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Foreword

The National Foodand Nutrition Securitylnformation Systemis essentiaffor understandinghe breadthand scopeof food and nutrition insecuritythereby assistingn prioritisingand
planningfood and nutrition interventions and broader livelihoods In its endeavourto W LINE ¥r#l @énSure adequatefood and nutrition security for all peopleat all i A Y $hé& Q X
Governmentof Zimbabwehas continuedto exhibit its commitment for reducingfood and nutrition insecurity,improving livelihoodsand reducingpoverty amongstthe vulnerable
populations in Zimbabwe In this light ZimVACacting asthe technicaladvisorycommittee on assessmentsundertookthe 17 edition of the RuralLivelihoodsAssessmenin May
2017.

The2017 RuralLivelihoodsAssessmen{RLAprovidesupdateson pertinent rural livelihoodsissuessuchas education,food and incomesources,ncomelevels,expenditurepatterns

andfood securityamongother issueslt recognisesind drawsfrom other contemporary surveyshat define the sociceconomiccontextof rural livelihoods

Thisreport providesa summationof the resultsof the processesindertakenandfocuseson the followingthematicareas Householddemographicssocialprotection,
Educationfood consumptionpatterns, food sourcesand nutrition, income and expenditurepatterns and levels,agriculture,markets,householdfood security, health and nutrition,
water, sanitationand hygiene,communitylivelihood challengesand developmentpriorities, resilience shocksand hazardsand genderbasedviolence Thereport concludesby giving

specificrecommendation®n eachof the thematicareasoutlinedin the report. It is our hopethat theserecommendationsvill aideto your developmentof responsestrategies

The active participation of all food and nutrition structuresat National, Provincial,District and the community at large is greatly appreciated The Governmentof Zimbabweand
DevelopmentLJ- NJi fih&niii#l sDpport providedall the impetusthe ZimVAQequiredto meet the costfor this exercise We alsowant to thank our staff at the Foodand Nutrition

Council (FNCJ¥or providingleadershipcoordinationand managemento the wholesurvey

We submit this report to you all for your use and referencein your invaluablework. We hope it will light your way asyou searchfor lastingmeasuresin addressingpriority issues

keepingmanyof our rural households/ulnerableto food and nutrition insecurity

GeorgeD. Kembo

: . : Dr. LeonardVadzingaidzo
FNCDirector/ ZimVAQChairperson

Interim Chief Executive OfficerSIRDC
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Backgroundand Introduction



Zimbabwe Vulnerability Assessment Committee
(ZImMVAC)

ZimVAGs a consortiumof GovernmentUNagenciesNGOsandother international organisationsstablishedn 2002 led andregulated by Government It
is chaired by FNCa departmentin the Officeof the Presidentand Cabinetwhosemandateis to promote a multi-sectoralresponseto food insecurityand

nutrition problemsin amannerthat ensureshat everyZimbabweans free from hungerand malnutrition.
ZimVAGupportsGovernmentparticularlythe FNQn:

A Conveningand coordinatingnationalfood and nutrition securityissuesn Zimbabwe

A Chartinga practicalway forward for fulfilling legaland existingpolicy commitmentsin food and nutrition security
A AdvisingGovernmenin strategicdirectionsin food and nutrition security

A Undertakingad ¢ I i ONKERf&@Supportingand facilitatingactionto ensurecommitmentsin food and nutrition are kept on track by different sectors
througha numberof corefunctionssuchas
A Undertakingfood and nutrition assessmentsnalysisand research,

A Promotingmulti-sectoraland innovativeapproachedor addressingood and nutrition insecurity and:

A Supportingand building nationalcapacityfor food and nutrition securityincludingat sub-nationallevels



Background

Since2011, %2A Y 0 | ®bsSTbinesticProductgrowth rate hasbeendecliningfrom a high of 11.9%to 1.5%in 2015 It was estimatedat 0.6%in 2016 but is now
projectedto riseto 3.7%in 2017andto taper off slightlyto 3.4%in 2018mainlyon the backof improvedperformanceof the agriculturalsector(Ministry of Finance,
2017 World Bank,2017).

Yearon yearinflation rate hasbeenin the negativefor the whole of 2016but hasacceleratednto the positive,from -0.7%in January2017 to 0.5%in April2017. The

increasein annualheadlineinflation wasmainlydrivenby food inflation (ZIMSTATR017).

Decentand secureemploymentremain subduedand the economycontinuesto be grippedin the throes of deep and widespreadcashshortagesthat have mainly
arisenfrom sustainedhigherimports againstlower export earnings As of May 2017, the country was experiencinga cashshortageof US[347 million, whichis an

improvementfrom an averageshortageof USBI50 million experiencedduringthe greaterpart of 2016(ReserveBankof Zimbabwe2017).

The ZImSTAR0112 2012 Poverty Income and ConsumptionSurveyestimated 76% of rural householdsto be poor and 23% were deemed extremely poor. This

situationis likelyto haveworsenedgiventhe economicperformancein the interveningperiodup to 2016

Thenormalto abovenormal 2016 17 rainfall seasoncomingafter a devastatingelNino induceddrought, coupledwith supportfrom both Governmentand Private

sectorthroughthe SpeciaMaizeProgrammeaswell asother supportiveinitiativessuchascontractfarminghada positiveimpacton the agriculturesector

Giventhe importance of the agriculturalsectorto rural livelihoodsas well as the Zimbabweaneconomy,this significantimprovementin the agricultural sector

denotesimprovementsn rural livelihoodsin general

Most damsin the sevencatchmentareaswere full and spillingover. Averagenationaldamlevelsasat 5 May 2017 were 81.3% up from 71.5% reportedin February
(ZimbabweNationalWater Authority, 2017).



Background The 2016/17 Rainfall and
Agricultural Season Quality

Zimbabwe Calculated SOS (used as planting dekad for maize) for

Zimbabwe Start of Season Anomaly (compared to average)
2016/17 season as of dekad 2 of April 2017.

2016/17 season as of dekad 2 of April 2017.

SOS anomaly (dekads)
- >=4 deks late

3 deks early
>=4 deks early
NA

Yet to Stant

A The rains were generallyon time for most parts of the country
A The2016 17 rainfall seasorstartedin November2016for most parts of

and slightly early in some parts of the country and it was 10-30
the country. The bulk of the country receivedeffective rainfall during

dayslate in most of the areaswhere its onsetwasin Dgecember
the 2"d dekadof November

2016



Background The2016/17 Rainfall and
Agricultural Season Quality

A Generallythe rainfall distributionsin spaceand time over
the seasonwere good Bythe end of the rainfall seasonin
April 2017, most areasacrossthe country had received

normalto abovenormalrains

[ No Start (Late)
[ ]Yetto Stan

A Giventhe normalto abovenormal rains receivedacrossthe
country aswell asthe generallygood distribution, the maize
crop performancerangedfrom good to very good for most
areasand wasaveragein the southernpart of the country. A

few isolatedareashad mediocremaizecrop performance

10



Background 2016/17 Rainfall and Agriculture
Season Challenges

A Zimbabwefacedcritical shortagesof fertilizersthis seasorasfertilizer companiesexperiencediquidity challengego payfor raw materials

Asaresult, mostcommunalfarmersplantedwithout basalfertilizers

A The Fall Armywormwreaked havocinitially in the western parts of the country but spreadto all provincesand some peri-urban areas,

attackingcrops(maize ,smallgrainsand others)

A Theworm provedmore difficult to control comparedto the commonAfricanArmyworm Shortageof the right chemicalsand poor liquidity
amongfarmersmadeit difficult to containthe outbreak However,the LJS Aiing@ét on crop yieldswere minimal Nonethelessthis pest
haspotential to underminefuture crop productionand overall nationalfood securityif no effective control strategiesare not put in place

urgently

A In mid-Februarythe southernparts of the country (mainly Masvingo,southernMidlandsand the MatabelelandProvinceswere hit by the
effects of the tropical depression Dineo, which precipitated flooding that destroyed crops, livestock, property, infrastructure (roads,

bridges,damsetc.), worseningthe precedingdamagefrom the persistentrainsthat hadbeenreceivedacrosshe country (FEWSNEZ017).

A Dueto the extent of the problem, His Excellencythe Presidentof the Republicof ZimbabweCde RG. Mugabe,in accordancewith
Subsection(1) of Section27 of the CivilProtectionAct of 1989declareda Stateof FloodDisasteron 2 March2017. Thedeclarationcovered

severelyflood affectedareasin communal resettiementlandsandurbanareasof Zimbabwe



Background Areas Most Affected by the Effects
of the Tropical Depression Dineo

Map Data Source

Vector data from the Department of the Surveyor General (DSG)

8/6/2017

<. Protected Areas

- Water Body

District Boundary

I Not affected
[ Moderately affected

k) . I vorst affected

Districts with areas affected by floods and/or waterlogging during the 2016/17 rainfall season

A Areasmost affected by flooding and waterlogging

include Tsholotsho,Lupane Nkayi Binga Umguza
Hwange urban, Matobo, Umzingwane, Bulilimg
Insiza Beitbridge Gwanda Gokwe North, Gokwe
South, and Mberengwa Chivi, Mwenezi, Chiredzi,
Masvingorural, Bikita, Kariba,Zvimba Hurungwe
Mutare rural, Mutasa, Buhera, Chipinge,
Chimanimani,Guruve Mt. Darwin ,Mutoko and

Marondera(rural) District

Theworst affected district was Tsholotshowhere a

total of 859 peoplewere left homeless

12



Assessment Purpose

A Theoverallpurposeof the 2017RuralLivelihoodsAssessmentvasto providean annualupdateon rural livelihoodsfor the

purposesof informing policyformulation and programmingappropriateinterventions



Specific Objectives

The 2017 ZimVAC Rural Livelihoods Assesswestonductedvith the broad objective of assessing the prevailing food and nutrition insecurity situation,

impact of the food assistance and input suppprogrammes2 y NHzNJ} f f A @St AK22RA& AYy %AYolweeS® ¢KS | aasSa

A To estimate the population that is likely to be food insecure in the 2017/18 consumption year, their geographic distrigutiten distribution and the

severity of their food insecurity;
A To assess the nutrition status of children af 59 months in rural households;

A To describe the socieconomic profiles of rural households in terms of such characteristics as their demographics, accegsderbimes (education,
health services and water and sanitatitacilities),income sources, incomes and expenditure patterns, food consumption patterns, consumption coping

strategies and livelihoods coping strategies;
A To determine the coverage and impact of livelihoods interventions in haaseholds;
A To identify viable response interventions to community challenges in haageholds;
A To identify development priorities for rural communities in rural provinces ofcthentry; and

A To measuréouseholdresilience and identify constraints to improving community resilience and rural livelihoods including opportunities andysathw

of addressing them in the face of prevailing and unpredictable shocks and stresses.



Technical Scope

The2017RLAcollectedandanalysednformation on the followingthematicareas

A Householddemographics A Householdood security

A SociaProtection A Nutrition

A Education A Water, Sanitationand Hygiene

A Foodconsumptionpatterns A Communitylivelihoodchallengesand developmentpriorities.
A Incomeandexpenditurepatternsandlevels A ResilienceShocksind hazards

A Agriculture A GenderBaseaViolence

A Markets



Assessment Methodology



T

Methodology and Assessment Process

Theassessmentlesignwasinformedby the multi-sectoralobjectivesgeneratedthrougha multi-stakeholderconsultationprocess
Anappropriatesurveydesignand protocol,informedby the surveyobjectives wasdeveloped

The assessmenused a structured household questionnaire,a community FocusGroup Discussionquestionnaireand 2 District key
informant questionnairesasthe primarydatacollection instruments

ZimVACnational supervisorsand enumerators were recruited from Government, United Nations, Technical partners and Non-
GovernmentalOrganisationsTheseunderwent training in all aspectsof the assessmen{backgrounddata collectiontools, assessment
samplingstrategyandassessmensupervision)

The Ministry of RuralDevelopment Promotionand Preservationof National Cultureand Heritagethrough the Provinciall RY A Y A & G NJ { 2
officescoordinatedthe recruitmentof districtlevelenumeratorsand mobilisationof vehiclesin eachof the 60 rural districtsof Zimbabwe
District enumeration teams comprised of officers from Governmentand local NGOs Each district enumeration team had one
Anthropometristwho hadthe responsibilityof measuringchildrenaged6-59 months Districtenumerationteamswere trained by national
supervisors

Primarydata collectiontook placefrom 11to 23 May 2017, followedby dataentry andcleaningfrom the 26" to the 28" of May 2017.
Dataanalysisand report writing ran from the 29" of May 2017to the 5" of June2017. Varioussecondarydata sourceswere usedto
contextualisethe analysisandreporting.

Dataanalysisand report writing was done by a team of 30 technicalofficersfrom Government,United Nationsand technicalpartners

underthe leadershipandcoordinationof FNC



A
A

A

A

A
A

A

A

Data Collection Methods and Sample Size

The sample was drawn from the ZIMSTAT 2012 Masi@ple.

Thesampling desigwasmulti-pronged andccomprisedof;

A non-probabilitysampling (purposiveampling) fodistrict level keyinformant interviews and
community level focugroup discussions

A probability sampling for household surveys where

A household food insecurity prevalenaeas used as the key indicatimr sample size
determination

A results for the key indicators are statistically representative at district, provincial and
national level at 95% level of confidence

A atwo stage cluster sampligas employed with
A the firststageinvolvedEA selection using the PPS principle
A the secondstage involvedhousehold selection using systematic random sampling

Primarydata collectionwas undertakenin 25 EnumerationAreas(EAs)in eachdistrict, selectedusing
systematicandomsamplingapplyingthe proportionto populationsizeprinciple

Householdswere systematicallyrandomly sampledin one randomly selectedvillage in each of the
sampled EAs

Thefinal sampleof householdavas11 858andthat for childrenaged6 to 59 monthswas4 422

One community key informant FocusGroup Discussion(FGD)was held in eachof the selectedwards,
bringingthe total communitykeyinformantFDGgo 1 170.

Two district level key informant interviews on food assistanceand schoolfeedinginterventionswere
administeredin eachof the 60 rural districts

In addition to the above, field observationsand systematicsecondarydata review yielded valuable
informationthat wasusedin the analysisandwriting of the assessmenteport.

, 1379

Manicaland

1579
Mashonaland
Central

1795
Mashonaland East

1376
Mashonaland Wes

1387
Matabeleland
North

1384
Matabeleland
South

1568
Midlands

1390
Masvingo

11858
Total

447

660

675

470

523

550

610

487

4422

18

155
173

159

119

134

123

158

149

1170



Sampled Wards

Map Data Source
N Vector data from the Department of the Surveyor General (DSG)

5/6/2017

- Protected Areas

B Water Body
= District Boundary

- Sampled

| Not Sampled

Sample Wards e
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Data Preparation and Analysis

w All primarydatawascapturedusingCSPrandwasconsolidatedand convertedinto SPS8atasetsfor:
A Householdanalysis
A ChildNutrition
A Communitykeyinformantinterviews

A Districtkeyinformantinterviews
w Datacleaningandanalysisvere doneusingSPSENA Stata,MicrosoftExceland GlSpackages

w Analysesof the different thematic areascovered by the assessmentvere informed and guided by relevant local and international

frameworkswherethey exist

A Genderasa crosscutting issue wasrecognised¢hroughoutthe analysis



Demographic Description of the Sample



Population Distribution by Age and Sex
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A The highest population group in the sampled households was in tH® y@ars age category.

A The pattern is similar to the one observed last year and in previous surveys. s




Population Distribution by Age
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A Nationallythe 18 ¢ 59 agegrouphadthe highestproportion (42.0%) of the sampledhouseholdollowed by agegroup5 - 17 (36.7%).
A Children aged0-4 yearsconstituted 12.1%while the elderlyagegroup 60 yearsand abovewere 9.2%
23



Sex and Age of Household Head
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Manicaland  Mash Central Mash East Mash West Mat North Mat South Midlands Masvingo National

m Male ®m Female

Most householdg67%0) were headedby maleswhile 33%were femaleheaded
Ofthesehouseholdheads,0.5%representedchild headedhouseholdswvhile 32%representedthe elderlyheadedhouseholds
Thereisadecreasdn child headedhouseholdsrom 2% (2016 whereasthe elderlyheadedhouseholdsncreasedrom 27%

Theaverageageof householdheadswas50years

o To Io Do Do

Theaveragehousehold sizewas>5.




Marital Status of Household Head
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m Married living together ~ m Married living apart  m Divorced/seperated = Widow/widower  m Never married

A A greater proportion of householdheads (64.3%) were married and living together with their spouseswhile (21.5%) were widows and

widowers
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Vulnerability Attributes
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Dependency Ratio

i Province 2016 Dependency Ratiq 2017 Dependency
A Household dependency ratio was calculated as follows: Ratio

. ] ) Manicaland 1.8 1.7
Number of economically inactive members/
Mashonaland Central 1.6 1.6
number of economically active members.
Mashonaland East 1.7 1.6
A The average household dependency ratio was 1.7.
Mashonaland West 1.5 1.5
A The highest dependency ratio was recorded in
Matabeleland North 1.9 1.8
Masvingo, Matabeleland North and Matabeleland Soutt
Matabeleland South 1.9 1.8
(1.8).
Midlands 1.9 1.7
A The lowest dependency ratio was recorded in
Masvingo 2.0 1.8

Mashonaland West at 1.5.

National 1.8 1.7

27



Social Protection



Background to 2016/17 Social Assistance and Protect

Workersstackingbags of maize grain at a GMB depot.

A The 201516 production year was affected by adverseweather conditions (EFNino) which resulted in the nation declaringa state of emergencyas well as
launchingthe Domesticand InternationalAppealfor food supplyassistancén February2016

A The2016RuralLivelihoodsAssessmengstimatedthat 4.1 million rural peoplewould be food insecurein the peakhungerperiod (JarMarch2017).

A Governmentandpartnersmobilisedresourcedrom both within and outsidethe countryandsupportedthe vulnerableandfood insecurepopulations

A Overthe period October2015throughto May 2017, Governmenthad distributed more than 550000 Mt of maizegrainto food insecurehouseholdsMinistry
of PublicService L abourand SocialWelfare)while UN/NGOpartnersimported and distributed 39 42320Mt of maizegrain between February2016 and May

2017 (WFP)
29



Households which Received Support
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During2016 17 consumptionyear, about 71% of rural householdsreceivedsomesupportin at leastone of the following forms; food, cash,crop inputs, livestock
inputsaswell asWater, Sanitationand Hygiene

Therehasbeenanincreasen the proportion of householdghat receivedsupportduringthe 2016 17 consumptionyearcomparedto the previousone.

All the rural provincesreported an increasein the proportion of householdghat receivedsupportexceptfor MashonalandNestwhich had a slightdrop from 70%

30
in 201516to 68%in 2016 17.



Sources obupport

Relatives within rural| Relatives within urban| Remittances outside
Province Government % UN/NGO % Churches % areas % areas % Zimbabwe %
2015/16 |2016/17|2015/16(2016/17| 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2015/16 | 2016/17

Manicaland 49 74.1 18.7 44.3 3.1 3.6 10.7 10 13.6 13.9 4.6 5.8
Mash Central 71.1 90.5 14.3 24.5 1.3 2.7 6.5 11 5.3 12 1.5 1.8
Mash East 42.6 64.1 5.9 30.6 2.7 2.8 14.8 16.7 25.4 30.3 7.8 9.2
Mash West 67.7 93.3 8.5 9.6 1.3 2.7 6.7 8.8 11.6 10.7 3.9 1.8
Mat North 435 77.9 24.9 32.2 1.1 2 9.2 5.9 12.4 10.4 8.3 11.2
Mat South 29.4 75.2 20.6 37.5 2.7 3.4 8.8 10.8 13 16.2 24 31.4
Midlands 51.9 75.0 14.9 36.6 1.7 2.5 9.1 13.7 15.1 18.8 7.1 9.9
Masvingo 36 63.4 24.7 40.3 2 2.5 13.9 9.7 14.9 16.2 8.1 9.1
National 48.5 76.7 16.4 32 2 2.7 10.1 10.9 14.2 16.3 8.3 10.3

Therewasaremarkableincreasein Governmentsupportfrom 48.5%(201516) to 76.7%(2016'17).

Mashonaland/Nest(93.3%) hadthe highestproportion of householdseceivingsupportfrom Governmentollowed by MashonalandCentral(90.5%).
UN/NGOsupportwashighestin Manicaland(44.3%) followed by Masvingo(40.3%).

MatabelelandSouth(31.4%) hadthe highestpercentageof remittancesfrom outside Zimbabwefollowed by MatabelelandNorth (11.2%).
UN/NGGsupportalsodoubledfrom 16.4%(201516) to 32%(2016'17).

To To Io Io o o

Supportfrom churchesfrom relativeswithin and outsideZimbabwemarginallyin 2016 17 increasedrom their 201516 levels




Forms of Support

100
90
80
70
60
50

72
59
48
40
40
31 30 34

30 24 24

20

10 6 6

3 2 3 2

Food Support Cash Support Crop Support Livestock Support WASH support

Proportionof Households (%)

m 2015 m2016 m2017

Foodasa form of supportto vulnerablehouseholdsncreasedirom 40% (2015 to 59% (2017) whereascashsupport droppedfrom 31% (2015 to 24% (2016and
2017).
Cropinput supporthasalsobeenfluctuatingfrom a highof 72%in 2015downto 30%in 2016thenrisingto 34%in 2017.

Livestocknputsand WASHnputsasformsof supporthavebeenon a downwardtrend since2015
32
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Forms of Support

Food Supporeo Cash suppor®o Croplnput support % | Livestock supporfo WASH supporo
Province 2015 2016 2017 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017
Manicalang 31.9 39 44.1 25.6 18 179 | 724 | 219 | 283 | 4.1 1.7 1.4 1.8 0.9 0.7
?Z/I:r?tr;al 15.9 43.1 65.8 11.3 | 134 | 19.3 | 87.6 | 46.2 | 495 | 3.9 2.8 1.1 4.7 2.6 0.9
Mash East 45 39.3 519 | 374 | 283 | 199 | 80.2 | 36.2 | 29.8 | 5.8 3.3 3.0 3 1.4 2.1
Mash Westf  25.7 53.8 58.4 25.7 | 13.6 8.6 80.2 46 37.8 | 6.9 1.9 1.2 3.2 3.3 1.3
Mat North o4 60.3 69.4 32.3 | 21.8 | 23.1 | 495 | 129 | 29.2 | 5.3 1.3 2.2 2.6 3.5 2.9
Mat South 54 53.6 66.9 | 45.5 39 415 | 582 | 16 | 293 | 4.7 2.8 2.2 4 1.8 5.9
Midlands 33.9 42.4 97.5 23.3 | 275 | 341 | 72.7 36 40.4 6 3.1 1.6 8.7 3.1 1.8
Masvingo 63.3 54.2 59.4 46 31.3 | 282 | 599 | 20.2 | 276 | 11.1 | 2.7 2.3 22.3 | 4.6 1.5
National 40.4 47.8 59.0 314 | 241 | 24.0 72 30.1 | 342 | 6.1 2.5 1.9 6.4 2.6 2.1
Themostcommonform of supportreceivedby householdsvasfood (59.0%) followed by cropinputs (34.2%).
MatabelelandNorth hadthe highestproportion of householdseceivingFood(69.4%) followed by MatabelelandSouth(66.9%).
Livestoclksupportremainedverylow acrossall provinces
33

Croplnputssupportwashighin MashonalandCentral(49.5%) followed by Midlands(40.4%).
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School Attendance by Children
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A About88.4%of the childrenof schoolgoingagewere in schoolduringthe surveyperiod.

A Theproportion of childrenout of schoolduringthe surveyperiod decreasedrom 15.3%in 2016to 11.6%in 2017,




School Attendance by Sex
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A About89.3%o0f femalechildrenand 88%of malechildrenwerein schoolat the time of the survey
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Reasons for not Attending School

Disability [kt 2
Pregnancy/marriage [llaf 3
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A Of those childrenwho were not in schoolduringthe surveyperiod, 42% were not in schooldue to financialconstraintsfollowed by 23%who
were consideredoo young

A Thereasonthat children were being consideredtoo youngto go to schooland that of schoolsbeingtoo far may be suggestiveof limited
physicalaccesgo school,particularlythosethat caterfor EarlyChildDevelopmentevels

A About 7% were not in schooldueto illness 37



Children Turned Away From School Due to
Non-Payment of Fees
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A Thisgraphshowsthe proportion of childrenof schoolgoingagewho were turned awayfrom school,at one time or another, duringthe first term
of 2017dueto non-paymentof schoolfees

A Nationally,at least63%of the childrenexperiencedeingturned awayfor non paymentof schoolfees Generallythe proportion of children who
were turned away from school during the first term of 2017 was high in all provinces Thisis so despite there being in place a policy that

38
discourageshis practice



Access to Agricultural Extension Services



Households which Received Agricultuiaining

Proportion of Households (%)
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Theproportion of householdgeceivingagriculturaltraining hasremainedrelativelylow for the past3 yearsat 38%in 2014 15, 35%in
201516 and 34%in 2016 17.
Thiscallsfor the needto capacitateextensionservices
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Access to Agricultural Training by Household
Characteristics

Proportion of Households (%)
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m Father ® Mother Both mother and father m Daughter ® Son m Other relative

Mothersandfathersparticipatedmorein agriculturaltrainingat 44%and 3Q%respectively

With the exceptionof MashonalandWestprovince,householdswith mothersthat participatedin the trainingswere more than thosewith fathersthat did
soacrossall provinces

Matabeleland South and MatabelelandNorth had the highest proportion of householdswith mothers who participated in training at 55% and 49%
respectively

MashonalandVesthadthe highestproportion of householdswith fathers who participatedin the trainingat 59%



Households which Received Extension Visits
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A The proportion of householdsthat receivedextensionvisits marginallyincreasedfrom 28% to 31% between 201516 and
201617, but generallyremainedliow acrossall provinces
A The proportion of householdsthat receivedextensionvisits increasedin all provincesexceptMidlandswhere it remained

unchanged



Households which Sought Agricultural Advice

Agricultural Advice Cropping Advice
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m Livestock advice m Cropping advice

m 2015/16 m2016/17

Theproportion of householdsvhich soughtcroppingadvicewashighin MashonalandCentraland Manicaland

Theproportion of householdswhich soughtlivestockadvicewashighin MatabelelandNorth and MatabelelandSouth Midlandsand
MasvingoProvinces

Therewasno significantincreasein the proportion of householdghat soughtcroppingadviceout of their own initiative from 25%in

the 201516 seasorto 26%in the 201617 season
43



Crop Extension Providers

Proportion of Households (%)
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m Government ®mNGOs Private companies m Research organization mLead farmer

Governmentwasreported asthe mostcommonproviderof crop extensionservicesn all province88%) followed by NGOH7%).

Thehighestproportion of householdsvhichreceivedsupportservicedsrom LeadFarmersvasreportedin MatabelelandSouth(4%).



Livestock Extension Providers
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m Government mNGOs Private companies ® Research organization ® Lead farmer

Governmentvasreported asthe major providerof livestockextensionservicesn all provinces(92% followed by NGOg4%)

Thehighestproportion of householdsvhichreceivedsupportservicedrom LeadFarmersvasrecordedin MatabelelandSouth(7%)
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Householdswith Livestock that were Vaccinated

Proportion of Households (%)
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m FMD mAnthrax m New Castle

A About 62% of rural householdswith cattle reported that their cattle were vaccinatedagainstFootand Mouth DiseasgFMD)and 55 % reported vaccination
againstAnthrax

A About39%of householdswith chickenseportedtheir flock wasvaccinatedagainstNew Castledisease

A Thehighestproportion of householdswith cattle that were vaccinatedagainstFMDwasin MatabelelandNorth (71%), Masvingohadthe highestvaccinations

againstanthrax(64%) and MashonalandCentralhadthe highestvaccinationsagainstNew Castlediseasg50%).



Households Trained in Participatory Disease

Survelllance
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ENo mYes

A About41%of the householdowningcattle receivedtrainingin participatorydiseasesurveillancebetweenApril 2016and March 2017,

A Matabeleland South had the highest proportion of householdsthat received training (50%) and MashonalandCentral had the lowest

proportion of householdg33%).
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Effects of the Fall Armyworm

Maize Crop Damaged by the Fall
Armyworm

Fall Armyworm on Growing Cob Premature Drying orbamagedCob
48



Proportion of Household#\ffected by the Fall
Armyworm 2016/17

60

50

40

3

o

Proportion of Households (%)

2

o

1

o

o

53
45 45
37 38 36
32
23
16 I
Manicaland  Mash Central  Mash East Mash West Mat North Mat South Midlands Masvingo National

A Atleast36%o0f householdswvere affectedby the FallArmywormin the 2016 17 agriculturalseason

A MashonalandCentralhad highestproportion of affectedhouseholdg53%) while Manicalandhadthe leastaffected(16%).
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Crops Affected by the Fall Armyworm
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A About96%of the householdgeportedthat their maizecropwasaffectedby the Fallarmyworm

A Other crops of major agriculturalimportance attacked by the pest include sorghum,millets, cowpeas,groundnuts, potatoes, soyabeanand

cotton. 50



Crop Development Stage Affected
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Emergency Vegetative Reproductive

A About 63.8% of the households whosecropswere infested by fall armywormindicatedthat their cropswere mostlyfirst attacked

whenthey werein their vegetativestage




Period the Fall Armyworm was First Observed

100,0
90,0
80,0
S 700
5
S 60,0
D
g 50,0 43,1
I 400 37,2
o
IS 30,0
S}
g. 20,0 o
100 e /.8 ’ s
* 12
Sep-16 Oct-16 Nov-16 Dec-16 Jan-17 Feb-17 Mar-17 Apr-17 May-17

A The Fall armyworm was observedfor the first time in September2016 in isolated casesand becamemore prevalentin Januaryand February2017 when most
householdsobservedt acrossall the provinces

A Infestationlevelsof the pestwere highestin February2017 when about 43.1% those householdsthat were affected by fall armywormfirst observedthe worm on
their crop. Asthe majority of the cropwasplantedmid November2016 in Februarythe crop wasat its optimum vegetativestage

A Infestationin April (12%) decreasedismost cropshadreachedphysiologicamaturity althoughthe pestfeedson kernelsaswell. 52



Measures Taken to Control Fall Armyworm
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A Of the householdswhosecropswere attackedby fall armyworm, about 62.5% of the householdsdid not take any measureso control
the pest resultingin extensivedamageto crops
A Other householdsused commercial pesticides(includingecommendedones) while others applied other substancedike sand and

groundamaranthus Yetother householdgesortedto handpickingand squashinghe wormsin an attempt' to control them.
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Success of Control Measures
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A About 47.2% of the affected householdsreported that the methodsusedwere not effective Thisincludesthose who applied
pesticidesat different levelswhich were lessthan the recommendeddosage,the recommendeddosageand more than the

recommendediosage
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Reasons for not Using Pesticides
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the pest damage was insignificant pesticides were not available at local no money to purchase the pesticidesdid not know which pesticides to apply other specify
shops

A About 77% of householdshat did nothing did so becauseof lackof moneyto purchasechemicals4%the householdscould not find the

pesticidesand 4%did not knowthe pesticidedo apply. 55



Methods Used to Apply Pesticide or Substance
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Pouring/splashing no equipment Knapsack sprayer Other

About 6% of the householdghat sprayedthe pestusedknapsacksprayergo apply pesticidesagainstthe recommendednethod of pouring
usedby 29%o0f the households
Spotsprayingof affected plantsdirectly into the funnel increaseschancesof contactbetween pestand insecticide Drenchingfunnelsalso

increasexhancesf drowningand suffocatingthe pest 56



Provision of Extension Advice to Households

Affected by Fall Armyworm
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A About36%of the householdsaffectedby the fall armywormreceivedextensionadvice
A Ofthese6%%receivedit from Governmentextensionofficersand 26%from neighboursor friends

A Somehouseholdsalsoreceivedrelevantinformationon the Fallarmywormthroughthe massmedia(radios,television,flyersand newspapers)’



Crop Production



Proportion of Householdsvhich Planted Crops
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A Maize (88%), groundnuts (47%) and cowpeas (40%) were thecoroston croplanted by householdsThe proportion of households
growing small grains remains low, despite all the efforts and rhetoric to promote the growing of these crops.
A Thewas a general increase in the proportion of households that plantezials.The greatest increase was in the proportion of

households that grew tobacco and cotton due to support these crops got from the private sector and the Government, régpectjve



Proportion of Householdsvhich PlantedCereals
by Province
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A Over80%of households in all the provinces planted maize.

A As in the previous seasons, Matabeleland SoMitabelelandNorth and Masvingo hadigh proportions of households which grew small grains in the
2016/2017 agricultural season. 60



Adeqguacy of Agricultural Labour
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A Nationally, 9%60f the householdgracticedagriculture. Of these54% of the household®portedinadequacy of agricultural labour during the
agricultural season.

A The inadequacy of agricultural labour across all provinces calls for increased use of agricultural labour saving technologies 61
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Hiring of Agricultural labour
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® Practiced mHired m Assisted

About 19%of the householdshired casualabourfor agriculturalpurposes

Mashonalandeastand MashonalandWest had the highestproportion of householdsthat reported to have hired labour (229 and Masvingothe
least(15%).

About 17%of the householdsaccessedgriculturallabourfrom relativesandfriends 5o



Sources oeeddJsed by Households During the
2016/2017 AgriculturalSeason

Crops Private Labour
Purchase |Governmen] NGOs Carryover | Retained | Remittance| Companies| exchange Other
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Maize 41.8 28.5 2.3 4.2 14.2 6 0.2 1.9 1.0
Sorghum 15.3 5.3 6.7 8.5 42.1 17.2 0.6 2.5 1.9
F. Millet 12.8 0.7 1.2 11.6 52.0 16.3 0.3 1.6 3.5
P. Millet 9.2 1.2 2.6 115 56.0 16.4 0 1.1 2.0
Tubers 16.8 1.1 0.4 15.0 46.0 15.6 0 2.1 3.2
Cowpeas 19.9 18 2.5 8.8 47.5 15.7 0.1 1.7 2.1
Groundnuts 25.0 1.4 0.8 10.0 47.5 11.6 0.1 2.4 1.1
Roundnuts 24.0 1.3 0.4 10.8 46.5 12.8 0 2.8 1.3
Sugar Beans 45.3 3.9 1.2 8.5 31.9 6.7 0.2 1.2 1.2
Soyabeans 8.3 0 8.3 8.3 41.7 0 0 0 33.3
Tobacco 72.0 3.2 0.8 0.5 1.3 2.7 15.1 2.4 1.9
Cotton 16.5 46.0 1.9 2.9 2.3 2.6 25.9 1.3 0.6
Paprika 59.3 7.4 0 0 9.3 1.9 20.4 0 1.9
Sunflower 19.9 5.8 1.0 9.3 42.6 14.1 1.4 0.7 5.2

A Purchaseswere the main
source of seed for maize,
tobacco, paprika and sugar
beans

A Retained seed was the
major source for small
grains, cowpeas, tubers,
groundnutsandround nuts.

A The main source of inputs

for cotton wasGovernment
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Average Household Cereal Production by Province

Province Maize (kg) Small grains (kg)
2014/2015 | 2015/2016 2016/2017 | 2014/2015 | 2015/2016 | 2016/2017

Manicaland 292.4 108.6 335.1 24.8 4.9 30.9
Mash Central 525.8 136.2 517.5 32.8 7.7 45.9
Mash East 367.0 124.1 378.7 15.1 2.9 23.7
Mash West 462.2 397.6 739.2 54 6.2 1.1
Mat North 142.8 48.1 240.5 127.1 57.1 88.1
Mat South 74.6 22.8 174.5 15.3 19.1 68.4
Midlands 292.7 132.3 522.9 10.1 11.4 29.0
Masvingo 136.4 42.3 356.7 14.7 21.9 86.1
National 293.5 126.5 480.9 29.5 16.4 42.2

Nationally there was a 266% increasein averagehouseholdcereal production, 280% increasein averagehouseholdmaize production and 157% increasein average

householdsmallgrains productionfrom lastseason

To Do >

Theaveragehouseholdproductionwashighestin MashonalandVest739.2kg andthe leastin MatabelelandSouthwith 174.5kg.
Masvingohadthe highestincreasefrom 42.3kgto 356.7kgandMashonalandVesthadthe leastfrom 397.6kgto 739.2kg.

Consideringhe highhouseholdcerealproductionandfindingsfrom previousZimVAGssessmentwhichindicatedthat mosthouseholdsuseimproperfacilitiesto storetheir

grain,thereis needto foster goodpostharvestmanagemento minimizepotentiallyhighpostharvestiosses



Household Access to Irrigation



Proportion of Wardswith Irrigation Schemes

A About 22.1% of the wards had irrigation schemes

A Ofthese,55.4%o0f the irrigation schemeswere functional,22.0% partially functionaland 22.6%were non-functional



Reasons foNon- Functionality of Irrigation Schemes
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A Equipmentbreakdown,the need for infield works habilitation and seasonalityof water source,lack of capital and failure to afford inputs continue to be the main

challengegacedin mostirrigationschemes 67



Livestock Production



Cattle Ownership
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A About45%of rural householdown cattle, a 9% increasefrom lastyearwith 32%owningmore than 2 beastsand 13%owning1 or 2
beasts

A Thehighestproportion of householdowningcattle wasin Masvingo(54%) followed by MatabelelandNorth and Midlands(53%).

To

Thelowestproportion of householdswith cattle wasin Manicaland(28%).
69
A Matabeleland North (25%) hadthe highestproportion of householdswvith more than 5 cattle.



Cattle Draft Power Ownership
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About36%of rural householdown draft cattle, 5 %more than the previousseason6 %owned1 draft animal,and 30%owned

2 Or more.

Highestproportion of householdswith draft cattle were in Midlandsat 50% 70



Cattle Herd Dynamics
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A Increasesn the cattle herd duringthe period April 2016to March 2017were dueto births (92%), purchaseg5.4%) and
assistancél.7%).
A Lossesn cattle were dueto deaths(56%9) and sales(30%).

A Stolenor lost cattle contributed 5%of the total attrition.



Causes of Cattle Deaths
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m Drought mDiseases mPredators mLack of water m Slaughter for own consumption ® Drowning/Floods = Other

About58%of total cattle deathswere dueto diseasesfollowedby 33%dueto drought
MashonalancEastand MashonalandNestreported highdeathsdueto disease476%).




Reasons for Selling Cattle

Business investment
Funeral related expenses

social event

Business of selling livestoc
Pay for transport expenses
Pay debt

Other
Other household costs

No longer needed

Pay medical expense
Pay education expense

Purchase food

1,2
1,7
2,2
2,7
3,2

3,2

3,4

31,3

10

15 20

Proportion of Households (%)

25
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35

A Most householdssoldcattle to purchasefood (31.3%) and pay educationexpenseg18.7%)

A About 10.5%o0f the householdssoldcattle becausehey were no-longerneeded,and had exhaustedheir usefulness
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Goats Ownership
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A About46%of householdownedgoats,anincreasefrom lasté S | 33% @fthese,34%own 3 or more goats, while 13%own 1 to 2 goats
A The highestproportion of householdswhich owned livestockwas in MatabelelandSouth (60%) and the lowest proportion wasin Manicaland
(34%). 74



Goat Dynamics
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A The increasesin goats during the period April 2016 to March 2017 were due to births (91.9%), purchases(6.5%) and
assistanc€0.7%).
A About43.4%o0f the total attrition wasdue to deaths,27.1%dueto slaughterand 25%dueto sales

A Stolenor lost goatscontributed 4.5%o0f the total attrition.



Reasons for Selling Goats

Grinding mill costs
Pay/donate to social event

0,3

0,6
Business investment

0,7
Business of selling livestock®® 0,8
Funeral related expensesi 0,8

Other

Pay debt
Pay for transport expenses

Pay medical expense 5,9

7,1
7,2

No longer needed
Other household costs

Pay education expense

Purchase food

46,1

15 20 25 30
Proportion ofHouseholds (%)
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A Mosthouseholdssoldgoatsto purchasefood (46%) and payeducationexpenseg22.1%y.




Causes ofsoats Deaths

Proportion of Households (%)
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m Drought m Diseases  m Predators = Lack of water m Slaughter for own consumption  ® Drowning/Floods

National
m Other

A
A
A

About67.6%o0f deathswere dueto diseasesl4.6%dueto droughtand 10.6%dueto predators
Mashonaland/Nestreported the highestdeathsdueto disease$81.1%)

Caseof drowningwere recordedin mostprovinceswith highincidencesecordedin Midlands(6.2%).
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Agricultural Produce Market Access



Location of Main Markets for CropBuying
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A Most householdsaccessedood cropsfrom within their wards

A About 3% of the wardshad householdsvhich accessedgearl millet from outside Zimbabweand 1%which accessednaize

mealand sorghumoutsideZimbabwe
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Type of Market for Crops Selling

100 -

90 -
80 -
S 70 -
[%2)
e]
g 60 -
=
O 50 -
c
o
£ 40 -
o
o
2 30 -
o
20 -
10 -
0 T T T T T
Maize grain Sorghum grain Pearl Millet Sugarbeans Irish Potatoes
m Other households in the area  ® Private Traders m GMB ® Auction Floors
m Local Millers m Distant Markets m Contracting Companies m Other Specify

A Most householdssoldcropsto other householdsn the areaand private traders

A About 5% of wards had householdswhich sold maizeto the Grain Marketing Board (GMB)while 2% had sold sorghumto
GMB
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Cattle: Typeof Market
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m Other households in the area ® Private Traders = Sale pens/Auctions Abattoirs

A About45% of the wardssold cattle to other householdsn the areawhilst 38% 11%and 6% soldto private traders,abattoirs
andauctionsrespectively

A MatabelelandSouth(24%) hadthe highestproportion of wardswith householdswvhich soldcattle throughauctions

81



Goats: Typeof Market
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m Other households in the area ® Private Traders = Sale pens/Auctions m Abattoirs

A Goatswere mostlysoldto other householdsn the areaandprivatetraders

A MatabelelandSouthhadthe largestproportion of householdghat soldgoatsthrough auctions(8%.
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Agricultural Commodity Prices



Cereal Avallablility by District as at May 2017

Maize Grain Availability Maize Meal Availability

mmmmmmm

National Park, Protected Consarvation Area

nnnnn

A Atthe time of the assessmentnaizemealwasreadilyavailablein more districtscomparedto maizegrain
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District Average Maize Grain Prices (USD/kg) as a
May 2017

A The highestmaizegrain priceswere reported
in Mangwe, Tsholotshocand Bulilimaat above
USDO0.50/kg

A Lowestpriceswere reported in GokweSouth,

Gokwe North, Zvimba Makonde, Mhondoro

0 | -
o
i o
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x E z o o n
g ¥ E f F
E -3

and Mwenezi ranging between USDO0.17/kg
andUSD0.2Vkg

A The National average maize grain price
dropped slightly from USDO0.40 in 2016 to
USD0.38this year

vecior Lata from Lepartiment of Surveyor Gen
Prices data from ZImVAC 2017 Rural Livelinoods Assessment.
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District Average Maize Meal Prices (USD/kg) as at v

A Highmaizemeal pricesrangedbetween USD0.52 to USD

Legend 0.70/kg

A The National average maize meal price changed,
[ ] owssanses insignificantly,from USD0.61 in 2016 to USDO0.60 this

National Park, Protected Conservation Area year

Maizemeal Price (USD/kg)

Low

p. 3

VecIor Uata Irom Liepartment OF Surveyor (;enerai ana ZImpaowe Nauonai Staustcal Agency.
Prices data from ZimVAC 2017 Rural Livelihoods Assessment
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District Average Cattle Prices (USD) as at May 201

A The highest Cattle prices were reported in

Legend Hwange Masvingo, UmzingwanelJmguzaand
5 WMSW Mberengwa ranging between USD 390 and
[ ] oo usD400.

I TR S A LowestAverageprice was reported in  Mbire

Cattle Prices (USD)
| tow

| A Nationally,the averagecattle price appreciated
from USD306in 2016to USD320thisyear

(USDL51).
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District Average Goats Prices (USD) as at May
2017

A Highest goat prices were reported in
UmzingwaneBubi Bulilimg Umguza Insizaand

Matobo rangingbetweenUSD41 and USD4S8.

A LowestAverageprice was reported in Mbire at
usD13

A The National average goat price increased
slightlyfrom USD29in 2016to USDB0 this year

88



Incomes and Expenditure



Current Most Important Sourcesf Income

Other === Q9
Gifts wmm—m 1 0
Own business = 1 1
Gathering natural products s 1 4
Pension = 1 6
Skilled trade/artisan m— 1 9
Mineral sales — 2 O
Petty trade m—— 3 2
Cash crop production =——— 3 5
Remittance from outside =—————— / 7
Formal salary/wages m——— 5 O
Livestock production/sales = —————————— G 5
Food assistance mess— 7,3
Vegetables production/sales m  ————— 7 8
Remittance from within — — — — —— 7/ §
Food crop production/sales R ——— ) () 5
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Proportion of households (%)

A Themostimportant sourcesof incomewere casualabourandfood crop production

A Vegetableproductionandsales and remittanceswere amongstthe mostimportant sourcesof incomefor about 7.8%o0f the households
90




AverageHouseholdincome as ofApril 2017
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A Nationallythe averagehouseholdincomefor the month of AprilwasUS[¥4, about 20%higherthan the sametime lastyear, April 2016
A MashonalandNVest(USD120) hadthe highestaveragemonthly incomewhile Midlands(USC55) hadthe lowestaveragemonthlyincome

A Thebiggestincreasen averagehouseholdncomewasobservedin Mashonaland/Nest(88%) followedby MashonalandCentral(64%).
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Expenditure



Average Household Expenditure for April 2017
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A Thenational averagehouseholdexpenditureincreasedrom USD49 to USD52.
A MashonalandWest(USD61), MatabelelandSouth(USD60) and MashonalandEast(USD60) had the highestaverageexpenditurewhile Matabeleland
North (USD42) and Masvingo(USD43) hadthe lowestaverageexpenditure
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Proportion of Food Expenditure

100
__ 90
S
o 80
2
S 60 58 58 57 59 58 59
2 60 55 56
) 52 49 o5 51 55 53 o4
8 50
<]
© 40
S
£ 30
8
o 20
a

10

0

Manicaland  Mash Central  Mash East Mash West Mat North Mat South Midlands Masvingo National

m 2016 m 2017

A Nationally,the proportion of food expendituredecreasedrom 5%to 54% Thispattern wasalsoobservedacrossall provinces
A MatabelelandSouthhadthe highestproportion of food expenditure(59%) followed by MatabelelandNorth (5794).

A MashonalancEasthadthe leastproportion of food expenditure(49%).



Average Household Expenditufeor November

2016 to April 2017
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Agriculture Education Other Health Business Remittance Taxes

A Averagehouseholdexpenditure for six months was highest for agriculture (USD56.73) followed by education expenditure
(US31.77). TaxeqUSI2.06) hadthe lowestexpenditure

A Otherexpenditureincludedexpenditureon clothes,socialoccasionsfuneralsandloanrepayment
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Decision Makingpn Household Expenditure
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m Father m Mother m Both father and mother = Daughter mSon m Other relative

A Generallydecisionmakingon householdexpenditurewas mostly made by mothers exceptin MashonalandWestwhere fathers (39%) were the
main decisionmakerscomparedio mothers(28%.
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Livelihoods Based Coping Strategies



Introduction

Household€ngagen variousmethodsof copingwhenfacedwith food access<hallenges
Livelihoodcopingstrategiesare employedin order to increasefood availabilityoutsideof their normallivelinoods

The livelihood coping strategieshave been classifiedinto three categoriesnamely stress, crisis and emergencyas

accordingo WFPTechnicalGuidancenote 2015



Categorisation of Livelihoods Coping Strategies

Category CopingStrategy

Stress A Borrowingmoney,spendingsavingssellingassetsand more livestockthan usual

Crisis A Sellingoroductiveassetdirectly reducesfuture productivity, includinghumancapitalformation.
A Withdrawingchildrenfrom school

A Reducinghon food expenditure

Emergency A Sellingone's land affects future productivity, but is more difficult to reverseor more dramaticin
nature.

A Beggindor food.

A Sellingastbreedingstockto buyfood.
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Households€=Engaginagt Leastone Livelihoods
BasedCoping Strategy
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Theproportion of householdshat engagedat leastone livelihoodsbasedcopingstrategy in April decreasedrom 41%in 2016to 6%in 2017.
Thisindicatesan improvedfood accesssituation which led to lesscopingthan last year where householdshad experiencediwo consecutive
poor food crop productionseasons

MashonalandCentraland MashonalandWesthad the highestproportion of households~vhich engagedat leastone livelihood copingstrategy

duringthe month of April2017. 100



Reasons for not EngagingvelihoodsCoping

Strategies in April 2017
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it wasn't necessary

1

households had already sold those assets
or done this activity within the last 12
months and could not continue to do it

households did not have assets

A Thehouseholdshat did not engageany copingstrategyin April 2017 did not do so mainly becauset wasnot necessary(71%) whilst

28%did not haveany assetsto disposeof and 1% had alreadydisposedof the assetsor donethe activity prior to April and couldno

longercontinueto do so.
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Proportion of Households Engaging at Least One
Coping Strategy Ikach Category

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

jg 07 7 ~ 86 T 3 4 5 5 6 4 4 8 o 4 ° 5 5
0...--3-.il.-2i.- 3-.-

Manicaland Mash Central Mash East Mash West Mat North Mat South Midlands Masvingo National

Proportion of Households (%)

m Stress m Crisis ® Emergency

A Theproportion of householdswhich engagedat leastone copingstrategyin the stresscategorywas 9% with 5% of the householdsengagingcrisis
andemergencystrategieseach
A MatabelelandNorth and MashonalandCentralengagedhe moststressstrategieswhilst MashonalandCentralengagedhe highestcrisisstrategies

A MatabelelandNorth and Manicalandengagedhe mostemergencystrategies 1oz



The Highest Severity of Livelihood Coping
Engaged

100 7 6 i 5

90

< 80
3

© 70
D

n 60
>
o

< 50
©

.5 40

S 30
Q.
o

a 20

10

0

Manicaland  Mash Central Mash East Mash West Mat North Mat South Midlands Masvingo National
® Households not adopting coping strategies m Stress coping strategies = Crisis coping strategies Emergency coping strategies

A Theproportion of householdswhich did not engageany livelihood copingstrategieswas 87% followed by 5% of the householdwho engagedonly

stressstrategies
A About 3% engageda combination of strategiesbut their most severewas crisis and 5% engagedin a combination but their most severe being

emergencystrategies 103



ISALSMukando
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Proportion of Householdswvith a Memberin an

ISALMukando Group
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A About13.3%o0f householdshad a memberof their householdwho wasin an ISALMukandogroup.

A Ofthe householdswvith membersin ISAlgroups,the majority of memberswere reportedto be mothers(79%).
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ISALMukando Groups by Province
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A Manicalandhadthe highestproportion of householdg18.3%) with amemberin any ISALMukandogroup.
A MashonalandVesthadthe lowestnumber(9.4%).
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Types ofMukando/ISAL
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A Thelargestproportion of ISAlgroupsreported were cashonly groups(66%).
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Household Consumptiofatterns



Average Household Cereal Stocks as &kl 2017

Province Cereal Stockg016 Cereal Stockg017
(kg9 (kg9
Manicaland 53.2 145.7
Mashonaland Central 47.3 91.3
Mashonaland East 45.4 99.4
Mashonaland West 45.2 157.2
Matabeleland North 38.7 122.9
Matabeleland South 30.0 57.7
Midlands 39.0 101.9
Masvingo 49.5 108.0
National 43.2 109.6

A Averagenhouseholdcerealstockswere about 109.6kgsasat 1 April 2017,
A MashonalandVesthadthe highestaveragecerealstocks(157.2kgs),MatabelelandSouthhadthe least(57.7kgs)

A Generallythis yearhouseholdshad more stocksascomparedto the sametime the previousyear 109



Household Consumption Coping Strategies
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A CopingStrategyIlndex (CSI) is an indicator usedto comparethe hardshipfaced by householdsby measuringthe frequencyand severity of the
behaviourghey engagein whenfacedwith food shortages

A The(CSl)decreasedyreatlyfrom 27 in 2016to 15in 2017 Thisshowsimprovedfood accesdrom 2016whichis partly attributable to the emergency

food assistancdy Governmentandits partnersaswell asthe improvedmainharvest

A All provincesshowedan improvementin the consumptioncopingstrategiesemployedfrom the extrememethodsadoptedlastyearto the lesssevere

110
andlessfrequent copinghabitsemployedthis year




The Food Consumption Score

TheHouseholdFoodConsumptiorScore(FCSijs a food consumptionindicatorthat is usedasa proxyfor householdfood security Foodconsumption

indicatorsare designedo reflectthe quantityandqualityof LJS 2 LdieS Qa

The FCSs a measureof dietary diversity,food frequencyand the relative nutritional importance of the food consumed A high food consumption

scoreincreaseshe possibilitythat a householdachieveshutrient adequacy

Borderline 21.535 An expectedconsumption of staple 7 days, vegetableg @ays, sugar-3
days, oil/fat 3 days, meat/fish/egg/pulses2ldays a week, while dairy
products are totally absent
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FoodConsumptionCategories
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A Therehasbeena decreasen the proportion of householdswhich are consumingan acceptablediet from 63%in 2015to
55%in 2017.

A Howeverthe proportion of householdssonsuminga poor diet hasincreasedrom 8%in 2015to 16%in 2017,
112



Food Consumption Categories by
Province
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Theproportion of householdswith acceptablefood consumptionscoresimprovedfrom 54%in 2016to 55%in 2017, those with

borderlineconsumptiondecreasedrom 33%to 29%andthosewith poor consumptionpatternsincreasedrom 12%to 16%

MatabelelandNorth (25%) had the highestproportion of householdsconsumingpoor diets and had worsenedfrom last year

where 19%hadpoor food consumptionpatterns




Proportion of Households Consuming lrarch Foods
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m Never consumed Consumed sometimes ® Consumed at least daily

A Theproportion of householdsonsumingron rich foodsdaily remainedbelow 10%acrossall provincesexceptin Mashonaland/Vest(12%).
A MatabelelandNorth hadthe highestproportion of householdghat were not consumingron rich foods 7 daysprior to the assessments2%).
A Aslron deficiencycontinuesto be of publichealth concern nutrition sensitivelivelihoodsprogrammings recommended
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Proportion of Households Consuming Proteiich
Foods

Proportion of Households (%)
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m Never consumed Consumed sometimes m® Consumed at least daily

Theproportion of householdghat consumedproteinrich foodsat leastdailyin the 7 daysprior to the surveywas41%whilst 44%consumedbetweenl to

6 daysand 15%hadnot consumedht all. o

MatabelelandSouthhadthe highestproportion of householdsvhichconsumedprotein rich foodsat leastdaily (4 7%4).




Proportion of Households Consuming Vitamin A
RichFoods
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m Never consumed Consumed sometimes m Consumed at least daily

A About 67% of the householdsconsumedVitamin A rich foods at leastdaily, 25% consumedsometimesand 8% never consumedduring the 7 daysprior to

the survey 116




Household Dietary Diversity Score
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A TheDietaryDiversityindicatoris the number of different food groupsconsumedover a givenreferenceperiod of time. It givesan estimationof the quality of the diet. TheHousehold
Dietary Diversity Score(HDDS)yhowsthe number of food groupsconsumedby householdsout of a total of 12 food groupsand is usedas a proxy for food accessEvenamong
householdghat satisfycalorierequirements thosewhich consumea non-diversified,unbalancecand unhealthydiet canbe classifiedasfood insecure

A Nationallythe HDDSwas5.8, a slightimprovementfrom 2016(5.6).

A Al provincesexceptfor MashonalandCentralhadimprovedHDDSrom 2016

A Onaveragehouseholdsonsumedabout6 out of the 12 food groupswithin the sevendayrecallperiod.

A MashonalandEastand Manicalandconsumedthe highest numberof food groups(6.3 and 6.1 respectivelywhile MatabelelandNorth had the lowest score(5.4) Thisirend is similar
to that of 2016



AverageNumberof Days Households Consumed
Food from the Various FooGroupsper Week
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A Themajority of householdszonsumedmnostlycerealswhile meatwasconsumedhe least

A Thispattern is consistentwith what hasbeenobservedn previousZimVAMRLAS 118




Household Hunger Score
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m Little to no hunger  m Moderate to severe hunger

o

To

TheHouseholdHungerScores a householdfood deprivationscalewhichfocuseson the food quantity dimensionof food access
Most householdsn the rural communitieswere experiencindittle to no hunger(90%) whilst 10%experiencednoderateto severehunger

MashonalandWest had the highest proportion of householdsfacing moderate to severe hunger (16.9%9) whilst MashonalandEasthad the lowest

roportion (6.2%).
proportion (6.299 .




Proportion of Households Using lodized Salt by
Province
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A Nationally,84.8%o0f householdsusediodisedsalt Thisis abovethe 80%thresholdfor universalsaltiodisation

A MashonalandCentral(72.8%) and MatabelelandSouth(77.9%) hadthe leastproportion of householdghat usediodisedsalt 190



Resilience



Introduction

Why Resiliencan Zimbabwe?

A Persistentfood insecurity, stunting levelsand poverty levelsin the country remain topical issuesdespite huge investmentsmade by

Governmentandits developmentpartnersto addresshem.

A Thisled the Governmentof Zimbabweand its developmentpartners to spearheadthe developmentof the ResilienceStrategic

Frameworkfor Zimbabwen 2015

A Theframework lays down what resiliencemeansfor Zimbabwe,providesa conceptualframework and key principlesto be usedin

resilienceprogramming

Definition of Terms

Resilience The ability of at risk individuals,households,communitiesand systemsto anticipate, cushion,adapt, bounce back better and
move on from the effects of shocksand hazardsin a manner that protects livelihoods and recovery gains and supports sustainable
0 NJ vy & T 2 (RivbabweResilié€nceStrategid-ramework2015).

Hazard A process phenomenonor humanactivity that may causelossof life, injury or other health impacts,property damage,socialand
economicdisruption or environmentaldegradation(UNISDR2007). Hazardganay be natural or anthropogenicdn origin. Natural hazardsare

predominantlyassociatedvith natural processesnd phenomenaAnthropogenichazardspr humaninducedhazardsare inducedby human

activities



Resilience Conceptudlramework
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shortage,h@hpnces, etc the[}isturbances‘r | totheDsturbances} recover,learn,transform | A Food Security
|
Nothing. A Adquate
N Avoided N_utrltlon
i i = AW A Environmental
security
Bounce back
better
hmms Bounce back
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y J
Collapse A Food Insecurity
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A Environmental
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Shocks

TsholotshoSiphephaFlood Disaster, Sourc®CP
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Proportions ofHouseholds which Reported Different Shocks

Between April2016 and March 2017
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A Cashshortages(46.9%), water logging(42.7%), drought (32.3%) and crop pests(29.9%) were reported as shockswhich affected households

betweenApril2016andMarch2017.

A Somehouseholdexperiencedocalised shockswhichincludedflooding (9.6%), humanwildlife conflict (4.8%) and veldfires (0.9%).
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Severity of Impact o5hocks Experienced Between

April 2016 and March 2017
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= Minor Moderate = Severe
A A proportion of householdswvho experiencedshocks reported severeimpact of cashshortages(64%), water logging(59%) , impactof the
2015 2016EINino induceddrought (69%) and crop pests(50%).

A Lesscommonlyexperienced shockswhich had severeimpact include humanwildlife conflict (62%), floods (5999, death of main income

earner(76%) veldfires (70%) andlossof employmentby breadwinner(72%). 126
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Hazards In The Next 12 Months

16

45

H Unable to cope  Able to cope with difficulties = Able to cope without difficulties

About 40% of the sampledhouseholdsvho indicatedthat they experiencedshocksand hazardsn the last 12 monthsreported that they will

be unableto copewith similarshocksand stressorsf they recurin the next 12 months,
At least45%of the householdgseportedthat they will be ableto copebut with difficulties

Onlyl6%indicatedthat they will be ableto copewithout difficulties, .
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m Unable to cope Able to cope with difficulties @ Able to cope without difficulties

A Without externalassistancethe majority of householdsreported that they will either be unableto cope or may cope

with difficultiesif they are to experienceeither drought, floods, livestockdiseases,crop pestsor crop diseasesn the

128
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Resilience Measurement

CustomisedKP# Methodology ¢Measuresthe number of people/communitieswhoseresiliencenasbeenimprovedasa result of

humanitarianand developmentsupport

The methodologywas developedby DfID in one of its projects Building Resilienceand Adaptationto Climate Extremesand
DisasterBRACEDN) Ethiopiaand Nepal

The methodologywas customisedto suit the Zimbabweancontext and it taps from the existingresilienceindicatorsin ZimVAC
surveydo form aresiliencescorebasedon;

Livelihoods an@ssetdhased Coping Strategy Index score
Food Consumption Score

Average number of income sources per household
Average monthly household income per household
Perceived ability to cope with shocks and stresses

Households Hunger Scale (HHS)



Proportions of Households by Vulnerability and
Resilient Pathways Categories
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A The majority of the householdswere at the wellnessthreshold (60%), 38% were in the resilient categorywhile 2% were in the

vulnerabilitytrap. 130



Household Food Security Status Projections

To estimate the rural population that is likely to be food insecure i20ikE7/18consumption yeat,

their geographic distribution and the severity of their fandecurity



Food Security Analytical Framework

A Foodsecurityexistswhenall peopleat all times, havephysical,socialand economicaccesgo food whichis safeand consumedn
sufficient quantity and quality to meet their dietary needsand food preferencesand it is supported by an environment of

adequatesanitation,healthservicesand careallowingfor a healthyandactivelife (Foodand Nutrition SecurityPolicy,2012).

A Thefour dimensionsof food securityinclude
Availability of food
Accesgo food
Thesafeandhealthyutilization of food
Thestability of food availability,accessandutilization
A Householdfood security status was determined by measuringa K 2 dza S g@edntiRI@écessto enoughfood (from various

livelihnood options availableto the household)}to give eachmembera minimum of 2100kilocaloriesper day in the consumption
period 1 April2017to 31 March2018



Food Security Analytical Framework

A Eachof the surveyedK 2 dza S Kdehtigl fo@ accessvascomputedby estimatingthe household'dikely disposabléncome(both cashand non cash)in

the 2017 18 consumptionyearfrom the followingpossibleincomesources

A

A
A
A
A
A

cerealstocksfrom the previousseasorn

own food crop productionfrom the 2016 17 agriculturalseasorn
potential incomefrom own cashcrop productior

potential incomefrom livestock;

Potentialincomefrom casualabourandremittances and

Incomefrom other sourcessuchasgifts, pensionsgardeningandformal andinformalemployment

A Totalenergythat could be acquiredby the householdfrom the cheapestavailableenergysource(maizewas usedin this assessmentyisingits potential

disposabléncomewasthen computedand comparedto the K 2 dza S Kifnun@@ergyrequirements

Whenthe potential energya householdcouldacquirewasgreaterthan its minimum energyrequirements the householdwasdeemedto be food secure

Whenthe conversewastrue, the householdwasdefinedasfood insecure

Theseverityof householdfood insecuritywascomputedby the marginwith whichits potential energyaccesss belowits minimumenergyrequirements



Main Assumptions Used in the Food Security Analyti
Framework

A 1 2 dza S mpardhdgiagiower will remainrelatively stablefrom April 2017 through the end of March 2018 i.e. averagehouseholdincomelevelsare
likely to track K 2 dza S K@stoRIi&iy. This assumptionis made on the premisethat yearon-year inflation will remain stable throughout the

consumptionyeat
A Thenationalaveragdivestock to maizeterms of trade will remainrelativelystablethroughoutthe 2017 18 consumptionyeat

A Staplecerealsin the form of maize,smallgrains(sorghumand millets) or mealiemealwill be availableon the marketfor cerealdeficit householdswith
the meansto purchaseto do sothroughoutthe consumptionyear Thisassumptionis basedon the Governmentmaintainingthe liberalisedmaizetrade

regime

A National cotton, tobaccoand soyabean producer priceswill averageout at USD0.36/kg, USD2.75/kg and USDO0.50/kg respectivelyfor the whole
2017 18 marketingseason



Food Insecurity Progression by Quarter
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Rural food insecurity for the period April to Juz@l7was estimated at %and is projected to reachl%during the peak hunger

period (January to March018).

Asexpected, there is a progressive increase in the proportion of food insecure households as the consumption year progresses

toward the peak hunger period. 135



Trend In Food Security Progression by Quarter
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A The2017/18consumption year food insecurity prevalencd i$6 and is lower thathat for the2016/17consumption year during the

peak hunger period.
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Food Insecure Rural Population by Quarter
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A About1.1 millionrural people are estimated to be food insecure during the Jang&march peak hunger season.
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Food Insecure Population by Quarter
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A Atleast 1.1 million are projected to be food insecure during the peak hunger period.
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Food Insecurity Progression by Income Source
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A All other potential sources of cereglstocks food and cash crops, casual labour and remittances and livestock) except incomes rendered

approximatelyd9%of rural households to be food secure.

A Adding all other incomes, the foadsecurity prevalences projected to be 11%h the 2017/18consumption year
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Trend In Food Insecurity Progression by Income
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A Approximately4% of the householdshad cereal stocksas at 1 April 2017 to last them the entire 2017 18 consumptionyear

comparedto about 2%at the sametime in 2016 140



FoodInsecurityby Quarter by Province
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A Ageneralincreasen the proportion of food insecurehouseholdsds projectedacrossall provinces
A MatabelelandNorth (18%), MatabelelandSouth(16%), Masvingoand Midlands (1294 are projectedto havethe highestproportions of

food insecurehouseholdsat peakhungerperiod.

A MashonalancEast(7%) and MashonalandNest(8%) are projectedto havethe leastproportionsof food insecurehouseholds 141



Food Insecure Population by Quarter by Province
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A Masvingo(176,956),Manicaland(175,285), and Midlands (156,936) are projectedto havethe highestnumber of people estimatedto be

food insecureduringthe peakperiod.
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Districts with the Highest Food Insecurity Levels

District Jan- Mar 2017 Jan- Mar 2018 District Jan- Mar 2017 Jan- Mar 2018
Buhera 70 27 Goromonzi 25 19
Mangwe 45 27 Umzingwane 54 19
Binga 79 26 Chivi 57 18
Bulilima 52 25 Mutare 48 18
Nkayi 44 25 Bindura 41 17
Mbire 53 23 Insiza 42 15
Tsholotsho 54 21 Kariba 64 15
Gokwe North 49 21 Chirumanzu 65 15
Mwenezi 68 21 Umguza 75 14
Lupane 42 20 Zvishavane 68 14




Districts with the Lowest Food Insecurity Levels

District JanMar 2017 JanMar 2018 |District JanMar 2017 JanMar 2018
Hurungwe 11 1 Masvingo 35 5
Marondera 14 2 Gwanda 40 5
Murewa 30 2 Hwedza 25 5
Kwekwe 30 3 Mazowe 20 5
Makonde 19 3 Chegutu 27 5
Mutasa 45 3 Gokwe South 41 5
Guruve 31 3 Shamva 34 6
Mutoko 53 4 Chipinge 41 6
Seke 20 4 Chikomba 45 6
Chimanimani 39 4 Gutu 44 7




Food Insecure Population During the Peak
Hunger Period by Province
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District Food Insecure Proportion During the
Peak Hunger Period
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Food Insecure Population by District
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Livelihood Zone Food Insecure Proportion During
the Peak Hunger Period
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Nutrition
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Feeding Practices in Childrenc®9 Months



Feeding Practices in Childrer5® Months

Goodfeedingpracticesof childrenare amongthe mostimportant determinantsof their health, growth anddevelopment
Good feedingwill preventmalnutrition and early growth retardation,

At 6 months of age, children should start to receivenutritionally adequateand safe solid, semisolidand soft foods while breastfeeding

continuesfor up to two yearsof ageor beyond

Thesolids,semisolid,soft foodsshouldbe from at least4 out of 7 food groups (grains,roots andtubers,legumesand nuts, dairy products,

meatandfish,eggs,vitamin-Arichfruits and vegetables otherfruits and vegetables)

Foodsof animaloriginssuchas meat, fish and milk are an important sourceof Iron and Vitamin A. While vegetablesand fruits suchas
pumpkin, carrots,squash, yellow/orangesweet potatoesdark greenleafy vegetables ripe mangoesyripe paw-paws are vital sourcesof

vitamin A.

Iron playsanimportant role in the preventionof anaemiawhile vitamin A preventsnutritional blindness significantlyreducesthe severity

of illnessesand evendeath from suchcommonchildhoodinfectionssuchasdiarrhoeaand measles
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Definitions of Key Child Feeding Terms

Minimum Dietary Diversity (MDD) A child is consideredconsuminga diet of minimum dietary diversity if the diet is madeup from 4 or more of

the 7 food groupsbelow.

grains,roots andtubers

legumesandnuts

dairy products(milk, yogurt,cheese)
fleshfoods(meat, fish, poultry andliver/organmeats)
eggs

vitamin Arich fruits and vegetables

other fruits andvegetables

Minimum Meal Frequency(MMF) refersto the minimumnumberof times solid, semisolid, or soft foodsor milk feedsare consumedby childrenof
a specificagegroup. Theminimumrecommendedhumber of times (frequency)dependson whether a child 6-23 months of ageis breastfedor non-

breastfed Therecommendedminimummealfrequencyfor the specificagegroupsis givenbelow:
2 timesfor breastfedinfants 6¢8 months

3 timesfor breastfedchildren9¢23 months

4 timesfor non-breastfedchildren6¢23 months

Minimum AcceptableDiet (MAD) measureghe quality of diets consumedby childrenaged6-23 monthsby combiningboth MDDand MMF,



Minimum Dietary Diversity Childre®-23months
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A Theproportion of childrenthat consumeddiets that met the minimum dietary diversityremainedgenerallyvery low acrossall the
provincesof the country:.

A Nationally 13%o0f childrenaged6 to 23 monthsconsumeda minimumdietary diversity Thisis lower than 18%reportedin 2015 153



Proportion of children 6859 Consuming IroiRich
Foods
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A Comparedo 2016 there hasbeena general decreasen the proportion of childrenconsumingron-rich foodsacrossall provinces
A About29.1%of childrenaged6-59 monthsconsumedron-rich foods24 hoursprior to the survey

A MatabelelandNorth and MatabelelandSouth(23%) hadthe lowestproportion of children6-59 monthswho consumedron-rich foods.



Proportion of Children6-59 Consuming Vitamin A
Rich Foods
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A Nationally, 93% of children 6-59months consumedVitamin A-rich foods 24-hour prior to the surveyand this is higher than what was
observedastyear@0%).

A Thelowestproportion of children6-59monthswho consumeda vitamin Arich foods wasin MatabelelandNorth and South(90%).



Minimum Acceptable Diet for Children-83

Months
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A Theproportion of children6-23 monthsconsuminga minimumacceptablediet wasverylow acrossall the provincessince2015

A Nationally,8.6%receiveda minimumacceptablediet 24 hoursprior to the survey

A MashonalandVesthadthe lowestproportion at 4.8%
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Minimum Dietary Diversity for Women of Child
BearingAge

Womenof child bearingage (WCBA)15-49 years)are often nutritionally vulnerablebecauseof the physiologicalemandsof

pregnancyandlactation
Requirementgor mostnutrients are higherfor pregnantandlactatingwomenthan for adult men.

Outsideof pregnancyand lactation, other than for iron women require a more nutrient-densediet to meet their increased

micronutrientneeds
Insufficientnutrient intakesbefore and during pregnancyand lactation canaffect both womenandtheir infants.

TheMinimum DietaryDiversityfor WCBAMDDW) indicatoris a food groupdiversityindicator that hasbeenshownto reflect

one keydimensionof diet quality, that is micronutrientadequacy



Dietary Diversity for Women 139
years
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Nationally 40% of women of childbearingage achieveda minimum dietary diversity (MDD)and therefore more likely to have adequate
micronutrientintakes
MatabelelandSouthand MatabelelandNorth hadthe leastproportion of womenwhosediets met MDD,

Theaveragedietary diversityfor womenof child bearingagewas4 acrossall provinces

158



Average Number of
Food Groups Eaten 24hFior tothe Survey byWCBA
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m 1-2 Food Groups m 3 food groups 4 food groups = 5 or more food groups

A Nationally17% of women consumedfoods from 1-2 food groupsindicatingthat they are not likely to receiveadequatemicronutrients

from their diets. 159



Community Health Services

Onestrategyfor stuntingreductionisto scaleup highimpactinterventionswhichincludecommunityhealth services

Provisionof individual Communitylnfant and YoungChild Feeding(clYC)at community level has been shownto greatly

improvecaringandfeedingpractices

Continuedsupportwithin the first 1:000days,a window of opportunity for addressingstunting,at communitylevelhasbeen

proven to havepositivehealth outcomesfor the mother and child dyad



Proportion of Pregnant and Lactating Women

Visited by a Village Health Worker
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A Nationally,the proportion of pregnantand lactatingwomenvisitedby a VillageHealthWorkerwas8.3%

A Manicaland(11.5%) had the highest proportion of pregnantand lactating women visited by a Village Health Worker whilst
MashonalancEasthadthe lowest(5.9%).

161



Community Health ServiceReceivedoy
Pregnant and Lactating Women
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A Outof the 8.3%of womenthat receivedcommunityhealth servicesrom a VillageHealthWorker, 36%receivedgeneralcareservices

and 24%receivedantenatalcare
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Proportion of Households with Children Under 2
Years Visited by Village Health Worker
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ANationally,only 13%of householdswith childrenunder 2 yearsof agewere visitedby a VillageHealthWorker

AMashonalandEast(8%) hadthe leastproportion.
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Community Health ServiceReceivedoy Children
Under 2 Years
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m clYCF counselling = Growth Monitorng Other  mVitamin A Supplementation m Health Counselling

A Ofthe 13%o0f householdswith childrenunder 2 yearsof agevisitedby VillageHealthWorkers 45%receivedgrowth monitoringservices
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Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH)



|
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Categories of Sanitation

Open Defecation Defecation in fields, forests, bushes, bodies of water or other open spaces or disposal of htaeaas
with solid waste.

Unimproved sanitation facilities Unimproved sanitation facilities: Facilities that do not ensure hygienic separation of human excreta fr
human contact. Unimproved facilities include pit latrines without a slab or platform, hanging latrines
bucket latrines.

Improved water sources LYLINREPSRE RNAY{1AY3I 61 SN a2dzNOS& | NB  FdzNI KSNJ
protected from fecal contamination by the nature of their construction or through an intervention to
protect from outside contaminationSuch sources include: piped water into dwelling, plot, or yard; public
tap/standpipe; tube well/borehole; protected dug well; protected spring; or rainwater collection

Unimproved water sources Unprotected dug well, unprotected spring, cart with small tank/drum, tanker truck, surface water (rive
dam, lake, pond, stream, canal, irrigation channel), and bottled water are not considered improved
sources.

167



| 2dza SK2f RAQ 2F G0SNJ { 2 dz
Facllities

Proportion of Households (%)

71 73
70 - 68
60
50 - 47
40 -
30 -
20 -
10 -
0 -

Improved Water Source Improved Sanitation Open Defaecation

m 2016 m 2017

A Nationallythere wasanimprovementin accesso safedrinkingwater and sanitation
A Opendefecationdecreasedrom 37%to 30%
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Access to Improved Water
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The national average for access to improved water sources increased marginally fram 73%in2016.

There was a general increase in all provinces, with the exception of Mashonaland West, Matabeleland North and Masvingo
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Access to Improved Water Sources by District
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A Districts such as Gokwe North, Hurungwe Binga
and Chiredzi had the lowest proportion of
households with access to improved water

sourcegangingfrom 36.4-50%
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Households which Changed Main Water Source
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A Nationally10%of the householdshangedheir mainsourceof water duringthe 3 monthsprecedingthe survey
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Reasons for Change in Main Drinking Water Sourc
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A Ofthe householdghat changedheir maindrinkingwater source 42%of them did so asa resultof the availabilityof alternativewater sources

beingcloserby dueto the goodrains

A Masvingoand Matabeleland South had the highest proportion of householdsaccessingvater from a nearer source at 53% and 51%

_ 172
respectively



Distance Travelled to Main Water Source
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m Less than 500m  m More than 500m but less than 1 km m 1km and above

A Accordingo SphereStandardsthe maximumdistancethat any householdshouldtravel to the nearestsafewater point is 500m.

A Theproportion of householdgravellingmore than 1km to fetch water decreasedrom 25%in 2016to 17%in 2017,

A Nationally 55% of householdgravelledlessthan 500m to the nearestwater source whilst 17%travelledmore than 1km.

A MatabelelandSouth,MatabelelandNorth and Masvingohad the highestproportion of householdsthat travelled more than 1 km at 24%)§md
23%respectively



Household MembeiFetching Water
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A Adultwomenwere the predominanthouseholdmembersreportedto be fetchingwater. Thisscenarioremainedconstantregardlesf the

distancetravelledto the water source 172




Proportion of Households Treating their Water
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m Improved Water Source ®m Unimproved Water Source

A The practice of water treatment remains generally low across all rural provinces.

A Nationally, 12% of households that used water from unimproved sources did not treat their drinking water. This is of asihegposes

households to waterborne diseases, a situation which is exacerbated when there is excess rainfall and flooding. Lo



Household Sanitation Facilities
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® Improved Sanitation ® Unimproved Sanitation m Open defecation

A The proportion of households which accessed improved sanitation facilities was 61%.
A Matabeleland North Province had the lowest proportion of households with access to improved sanitation (42%).

A Open defecation was practiced by 30% of households nationally, while Matabeleland North had the highest (55%.
176



Prevalence of Open Defecation

A Most districts in Matabeleland North province
recorded the highest prevalence of open

defecationrangingfrom 56.1-75%

A Most districts in Manicalandrecorded the lowest
prevalenceof open defecation ranging between

0.5-16%




