILHEILINOMm AGHOME;1RI30 WMMIANIWo
(U06BRYEHBQI 6)al®)15)E6N30?

A11 Single response

63(0) @O0
1. Yesu 2. Nou
96Ns3 as]=lfall

If Yes, then Q 11A, otherwise SKIP to Q 12
OO0 O6MNS af)MIOEMB @3 G210380 11 af), GRAIELIN: 103 G2l0BL0 12

Q711a For what purpose was the loan primarily utilized for?
af)© @YU 1M (IWIMAIWIo @I MBI 2@ ?

A11a Multiple response
amelu]do HOM@0o

1. Livelihood related purposes
9al12°10IM DOMBYEBRUBHE)

2. Food, Cloths and other personal and family needs
@000, NUMV(Mo OSEBR Q) @)U LEERUBHE)
3. Education
ABLE1Mo
4. Construction/repair of house
@QHQa]6eM /M @@noemo
5. Purchase of household appliances
O°15) Al 6MEBRUBHH)
6. Health .
a8 s
7. Others (specify)
D) HIDIEERUTHE) DalEWIUY 2} ((UIBMDIL D)



Q11b Was the assistance or loan adequate and was it received timely?

a)SYO0 UODal @OEIAAIH: 1T MaNIWUMO al@0aIMAIR@IGIMI, @M MHE MVAED) A1E 12/ 13MIENII?
A11b Single response

630} HOM@0

1. Adequate and received in time
al@0al@@0Q )M, MAQDD) LIE12))

2. Adequate and but not received in time .
al@30al@@OQ1}0MY, af)(MI@3 NLAQDD) LIE 12]1ele]

3. Not adequate but Received in time .
MO LIE12)), af)MIMTB al@idal®D0QS @ymMI eIl

HOUSING
alo@aflso

Q12 Was your house damaged or destroyed in the floods?
(A IBQO 18 MITHSBIAS (UISIM BIUTEHNIGWI al}@ENAICWI MIVdMaHo MoNT121@3EMMo?

A12 Single response

63(0) DO (00
1. Yesu 2. Nou
E] enplp|

If Yes 12A, Otherwise SKIP to 13 .
DOMM0 @D af)MNIBEME: M3 BaldBi0 12 af), LIRI af)(MIEIEME: 13 G2l0B0 13

Q12a What was the extent of the damage of your house?
aBO ANEINOM LRSS MIWD MM MITHEIAS (UISIM MoENI 2@ H6MHNIHE 1 SBSD.

A12a Single Response
63(0] ©10)(00

1. Water level upto knee level, minor damages or roof tiles marginally damaged. . o
MGBS0830 HNUBB0 6)aldeBR ], HOUSB0 HQN] IO 1@ GBI @3 MIUPMNBIW ] @LIFLIH: 118 BAMTIHEOW BRI 30S)dU3H6) al() 1
GO 13 MIUMYENBOW]
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Q12b

A12b

Q12c

Al2c

2. Floor damaged due to water inundation and electrical/plumbing related damages or roof tiles were damaged and electrical/plumbing
related damages. . . . .
ONISS0 HOTWOY (T2 1Omo MOWEE0 RIS 1803 / allosnilouTImyo MOLDMINZIWS] @LIeEIH; 13 CATIHNOWIeA]
6305 UBHOY0 RIS 1H80@B, alloanilotiIMio MIWDMENBOW]

3. Water level rose upto windows and doors (Lintel level) and the walls were affected or 50% or less roof tiles were damaged, but the roof structure not
damaged.
eSS0 GAGBNUIMG3aIS] / 2IM@BaIS] ©)alISHEONIB0 DWDIBHW30 A® 1AM MOUDDENEIM: B0 )2 IWM) BAIAEIN: M3 50
ROAIMEAI MIOPBWI GAMTIHNOWI6)R] B30S)dEUBH6) MIUDMENBIW .

4. One or more wall damaged, but the roof structure not damaged. . .
BG0MI @M 121U EEM0 MM 121}EU8 ME@M) af)(MIMTE BAMIBNOWIAS 2I1SHMNS 1M MIUMEN3OQIRIeI.

5. Roof entirely collapsed (structural damage)
6)BHS SO0 IMNEYD) 2I1SHNS OUBE)IAES BAMTIHED al}@EMAIWI0 ME@EM).

Did you receive any financial assistance for repairing / reconstructing your house?
1S MOMIBONIM@IEMNI aYENHE | aleMIYIMD IBGMI 2SN 12130 WMMaNIWo MINU3HE) L1612 1S1EaN=E0?
Single response

63(0) Y000
1. Yesu 2. Nou
e6Ns3 as]aliall

Did you receive any technical support in repairing or rebuilding your house?

OHB)6)S NS BIROMEBRUTEIBND 1D BSOS MVIRBU DI alem1@YIM@ N af)OTDE; 1210 MVIGE:D 1 MaNIWo @IB-UH6)

eI1c 2 15)GeN30

Single response

63(0] ©O10)(00

1. Yes 2. No
o6 enpipl
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LIVELIHOOD
9al2l0IM@IBYo

Q13 What was your and your family’s major source of livelihood before floods?
(SO 1M MIBal @OIB-EY6S B3SIoENIDD IMEN (AWM UBIRIM MIBY0 af)TMIQ@IOM].

A13 Multiple response
a30me1uW]do OO0

1. Agriculture/livestock/fishing
It/ SR al@laldRIMo/ MOTVY ANIMLMo
2. Daily wage labour
e Najem]
3. Small business /self employed/micro enterprises/artisan
6210} 1S (1 §0al0@0 / (MVIWo HDIPIEB / RI%L1} MV0o0EO / )6)Ehe)@MIPI3

4. Widow pension/ oldage pensions/ Government pension/ other pensions
ONWAI6)AIMBaHB / (UOBRLE:$E0LININEaHNE / AQ MBHIE 6)al(BaHMIBH U3

5. Remittances from spouse/children/others
BHOBO) MY alN@MMIM 21NN MBS 1CWI DHHGBI ANIBBNUGI @OWHIM aleMo

6. Salary
Q0MvoMis3o

88.0thers, Specify
DRSSO (U BHOIDIBEYHH)

Q14 Was your livelihood affected in the floods?

(IB8Qo MIBHEYE)S Ol ICUM MIBYHDD ErUOUIG2]0?
A14 Single response

63(0) Y000
1. Yesu 2. Nou
e6Ns3 as]alfall

If Yes, Then 14A Otherwise SKIP to 15
OO0 @VED af)MMNIGEME: T3 BaldBL0 14 af), DAL af)MMNIEIEMEB: @3 GaldBL0 15
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Q14a Could you re-start your livelihood activity or did you find an alternative livelihood after floods?

Al4a

DIBHEIOS OIS / 9al2INIMAIBRO aMOIOOE 12 ENII GRLRIFLIH; 13 aldh@o ACQEME; 181J0 Oal2INIMMIY0 HE)ENIOD IGWI

Single response

63(0) Y000

1. Yes 2. No
90113 9] =1[=l]

Q15 Do you have the same level of income from livelihoods, as it was before the floods?

(B8O M) MBal £IE 12 1@IM@MIM MRILDIQ AUEYAIMO MIB-UBH6) DGAJOUT LI 1HNMIEENSI?

A15 Single Response

Q16

A16

63(0) (Y000

1. No change .
Q@AM @3 Mo 1elel

2. Increased
QI@IMOMo UGRUa)

3. Decreased
QU@IAIMoOo B:)N6I0T0N

PREPAREDNESS
B)EMMEERUBHBNDHOISS MRYINNS)a]

Based on the experience of floods in 2018, have you taken any measures to prepare for disasters in your house especially during
monsoons?

2018-6)2] (SO 1MED alURUIDMLIO) T3 DLHNILITM IGLIHHIW] af)E)TN: 121}0 MRISNSIARBUT MITHEIOS Br3S)06NIo
MSO Q15 @6N=R0?

Single response

63(0) @O0

1. Yesu 2. Nou
96113 9] =¥[=1]

If Yes Q 16A otherwise skip to Q 17 .
DOMD0 HANS af)MNIEIEME: 3 GaldBL0 16 af), LILI af)(MIGEMB: 1T G2l0BY0 17
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Q16a

Al6a

Q17

A17

70

What preparatory action have you taken for safety and security of your family and assets?
MIBHEBYAS HYSI0ENIDM IMEN@I0 AUV HHBYHS@I0 MIOBHUDHHIW] af)OMEIRII0 MRISNSIARBUB MINHUE MSOD 1SN,

Multiple response
a0 elildho HOM@o

1. Ensured availability of emergency supplies at home like dry food, drinking water, torch, first aid kit, radio, batteries/power banks,
medicines etc
ONUBS0, BHHHEMo, NI MSEERIW @OUUDLUMIDIHNUE BOAUMDM T B3O Q1S NS

2. Always listen to warnings in media and willing to evacuate upon receiving directions from authorities.
DOW3R6BBSE1LROSBS MM a]yd:>08 MBI (LOEUTEM). BRW ] M@OS 1T1EBEFUBIMIMIEMO dOMIYE:E1GRIHS M0N3
OQINIEM.

3. Important documents and valuable articles are kept safe.
(IUOM GRG0 N1RIn1S1a i8S AINIONBHEBY0 MIBBH AW MU 2f15) 6N

4. Aware of routes to evacuate on a disaster and nearby shelters.
3)MMDANBIWITF PLHESIMEBE NUSHHE)0 BRSITONBE TVYOBH D G (B0 AMMY1RI0H6)] (laf1S)6ns.

5. Ensure safe storage of harvest, fodder and livelihood assets.
92 1NN NIMLEYS AUV DdU8, O@3adMEBRUE, NN , £:02NEMQ @SEER WAL MU MRS (VYB3 2f15)6nS.

6. All the family members including children know important phone numbers to seek information and help during disasters.
G108 90U366S NUIS1T3 af)RIRI0NIBHN0 BRAILSTVAQDD @Y NIMLEUSEMEODMNI0 NIMVAESENS (AIUWIM GaNIeN3
MMINYE-UB aBOMINBHWIDEMMMY0 @O N6,

7. Insured self and family members.
OMNHN0 BYSYENI0UNEBRUBH0 EDMBaHINMBM af)SIOTM 1SY6NTS.
8. Insured important assets.
9012 10IMARMIW] ANIMLEYS MaLEBRUBEIBHD 16)@ DMBaHINMBMN SO 1S)6NE.

88.0thers, please specify
OSSO (U IBODILE)) )

Has the government or local government taken any measures in your area to prevent or mitigate disasters?

c0NNWNE8 B)PMMEBBEOS (@ 1GEOU LMD Mo BOIWIAS @RYRINMO BNWHNMD MBIV af)OME; 1R MSalS1E:08 TVBHNIE
MIBB-EYOS (AIBRUIDID af)SYO) 1SIEENI?

Single response

63(0) ©O0)(00

1. Yes 2. No | 3. Don’t know
O6NS enpip| @o0lwlelel



Q18

A18

Q18a

A18a

Do you think your place of residence is prone to any disaster other than floods?
M6BRBIAS (A IGBU0 MHNIBBEIA]IBE0 BHYSIEID) m(j @O 12130 BN M) MVOWIOM@IBS (MINLIAIGEMI?

Single response

63(0) ©OYO)(00

1. Yes 2. No | 3. Don’t know
6N enpip| @o0lwlelel

If Yes Q 18A, Otherwise skip to 19
SO0 @RED af)MMNIGEME; T3 BaldB0 18 af), MEILI af)MMNISEME; M3 BGaldBo 19

What are the hazards your place of residence is prone to other than floods?
MIBHE)S (GBUDOTD) DENBIBHIN3 MIWIOIBE RIONMEBRUZ aaga(momoe@@oaﬁ.

Multiple response
a0 le1uldo oMo

1. Cyclones/Coastal erosion/Tsunami
2)9218694/@ 0o S 1@3/MMon
2. Landslides
oem 1512103
3. Earthquakes
B Mlo
4. Fire, road uaccidents, industrial accidents
o), GNOM) @RaldhSo DUBAUMNSWIBS AMIaHy M1@EN 1@ BIRNMEBRUS, (NI BYONMEERU3
5. Drought
QUUd2)
6. Don't knouw
@0 lwlel
88.Specify others
DQIBBN ( (UL BODIHE) )
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Q19

A19

Q20

A20

72

Do you think there is a need to educate people by displaying information about the disaster risks of your area?

m’lemg%as (IGRUAD BIRNT MVIWIMHOBaIQ] 2MEOD CENIOUNDILDHEIHEWI BIRNDEEBROS 0 1288 NI1NIeERY3
(1B@BYZ a1 HEWI B21YMERNT) B@MINMIMMGENGBI?

Single response
63(0) ©OYO)(00

1. Yesu 2. Nou
96Ns enplp]

What are the three key information you would like to know more about disaster preparedness and disaster management? (select any
three)

(33000 M1QI0EEMEDMBEN]230 (10T 1GIW MIBREBBOSHOI 230 M1EBBUZHE BISIMEIOW] BONIERENE aBGRN30 (IWIMES DM
HIY6BRUB aBE®RIRIOMI6N)?

Multiple response
a0 le1us1do OO0

1. Preparation of Family Disaster Kit
(Y00 TVAQDBD) OalEIUTHNING MVOU1LNMM andM1EN £51Q ORQYINILE)HH
2. Emergency information concerning elders/people with special needs
(I0@A0WAIAB , @U@ af) M UBIOS MIBBHUDHENI0 MANIQLOD IMMES @RS WM 1@ N 1NI0BRU3
3. Insurance of life, properties and livestock
Allsionyo oea(mgoe;om%e;(ﬁoeogo DO)MBES DMBaHMINMWBI l@1HHH
4. Development of family or community emergency plan
@S 1)1 (@ 1B6MOT0) MW E:)SI06NI/MMaN MRIEBRE 1M BYOM M 1CUIDEM alBL® 1BU3 MQINILHDT3
5. Weather forecast and warning on floods
SHOLI0NIMINWI 6.1 MIQEBRUE, BIENMMMIUIMEUB MoIMUila] MO 1@ lafsu3
6. Tips on protecting house and livelihoods
300 AV NI1S}o HalRlNIMAIBYEBREI0 MoEH 1HIMD MBS MIMBYEERUZ
7. Home health care
@S 1010 LISEERE 18 HHSI06NI00NEEREBYAS @YD al@laldrliMo
8. Contact details and numbers of relevant govt. bodies
(JWIMBYS MBHNI@ Mo IMEBBRHS MaNIED) IMIWT MAlailenNIMIBE BaNIMBMMIG OU3AAAHSIBE N 1NIM6ERU3
9. Information about safe shelters
@PEWo GMSINNM MYOHH T MNIMEBRHBHN0 12388 Ni1N106813U3
88.0thers, please specify
QQIBBN ( (U BHMAIL6) )



Q21 Do you have insurance for your house?

[l GAHIBEBRUE MYLIo HENIVEWHNINUIMM MIVDMaUEBBUTOBOM 16 M1BRRIAS (UISIMYo MG UMD DEBUBH6)0
EDB3aMINNBIN @ 1OBH af)SYO10) 1S)E6N39?

A271 Single response

63(0) OO0
1. Yesu 2. Nou
96Ns enplp]

If No, then 9 21A
OO0 MAILI af)(MISEME: @3 BaldBio 21 af)

Q21a Based on the experience of floods in 2018, do you think there is a need to insure your house against natural calamities?

2018 6! (SIS M0 @S 1MAIMDITI @3 (ol A0 GHHIBEBRBUT MELIMENBIGWHHINRT MayeBBUZHS) al@1aN00DIW] MIEBHEIES
AI1SIMo MQ QU@ UBHBHUBEI0 DMBaHINMBNV al@1@HH GOUEMEADM) BHYMIMIGEN3I?

A271a Single response

63(0) ©OY0)(00
1. Yesu 2. Nou
963 enplp]
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Key Information Interviews conducted per district

Districts/
Groups

Fisherfolk

Daily
wagers

Adolescent

Farmers/
Agri

Labourers

Migrant
workers

Differently
abled

SC/ST
Elderly

Women/
widows

Alappuzha

Punnapra

Thakazhi

Kainakary

Mannar

Edathua

Nedumudi

Kavalam

Alappuzha(M)

Ernakulam

Pallipuram

Valakom

Ramamangalam

Vazhakulam

Kunnukara

Kanjoor

Kadungalloor

Chendamangalam

Idukki

Upputhara

Vellathooval

Konnathadi

Kattapana

Kumily

Vannapuram

Vazhathope

Vandiperiyar

Pathanamthitta Thrissur

Kadapra

Nedumpram

Peringara

Thiruvalla (M)

Vadasserikara

Ranni-Perunad

Aranmula

Niranam

Sreenarayanapuram

Chalakudi (M)*

Arimpur

Kadukkutti

Parapookara

Pudukkad (SC)

Manalur

Chazhur

Wayanad

Kottathara

Vellamunda

Panamaram

Pozhuthana

Thirunelly

Thariode

Edavaka

Kottayam

Kumarakom

Maravanthuruthu

Aymanam

Athirampuzha

Kaduthuruthy

Thalayolaparambu

Thiruvarppu



Focus Group Discussion guide

1. Awareness about disaster:

Key question: ...............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Why do you think the natural processes like (heavy rains/
landslide, mudslip) become a disaster? (probe the facilitator)

[ Why did Could Whom How did [E Was any [E How [E When
the flood the did the people get flood appropriately and what
happen disaster disaster to know warning were people measures
in Kerala have impact about the system forewarned? did people
last year? been the most impending providing take to
(Cause of averted? apart disaster information avert the
disaster)? How? from and its regularly? risks the
humans? threats? What was impending
How and it and was disaster
Why? it timely, posed?
appropriate
and
available to
everyone?
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T‘Tj 2. Social protection

-

76

Key question:

What was the impact of the floods on different groups/category of people and why?

[ How have
children
been
impacted
by the
disaster?
Who and
how?

[J After floods

have children
dropping out of
school and or
taking up work/
employment /
getting married
been influenced
in any way?

long?

[E Did individuals
in the family
face any
trauma post
disaster? Who
and for how

[B Was there a [E Who was [E What [E Who in the [E Have some [E Did women [E How
differential least and aspects community members face any adequately
in the most about an is most at of a family specific were the
effect of affected individual risk should been more challenges elderly
the disaster by the make them a disaster affected than during the able to
on people? disaster? more prone occur in others due to disaster? negotiate the
How, on to the risks the future? the disaster? Were these challenges
whom? of disasters? Why? Who and uniformly the disaster

Why? experienced? presented?
Why? Why?



%)
-

3. Relief Services

Key question: ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Relief mechanisms at the time of the floods

How these could have been more effective

Grievance redressal system- effectiveness and how it could have been more effective?

Probe:

[E How did people | [H Atthe time | [H Were there =
get information of disaster differences
about the what in support
services and services received
interventions were most by people
initiated by the crucial with similar
government for the needs?
and its various people? For which
agencies? Service for services and

whom? why?

[§ Were special measures
taken to assist vulnerable
sections of the community

» During the disaster-What
were they and their
relevance?

» Post disaster- What
were they and their
relevance?

[ Have any efforts been
made to include the
needs and views of
the community people
in making plans for
mitigating the effects
of the disaster? How
(media methods used),
by whom ( agency) and
how regularly ?

Who was [E Were the [ What aspects | [H Who was

most active services were critical able to
in providing appropriate to to people benefit/
effective the needs of being able to not
services to the people?( access the benefit
the people at Timely/ services? from the
the time of relevant / services?
the disaster? adequate Why?
Who and why to people’s

were they needs)

able to do so?

[ Post disaster of the various schemes, which schemes
have been the most beneficial in helping people return to
normalcy? Why? (Additional working days under MGNREG
Scheme;Increased/free ration from ration shops;Interest
free loan through Kudumbashree for purchasing household
appliances ; ‘Cash for Work’ assistance from Kudumbashree
or NGOs;'Rebuild’ loan from Kerala Financial Corporation /
Ujjeevana loan from Banks;Moratorium on agricultural or
home loans / Waiver of interest of agricultural loans from
CMDRF;Vocational skill development through ARISE programme
of Kudumbashree;Insurance scheme of any Government agency)
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[E Could the [@ Did people [J How effective
services have complain was the
made more when they did grievance
effective for not get their redressa_ul
the intended entitlements? system in
people? how? How did they enabling people
complain and to get their
Why? entitlements?
Were there any
loopholes?

P,
@ 4, Rehabilitation & Reconstruction
..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

What was the response mechanism during and after the disaster?

What were the different type of losses people incurred because of the floods?

[E Natural [ Physical [ Social
» Land area and land cost- » Housing, » Relationships/networks
residential preferences, Livelihoods, , Tourism related

water quality Infrastructure

» Vegetation, biodiversity

» Ecological
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Livelihoods

Have people
been able to
recover from
the effects of

i Have people taken

i loans to re-establish the
i losses incurred due to

i the floods? Who and for

the floods last what purpose (Repair

i How did the | Whose

i losses you | livelihoods

i incurred i were most and
i affect your | least affected

i livelihood? i by the floods?

i What was crucial
i to helping people
rebuild their

livelihoods? How?

i How did livelihood
i related services and
i schemes assist in

i the re-establishing
i their livelihoods

i Has last year’s

flood experience

i influenced current
i livelihood choices
¢ and functioning’s

year? Why? i and reconstruction of Why? in any way?
i houses, buying livestock/ ; i Whose and how?
i poultry, for livelihood : :
i purposes, buying damaged
* household items etc.)?
Housing
What were Who benefitted How beneficial Have people’s

significant aspects

most and least

were the house

homes

that helped people from schemes and rebuilding changed in

rebuild their homes services related schemes of the anyway post

(physical+ goods to rebuilding of government? disaster?

and belongings). homes? why? Why? How?

Infrastructure

Who/ which What was the role Has the List three areas List three areas
agency was critical played by local infrastructure where the govt. where they need
to the revival governments and and services agencies have done improvement?
of community other community post floods well in their recovery,

infrastructure and leaders in helping changed in any reconstruction

services? people cope with way? How? efforts?

the disaster and
the revival process?
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Has there been any change Was there any change in the
in the social relationships/ tourism related patterns ?
systems? —change of residence

mﬁﬂhﬁ 5. Disaster Risk Reduction:
..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

How did you cope with the change scenario post flood(change in practice)
How prepared are you to face a disaster in the future

What are the support mechanisms you require?

Probe:

[ Are people in the [§ Have people’s (8 Is any agency/ individual [ Has the LSG taken [E Are individuals/
community more houses and the new providing support for any decisions/ families in the
knowledgeable infrastructure been better preparedness of initiated activities community
and aware about rebuilt according people/ communities at that will protect/ adopting any
what to do to disaster resilient the time of disasters? If help people cope special measures
should a disaster construction yes who and what are better in case of as safeguards
strike? How? norms? Why? they doing with whom? future disasters? against future

What and why? disasters especially

[ How willing are ‘ [ What more shouid [ What are the pro's in monsoons? If
people today to be done to avert and cons of a yes elaborate.
adopt behaviours and the effects of such comprehensive social
practices for averting/ disasters in the future? protection scheme
reducing risks at the Community Level & exclusively for people
time of disasters? Why? Individual level. affected by disasters?
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I. General Questions : (To all Key Informants)

1. Warning System

[E Did people take
appropriate measures
to avert the impacts
the impending disaster
posed? Why?

[ How appropriately
were people
forewarned about the
impending disaster
and its risks?

[ Was any flood warning system provided information
regularly?

» If yes, which agency runs it; since when?

» Was it providing information timely, appropriate and information
available to everyone?

2. Effect of Flood

[l What was the post flood scenario and the challenges faced by the community?

3. Relief Services

[ Who was able
to benefit/ not

[ How did people get information
about the services and

benefit from interventions initiated by the

the services? government and about various

Why? agencies responsible?

(@ Do you think you could
have played a different
role in helping people
post food? How?

[E Did people complain when
they did not get their
entitlements? How did they
complain and What?

4. Rehabilitation

[ Have [ What [E What has [ Have people (8 Did your [ How did [§ List three [H List three
people has been been your taken loans to agency livelihood areas areas
been crucial to agency’s re-establish play a related where where
able to helping most the losses role in services and the govt. they need
recover people significant incurred due facilitating schemes agencies improve-
from the recover? role in to the floods? people to assist in re- have ment
effects helping Who in the get loans? establishing done well
of the people and community livelihoods? in the
floods? communities took loans recovery
Why? to return to and for what efforts?

normalcy. purposes
exactly?
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5. Disaster Preparedness

—> —>
[E Are members [H Has LSG [ How willing
of the taken on any are people
community activities/ today to adopt
knowledgeable campaigns behaviours
and aware for raising and practices
about what awareness for averting/
should they level of reducing risks
do when people? at the time
a disaster Explain? of disasters?
strike? How? Why?
1. Effect of Flood
[ Has there been [E Have you noticed any i M
any change in disease outbreaks after
the productivity the Flood?

of animals after

the flood? » If yes, what disease? What

are the ways to prevent it?
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[ What are the
pros and cons
of a compre-
hensive social
protection
scheme exclu-
sively for peo-
ple affected by
disasters?

Has any new
disease been
diagnosed
after the
Flood?

—>

planning?

[ Has there been
any dramatic
change in diet
of animals after
the Flood?

[ Have you received
any training related to
disaster preparedness

» If yes, on what aspects
and how it was useful?

» If no, is it required and
what should be the
focus of trainings?

[ What more
should be
done to avert
the effects of
such disasters
in the future?
(Community
Level &
Individual level)

[ What were the post flood
challenges faced by animal
farming sector and by
the animal husbandry
department and why?



2. Relief Services

By
w
ot

[E What role did the LSGs play in delivery of l fl) y
(= . ﬂ

relief services to animals/animal farmers?

[E Did animal farmers complain when they did not get
their entitlements? How did they complain and why?

3. Rehabilation & Reconstruction

4. Disaster preparedness

[ Has the LSG taken any decisions/ initiated
activities that will protect/ help animal
farmers cope better in case of future
disasters? What and why?

[E Have workers in your agency received any training
related to disaster preparedness and planning in the
animal husbandry sector? If not, is it required? What
should its focus be?
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1. Warning System

[E Did you get any proper information regarding changes in weather pattern?

2. Effect of Flood

&

E

[ Has there been any change in [E Did any of the plants [ Have any type of pest

soil structure after the flood? become extinct after attack been detected post
How much did this affect the the flood? Have you floods different from the
production of crops after floods? noticed any new plants? pre floods scenario?

3. Rehabilitation

[E Are there any [ Has last year’s flood [ Have farmers taken [ Are you
kind of benefits experience influenced loans to re-establish specifically
available to current livelihood the losses incurred assisting farmers
farmers? If yes, choices and functioning due to the floods? in reviving their
what are they? in anyway? Whose and Who and for what livelihoods?
how? purpose? How?
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(@ What was the role played
by local governments and
other community leaders
in helping farmers cope
with the disaster and the
revival process? Specify.



1. Warning System

[E How appropriately were people in the (B Did people in the fisheries sector take
fisheries sector forewarned about the appropriate measures to avert the risks
impending disaster and its threats? the impending disaster posed? Why?

2. Effect of Flood

[ Did any of the species i [H What were the i [Md Did the Flood i [H Has there been i [@ What were the major
become extinct after major problems affect fishing in any change in problems faced by
the flood? Have you faced by any way? the breeding fishermen including
noticed any new fishermen during i pattern of fish inland fishermen and fish
species? the Flood? after the flood? farmers during the Flood?

3. Relief Services

[ Did Government take any steps to resettle the vulnerable fishermen?

4. Rehabilitation

N4 *®
< - it {h

[ Have fishermen [E Has last year’s flood [E Are you [E What was the role played
taken loans to re- experience influenced specifically by local governments and
establish the losses current livelihood assisting other community leaders
incurred due to the choices and functioning fishermen in in helping fishermen cope
floods? Who and for in anyway? Whose and reviving their with the disaster and the
what purpose? how? livelihoods? How? revival process? Specify.
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