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Foreword

TheZimbabweVulnerabilityAssessmen€Committee (ZimVACunder the coordinationof the Foodand Nutrition Council, successfulljundertookthe 2020
RuralLivelihoodsAssessmentRLA)the 20" sinceits inception ZimVAGs a technicaladvisorycommittee comprisedof representativefrom Government,
DevelopmentPartners,UN,NGOs TechnicalAgenciesand the Academialn its endeavourto W LINR ¥l énSureadequatefood and nutrition securityfor

all peopleat all i A Y #hé Gavernmentof Zimbabwehas continuedto exhibit its commitment for reducingfood and nutrition insecurity, poverty and

improvinglivelihoodsamongstthe vulnerablepopulations in Zimbabwethrough operationalizationof Commitment6 of the Foodand Nutrition Security
Policy(FNSR)

Asthe countryis grapplingwith the COVIBL9 pandemic this assessmemnivasundertakenat an opportunetime asthere wasan increasingneedto urgently
collectup to date food and nutrition securitydatato effectivelysupportthe planningandimplementationof actionsin a timely andresponsivananner The
findingsfrom the RLAwill alsogo alongway in providinglocalinsightsinto the full impactof the Coronaviruson food and nutrition securityin this country
asthe spreadof the viruscontinuesto evolvedifferently by continentandby country. In addition, the datawill be of greatuseto Governmentdevelopment
partners, programmeplannersand communitiesin the recoveryfrom the pandemic,providingtimely information and helping monitor, preparefor, and
respondto COVIBL9 and any similar future pandemics Thematicareascoveredin this report includethe following: education,food andincomesources,
incomelevels,expenditurepatternsandfood security, COVIBL9 and genderbasedviolence,amongother issues

We want to applaudthe ZimVAGaswell asthe food and nutrition securitystructuresat both provincialand district levelsfor successfullgarryingout the
surveyduring this unprecedentedime. In spite of the apparentrisks,they exhibitedgreat commitmenttowards ensuringthat every Zimbabwearremains
free from hungerand malnutrition. We also extend our appreciationto Governmentand DevelopmentPartnersfor the financial support and technical
leadershipwhich madethe assessmena resoundingsuccessThecollaborationof the rural communitiesof Zimbabweaswell asthe rural localauthorities
Is sincerelyappreciated Theleadership,coordinationand managementof the whole assessmendisplayedby the staff at the Foodand Nutrition Council
(FNC)salsogreatlyappreciated

We submit this report to you for your use and referencein your invaluablework. We hope it will light your way as you searchfor lasting measuresin
addressingpriority issueskeepingmanyof our rural householdsvulnerableto food and nutrition insecurity
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GeorgeD. Kembo(DR)
FNCDirector/ ZimVAQChairperson
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HHS HouseholdHungerScore

NNS NationalNutrition Survey

RLA RuralLivelihoodsAssessment

SAM SevereAcuteMalnutrition

TSP TransitionalStabilisationProgramme

ZImVAC ZimbabweVulnerabilityAssessmen€Committee



Backgroundand Introduction



Introduction

A ZimVAGQivelihoodl & & S & ards8litgcorii@eto be an important tool for informing and guidingpolicies
and programmesghat respondto the prevailingfood and nutrition securitysituation. Todate, 20 rural and 6

urbanlivelihoodsupdateshavebeenproduced

A ZimVAQlaysa significantrole in fulfilling CommitmentSix,of the Foodand Nutrition SecurityPolicy(FNSP)
(Goz 2012, in whichthe & D 2 @ S N3f YibAliweis committed to ensuringa national integrated food
and nutrition security information systemthat providestimely and reliable information on the food and

nutrition securitysituationandthe effectivenesf programmesandinformsdecisiorY | 1 A y 3 €

A 1t has becomemandatoryfor FNCto coordinate annual livelihood updateswith the technical support of
ZImVAC



Zimbabwe Vulnerablility Assessment Committee
(ZIMVAC)

ZimVAGs a consortiumof Government DevelopmentPartners,UN,NGOsTechnicalAgenciesandthe Academialt wasestablished
in 2002andis led andregulated by Governmentlt is chaired by FNCa departmentin the Office of the President and Cabinet
whose mandateis to promote a multi-sectoralresponseto food insecurityand nutrition problemsin a mannerthat ensuresthat

everyZimbabweans free from hungerand malnutrition.

ZimVAGupportsGovernmentparticularlyFNdn:

A Conveningand coordinatingnationalfood and nutrition securityissuesn Zimbabwe

A Chartinga practicalway forward for fulfilling legaland existingpolicy commitmentsin food and nutrition security
A AdvisingGovernmentn the strategicdirectionin food and nutrition security

A Undertakinga & ¢ I (i ONCGER{as8supportingand facilitating action to ensuresector commitmentsin food and nutrition are
kepton trackthroughanumberof corefunctionssuchas
A Undertakingfood and nutrition assessmentsanalysisandresearch
A Promotingmulti-sectoralandinnovativeapproachedor addressindood and nutrition insecurity,and

A Supportingand buildingnational capacityfor food and nutrition securityincludingat sub-nationallevels



Assessment Rationale

The 2020 RLA was undertaken to guide the following:

A Evidence based planning and programming.

A Early warning for early action.

A Evaluation of the socieconomic impact of the COVI® pandemic.
A

Monitoring and reporting towards commitments made within the guiding frameworks of existing national food and nutritioesaolat

strategies (TSP, FNSP, Zero Hunger strategy and the SDGs.

T>

Development of the National Development strategy and the Food and Nutrition Security Strategy, for the next five years.

A The rapidly evolving food and nutrition security situation which was feared to be further deteriorating since the begithm@®VIEL9

crisis in Zimbabwe in April 2020 called for collection of additional and up to date FNS data.
A Thecurrentseasonahnalysiscouldnot rely on datacollectedin February2020prior to the COVIBL9 crisis

A Thesurveywasenvisionedto supportthe setting-up of the food and nutrition securitynear real time monitoring and capacitationof sub-

national Foodand Nutrition SecurityCommittees



Purpose

The overall purpose of the assessmentwas to provide an annual update on
livelihoods in 2A Y 0 | orwad &das, for the purposes of informing policy

formulationandprogrammingappropriateinterventions



Objectives

Thespecificobjectivesof the assessmenivere:

1.

2.

Toassessmpactandseverityof both Droughtand COVII19 on rural livelihoods

Toestimatethe populationthat islikelyto be food insecurein the 2020’21 consumptionyear,their geographidistribution andthe severity

of their food insecurity
Toassesshe nutrition statusof childrenof 6 ¢ 59 months

To describethe sociceconomicprofiles of rural householdsn terms of suchcharacteristicastheir demographicsaccesgo basicservices
(education, health services,protection servicesand water and sanitation facilities), assets,income sources,incomesand expenditure

patterns,food consumptionpatternsand consumptioncopingstrategies

Todeterminethe coveraggaccessibilityavailabilityand quality) of humanitarianand developmentainterventionsin the country:
Todeterminethe effectsof shocksexperiencedoy communitieson food and nutrition security

Tomeasureresilienceat all levelsandidentify constraintsto improvingtheir resilience

Toidentify earlyrecoveryneedsin order to determineshortto longterm recoverystrategies

Toassesshe mediumandlongterm (future) sourcesof vulnerabilityandrisksto food and nutrition security



Background

The 2020 RLAwas undertakenagainst a continuouslyevolvingfood and nutrition securitysituation. The performanceof the agriculturalseasonnegatedby the
consecutivedrought,coupledwith the COVID19 pandemichave affectedthe livelihoodsof the ruralandurbanpopulation

COVIBL19, declareda pandemicon 11 March 2020 hasliterally turned the world W dzLJ&R 2 & §heeit startedin Wuhan,Chinawith globalreported casesof more
than 21 million andmore than 760, 000 deaths(14 August2020).

The Governmentof Zimbabwe respondedto the pandemicby gazettingStatutory Instrument 83 of 2020 PublicHealth (COVIEL9 Prevention,Containmentand
Treatment)Order 2020 on March 27, 2020 declaringthe COVIB19 crisisad Y I (i R2 ¥ F &ind $1(Bluced a nationwide lockdownwith the aim of slowing
downthe spreadof COVIBLY.

Thelockdownindicatedthat essentialindustriesand servicemeededto remainopento supportthe health sectorand ensureminimal disruptionin critical goods
and services Duringthe lockdownthe public was stronglyencouragedo stayin their homesandto practicesocialdistancing,amongother critical preventative
measuresoutlined.

Priorto the COVIBEL9 pandemic,food insecurityin the SouthernAfricanregionwasalreadyalarminglyhigh, with a record 45 million food insecurepeople across
the SAD@ountries Keydriversof this food insecurityincludeclimaticshockgdrought,flooding)and structuralmacroeconomicand socialfactors
Theriskswhichthreatento exacerbatehe precariousood securitysituationthroughthe following:
- impactson exports,imports (supplychainof essentialgoodssuchasfood, medicineand other essentiauppliessuchasseedsandfertilizers),
- livelihoods(employmentandincomereduction)andfiscalpressureon the healthsector
- the downstreamimpact of policy interventions and regulationsbeing implementedto control the spreadof COVIBEL9 which will be felt at individual,
household communityandnationallevels

TheCOVIBL9 outbreakand its debilitatingimpactson livelihoodswill further exacerbatethe situation, erodingcommunity copingcapacitiesand deepeningfood
andnutrition insecurityof vulnerablehouseholdsandindividuals

Furthermore,we are likely to seean increasein the number of vulnerablepeopleasthose who typicallyare ableto copemay find themselvesstrugglingto meet
needsgiventhe unprecedentecthallengingenvironment



Background

A Impacton Trade
- Immediateimpactof COVIBL9 beingrealizedthroughits impacton trade.

- Zimbabwebeing hit by a drop in export revenuesdue to slow-down in demand and weakeningof its

currency
- Onthe import side,Zimbabwewith highfood import burdenwill be affected

- Thedecisionfor lockdownis neededfor reducinginfectionand & ¥ £ | (itheSOyiaANyEES Has far reaching
effects on people and their livelihoods, especiallyof daily wage earners,small businessesthe informal

sectorandthe largepopulationalreadyat risk becauseof pre-existingvulnerabilityconditions



Background

A Impacton Programmeand SupplyChain

- Requirementsto maintain social/physicaldistancing and travel restrictions are negatively impacting
programmedelivery and humanitarianand developmentalactivities, which threatens food and nutrition

security

- Travelrestrictionsand border closuresare likely to delay the movementof the essentialsuppliessuchas
seedandfertilizers (for the winter season)which are crucialfor the preparationfor the 20202021 planting

seasonThiscouldhavelongerterm implicationson the food securityof households

A Programmeswill inherentlyhaveto dependon reducedinformation and evidence



Background

A COVIB19 Effecton Populations

- Thereis ahighlikelihoodthat urbanareasare at the highestrisk becauseof high densitysettlementsasthey
are alsothe mainentry pointsfor internationaltravel. Thepopulationgroup most affectedwould includethe

urbanpoor andthe dailywageemployeeswvhoselivelihoodsare curtailedby the lockdownmeasures

- Thedisruption of suppliesof agriculturalinputs is likely to affect the preparationsfor the next agricultural
seasonwhich is very much neededto start the recoveryfrom the backto-back droughtsthat have been
experiencedsofar andaffect ¥ | NJyligehiddds

- Marketsplay a major role in enhancingfood and nutrition security However,marketdynamics failuresand
shortcomingsoften weaken the desired impacts and long term effects Furthermore, householdswith
livelihoodoptionssuchaspetty trade, vending,casualabour, skilledtrade and own businessesvere likely to

experienceghe mostimpactof no trade duringthe lockdownperiod.



Background

A Poverty continuesto be one of the major underlyingcausesof vulnerability to food and nutrition insecurityas well as
precarioudivelihoodsin Zimbabwe Accordingo the ZIMSTAPoverty,Income,Consumptiorand ExpenditureSurvey2017

Report,70.5% of the populationwere poor whilst 29.3% were deemedextremelypoor.
A Theprojected GDPgrowth rate for 2019was-6.5%and 3%for 202Q
A Yearon yearinflation for May 2020wasat 785.55%

A TheTotal ConsumptiorPovertyLine(TCPLjor April 2020wasZWL7,425.81 whichis 7034%highercomparedto the same

time lastyear

A Theimpact of poor rainfall distribution was compoundedby the unaffordability of key agriculturalinputs suchas seed,
fertilisers and herbicides Consequentlythe areaplantedto major cropsin the 2019 20 seasonwas lower in most areas

comparedto the sametime in the previousseason



Assessment Methodology



Methodology ¢ Assessment Design
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Figure 1: Food and Nutrition Conceptual Framework

A

The assessmentwas a crosssectional study whose
design was guided and informed by the Food and
Nutrition Security Conceptualframework (Figure 1),
whichZimbabweadoptedin the FNSKGoZ 2012, and
the conceptualframeworkon food securitydimensions
propoundedby Joneset al. (2013.

The assessmentvas also guidedand informed by the
resilienceframework (Figure2) so asto influencethe
early recovery of households affected by various
shocks

The assessmentooked at food availabilityand access
as pillars that have confounding effects on food
securityasdefinedin the FNSRGo0Z 2012).
Accordinglythe assessmenimeasuredthe amount of
energyavailableto a householdfrom all its potential
sources hence the primary sampling unit for the
assessmentvasthe household
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Methodology ¢ Assessment Process

A ZimVACthrough multi-stakeholderconsultations,developedan appropriate assessmentlesignconceptnote and data collection tools

informedby the assessmenbbjectives

A Theprimarydatacollectiontools usedin the assessmentvere the androidcbasedstructuredhouseholdtool andthe Districtkeyinformant

tool.

A ZimVAational supervisorgincludingProvincialAgritex ExtensionOfficersand ProvincialNutritionists) and enumeratorswere recruited
from GovernmentUnited Nations,Technicapartnersand Non-GovernmentalOrganisationsTheseunderwenttrainingin all aspectsof the

assessmentn orderto minimiserisk of spreadingCOVIBLY, trainingfor both supervisorandenumeratorsvasdonevirtually.

A TheMinistry of Healthand ChildCarewasthe lead ministryin the developmentof the Infection, Preventionand Control(IPC)uidelinesfor
the assessmentThesewere usedto train all enumeratorsand supervisoron how to practicelPCmeasuresduring the whole assessment

process

A TheMinistry of LocalGovernmentthrough the ProvincialDevelopment 2 2 NR A office$ @didin@tedthe recruitment of district level
enumeratorsand mobilisationof provincialand district enumerationvehicles Enumeratordor the currentassessmenivere drawnfrom an
alreadyexistingdatabaseof those who participatedin one or two previousZimVACassessmentg-our enumeratorswere selectedfrom

eachdistrict for datacollection



Methodology ¢ Assessment Process

A Primary data collection took place from 11 to 25 July, 202Q In recognisingthe risk of spreadingCOVIBL9 during data
collection,innovative approacheswere usedto collect vital information without causingany harm. The RLAwas guided by
global and country specificrecommendationsand all necessaryprecautionswere taken to avoid potential transmissionof
COVIBEL9 between enumeratorsand community members In order to reduce exposureto COVIEL9 through personto
personphysicalcontact, primary caregiverswere capacitatedto measuretheir childrenusingMid-Upper Arm Circumference

(MUAC)apesandassessmenof oedema

A Dataanalysisand report writing ran from 27 Julyto 21 August202Q Varioussecondarydata sourcesand field observations

were usedto contextualisethe analysisandreporting.



Methodology- Sampling and Sample Size

A Householdfood insecurity prevalence was usedas the key indicator to determine
the sample to ensure 95% confidence level of statistical representativenessat
district, provincialand nationallevel

A Thesurveycollecteddata from 20 randomly selectedEAsthat were enumeratedin
the 2019RLA

A Atwo stagedclustersamplingwasusedand comprisedof:

A Samplingf 20 clustersper eachof the 60 rural districts,denotedasEASnN this
assessmentfrom the Zimbabwe Statistics Agency (ZIMSTATR012 master
samplingframe usingthe PPSnethodology

A Thesecondstage involvedthe systematicrandom samplingof 10 householdsper
EA(village)

Selectionof Householdsfor the & t | ys8rieg From a selectedvillage,a list of the
households that were interviewed during the 2019 survey was created and 5
householdsselected using systematicrandom sampling Householddata interviews
were conductedin the sampledhouseholds

Selection of Non-Panel Households From the same randomly selected village a
householdlist of non-panel householdsfrom the village head was generatedand the
remainingnumber of households(5) from the samplewas identified usingsystematic
randomsampling

A A total of 200 householdswere interviewed per district, bringingthe total sampled
householdgo 11971

Number of Sampled

Province Households
Manicaland 1415
Mashonaland Central 1593
Mashonaland East 1793
Mashonaland West 1392
Matabeleland North 1397
Matabeleland South 1386
Midlands 1593
Masvingo 1402
National 11971




Methodology ¢ Sampled Wards
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Data Preparation and Analysis

w Primarydatawastranscribed usingCSEntryn android gadgetsand usingCSPrpit wasconsolidated and convertedinto
SPSSTATANnd DBFdatasetsfor:
A Householdstructured interviews

A Districtkeyinformant FocusGroupDiscussiorftranscribedin excel)
w Datacleaningandanalysisvere done usingSPSSTATAENA Microsoft Exceland GlSpackages

w Analysesof the different thematic areascoveredby the assessmentvere informed and guided by relevantlocal and

internationalframeworks,wherethey exist

w Genderasa crosscuttingissue wasrecognisedhroughoutthe analysis



Technical Scope

The2020RLAcollectedand analysednformation on the followingthematicareas

A Education A SociaProtection

A Health A Markets

A WASH A GenderBasedViolence
A Nutrition A CovimL9

A Agricultureand other rural livelihoodsactivities A Linkagesamongst the key sectoral and thematic

A FoodSecurity areas

A Shocksandstressors A Crosscutting issuessuchasgender



Assessment Findings



Demographic Description of the Sample



Household Characteristics (Household Size)

Household size
Province
Mean Median Minimum Maximum
Manicaland 4.6 4 1 16
Mash Central 5.0 5 1 20
Mash East 4.9 5 1 15
Mash West 4.7 5 1 16
Mat North 5.2 5 1 17
Mat South 5.2 5 1 20
Midlands 5.1 5 1 20
Masvingo 4.8 5 1 15
National 4.9 5 1 20

A Mean household size was 4.9 and maximum was 20.
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Household Characteristics (Age)

Province Household Head Age Elderly Headed Househol{  Child Headed
Mean Median (%) Households (%)
Manicaland 50.3 48 31 0.6
Mash Central 48.4 46 28 0.1
Mash East 51.6 49 34 0.1
Mash West 48.3 45 27 0.1
Mat North 53.5 52 37 0.0
Mat South 55.5 56 44 0.3
Midlands 52.6 51 37 0.3
Masvingo 51.8 50 34 0.4
National 51.5 49 34 0.2

A Nationallythe averageageof householdheadwas51.5 years
A MatabelelandSouthhad the highestproportion of elderly-headedhouseholds(44%) and MashonalandwWest had the lowest
(27%).

A Manicalandchadthe highestproportion of child-headedhouseholdg0.6%9.
30



Ho

usehold Characteristics (Sex)

Respondent's Sex (%)

Household Head Sex (%)

Province
Male Female Male Female
Manicaland 24.9 75.1 64.9 35.1
Mashonaland Central 29.9 70.1 75.9 24.1
Mash East 30.4 69.6 68.5 31.5
Mash West 33.1 66.9 74.9 25.1
Mat North 25.5 74.5 67.1 32.9
Mat South 29.8 70.2 56.0 44.0
Midlands 31.5 68.5 68.4 31.6
Masvingo 28.2 71.8 65.5 34.5
National 29.3 70.7 67.8 32.2

A Nationally,70.7%of the respondentswere femaleandonly 29.3%were male

A However,67.8% of the surveyedhouseholdsvere maleheadedandonly 32.2%were femaleheaded

A MatabelelandSouthhadthe highestproportion of femaleheadedhouseholdg44%).
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Household Head Religion

Proportion of households (%)

Apostolic  No religion Pentecoastal
Sect

Zion

Protestant

Roman
Catholic

32
16 12
10 I . - ? 8 !
. HE B B =

Other
Christian

3
—

Traditional

2

Other
religion

Islam

A At least 32% of the household heads were from the Apostolic Sect.
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Household Head Education Level

National |20 M A 2e
Masvingo |G S 7 e
icllans. |2 A e e
Mt South | Ao 22
it North | S S e
s Vet | M s
Meash East RS 7 s
Mash Central |22 A 2 e
Manicaland | S gs

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m None m Primary level m ZJC level 70 level m A level and above

A Atleast40% of householdswvere headedby memberswith primary level educationand 29% with O Level Thisminimal

level of educationshowsthe ability of the respondentgo interactwith the subjectof the research -



Education Level of Household Head by Gender

50
46
37
35
26
15 16
12
9
3
B
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A Most maleandfemaleheadedhouseholdshada primarylevel educationalqualification
A Femaleheadedhouseholdg72%9 were mostly skewedtowards primarylevelto no levelof education

A Male headedhouseholdg53%) hada zZJQGo A levelandaboveeducationalqualifications
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Orphaned Children by Province
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A Atleast17.2%of householdshad orphans
A Thehighestproportion wasin MatabelelandSouth(19.1%9, Masvingo(18.2%9) and Manicaland(18.1%).
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Education



School Attendance
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m Attending school before Covid-19 pandemic
m Child sent away from school during the first term because of non- payment of fees
m Child currently receiving any form of schooling (home, online, WhatsApp)

A Atleast50.3%o0f childrenof schoolgoingagewere sentawayfrom schoolduringthe first term due to non paymentof schoolfees

A Only6.8%o0f rural childrenwere receivingsomeform of educationat the time of the assessment

A Ofthese,4.5%werein the 4-6 agecategory,7.7%in the 7-13 yearscategoryand 7%in the 14-17 yearscategory
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Chronic lliness



Households with Members that had Confirmed
Chronic Conditions
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Proportion of households (%)

A Atleast22%of the householdshad memberslivingwith a chroniccondition Giventhe currentoutbreakof the COVIBL9
pandemic,such a percentageare susceptibleto potential attacks hence the need to ensure abiding by WHO safety

regulations 39



Chronic lliness by Sex
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A Ahighproportion of the chronicallyill sampledindividualswere women

A Womenmade up 83% of the proportion of individualswith heart disease,80% of those sufferingfrom liver diseasesas

well as7%% of those sufferingfrom hypertension/highblood pressure "




Chronic lliness by Age Category

HIV infection, AIDS g
Epilepsy, seizures, fits
Liver diseases0 80
Tuberculosis nmSmm 64

Asthma IS 48

Cancer 0 58
Ulcer, chronic stomach paing 53 45
Other G 38 -
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57T
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Heart disease ma 40
Stroke m 36
Diabetes, high blood sugarms 34 S e5
Hypertension, High blood pressures 32 12
Arthritis, chronic body pain 20 4

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Proportion of members (%)

mO0to 17 years = 18to 59 years m 60+ years

A Themostreported chronicillnessesn the 0-17 yearscategorywere asthma(18%) and epilepsy/seizures/fit17%y).

T

Themajority of householdmemberswith liver diseasg80%), HIV/AIDS78%) andtuberculosig64%) were in the 18-59 yearscategory
A Themajority of thosein the 60+ yearscategorysufferedfrom arthritis/ chronicbody pain (78%), hypertension/highblood pressure(67%),

diabetes/highblood sugar65%) and stroke (62%).
41




Chronically ill Members who Missed Medication
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A Atleast19%of householdsnith memberswith chronicillnesseshad missedtheir medication

A Theproportion washighestin Manicaland(25%).
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Reasons for Missing Medication

Displacement | 0.3
Stockout at health facility B 0.7
Failed to follow instructions for taking the medicationl 1.1
Not interested 1 1.6
To avoid side effects il 2.3
Forgot to take medication Il 3
Failed to access health facility for more medicatiorims 4.6
Other —— 5.7
No money to pay for transport I 11
Lack of transport to go and collect medication 11.3
Lack of required currency to purchasclllllls 13.8

Medication too expensive so cannot afford I 75.7

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Proportion of Households (%)

A Of those chronicallyill people that missedtheir medication, the main reasonswere medication being too expensive
(75.7%), not havingthe requiredcurrencyto purchase(13.8%), lackof transport (11.3%) andno moneyto payfor transport
(11%.

A Most of the reasonsfor missingmedicationwere monetary 43




Chronically ill Members who were HIV Positive
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A Thirty eight percentof the chronicallyill memberswere livingwith HIV/AIDS
A Theproportion washighestin MatabelelandNorth (53%). "



HIV Positive Members who Recelved Support
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o

Proportion of households (%)

o O

A Ofthe 38%of memberswho were livingwith HIV/AIDS53%receivedsomeform of support
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Forms of Support Received by HIV Positive Member
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m Counselling sessions/ home visits B Food aid Vocational training Cash transfer for care givers m School support

A Themajority of memberswith HIV/AIDSeceivedcounsellingsessions/homeisits(75%).
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Social Protection
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m 2019 m 2020

A At national level, there was a slight increasein the proportion of householdsthat receivedsupportin 2020 (76%) as comparedto

2019(73%). Manicalandexperiencedassharpincreasefrom 60%in 2019to 71%in 2020

A Therewasadecreasen the proportion of householdghat receivedsupportin MashonalandCentral(76%to 74%) and Mashonaland
West(71%to 61%).

48




Sources of Any Form of Support

Government UN/NGO Church Rural Urban Diaspora
Support Support Support Relatives Relatives Relatives
Province (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2019 | 2020 | 2019 | 2020 | 2019 2020 | 2019 | 2020 | 2019 2020 | 2019 | 2020
Manicaland 47 44 13 36 4 3 10 10 9 15 3 6
Mash Central 64 58 15 35 3 3 17 10 19 13 2 2
Mash East 50 50 7 27 3 3 17 17 20 22 6 7
Mash West 55 44 6 27 4 3 17 6 19 12 7 3
Mat North 48 52 25 41 2 3 12 16 12 13 16 17
Mat South 68 70 26 30 5 2 20 15 17 15 33 33
Midlands 69 69 7 36 4 3 16 13 24 18 11 10
Masvingo 49 54 14 31 3 2 20 16 19 19 9 12
National 56 55 13 33 3 3 16 13 18 16 11 11

A Nationally, 55% of the surveyedhouseholdsreceived Governmentsupport, followed by UN/NGO(33%), urban relatives

(16%), rural relatives(13%) andthen diasporarelatives(11%).

A Therewas an increasein the proportion of householdsthat receivedsupport from UN/NGOfrom 13%in 2019to 33% in

2020 Howeverthe proportion of householdghat receivedsupportfrom rural andurbanhouseholdsslightlydecreased




Breakdown of the Forms of Support
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m Government support UN/NGO support Rural relative support Urban relative support

A Of those householdswhich receivedfood support, 92% receivedit from UN/NGOsand 90% from their relativesin the
rural areas Urbanrelativeswere the major sourceof cash(74%.

A Thereisneedto addresspotential double-allocationespeciallyon food supportasdepictedby the graph 50




Food Assistance Programmes Coverage

A All districts had food assistance
programmesrunning at the time of
the assessment except for
Shurugwi

A Eight of the districts had
programmes that were feeding

populations above the district

[ District Boundaries
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[ 40 - 60

[ 60-80

I 80 - 100

I 100 - 200

B >200

projectedpopulations Thiscouldbe

a signof doubledipping

51



Agricultural Production



Crop Production



Households which Planted Crops
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Maizeremainsthe crop grown by the majority of householdswith over80%of householdshavinggrownit.
Despitethe slightdecreasecomparedto the 2018 19 seasonthe SecondRoundCropand LivestockAssessmenReport(2020 noted that there was

anincreasan maizeyieldfrom 0.77t/ha in 2019to 1.02t/ha in 2020,

In comparisonto 2018 19, there wasa decreasean the proportion of householdswhich grew groundnuts,tubers, sugarbeans,cotton, tobaccoand

soyabeans 54




Households which Planted Cereals
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B Maize m Sorghum m Pearl millet = Finger millet

MatabelelandSouth, MatabelelandNorth and Masvingohad the highestproportions of householdsgrowingsmallgrainsasin the previous
season
Therewas a noticeableincreasein the proportion of householdsgrowing small grains The increasecan be attributed to increasedseed

supportthroughthe Presidentialnput SupportScheman the 2019 20 season
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Sources of Inputs for Crops

Maizel Sorghum| Finger | Pearl | Tubers | Cowpeag Groundnuts| Roundnuts| Sugar Beany Soya Beany Tobacco| Cotton
(%) (%) Millet | Millet (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Crop (%) | (%)

Government 52 33 7 17 0 4 1 1 3 5 1 59
Purchases| 31 6 6 5 10 10 14 17 40 45 29 4
Retained | 17 32 52 51 53 46 54 48 33 30 1 1
Carryover | 9 15 23 20 31 24 25 27 18 10 1 2

Remittancey 4 7 8 5 6 8 6 6 6 8 2 1

NGOs 2 6 3 4 0 5 1 0 3 0 0 1

Gifts 2 8 7 8 7 7 5 7 3 2 1 1

Private 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 68 36
contractors

A Government support was the common source of seed for the production of main cereal crops [maize (52%) and sorghum (33%)].

A Most households used retained seeds for small grains and tubers.

A The main source for sugar beans (40%) and soya beans (45%) was purchases.

56




Maize Production by Province

TABLE 6: MAIZE PRODUCTION (MT) BY PROVINCE FIGURE 4: MAIZE PRODUCTION (MT) BY PROVINCE
2019/2020 2018/2019 - 12
FPROVINCE 1 _
Ha T/Ha MT Ha T/Ha MT o8 £
Mashonaland e
West 302 611 1.02 | 309984 | 297 360 | 077 | 228 073 - 0.6 =
Mashonaland -04 @
Central 202 361 0.90 | 182938 | 208699 | 0.76 | 159 184 07 =
Mashonaland
East 193 053 0.67 | 129385 | 206 960 | 0.74 | 153 831 -0

Manicaland 229 996 0.29 65867 | 233414 | 0.22 51 070

Midlands 302 653 0.41 | 123162 | 333118 | 0.28 93 703
Masvingo 178 403 0.28 50 458 157 953 | 0.39 60 962
Matabeleland
MNorth ap 321 0.22 20 002 98 736 013 13 031
Matabeleland I 2019/2020 MT - e 2018/2019 MT
South 83 368 0.31 25 833 87 517 019 16 781
e 7019/2020 T/Ha === 21182019 T/Ha
Total 15682766 | 067 | 907628 | 162 757 | 0.48 | 776 635

NB: Estimated Yield (T/Ha) has been compufed as a function of Tofal Production/
Total Area. All igures in the tables are rounded off fo the nearest whole number

Source: 2020 Second Round Crop and livestock Assessment Report

A Accordingto the 2020 SecondRound Crop and LivestockAssessmenteport, there was an increasein maize
productionin most provincesexceptfor Mashonalandcastand Masvingocomparedto the previousseason
A The estimated maize production was 907,628 MT which is a 17% increasefrom the previousd S | & Rajz@ a

production 57



Average Household Cereal Production

Maize kg9 Small Grainskg9
Production ™5518/19 | 2010/20 | 2018/19 | 2019/20

Manicaland 164.6 200.40 11.5 12
Mash Centra 351.2 290.90 42.5 11
Mash East 297.1 279.50 16.3 5
Mash West 433.3 314.40 8.6 4
Mat North 91 83.90 39.5 61
Mat South 46.5 73.70 19.7 12
Midlands 261.3 201.90 11.9 12
Masvingo 204.8 142.40 47.8 23
National 233.1 202.70 24.4 17

A Nationally, the average household maize

productionwas 2027 kgs/ household This
was a 7% decrease from the 201819
season

The average household small grain
production was 17kgs, a 29% decrease
from the 2018 19 season

Mashonaland West had the highest
averageharvested maize (3144 kgs) and
MatabelelandSouth had the lowest (73.7
kgs.

Matabeleland North (61kgs) had the
highest average small grain harvest and

MashonalandNesthadthe lowest (4kgs)



Average Household Cereal Stocks as at 1 April
2020

oo Cereal Stockk@9 A The average national cereal stock was
2019 2020 54.2kgs/household
Manicaland
33.1 52.4 A Thehighestaveragestocksof cerealwere
Mashonaland Central 42 2 53 ,
: recorded in Mashonaland West (86.3
Mashonaland East 34.2 61.1
: : kgs/household) and was lowest in
Mashonaland West 44.9 86.3
— : : MatabelelandNorth (39.3 kgs/household)
atabeleland Nort 20.1 39.3
Matabeleland South 26.9 35.9
Midlands 49.1 50.9
Masvingo 499 53.8
National 37.5 54.2




Fall Army Worm (FAW)



Households Affected by Fall Army Worm (FAW)
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A Nationally, there was an increase in the proportion of households whose crop was affected by FAW from 58% in the 201828 8520
agricultural seasornThis shows that the FAW is still a threat to crop production.

A In the 2019/20 season, the highest incidence of FAW were reported in Masvingo (74%) and the lowest in Matabeleland South (43%
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Households Affected by Fall Army Worm by Crop Type

Crop Manicaland |Mash Centra] Mash East| Mash West| Mat North | Mat South | Midlands | Masvingo | National
(%0) (%0) (%0) (%) (%0) (%0) (%0) (%0) (%)
Maize 70 62 49 66 47 43 71 74 61
Cotton 14 17 0 32 0 33 33 20 23
Sorghum 9 37 17 41 18 6 22 19 21
Finger millet 13 13 0 0 13 5 15 4 8
Cowpeas 8 8 3 11 8 3 9 6 7
Pearl millet 7 4 7 67 2 11 8 7
Soya beans 0 4 0 10 0 0 0 6
Sugar beans 8 6 1 8 9 11 5 6
Tubers 4 5 8 6 13 0 3 5 6
Tobacco 9 5 4 7 0 0 0 5
Roundnuts 5 6 1 7 4 7 2 3
Groundnuts 0 4 1 3 2 5 2 2

A Nationally, Maize (61%) was the main crop affected by FAW, followed by cotton (23%) and sorghum (21%).
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Measures Taken to Control FAW
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A The proportion of households which did not implement any control measures against FAW decreased from 62% in 2019 to
in 2020.

A Traditional control (23%) and application of commercial pesticides (21%) were the most commonly used control measures.
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Households which Accessed Extension Service
on Fall Army Worm
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A Nationally,the proportion of householdghat were reachedwith extensionsupporttowards FAWwas71%

A Masvingo(79%) and Midlands(77%) hadthe highestproportion reachedasthesewere the mostaffectedareas
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Livestock Production



Average Livestock Numbers per Household
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m Cattle m Goats
A Nationallythe averagecattle herd sizeper householdwas6, whilst the averagegoatflock sizeper householdwas6.
A MatabelelandSouthhadthe highestaverageholdingof cattle and goatsper householdat 9 and 10 respectively
A Manicaland MashonalandCentraland Masvingohad the lowestaverageof cattle per household(5).
A Mashonaland=astand Manicalandhad the lowestfor goats(4).
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Households which Owned Cattle
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mZero mOneto Two mThree to Four m Five m>Five

A Nationally,the proportion of householdghat did not own cattle remainedhigh (62%).
A The highestproportion of householdsthat owned more that five (5) cattle was in MatabelelandSouth (2099 and the

lowestwasin Manicaland(7%). .




Households which Owned Draught Cattle
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A Nationally, the proportion of households that did not own draught cattle was (75%).
A Matabeleland South (85%) had the highest proportion of households that did not own draught power.
A Masvingo (16%) had the highest proportion of households that owned more than two (2) draught cattle.



Cattle Deaths

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

Proportion of households (%)

Em -
13

5

| I 14

7

6

| 9

Manicaland Mash Central Mash East Mash West Mat North Mat South

m zero mone to two three to four mfive m> five

Midlands

Masvingo

National

A Nationally,approximately38%of householdsexperiencecattle deaths

A MatabelelandSouth(49%) hadthe highestproportion of householdsthat experiencedcattle deathswhile MashonalandEasthad the

least(31%).
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Causes of Cattle Deaths

Proportion of households (%)
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m Drought/Lack of water m Diseases m Predators = Slaughter for own consumption m Floods/cyclone m Other

Themajor causeof cattle deathsin MatabelelandNorth (57%) and MatabelelandSouth(71%) wasdrought/lack of
water.
In Manicaland(86%), MashonalandCentral(91%9), MashonalandEast(93%) and Mashonaland/Nest(89%) the major

causeof deathwasdiseases
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Households which Owned Goats
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B Zero mOneto Two = Three to Four = Five m>Five

A Nationally,the proportion of householdghat did not own goatswas (54%).
A MashonalandVest(66%) and MashonalandCentral(66%) hadthe highestproportion of householdghat did not own goats
A The highestproportion of householdsthat owned 5 or more goatswas in MatabelelandSouth (4299 and the lowest was in

Manicaland8%). 71




Goat Deaths
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A About28%of householddost at leastone goatdueto deaths

A Thehighestproportion wasin MatabelelandSouth(36%) andlowestin Mashonaland=ast(19%).
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Causes for Goats Deaths

Proportion of households (%)
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m Drought/Lack of water m Diseases = Predators Slaughter for own consumption = Floods/cyclone m Other

A Ofthe householdghat lost goats,the major causeof deathwasdisease$68%), predation (14%) and drought (8%9).

A Mashonaland=ast(84%9) hadthe highestproportion of householdshat experiencedyoat deathsdueto diseases
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Access to Livestock Advice and Animal Health
Centres
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® Received Livestock Advice m Access to Animal Health Centers

A Nationally61.6% of householdghat owned livestockreceivedadvice Livestockadvicewashighestin Midlandsat 67.6%
andleastin MashonalandCentralat 55.4%

A Only39.2%of the householdswith animalshadaccesgo animalhealthcentres
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Household Satisfaction with Livestock Advice
and Animal ServiC@reakdown of the 61.6%)

Livestock Advice Satisfaction

Animal Health Service Satisfaction
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A Generallyhouseholdswvere satisfiedby the livestockadvice(82%) and animalhealth services79%) that they received
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Extension



Access to Agricultural Extension Services
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A Therewasanincreasen accesgo extensionservicesacrossall provincesascomparedto 2019

A MatabelelandSouthand Masvingarecordedthe highestproportion of householdswith accesgo extensionserviceg59%9).

A Thelowestproportion in wasin Mashonaland/Vestat 39%%
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Access to Agricultural Training from Extension
OfﬁCerS(breakdown of the 56%)

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

0

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

Proportion of Households (%)

HYes mNO

A Approximately92% of householdseceivedagriculturaltraining from Governmentor other extensionagents
A Ofthe householdghat receivedagriculturetraining, 82%were satisfied,16%were somewhatsatisfiedand 2% were

not satisfiedwith the quality of training. 28



Households that Recelved Agriculture Extension
Visits from Extension Officers eakdown of the 56%)

Proportion of households (%)
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mYes mNO

Approximately80% of householdgeceivedan extensionvisitfrom extensionofficers
Of the householdsthat receivedextensionvisits, 84% were satisfied,15% were somewhatsatisfiedand 1% were not satisfied

with the servicegrovidedduringthe extensionvisit. 79



Households that Received Cropping Advice from
Extension Officer®reakdown of the 56%)
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A Approximately89% of householdgeceivedcroppingadvicefrom extensionofficers
A Ofthe householdghat receivedcroppingadvice,85% were satisfied,14% were somewhatsatisfiedand 1%

were not satisfiedwith the quality of the service 80



Households that Recelve Livestock Advice from
Extension Officer@reakdown of the 56%)
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B Yes mNo mDon't own livestock

A Approximately57%of householdgeceivedlivestockadvicefrom extensionofficers Theremaining7%did not own livestock
A Of the households(57%) that receivedlivestockadvice,82% were satisfied,17% were somewhatsatisfiedand 1% were not

satisfiedwith the quality of training.
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Agricultural Produce Markets



District Average Maize Grain Prices (USD)

[ District Boundaries
[ Provindal Boundary
I Water Bodies

<< Protected Areas
Maize Grain Price (USD)
[_] Not Available

I Low

]

Il High

A Maizegrainpricesrangedfrom USD
3 to USD7.3 per 20 litre bucketin
April 2019

A Thelowest maizegrain priceswere
reported in Gokwe North, Gokwe
South, Makonde and Hurungwe
(USDB/ per 20litre bucket)

A Thehighestpriceswere reportedin

Mberengwa (USD7.3 per 20 litre
bucket)

A Maizegrainwasnot availableat the

time of the survey in Bulilimag
Mangwe Matobo, Gwanda and
Bikita
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District Average Maize Meal Prices (USD)

N iearnsis ‘
A o A Maizemeal prices ranged
100 0 .. ' from USD3 to 6 USD
I 0000

A In  Makonde, Shurugwj
Hurungwe Hwange and
Hwedza, maize meal was
not being sold on the

market at the time of the

survey
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[
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District Average Cattle Prices (USD)
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BRRREO0O00
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A Thelowestaveragepricefor cattle
wasreportedin Guruve(USD152)
while the highestwasrecordedin
Chivi(USDb15).
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District Average Goat Prices (USD)

100

[ District Boundaries
[ Provincial Boundary
Il Water Bodies

<< Protected Areas
Goat Prices (USD)

[ JLow

BRRRRE000

High

A The lowest average price for
goats was reported in Kariba
(US17) while the highest was
recordedin UmguzaUSZ0).
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Income and Expenditure



Current Most Important Source of Income

2019

2020

Gifts m 1
Gathering natural products m 1
Fishing m 1
Other m 1
Own business m 2
Pensions mmm 2
Petty Trade mmm 3
Food Assistance mmm 3
Skilled trade/artisan wm 3
Small scale mining/mineral saleSn— 5
Vegetables production/sales m— 5
Cash crop production s 4
Livestock Production/sales m—— 6
Remittances Outside 5
Remittances Within - S
Formal salary/wages m— 10
Food crop production/sales m— 3
Casual labour messssssssssssssssssssssssss— 30

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

35

DFGKSNRARY 3 yI GdzNI €
Non-state social transfers
Government social transfers
Own business

Pension

Skilled trade/artisan
Cash crop production

Petty trade

Other
Livestock production/sales
Remittances outside
Small scale mining/mineral sale
Remittance within
Food crop production/sales
Formal salary/wages
Vegetables production/sales
Casual labour

Proportion of Households (%)

LINR RdzOGa TFT2NJ al S
2
2
2
2
3
4
5
6
8
22
5 10 15 20 25

(§s))

A Most householdscontinueto rely on casuallabour (22%) asthe mostimportant sourceof income,followed by vegetablesproduction/sales

(11%), formal salary/wageg10%), food crop production/saleq9%) and remittances(8%).
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Average Household Monthly Income (USD) for April 202(

70

60 59

50
46 45 45 43 44

43
41 41
39

34 35 a1 33
28 29

40 36

USD

30 27

20

10

Manicaland Mash Central Mash East Mash West Mat North  Mat South  Midlands Masvingo National
m 2019 m 2020

A Nationally, the household average monthly income decreased from USD 44 in 2019 to USD 33 in 2020.

A The lowest household average monthly income was in Manicaland (USD 27) and the highest was in Matabeleland South (USD 45).
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Average Household Monthly Expenditure (USD) fo
April 2020

25
21 21
20
18 18 18 18
17
1
15 14 °
10
5
0
Manicaland Mash Mash East Mash West Mat North Mat South  Midlands  Masvingo National
Central

USD

A Averageexpenditurefor the month of AprilwasUSD18.

A MatabelelandNorth (USD14) reported the lowestexpenditure
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Food Expenditure Ratio
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A Theproportion of food expendituredecreasedrom 68%in 2019to 65%in 2020

A Thismeansthat householdshavelessto spendon other essentiakervicessuchashealth and education




Average Household 6 Month Expenditure

USD

25

21.50

8.10
1.41 0.97
[ '
Other Education Agriculture Business Health Social Taxes

m 2019 m 2020

A Thehighestexpenditurewason education(USD7.72) and agriculture(USD5.32).

A Otherexpensesncludefunerals,constructioncostsandloanrepayments
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Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH)



Ladder for Drinking Water Services

ServicelLevel Definition

SafelyManaged Drinkingwater from an improved water sourcethat is located on premises,available
when neededandfree from faecaland priority chemicalcontamination

BasicDrinking Water Basicdrinking water servicesare defined as drinking water from an improved source,
providedcollectiontime is not more than 30 minutesfor aroundtrip includingqueuing

Limited DrinkingWater Services Limited water servicesare defined as drinking water from an improved source,where
collectiontime exceeds30 minutesfor a roundtrip includingqueuing

UnimprovedWater Sources Drinkingwater from an unprotecteddugwell or unprotectedspring
SurfaceWater Sources Drinkingwater directly from ariver, dam,lake,pond, stream,canalor irrigation channel
Note:

G L Y LINEridknB water sourcesare further R S U yb$tRe quality of the water they produce,and are protected from
faecalcontaminationby the nature of their constructionor through an interventionto protect from outside contamination
Suchsourcesinclude pipedwater into dwelling, plot, or yard, publictap/standpipe tube well/borehole; protected dugwell;
protected spring or rainwater collection Thiscategorynow includespackagedand deliveredwater, consideringthat both
canpotentiallydeliversafewater.



Access to Improved Water

90 84 85
76

Proportion of Households (%)
(o)}
o

Manicaland Mash Central Mash East Mash West Mat North Mat South ~ Midlands Masvingo National
m2019 m2020

A Nationally, the proportion of households that had access to improved water increased from 72% in 2019 to 77% in 2020.
A Matabeleland North (85%) and Matabeleland South (73%) had the highest proportion of households with access to

improved water. Masvingo (73%) had the least access to improved water.
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Main Drinking Water Services
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A Nationally, there was an increase in the proportion of households accessing basic drinking water services from 57% 602010 to
2020.

A There was a decrease the proportion of households using unimproved water sources from 20% in 2019 to 14% in 2020.

A Matabeleland South continues to have the highest proportion of households accessing surface water (21%). 96



Top 20 Districts with Households Using
Unimproved Water Sources

2019

2020
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A Except for Bindura and Chegutu, the top 20 districts with households using unimproved water sources in 2020 remainedahtheame

top 20 districts from the 2019 RLA.

A Muzarabani (50%) and Gokwe North (49%) had the highest propaiftioouseholds using unimproved water sources.
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Households Drinking Surface Water By District

100

[ District Boundaries
[ Provincial Boundary
Bl Water Bodies

<< Protected Areas

Rely on Surface Water (%)

High

Mwenezi

16.7

A Mangwe (44.7% and Kariba

(325%) had the highest
proportions  of households
drinkingsurfacewater.

This is a cause for concern as
surfacewater is consideredunsafe

for drinking if it is not treated

properly.
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Methods for Treating Drinking Water

1
~

2019 2020

= No treatment )
= Boil
13 = Boil
12.7 Add bleach/chlorine [jik or
1 water guard]
Add bleach/chlorine [jik or
1 water guard] = Strain it through cloth
= Strain it through cloth 0.5
1.7
= Use a water filter
11 = Use a water filter * (ceramic,sand,composite,e
(ceramic,sand,composite,etc tc)
) = Solar disinfection
= Solar disinfection
) m | et it stand and settle
= Let it stand and settle
Add water treatment tablet 214 Add water treatment
tablet
= Other = Other

A Boiling of water (54.4%) was the most common water treatment method used. The proportion of households using this method wa
higher than that of 2019 (45%).
A The proportion of households treating drinking water using bleach/chlorine increased from 11% in 2019 to 21.4% in 2020.

99
A 1t is commendable that most of the surveyed households were drinking safe water as compared to 2019.



Distance Travelled to Main Water Source
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o o
80 25
S
z 0 29 35 30
S 36 31
< 33 35
9 50 34
o
I a0
o
§ 30
S 20
o
Q10
0
2019 2020 | 2019 2020 | 2019 2020 | 2019 2020 | 2019 2020 | 2019 2020 | 2019 2020 | 2019 2020 | 2019 2020
Manicaland Mash Central Mash East Mash West Mat North Mat South Midlands Masvingo National

B Less than 500m

More than 500m but less than 1 km

m 1km and above

Nationally, there was an increase in the proportion of households travelling distances more than 1 km to the main watefreaud©% in 2019
to 20% in 2020.

The highest proportion of households travelling distances more than 1 km was in Matabeleland South (33%) and Mavesaiand(9%).

The increased distances to the main water source can be attributed to the breaking down of boreholes and drying up ofensstveas in the

rural areas, e.g. rivers, wells and boreholes due to poor rains experienced in 2019/2020 rain season.
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Fetching of Water for Cooking and Drinking
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90 87
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m Adult woman [15 years and above] m Adult man [15 years and above] = Female child [under 15 years] = Male child [under 15 years]

A Nationally, the role of fetching water for drinking and cooking was performed mostly by women (80%).
A Matabeleland South (28%) had the highest proportion of households in which cooking and drinking water is fetched by men.
This can be attributed to Matabeleland South havihg highest proportion of households that travelled distances more than 1

km (33%) to the water source as previously observed. 101



Top 20 Districts Travelling More than 1km to Water
Points
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A Gwanda (52%) and Chivi (44%) had the highest propoofitluseholds travelling more than 1 km to water points &ubidistrict

(25%) had the least proportion among the top 20 districts.
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Time Spent Queuing at Water Source and Prevalence c
Violence

Time Spent Queuing At Water Source Prevalence of Violence at Water Source
g 100 100
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A Nationally, 9% of the surveyed households spent more than an hour queuing at a water source.

A Midlands (14%) had the highest proportion of households that spent more than an hour queuing at a water source and M&8¥¢xland Mashonaland
East (3%) had the lowest.

A Mashonaland Central (11.2%) had the highest prevalence of violence at water sources and Matabeleland South had thédeast (4.8

A The majority of provinces where most households spent more than 1 hour queuing for water also reported higher prevalietescefat watgs sources.



Prevalence of Violence at Water Points by District

e _ A Mudzi (21.9%, Mt Darwin
- V. | ) : (167% and Mbire (16.6%)
- ' | had the highestproportion of
households  that had

experienced some form of

L : S A - A a 4 A82 . .
reasiceiet U G ‘ , violenceat awater point.
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1

[

[ |
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Ladder for Sanitation
Service level  Definifon

Unimproved Sanitation Facilities that do not ensue hygienic sepeation of humanexcreta from humancontact.
Facilities Unimproved facilities include pitdtrines without a slab or platform, hangingines and
budket latrines.

Note: Improved sanitation facilities: Facilities that ensure hygienic separation of human excreta from human contact.
¢tKSe Ay OfdzRS bdzaAK 2NJ LJI2dzNJ bdza K G(G2Af SGkft I ONARYSS | f
upgradeable Blair latrine.

105



Household Sanitation Services
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Open defecation Unimproved m Limited m Basic

A Nationally,the proportion of householdgractisingopendefecationdecreasedrom 33%in 2019to 29%in 2020

A MatabelelandNorth (53%) hadthe highestproportion of householdgractisingopendefecationand MashonalandCentral(11)%hadthe lowest
A Theproportion of householdswith basicsanitationservicegncreasedrom 45%in 2019to 51%in 202Q

A MashonalandEast(59%) hadthe highestproportion of householdswith basicsanitationservicesand MashonalandNVest(38%9) hadthe lowest
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Open Defecation by District
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proportion
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N A Binga (59.5%), Tsholotsho (59.5%)
and Beitbridge (59.3%

highest proportion of households

had the

A All districts in Matabeleland North
had over 40% of the households

A Thispicture of high open defecation

in Matabeleland North has been

A Thereis need for urgent action to
of

open
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Ladder for Hygiene

Servicdevel Definition

Limited Availabilityof a handwashindacility on premiseswithout soapand water.

Note: handwashindacilitiesmay be fixed or mobile and includea sinkwith tap water, bucketswith taps,

tippy taps, and jugs or basins designatedfor hand washing Soap includes bar soap, liquid soap,

powdered detergentsand soapy water but does not include sand, soil, ash and other handwashing

agents
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Handwashing Practices at Critical Times

100

Proportion of households (%)

335
17.5 18
. 10.5
0.7 1.7 0.6 0.6
After using the Before handlingBefore and after Regularly Whenever  After changing After assisting Never Other
toilet food eating hands are dirty  children's the sick

nappies/diapers

m 2019 m 2020

A Handwashingvas commonly practisedafter usingthe toilet (77.5%), before handlingfood (74.5%) and before and after
eating(62.1%.
A Regulawashingof hands(33.5%) was alsoa common practiceand this can be attributed to the K 2 dza S K\Ratefre&ss?

COVIEL9 preventivemeasures 109



Avallabllity of Hygiene Services
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A Nationally, there was a decrease in the proportion of households without hygiene services; from 96% in 2019 to 89% in 2020.
A Mashonaland West (97%) had the highest proportion of households without hygiene services and Matabeleland South (80%) had
the lowest.

A The proportion of households with basic hygiene services increased from 2% in 2019 to 11% in 2020.
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Non-avallablility of Hygiene Services by District
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A All districts except for Rushinga

(63%), Zvishavang77%), Umguza
(74%), Bulilima(74% and Mangwe
(64% had over 80% of the
households without  hygiene
services

This pattern was worrisome
considering  the COVIBL9
pandemic which calls for strict
hygiene practices which include
regular handwashingto prevent

the spreadof the virus.
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Access to Infrastructure and Services



Access to Police Services and Victim Friendly Unii

Police services reachable within one hour
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Only43%of the householdgeported that they had policeservicegeachablewithin one hour.

Accesdo a victim friendly unit wasreported by 32% of households 113



Access to Services for Victims of Physical and Sex
Violence

Access Satisfaction
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A Only33%of the householdgeported havingaccesgo servicedor victimsof physicalnd sexualviolence

A For those that had accessto the servicesfor victims of physicaland sexualviolence, 68% reported the servicesas

satisfactory 114



Access to Information on Services for Victims of
Physical and Sexual Violence

Access to Information and Services Information Sources
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A Accesgo information on servicedor victimsof physicalnd sexualiolencewasreported by 38%of households

A Themostcommonsourcesof this informationwere radio (59.4%), healthworkers(33%) and Police(17.9%).
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Approximate Distance to the Nearest Health Facility
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A Fifty one percentof the householdgeported to haveaccesgo a healthfacility within a distanceof lessthan 5km.

A Atotal of 16%o0f the householdgeported travellingover 10km to access healthfacility.
116



Infrastructure at Household that AssIsts In
Improving Food and Nutrition Security

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30

44.4
27.4
19.6 19.5
20
11.0
10 . 5.6 54 4.5 12 11 0.6
0 ] ] ] — — i

Nutrition Fowl runs Farming Other Storage Irrigation Borehole Savings Solar Beehives Agro-forestry
gardening equipment facility powered
water source

Proportion of Households (%)

A Householdsreported to have nutrition gardens (44.4%), fowl runs (27.4%) and farming equipment (19.6%) as
infrastructurethat assistsn improvingfood and nutrition security

A Solarpoweredwater sources(1.2%9, beehives(1.1%) and agro-forestry (0.6%9 were the leastreported infrastructure
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Households which Received and Used Early Warning
Information for Planning Response Mechanisms
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A Nationally,the proportion of householdsvhichreceivedinformation on earlywarningdecreasedrom 50%recordedin 2019to 44%in 2020

A

Informationusefor planningand responseamongstthose householdsvhich receivedthe information increasedrom 42%recordedin 2019

to 74%in 2020
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Sources of Information on Early Warning
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A Themajor sourceof information on earlywarningwasthe radio (62.7% followed by governmentextensionworkers(57.6%).
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ISALS and Loans



Sources of Loans

NGOs 1 0.3
International Development Organisation| 0.3
Zimbabwe Woman Microfinance Banka 0.9
Government/Rural credit fund m 1.8
Money lender m 1.8
Local trader/shopkeeper mm 2.7

Source

Other financial institutions mm 2.7
Micro finance institution m 2.7
Other banks s 0.5
Farmers organisation I———__ 19.0
ISAL/SACCOmmmm—_. 25.2

Friend/relative I 34.7
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A Ofthe 2.8%o0f householdsvhichreceivedloans,the major sourceswere friendsandrelatives(35%) and ISAL/SACC(QS%)%

1




Types of Loans

Types of Loans and Primary Use

Loan primary use
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A Mostloanswere cash(72.8%) and mostly usedfor consumption(42.9%) andfor agriculturalvaluechains(18.3%).
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Households with a Member in an ISAL Group
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A Only 8% of the householdsreported to be part of an Income,Savingsand Lending(ISAL)group. Thiswas a decrease

from 12%reportedin 2019
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Use of Shareout from ISAL Group
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m 2019 = 2020

A Food(44%) and householdutensils(26%) were the mainusesfor the shareouts from ISAlgroups
A Theincreasen useof shareout on food is anindicationof householdscopingwith food accesshallenges
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Food Consumption



Food Consumption Score

Food Consumption | Score Description

Score Groups

BORDERLINE 21.535 An expected consumption of staple 7 days, vegetables @ays, sugar-3
days, oil/fat 3 days, meat/fish/egg/pulses-P days a week, while dairy

products are totally absent

ACCEPTABLE >35 As defined for the borderline group with more number of days a week eatin
meat, fish, egg, oil, and complemented by other foods such as pulses, fruit

milk
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Food Consumption Patterns
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A Therewasa significantincreasein householdszonsumingpoor diets (30%) comparedto the pasttwo assessments
A Theproportion of householdsconsumingacceptablediets (31%) decreasedsignificantlycomparedto 2019, indicating

challengesvith accesgo diversifiedfoods in rural households
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Food Consumption Patterns by Province
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A All provinceshad a decreasein the proportion of householdsconsumingacceptablediets and an increasein the

proportion of householdsconsumingpoor diets.

A MatabelelandNorth (44%) and Masvingo(38%9) hadthe highestproportion of householdssonsumingpoor diets.
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Poor Food Consumption Patterns Iystrict

A Gutu (70%) had the highest
proportion of households
consumingpoor diets.

A Guruve(4%) and Masvingo(4%9
hadthe least
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Average Number of Days Households Consumed
Food from the Various Food Groups
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A Averageconsumptionof oil, meat and legumesdecreasedcomparedto 2019 This may have negative implications on

nutrition outcomesof vulnerablegroupssuchaschildrenunderfive andwomenof childbearingage

A Cerealfruits anddairy consumptionremainedunchanged 130
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Household Consumption Coping Strategies

Send household members to eat elsewhers
Send household members to beg
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Skip entire days without eating

Purchase/borrow food on credit
Reduce adult consumption so children can eg
Rely on casual labour for food

Borrow food or rely on help from friends or relative
Limit/reduce portion size at mealtimes
Reduce number of meals eaten per da

Rely on less expensive or less preferred food
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A Thetop three (3) householdconsumptioncoping strategiesincluded relying on less expensivefoods (5799, reducingthe

numberof mealseatenper day(54%) andreducingmealportion size(53%).

A Thesehouseholdconsumptioncopingstrategiescontribute negativelyto nutrition outcomes
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Household Hunger Scale
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A Nationally,82.9% of the householdswere within the none or light hunger category,15.6% in the moderate hungerand only

1.4%were in the severehungercategory

A Matabeleland South had the highest proportion (2.6%) of householdsthat were within the severe hunger category and
Mashonalandzasthadthe least,0.3%
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Household Consumption Coping Strategy Index (CSl)
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A Nationallythe CSdecreasedrom 28in 2019to 25in 2020

A CSin MashonalancEast MatabelelandNorth, MatabelelandSouthincreased
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Households Engaging in Livelihoods Coping Strategies

Sold more animals (non-productive) than usual to buy foo 27

Beg to get food 12
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A Thetop three livelihoodscopingstrategiesengagedy householdsncluded spendingsavingson food (11%), reducingnon-food

expenseg8%) andsellingof householdassets/good$8%). 135



Households Engaging in Livelihoods Based Coping

Strategies
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A Therewasa markeddecreasen the proportion of householdghat adopted stressand crisislivelihood copingstrategiesin order

to meettheir basicfood needsascomparedto 2019

A Howeverithe proportion of householdghat resortedto emergencycopingstrategies(12% is still worrisome
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Households Engaging in Livelihoods Coping Strategies
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A Nationally,12%of the surveyedhouseholdsesortedto emergencycopingstrategies
A Theproportion of householdghat resortedto emergencycopingstrategieswas highestin Midlands(16%) followed by Masvingo

(13%). 137
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A Nationally,69%%0f the householdglid not useany copingstrategiesin order to maintaintheir accesgo food and other basicgoodsand services
A However,the severityof copingstrategiesusedis a causefor concernas emergencycopingstrategiesare the most extreme strategiesusedin all

provinces Forexample, 16%o0f the householdsn Midlandsresortedto emergencycopingstrategies



Household Dietary Diversity Score



Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS)

A The householddietary diversity score (HDDS)s used as a qualitative measureof food consumptionthat reflects householdaccesso a
variety of foodsovera givenperiod.

A Household dietary diversity is defined as the number of unique foods consumed by household members over a given perashbut do
indicate the quantity of food consumed.

A Based on the HDDS, a household may be classified as follows:

HDDS Classification

FAO, 2006
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Household Dietary Diversity Score
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A Nationallythere wasa decreasdn the proportion of householdsconsuminglietswith acceptabledietary diversity

A MatabelelandNorth (35%) and Masvingo(27.5%9) had the highestproportion of householdsthat were consumingdiets with

low dietarydiversity
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Average Household Dietary Diversity Score
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A Onaverageall provinceswere consumingour food groupsout of a possiblel2 food groupsat the time of the assessment

A Thisindicatesthat householdsare consumingpoor dietswhichmaytranslateto poor nutrition outcomes
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Minimum Dietary Diversity for Women of Child
Bearing Age
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A Therewas a significantdrop in the proportion of Women of Child BearingAge (WCBA)consumingminimum dietary
diversity(43%in 2019 to 19%in 2020 duringthe 24 hoursprior to the survey

A This deteriorationin diet quality hasnegativeimplicationson their nutrition and healthoutcomes
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Consumption of Protein, lron
and VitaminA RichFoods by WCBA
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All provincesreported anincreasen the proportion of womenconsumingVitaminArich foods

Nationally,there wasa decreasean womenconsumingprotein andiron rich foods

Thereductionin the proportion of womenof child bearingage consumingron rich foods could have negativeeffectson their health and nutrition
outcomesincludingincreasingisksof anemia las



WCBA Consumption of Iron Rich Foods by District
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A All districtshad low proportions
of women of child bearingage
consumingron rich food.

A Bulilima (3%), Masvingo (5%
and Bindura (5% had the least
proportion of women

consumingron rich foods.

A This has negative implications

to the health and wellbeing of

women
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Household Consumption of Protein, Iron
and Vitamin A Rich Foods
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m Consumption of Iron rich foods  m Consumption of Protein rich foods = Consumption of Vitamin A rich foods

A Nationally,only 18% of the householdgeported they had consumedron-rich foodsduringthe 7 daysprior to the survey
A Consumptiorof protein-rich foodswasalsolow at 43%

A VitaminA-rich foodsat 85%were more consumedoy households
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