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Foreword

The ZimbabweVulnerability AssessmenCommittee (ZimVACunder the coordinationof the Foodand Nutrition Council, successfullyundertook the 2020 RuralLivelihoods
AssessmenfRLA)the 20" sinceits inception ZimVAds a technicaladvisorycommittee comprisedof representativesrom Government,DevelopmentPartners,UN, NGOs,
TechnicalAgenciesandthe Academialn its endeavourto W LINE ¥riél énS§ureadequatefood and nutrition securityfor all peopleat all i A Y $é& Qaernmentof Zimbabwe
hascontinuedto exhibitits commitmentfor reducingfood and nutrition insecurity,poverty andimprovinglivelihoodsamongstthe vulnerablepopulations in Zimbabwethrough

operationalizatiorof Commitment6 of the Foodand Nutrition SecurityPolicy(FNSR)

Asthe countryis grapplingwith the COVIBL9 pandemic,this assessmentvas undertakenat an opportune time asthere wasan increasingneedto urgently collectup to date
food and nutrition securitydatato effectivelysupportthe planningand implementationof actionsin a timely and responsivemanner. Thefindingsfrom the RLAwill alsogo a
longway in providinglocalinsightsinto the full impactof the Coronaviruson food and nutrition securityin this country asthe spreadof the viruscontinuesto evolvedifferently
by continentand by country. In addition, the data will be of greatuseto Government,developmentpartners,programmeplannersand communitiesin the recoveryfrom the
pandemic,providingtimely information and helpingmonitor, preparefor, and respondto COVIBEL9 and any similar future pandemics Thematicareascoveredin this report

includethe following: education,food andincomesourcesjncomelevels,expenditurepatternsandfood security, COVIBEL9 and genderbasedviolence,amongother issues

We want to applaudthe ZimVAGas well asthe food and nutrition securitystructuresat both provincialand district levelsfor successfullyarryingout the surveyduring this
unprecedentedime. In spite of the apparentrisks,they exhibitedgreatcommitmenttowardsensuringthat everyZimbabwearremainsfree from hungerand malnutrition. We
alsoextendour appreciationto Governmentand DevelopmentPartnersfor the financialsupportandtechnicalleadershipvhichmadethe assessmena resoundingsuccessThe
collaborationof the rural communitiesof Zimbabweaswell asthe rural local authoritiesis sincerelyappreciated Theleadership,coordinationand managementof the whole

assessmentlisplayedoy the staff at the Foodand Nutrition CounciFNC)s alsogreatlyappreciated

We submitthis report to you for your useandreferencein your invaluablework. We hope it will light your way asyou searchfor lastingmeasuresn addressingpriority issues
keepingmanyof our rural householdssulnerableto food andnutrition insecurity
GeorgeD. Kembo(DR)

FNCDirector/ ZimVAQChairperson



Table of Contents

Foreword X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XX X XXX XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXX X XRRBELRLRLRLRLRLRLRLRLERERLRKARBLERK X
AcknowledgementsX X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XXX XXX X X X X X X X3 KX X XK XK X ZBE BOXROMMNRK X X X X X XXX X
ACronymsX X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX X BRI RKRLRLRL RO EKAROK
Backgroundandintroduction X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XX X XX X X X X XXX XX X X X X XX KK XK KX EXXKX XXX XX
AssessmenPurpose X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XX X X X .BBRK BRI . XL
Assessmeniethodology X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XX X X.ZKXXZBOOOXXOOOOOOMOOOOOCERBOK XK 18
Demographi®escriptionof the SampleX X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XX X X 2R BRI RK BRI R KK ILROQONXK X R X
EducationX X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XXX X X X X X X X X X.X XXX X XX KX KK KK HRBOOOOK X X X X X X X X X X XX KK XKX XX3K
Chronidlinesst X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXXX XXX XXX XXX XXXXXXXXXX3IBX X
SociaProtection X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XXX XXX XXX XXX X X X X XX X X X X XXX X X X X0OXNOORKAT7
AgriculturalProduction X X X X X X X XXX X XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX KX XK XXX EEXEEX B XXX XXX XXX XX XXXXX XX X BX X
IncomesandExpenditure X X X X X X X X X X X X X X BRI X X X X X X XRRLBLRLRLX X XXX XXX XHK XX XXX XXX X X XZKEKFKKK XK X X 28X
Water, SanitationandHygieneX X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XX 0X X X
Accesgo ServiceandInfrastructureX X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XXX XX XX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XAKRX X
ISALSENdLoanX X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX X XXX X >
FoodConsumptiorPatterns{ X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XX K XK XXX X X X X X X XXX XXX X XXX XK EKEK XXX XX XXKKX XX XXX XXX KX X
LivelihoodBasedCopingStrategiesX X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XEK KK XK X X X X X X X X X X X0000KX35
ComplementaryfFeeding X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XXX XXX X XEKXXKEK X XXX XX X X X X X00000XXXK XX X X X34
ChildNutrition Status{ X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XX X XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXDEX X X
GendeBasedViolencaX X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XX%RRLRLRLERURLIRLRLRLRLRKRLE X X X X X X X X X XDEX X >
COVIBL9andLivelihoodX X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XX X X X X X X XK IKHRK KX XRLEX XX XXX XXX XXX XXX XX XDXKX X >
ShocksandStressoEX X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XX XX XX XXX XXX XXX XXX XX X X XKL KE XXX XX XXX XXX XXX NX X
FoodSecuritK X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XX XXX XXX XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXKHRX X
ConclusionandRecommendations. X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X XXX X X XX X XX X X XEKEKEKBOX XXX XXX XXX XX XXXXHK X



Acknowledgements

The technical and financial support received from the following is greatly appreciated: A

Mhondoro-NgeziRural District Council

A Food and Nutrition Council A zvimbaRural District Council

A Office of the President and Cabinet A Ministry of Financeand Economid®evelopment

A Office of the Minister of State for Provincial Affairs, Mash West Province A Ministry of Justice

A Office of the Provincial Development Coordinator A UnitedNationsDevelopmenProgrammgUNDRZRBF)
A Ministry of Health and Child Care A OXFAM

A Ministry of Lands, Agriculture, Water and Rural Resettlement A UNFPA

A Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education A UNWOMEN

A Ministry of Local Government and Public Works A United StatesAgencyfor InternationalDevelopmen{USAID)
A Ministry of Public Servickabourand Social Welfare A FoodandAgricultureOrganizatior(FAO)

A ChegutwRural District Council A UnitedNations/ K A f RMBYNICEF)

A HurungweRural District Council A World FoodProgramme (WFP)

A

SanyatRural District Council A ZimbabweNationalStatisticsAgency(ZIMSTAT)



Acknowledgement of Support

for every child

World Food Programme

&
-l? o
L «
»
- P a =
E = E
unicer 'ee = =
v 2
R eyt I TR 9 £y
‘a0 ACCELERATING THE E-UP NUTR ACTIONS
. s m S )
zals W B Sverige [
& ukaid GBI

Hosted by t
regeze @ B unicef @ @i

5



Acronyms

EA EnumerationArea

FNC Foodand Nutrition Council

FNSP Foodand Nutrition SecurityPolicy

FNSIS Foodand Nutrition Securityinformation System
HDDS HouseholdDietaryDiversityScore

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

A
A
A

™

Evidence based planning and programming.
Early warning for early action.
Evaluation of the socteconomic impact of the COHI® pandemic.

Monitoring and reporting towards commitments made within the guiding frameworks of existing national food and nutritioegaoid strategies (TSP, FNSP, Zero
Hunger strategy and the SDGs.

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

The rapidly evolving food and nutrition security situation which was feared to be further deteriorating since the begithe@®VIEL9 crisis in Zimbabwe in
April 2020 called for collection of additional and up to date FNS data.

Thecurrentseasonabnalysisouldnot rely on datacollectedin February2020prior to the COVIBL9 crisis

The surveywas envisionedto support the settingup of the food and nutrition security near real time monitoring and capacitationof sub-national Food and
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 assessmentvere:

© © N O

Toassessmpactandseverityof both Droughtand COVIOL9 on rural livelihoods

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

Toassesshe nutrition statusof childrenof 6 ¢ 59 months

Todescribethe sociececonomicprofiles of rural householdsn terms of suchcharacteristicastheir demographicsaccess
to basic services(education, health services,protection servicesand water and sanitation facilities), assets,income
sourcesjncomesand expenditurepatterns,food consumptionpatternsand consumptioncopingstrategies

To determinethe coverage(accessibilityavailabilityand quality) of humanitarianand developmentalinterventionsin 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 andnutrition 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 essentiagoodssuchasfood, medicineand other essentiakuppliessuchasseedsandfertilizers),
livelihoods(employmentandincomereduction)andfiscalpressureon the healthsector

the downstreamimpact of policyinterventionsand regulationsbeingimplementedto control the spreadof COVIBEL9 which will be felt at individual,household,
communityandnationallevels

TheCOVIEL9 outbreakand its debilitatingimpactson livelihoodswill further exacerbatethe situation, erodingcommunity copingcapacitiesand deepeningfood
andnutrition insecurityof vulnerablehouseholdsandindividuals

Furthermore,we are likely to seeanincreasein the number of vulnerablepeopleasthosewho typicallyare ableto copemay find themselvesstrugglingto meet
needsgiventhe unprecedentecchallengingenvironment



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 agriculturalinputsis 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,market dynamics 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 Povertycontinuesto be one of the major underlyingcausesof vulnerabilityto food and nutrition insecurity
aswell asprecariouslivelinoodsin Zimbabwe Accordingto the ZIMSTAPoverty,Income,Consumptiorand
ExpenditureSurvey2017 Report, 70.5% of the populationwere poor whilst 29.3% were deemedextremely

poor.
A Theprojected GDPgrowth rate for 2019was-6.5%and 3%for 2020
A Yearon yearinflation for May 2020wasat 785.55%

A The Total ConsumptionPoverty Line (TCPLYor April 2020 was ZWL 7,425.81 which is 7034% higher

comparedto the sametime lastyear

A Theimpact of poor rainfall distribution was compoundedby the unaffordability of key agriculturalinputs
suchasseed,fertilisersand herbicides Consequentlythe areaplantedto major cropsin the 201920 season

waslower in mostareascomparedto the sametime in the previousseason



Assessment Methodology



Methodology ¢ Assessment Design

| . Improved Development and
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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 (figure 2) 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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Livelihoods

Outcomes
1. Target Group 2. Context 3. Disturbances 4. Relative 5. Resilience Capacities 6. Reactionto
(e.g. women, youth, rural (e.g. social group, (e.g. natural hazard, Vulnerability (Capacities of the Context to Disturbance
communties, etc) region, institution, et¢) drought, insecurity, food (of the Context to mitigate Vulnerabilties relative (e.g. Survive, cope,
m‘“‘ i ok the Disturbances) I e D) recover, learn, transiorm * Food Security
| 1 s 3 | ) Poeme Fr Y g - < 27
Nothing. Ad(_q.u'dtc
. Avoided Nutrition
I ‘ z Disturbance Environmental
Bounce back security
H better
m Bounce back
Recover,
’hxt 1! 1!1?1 but worse off
' 1 "1 Capacities .
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Whom?

Figure 2Zimbabwe resilience framework (UNDP Zimbabwe, 015
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Methodology ¢ Assessment Process

A ZimVAC through multi-stakeholder consultations, developed an appropriate assessmentdesign concept note and data

collectiontools informedby the assessmentbjectives

A Theprimary data collectiontools usedin the assessmenivere the android;basedstructured householdtool and the District

keyinformanttool.

A ZimVACnational supervisors(including Provincial Agritex ExtensionOfficers and ProvincialNutritionists) and enumerators
were recruited from GovernmentUnited Nations, Technicapartnersand Non-GovernmentalOrganisationsTheseunderwent

training in all aspectsof the assessmentin order to minimiserisk of spreadingCOVIBELY, training for both supervisorsand

enumeratorswasdonevirtually.

A TheMinistry of Healthand ChildCarewasthe lead ministryin the developmentof the Infection, Preventionand Control (IPC)
guidelinesfor the assessmentThesewere usedto train all enumeratorsand supervisorson how to practice IPCmeasures

duringthe whole assessmenprocess

A TheMinistry of LocalGovernmentthrough the ProvincialDevelopment 2 2 NR A offices @didingtedthe recruitment of
district level enumeratorsand mobilisation of provincial and district enumeration vehicles Enumeratorsfor the current
assessmentwere drawn from an already existing databaseof those who participated in one or two previous ZimVAC

assessmentd-ourenumeratorswere 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
COVIEL9 between enumeratorsand community members In order to reduce exposureto COVIBL9 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 Householdood insecurityprevalencewasusedasthe keyindicatorto determinethe sampleto
ensure95% confidencelevel of statisticalrepresentativenesst district, provincialand national
level

A The survey collected data from 20 randomly selected enumeration areas (EAs)that were
enumeratedin the 2019RLA

A Atwo stagedclustersamplingwasusedand comprisedof:

A Samplingof 20 clusters per each of the 60 rural districts, denoted as EAsin this
assessmentirom the ZimbabweStatisticsAgency(ZIMSTAT2012mastersamplingframe
usingthe PPSnethodology

A Thesecondstage involvedthe systematicandomsamplingof 10 householdsper EA(village)

Selectionof Householdsfor the & t I ysGréey Froma selectedvillage,a list of the households
that were interviewed during the 2019 survey was created and 5 householdsselected using
systematic random sampling Household data interviews were conducted in the sampled
households

Selectionof Non-PanelHouseholds Fromthe samerandomlyselectedvillagea householdlist of
non-panel householdsfrom the village head was generated and the remaining number of
householdg5) from the samplewas identified usingsystematiacandomsampling

A Atotal of 200 householdswere interviewed per district, bringingthe total sampledhouseholds
to 1392

Number of Sampled

District Households
Chegutu 199
Hurungwe 200
Kariba 200
Makonde 195
Zvimba 199
Mhondoro-Ngezi 199
Sanyati 200
Province 1392




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



Household Demography
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Characteristics of Household Head: Age
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A TheProvinciahouseholdheadaverageagewas48. Theaverageageof householdheadvariedacrossthe district rangingfrom 46 years
to S51lyears




Average Household Size
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A The average household size in Mashonaland West is 4.7




Sex of Household Head
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A Majority of householdheadsin MashonalandNestwere male (74.9 %) ascomparedto females(25.1%). Thepicture is almostsimilaracrossall the
districts

A Karibahad the highest proportion of female headed households(32.5%) when comparedto other districts in MashonalandWest province
whereasMakondehadthe lowestat 20.5%



Child and Elderly Headed Households

Proportion of Households(%)
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A Chegutu(32.7%), recorded the highest proportion of elderly headed households followed by Mhohid@zi(32.2%).
A Child headed families were recorded onlyZwimba(0.5%).




Religion of Household Head

Roman Other Other
Catholic |ProtestantPentecoag Apostolic Christian Traditional religion [No religion
(%) (%) al (%) | Sect (%)| Zion (%) (%) Islam (%) (%) (%) (%)

Chegutu 8.1 5.4 23.7 28.0 0.5 7.5 1.1 1.1 0.5 24.2
Hurungwe 3.8 6.5 3.8 29.0 5.9 8.6 2.2 3.8 4.3 32.3
Kariba 4.5 1.1 10.6 31.8 5.6 11.2 0.6 9.5 2.8 22.3
Makonde 3.1 6.2 6.2 28.7 3.1 16.4 1.5 4.1 1.0 29.7
Mhondoro 6.4 9.6 16.2 33.C 5.1 14.2 0.5 0.5 1.0 24.6
-Ngezi
Sanyati 5.6 8.6 16.2 33.5 2.5 9.1 0.5 4.1 5.6 13.2
Zvimba 5.5 7.0 11.1 30.2 2.5 8.5 7.5 0.5 2.5 14.2
Province 5.3 6.4 12.5 30.6 3.6 10.9 2.0 3.3 2.5 22.9

A About a third (30.6%) of household heads belong to the Apostolic Sect.



Marital Status of Household Head
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A The majority of household heads (72.6%) were married and living together with their spouses while 17.4% were widowed.




Education of Household Head
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A Majority of the household heads in Mashonaland West Province had attained at least primary school level education
(38%).
A Kariba had the highest proportion of household heads that did not attend any formal education (29%).



Characteristics of Household Head: Nature of Disability
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m Blind mDeaf mWheelchair bound = Mental m Other

A In MashWestProvince of the householdheadsthat reported that they were physicallyor mentally challenged18.4%were blind, 6.1%
were deafand 10.2%were wheelchairbound



Characteristics of Household Head.:
Vulnerability Attributes
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A Of the 3.5% household heads that were physically /mentally challenged, 61.2% were disabled to the extent of not beingoakle t
A Six percent of household heads were chronically ill




Household Vulnerability Attributes
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m Orphan present in HH Mental or physically challenged present in HH Chronically ill present in HH

A SanyatDistrict had the highest proportion of households with at least an orphaned child (22%).



Education




Children Sent Away From School due to
Non- Payment of Fees
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A Theproportion of childrenthat were sentawayfrom schooldue to non paymentof feesincreasedrom 43%duringfirst term 2019to 55%
the sameperiodthis currentyeat



Reasons For Not Going to School

Expelled from school 0

0

No food at home 0

Care for ill or disabled household membe

Covid-19 lockdown
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A The major reason why children were out of school was that it was expensive or parents had no money (37.7%) .

A Some of the children aged3tyears (33.8%) were out of school because they were considered too young by their parents.

A Of concern is the proportion of teenage girls not going to school because of pregnancy (5.8%).




Children currently receiving any form of schooling
(home, online, WhatsApp)
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A Only 7% of children in Mashonaland West province are currently receiving some form of schooling(tiomeshatsApp.



Chronic illness

Chronicdiseasesre definedbroadlyasconditionsthat last 1 yearor more and
require ongoing medical attention or limit activities of daily living or both
(CDC) Theseinclude diseasessuch as heart diseaseand stoke , cancer,
diabetes and HIV among others. Food Insecurity is highly associatedwith
chronicillnessamongthe adults Foodinsecurityand chronicillnesscanform a
vicious circle with adults living in a food insecure householdlikely to have
chronic illness whereas chronic illness may at the same time result in a

householdbeingfood insecure



Individuals with Chronic iliness
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A MashonalandVestprovincehad4.1 %of the populationwith at leastone chronicillness

A zvimbahadthe highestproportion of individualswith chronicillnessat 7.6 % followed by Chegutuand MhondoroNgeziat 5.2 %




Households with Chronically ill Members
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A At least one household member had chronic illness in 16% of households in Mashonaland West Province.

A zvimbadistrict had the highestproportion of householdswith chronicill members80%) followed by MhondoroNgezi(23%.




Social Protection




Households which Recelved Support by District
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A The proportion of households which received support from all possible sources in the form of food, cash, crop inpotkiliypess or WASH
was 61%, a decrease from 71% in 2019



Households which Received Support from

Different Sources

District Government UN/NGO |Church |Rural Rural nont [Urban  [Urban non [Diaspora [Mutual Civic |Charity |Women/ men
support support |support [relatives [relatives [relatives |relatives [relatives [groups  [groups |groups |groups

Chegutu 46.7 377 | 20 | 121 6.0 20.6 1.5 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
Hurungwe 47.0 220 | 2.0 1.0 0.0 5.0 0.5 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kariba 35.5 43.0 | 05 3.0 1.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Makonde

43.1 19.0 4.1 6.7 2.1 18.5 1.0 2.1 1.0 0.5 0.5 15
Mhondoro-
Ngezi 55.8 22.6 1.5 9.0 4.0 18.6 2.5 5.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5
Sanyati

44.5 32.0 3.0 4.0 0.5 7.5 2.5 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Zvimba 35.7 9.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 13.1 1.5 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0
Province 44.0 26.5 2.5 5.8 2.6 11.9 1.4 2.9 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.4

A Themainsourcesof supportreceivedby householdsvere from the Governmentd4%), UN/NGQ(26.5%) and Urbanrelatives(1.9%9).




Forms of Support Recelved from Government

District Food Cash Crop inputs Livelihoods programming
Chegutu 100 0 0 0
Hurungwe 100 0 0 0
Kariba 80 9 2 5
Makonde 100 0 0 0
Mhondoro-Ngezi 94 0 2 4
Sanyati 96 4 0 0
Zvimba 100 0 0 0
Province 96 2 1 1

A Thesocialprotection supportreceivedby householdfrom the Governmentamein form of food (96%)



Agricultural Production
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Access to Agricultural Extension Services on Crof
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A On average, 91% of households received extension advice on crop production, the highest proportion ®eeuutn(94%).



Access to Agricultural Extension Services on Livestock
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A The proportion of households receiving extension advice on livestock production is below 70% for most districts Sargyati70.8%)



Households Affected by the Fall Armyworm
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A Generally across the province, the proportion of households that reported that their crops were affected by fall armywarondzsed for the
past four seasons.




Crops Affected by the Fall armyworm
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A The most common crops reported to have been affected by Fall armyworm are pearl millet (67%), maize (66%) and sorghum 41%)
A Cotton (32%) was also a crop of major agricultural importance which was affected by the pest




Time Taken to Control Fall Armyworm

Proportion of households (%)

Chegutu Hurungwe Kariba Makonde Mhondoro-Ngezi  Sanyati Zvimba Province

m Did nothing m Upon identification = Within 2 weeks 3-4 weeks

A Only 37% of households implemented control measures on the pest upon identification and 7%4twekk to implement control nasures.

A Control measures were taken upon identification highly in Kariba, 69% follow@tdmyutuat 62%.




Measures Taken to Control Fall Armyworm

Other methods || 1
Applied other substances speci 4

Applied commercial pesticides (less than recommended dosage) 4

Applied commercial pesticides (recommended dosag 21
Applied commercial pesticides (more than recommended dosag 8
Traditional control (physically picking the pest 23
Nothing 43
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Proportion of households (%)

A Of the households whose crops were attacked by fall armyworm, about 43% did not take any measures to control the pest

A The major control measure taken was physically picking the pest (23%)

A Commercial pesticides were applied by 33% of households of which 21% used the recommended dosage




Success of Control Measures

Proportion of households (%)

m Extremely successful m Somewhat successful = Not successful

About 48% of the households reported that control measures on fall armyworm were not effective, 38% reported that thenesgaszl
somewhat successful while only 14% reported extremely successful measures.
The proportion of households whose control measures were not successful was highest in Kariba (76%), Sanyati (63%)aad@166)ing

Chegutu (49%) had the highest proportion of households whose control measures were extremely successful
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Crop Production




Households which Planted Crops
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A Maize remains the crop grown by the majority of households, with about 75% of households having grown it.
A The other cash crops wheat (0%), Tobacco (7%) and Cotton (11%) are being grown by a small proportion of households.




Households which Planted Cereals by District
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A Maize and sorghum were the most common cereals planted across all districts.
A The proportion of households who planted maize decreased from 85% in the 2018/19 season to 74.9% in the 2019/20 season.

A There was an increase in the proportion of households who planted sorghum from 7% in the 2018/19 season to 13.8% in2Dee2:oy.



Sources of Inputs for Crops

Proportionof households (%) |Governmen{ Purchases| Retained |Carryover] Remittances NGO Gifts Private contractors
Maize 52 31 17 9 4 2 2 0
Sorghum 33 6 32 15 7 6 8 1
Finger millet 7 6 52 23 8 3 7 0
Pearl millet 17 5 51 20 5 4 8 0
Tubers 0 10 53 31 6 0 7 0
Cowpeas 4 10 46 24 8 5 7 0
Unshelled groundnuts 1 14 54 25 6 1 5 0
Unshelled roundnuts 1 17 48 27 6 0 7 0
Sugar bean 3 40 33 18 6 3 3 1
Soya bean 5 45 30 10 8 0 2 0
Tobacco 1 29 1 1 2 0 1 68
Cotton 59 4 1 2 1 1 1 36

A Government was the major source of inputs for cotton (59%), maize (52%) and sorghum (33%)
A Retained seed which negatively impacts on quality and quantity of crop yields , was a main source for small graias,tutmevgegroundnuts and
round nuts.

A The main source of inputs for tobacco were the private contractors



Average Household Cereal Production by District
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A The highest average maize production was reportedakonde(792kg) whilst the lowest was recordedKiariba(70kg)
A Sanyathad the highest small grains production, 20kg

A Generally across the whole province . a household produced 314kg maize, a decrease from 433.3 kg reported in thee2&18/19 s



Average Household Cereal Stocks (kg) as at 1 Apr
2020

District Maize Sorghum Pearl millets Wheat Rice
Chegutu 65.3 2.7 0.1 0.0 0.2
Hurungwe 58.7 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kariba 74.4 18.9 0.0 0.0 0.8
Makonde 153.1 0.2 0.0 1.0 0.1
Zvimba 43.7 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Mhondoro-Ngezi 79.8 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.3
Sanyati 130.5 3.6 0.0 1.1 0.4
Province 86.3 4.7 0.0 0.3 0.3

A The average household cereal stocks reported by majority of households was 86.3kg maize and 4.7kg sorghum.



Non Tlmber Forest Products




Indigenous Fruits Readily Available and
Consumed at District level

Chegutu Hurungwe Kariba Makonde MhondoroNgezi Sanyati Zvimba
Available |Consumed |Available [Consumed [Available |Consumed |Available |Consumed |Available |Consumed|Available |[ConsumedAvailablgConsumed
mazhanje 12.4 9.2 32.1 31.4 1.8 0.6 30.4 41.4 3.7 9.2 6.49 3.3 45.3 45.9
meswane 47.7 40.2 41.7 35.1 20.0 16.7 455 33.3 48.1 29.9 27.92 29.1 51.6 47.8
nhengeni 4.1 3.8 34.8 32.4 8.2 4.2 17.8 18.8 14.4 10.3 13.64 11.3 6.2 5.7
hacha 47.2 33.2 37.4 36.7 7.6 4.2 41.4 40.9 17.1 16.8 1.30 2.6 44.1 42.1
maonde 1.0 1.6 32.6 30.3 2.4 0.6 8.4 16.1 6.4 4.9 1.30 1.3 1.2 1.9
hubva 59.1 53.8 54.5 48.4 18.2 15.5 23.0 27.4 57.2 50.0 5.19 7.3 41.0 40.9
matohwe 53.4 44.0 52.4 45.2 14.7 7.1 68.6 64.5 58.3 58.2 57.14 57.6 57.1 49.7
nzviru 1.6 0.5 28.9 28.2 4.1 1.2 5.2 13.4 32.1 19.0 0.00 1.3 1.2 0.6
matufu 21.8 12.5 50.8 41.0 3.5 4.2 26.2 29.6 18.2 13.6 7.14 9.3 24.8 18.2
maroro 3.1 1.6 33.7 30.3 4.1 0.6 14.7 19.4 2.7 4.3 1.30 6.6 0.6 1.9
mauyu 1.6 2.2 31.0 30.9 65.3 67.9 3.1 22.0 3.2 7.1 12.99 12.6 0.0 0.6
nyii 11.9 10.3 44.9 37.8 40.6 43.5 25.1 26.9 51.9 52.7 30.52 24.5 3.7 1.3
masawu 7.8 4.3 50.8 42.0 76.5 63.7 26.7 38.2 41.2 39.7 62.34 61.6 15.5 14.5
hute 7.8 4.9 31.0 28.2 4.1 1.8 12.0 23.7 8.0 9.8 0.65 2.0 18.0 15.1
tsambati 8.3 4.3 39.6 30.3 1.2 0.6 29.8 28.5 1.6 0.5 0.65 0.0 2.5 3.1

A Meswane Hubva, Matohwe and Nhunguruwere readily available and commonly consumed at household level acro
all districts in the province



Avallability of indigenous vegetables

A Indigenousvegetablesare found in all

the districts of Mashonaland West
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Edible Insects Consumed

Harati [Harurwa[HumbweHwiza |Ishwa |Madora [MagandarijMajeny

(%) (%) (%) a Majuru [MakurwgMandereNyenze [Tsambarafut{Tsumwarumwa |Others
Chegutu 5.0 0.8 0.8 0.8 2.5 7.4 17.4 11.6 8.3 16.5 1.7 0.8
Hurungwe| 5.3 0.0 0.7 0.7 0.0 38.7 2.7 1.3 1.3 32.0 27.3 1.3
Kariba 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.9 0.0 8.0 6.9 0.0 9.2 6.9 31.0 3.4
Makonde | 8.8 1.9 1.3 3.8 0.0 11.3 3.8 3.8 1.9 28.8 25.0 0.0
Mhondoro
-Ngezi 1.4 0.0 0.7 5.1 1.4 15.9 7.2 0.0 1.4 13.8 3.6 0.7
Sanyati 2.7 0.9 1.8 7.2 1.8 12.6 2.7 0.0 0.9 7.2 0.0 1.8
Zvimba 6.6 2.8 1.9 0.0 0.0 9.4 3.8 3.8 3.8 22.6 1.9 1.9
Province | 4.3 0.9 1.0 3.5 0.8 14.8 6.3 2.9 3.8 18.3 12.9 1.4

A In MashonalandWest, edible insects that were commonlyreported to be consumedby householdmemberswere Hwiza(61.4%), Ishwa (49%) and
Madora(33.4%).
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Average Livestock Numbers per household
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A The average herd size per household was 4, whilst the average goat flock size per household was 6.
A Kariba District had the highest number of goats per household (9).



Households cattle ownership

Proportion of households (%)

Chegutu Hurungwe Kariba Makonde  Mhondoro-Ngezi Sanyati Zvimba Province

mZero mOneto Two m Three to Four = Five m>Five

A SeventyTwo percent of households in the province do not own cattle.
A zvimbaDistrict had the highest proportion of households that do not own cattle




Cattle Draught Power Ownership

Proportion of households (%)
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A The majority of households (79%) in the province do not own draught cattle.

A zvimbadistrict had the highest (94%) proportion of households that do not own draught cattle




Cattle and Goats Mortality Rates for Period 1
April 2019 to 31 March 2020
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A Across the whole province , cattle mortality rate was 16.8%, a decrease from 2019 (24%) but remains higher than theeaategptabl
of 3-5%

Highest cattle mortalities were recorded @hegutu(35.7%), MhondordNgezi(34.4% andvimba(30.5%)

The provincial goats mortality rate of 5.2% was below the acceptable rates-1i%%

T T



Causes of Cattle Deaths

Proportion of households (%)

Chegutu Hurungwe Kariba Makonde  Mhondoro-Ngezi Sanyati Zvimba Province

m Drought/Lack of water m Diseases m Predators 1 Slaughter for own consumption m Other

Adcross the province ,cattle deaths were mainly due to diseases (89%),
AAll cattle deaths ifChegutuwvere due to diseases (100%)
Azvimbadistrict reported the highest proportion of households slaughtering cattle for own consumption(20%)
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Goats Ownership

Proportion of households (%)

Chegutu Hurungwe Kariba Makonde Mhondoro-Ngezi  Sanyati Zvimba Province

mZero mOnetoTwo m Three to Four ' Five m>Five

The proportion of households which own goats was 34% which is a slight decrease from 36% in 2019
The highest proportion of households owning goats wdsanba(48%) andsanyat(42%)
The lowest proportion of households with goats waZwmba(12%)

Kariba(28%) had the highest proportion of households with more than five goats




Causes of Goats Deaths
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m Drought/Lack of water m Diseases B Predators Slaughter for own consumption = Floods/cyclone m Other

Miseases (69%) were the major cause of deaths followed by slaughter for own consumption and predators (13%).

ASanyati(86%)had the highest proportion of households whose goats died of diseases.




Households who had cattle deaths
(Period 1 April 2019 to 31 March 2020)

Proportion of Households (%)
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A Chegutu(33.9%) and Mhondorblgezi (33.8%)had the highest proportion of households that reported to have had at least five cattle
during the period under review.



Agricultural Produce Markets




Average Maize Grain Prices by District

Maize Grain Price (ZWL$) Maize Grain Price (USD)
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A The highest maize grain prices per 20litre tin were reported in Mhondgezi (ZWL$412) followed by Chegutu, Kariba and SgAydti$402).
A The lowest price was reported in Hurungwe (ZWL$241).
A The provincial average price was ZWL$354 .



Average Maize Meal Prices by District
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The highest maize meal prices per 10kg was reported in Zvimba (ZWL$460) followed by Chegutu (ZWL$362).

The lowest price was reported in Kariba (ZWL$240).

Hurungwe and Makonde did not have maize meal on the market in rural areas.

The provincial average price was ZWL$324 .




Average Cattle Prices by District
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A The highest cattle price was reported in Kariba (%844 7)followed by Zvimba (ZWL$33106).
A The lowest price was reported in Sanyati (ZWL$24140).
A The provincial average price increased from ZWL$769 in 2019 to ZWL$29441 in 2020.



Average Goat Prices by District
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A The highest goat price was reported in Zvimba (ZWL$2713) followed by Chegutu (ZWL$2414) and Makonde (ZWL$2329))

A The lowest price was reported in Kariba (ZWL$1353)

A The provincial average price increased from ZWL$84 in 2019 to ZWL$2230 in 2020




Average Chicken Prices by District
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A The highest chicken price was reportedMhondoro-Ngezi (ZWL$433) followed by Chegutu, Kariba, Zvimba and Sanyati (ZWL$402)
A The lowest price was reported in Makonde (ZWL$301)
A The provincial average price was ZWL$383




Income and Expenditure

Fl

-




Current Most Important Sources of Income

Cross border
Beer brewing
Gifts
Fishing
Other
Gathering natural products for sale e.g. firewood
Government social transfers
Own business
Pension
Skilled trade/artisan
Cash crop production
Petty trade
Livestock production/sales
Remittances outside
Small scale mining/mineral sales
Remittance within
Food crop production/sales
Formal salary/wages
Vegetables production/sales
Casual labour

0.3
0.6

3.1

1.2

2.2

5.7

22.8

10 15 20
Proportion of households (%)

25

30

Arhe highest proportion of households
continue to rely on Casukdbouras the
most important source of income (22.8%),
followed by small scale mining/ mineral
sales (12.1%) and formal salary/ wages
(11.8%).

Aood crop production/ sales and
remittance within were amongstthe most
important sourcesof income for 9% and

8.5%0f the householdgespectively



Average Household Monthly Income
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INCOME (USD)

39
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AThe provincial average household monthly income was on a declining trend since the year 2017 (US$120) to US$39 in 2020




Average Household Monthly Income for June 202C

10000
9000
8000
7000
6000
5000
4000
3000
2000
1000

ZWL$

Monthly income (ZWL$)

5122
4565

3703

3111

3862
1801

§
o
s

B I I

I B [

$°
$ ¢ \b°° %
NS

&

&

.‘}
§° <& d§§

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

USD $

48

Monthly income (USD)

Arovincially, the average household income for the month of June was ZWL$3111 (USD39).

Avihondoro-Ngezi(ZWL$5122), had the highest average monthly income v@ilegutu(ZWL$1801) had the lowest average monthly income.




Average Household Monthly Expenditure for June 20
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A The average household expenditure for the month of June was ZWL$1723 (USD21).
A Mhondoro-Ngezi(ZWL$2963) reported the highest average monthly expenditure while Kariba (ZWL$886) had the lowest average monthly expendit



Food Expenditure




Proportion of Food Expenditure
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AThe proportion of food expenditure was on an upward trend from 51% in 2017 to 64% in 2019.
Arhe proportion did not change from 2019 to 2020.




Proportion of Food Expenditure by District

$ 100
g 90
£ i 70 66 66
g 10 62 53 61 64 64
w 60
IS
S 50
« 40
(@]
_5 30
g 20
o 10
a
0
> Q 3 4 A O > e
N S Ry & & & S <
(,?e% &o“ & &3&0 &oﬁ ‘,,bo A Q@A
Q‘ 60
&

AChegutuhadthe highestproportion of food expenditureat 70%followed by Zvimbaand Mhondoro-Ngeziat 66%
AKaribahadthe leastproportion of food expenditureat 58%



Average Household 6 Months Expenditure
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A Provincially, the average household expenditure for the period January 2020 to June 2020 was ZWL$1267 (USD16)
A Makondehad the highest average expenditure of ZWL$3577 (USD44)Kehileshad the lowest average monthly expenditure of ZW$545 (USD7)

over the six months period



Average Household Six Months Expenditure
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A The average household expenditure over the six months period was highest for agriculture at ZWL$1377 followed by ediwt4688.(Z
Taxes had the lowest expenditure of ZWL$11.



Water, Sanitation and
Hygiene (WASH)




Ladder for Drinking Water Services

Limited Drinking Water Drinking water from an improved source where collection time exceeds over 30 minutes for a round trip to collect v

including queuing
Unimproved Water Services Drinking water from an unprotected dug well or unprotected spring

No Service Drinking water collected directly from a river, dam, lake, pond, stream, canal or irrigation channel

Note:

Drinking Water is defined as water used for drinking, cooking, food preparation and personal hygiene

Drinking water services refers to the accessibility, availability and quality of the main source used by householdsrfgr aboking, personal hygiene and other domestic uses
WLYLINRGSRQ &a2dz2NODS& FNB (GK2aS (KIFIaG FNB LRGSYGAlffe OfdikodrteSinchude piped vateg Sorholésor tibe Wells, ¢
protected dug wells, protected springs, and rainwater. This category now includes packaged and delivered water, cornsitleoittingdan potentially deliver safe water

Unimproved sources include unprotected dug wells and unprotected springs



Access to Improved Drinking Water

88.9 90.5

Proportion of Households (%)

Chegutu Hurungwe Kariba Makonde Mhondoro-Ngezi Sanyati Zvimba Province

m 2019 = 2020

A Provincially, access to improved sources of drinking water increased from 69.2% in 2019 to 74.6% in 2020
A Sanyati district (90.5%) had the highest proportion of households who had access to improved sources of drinking water

A Kariba district (53.5%) had the least proportion of households who had access to improved sources of drinking water
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Main Drinking Water Sources
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Chegutu Hurungwe Kariba Makonde Mhondoro-Ngezi Sanyati Zvimba Province
m Basic water services m Limited water services Unimproved water services Surface water services

Approximately 60% of households in the province had access to drinking water from protected sourcesolNgetien time was not more than 30 minutes
for a round trip including queuing

Provincially, 15.5% had access to drinking water protected sources were collection time was more than 30 minutes fdrig ioahudling queuing

A tenth of the households in the province were drinking surface water from sources such as dams and rivers

Kariba district (32.5%) had the highest proportion of households drinking surface water



Main Drinking Water Sources

A Kariba district (32.5%) had the highest proportion of

households drinking surface water wh8anyati
(0.5%) had the least
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Treatment of Drinking Water from Main Source
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A The treatment of drinking water from the main sources was below 10% across all the districts in the province



Distance Travelled to Main Drinking Water Source

Proportion of Households (%)

Chegutu Hurungwe Kariba Makonde Mhondoro-Ngezi Sanyati Zvimba Province

m Less than 500m m More than 500m but less than 1 kmm m 1km and above

A Halfof the householddn the provincetravelledlessthan half a kilometerto accessvater.
A Approximatelyonein five householdsn the provincetravelledmore than a kilometerto accessvater.
A Hurungwe(25.8%) and Kariba(22.8%) districts had the highestproportion of householdstravelling more than a kilometer to fetch

water.



Time Spent Queueing to get Water

Proportion of Households (%)
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Chegutu Hurungwe Kariba Makonde Mhondoro-Ngezi Sanyati Zvimba Province

o

m Less than 15minutes (or within premises) ® 15- 30 minutes = 30 minutes - 1 hour More than 1 hour

Approximately 50% of the households within the province queue for less than 15minutes to get water.
Makonde district (19.6%) had the highest proportion of households queueing for more than one hour to get water whilst ldudstrgptv(2%) had
the least.

Chegutu district (70.7%) had the highest proportion of households queueing less than 15minutes to get water.



Methods used to Treat Drinking Water

= Boil
m Add bleach/chlorine [jik or water guard]
m Strain it through cloth
Use a water filter (ceramic,sand,composite,etc)
m Let it stand and settle

m Add water treatment tablet

A The most common method used to treat drinking water was boiling with 67.3% of households practicing this method.
A The methods least used to treat drinking water were straining, filtering and allowing the water to stand and settle.



Fetching of Water from Main Source by Sex and A

Proportion of Households (%)

Chegutu Hurungwe Kariba Makonde Mhondoro-Ngezi Sanyati Zvimba Province

® Adult woman [15 years and above] ® Adult man [15 years and above] = Female child [under 15 years] = Male child [under 15 years]

Generally, across all the seven districts, fetching of water was mainly carried out by adult women
Kariba district (92.5%) had the highest proportion of households with adult women fetching water whilst Chegutu district
(76.3%) had the least.



Violence Whilst Fetching Water

12.4

Proportion of Households (%)

Chegutu Hurungwe Kariba Makonde Mhondoro-Ngezi Sanyati Zvimba Province

A Makonde district (12.4%) had the highest prevalence of violence at water fetching points whilst Chegutu district (1%)daetl the



| adder for Sanitation

Basic Sanitation Facilities Use of improved facilities which are not shared with other households

Limited Sanitation Facilities Use of improved facilities shared between two or more households
Unimproved Sanitation Facilities Use of pit latrines without a slab or platform, hanging latrines or bucket latrines

Open Defecation Disposal of humafaecesn fields, forests, bushes, open bodies of water, beaches and other open spaces or wit

waste

Note: Improved sanitation facilities: Facilities that ensure hygienic separation of human excreta from human contact. Theflustiude

or pour flush toilet/latrine, Blair ventilated improved pit (BVIP), pit latrine with slab and upgradeable Blair latrine.



Household Sanitation Services
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Proportion of households (%)

Open defecation ~ Unimproved Limited m Basic

A Kariba district (57%) had the least proportion of households practicing open defecation.

A Chegutu district (22.1%) had the highest proportion of households sharing sanitation facilities.



Household Sanitation Services
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A Kariba district (57%) had the highest
proportion of householdspracticing open
defecation whilst Zvimba district (25.6%)
hadthe least




Ladder for household Hygiene Services

Service Level Definition
Limited Availability of a handwashing facility on premises without soap and water
No Facility No handwashing facility on premises

Note: Handwashing facilities may be fixed or mobile and include a sink with tap water, buckets with tapsapgpgnd jugs or bass designated

for handwashing. Soap includes bar soap, liquid soap, powder detergent, and soapy water but does not include ash,satheamandwashing

agents.



Avallability of Hygiene Services
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Chegutu Hurungwe Kariba Makonde Mhondoro-Ngezi Sanyati Zvimba Province

No service mLimited mBasic

A Provincially, 96.6% of households had no hand washing facilities.

A zvimba district (7.5%) had the highest proportion of households with a hand washing facility that had soap and water.
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Avallability of Hygiene Services

A Mhondoro-Ngeziand Makonde had the highest
proportion of households without hand hygiene

place that had soap and water.



Handwashing Practices at Critical Times

73.4

Before handling food

After using the toilet 71.1

Before and after eating 60.3
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A The most observed critical times for handwashing were before hanidliag73.4%), after using the toilet (71.1%) and before
eating food (60.3%)



Access to Services
and Infrastructure




Access to Police Services Digtrict
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A SixtySixpercentof householdsn the province, reportedthat Policeservicesvere accessiblavithin one hour of travel.



Access to Victim Friendly Services
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A VictimFriendlyUnitswere availableacrossall rural districts in the province(78.9%)




Access to Sexual Violence Services

100

(o]
o

80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

Proportion of Households(%)

80.8

76.4

A Accesgo Informationon Servicedor Physicahnd SexuaViolencewashighacrossall districts




Access to Information on Sexual and Physical
Violence
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A The greatest proportion of households (71.%)reported that they had access to information on Sexual and
Physical Violence



Sources of Information on services for physical
and sexual violence

Friends
Other Governement Health [and
househol [Televisio[Newspapg¢Social Internet [Extension Health |promoter relative Other
Radio d membein r media browsing [Worker workers |s S UN/NGOs |Police specify

Chegutu 70.4 0 0 1.9 0.0 0 5.6 35.2 5.6 5.6 3.7 7.4 0.0
Hurungwe 88.4 0 0 0 1.4 0 0 23.2 24.6 5.8 0 24.6 2.9
Kariba 24.3 8.1 0 0 0 0 29.7 40.5 13.5 5.4 21.6 13.5 10.8
Makonde 75.0 9.4 3.1 0 0 0 3.1 31.3 0 15.6 0 0 3.1
Mhondoro-
Ngezi 74.7 9.3 10.7 1.3 12.0 1.3 4.0 45.3 17.3 10.7 1.3 6.7 1.3
Sanyati 86.2 29.8 1.1 0 3.2 0 8.5 20.2 10.6 6.4 2.1 22.3 2.1
Zvimba 75.9 9.3 9.3 1.9 13.0 0 18.5 14.8 5.6 27.8 3.7 9.3 7.4
Province 70.7 9.4 3.4 0.7 4.2 0.2 9.9 30.1 11.0 11.0 4.6 12.0 4.0

A Themain sourceof information on physicaland sexualviolence was radio (70.7%) followed by health workers (30.1%) and health
workers(11%).



Access to Animal Health Centres

100
90
80
70
60
50

40 29.5 30.8

30
19.4 . 20 21.7
0 17.8

19.3
. . . . l
: -
X |
o \4 0
$ &

%
& S

Proportion of Households

A The proportion of households with access to animal health centres was generally low (21.7%).
A Sanyati (30.8%) and Makonde (29.5%)had the highest proportion of households with access to animal health centres.

A Only 12% of households in MhondeNgezi had access to animal health centres.



Satisfaction on Animal Health Service
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m Not satisfied at all m Somewhat satisfied m Satisfied = N/a

Province

A A greater proportion (67.4%) of households were satisfied by the animal health service they are receiving

A Mhondoro-Ngezi (91.7%) had the highest proportion of satisfied households




ISALS and Loans




Sources of loans

Other Financial Institutions [N 4

ISAL/SACCOl 4
NGOs i 41
Government /Rural Credit Fund N 8
Banks I 17
Friend /Relative [ 29
Farmers Organization38 B ¢
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A Farmersorganizationg38%) were the major sourcesof loansfollowed by friends/relativesat (299




Types of Loans

Proportion of Households(%)
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Livestock Agrochemicals Cash Inputs/Fertilizers Inputs/seeds

A The greatest proportion of households (54%) received loans in the form of inputs/seeds.




Household Members who received a loan in the
past 12 months (May 2019 to April 2020)
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A Acrosghe whole province, only 1.7%of householdhad memberswho hadreceiveda loanin the past12 months




Loan Primary Use

Agricutural Value Chain

Other Income Generating Activities

Other
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A Thehighestproportion of householdg40%) who receivedioansusedthem in the agriculturalvaluechain




Use of Share Out From ISAL Group

Proportion of households (%)
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Chegutu Hurungwe Karlba Makonde  Mhondoro-Ngezi Zvimba Sanyati Mash West
m Buying construction materials m Education w Livestock purchase
Food m Household utensils m Agricultural inputs and equipment
m Financing Income generating projects m Health costs m No share out yet received

A Provincially, 56% of the ISAL share out were used to purchase food, while 29% were used to purchase househc
utensils



Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS)

A Householddietary diversity is the number of food groupsconsumedby a household
with a givenreferenceperiod, and is an important indicator of food security A more
diversifiedhouseholddiet is correlatedwith caloricand protein adequacypercentage
of protein from animal sourcesand householdincome TheHDDSndicator providesa
glimpseof aK 2 dza S KMy tR &cdesfood aswell asits socioeconomistatusbased
on the previous24 hours The following 12 food groupswere usedto calculatethe
HDDSndicator. A. CerealsB. Rootsand tubers C VegetableD. FruitsE Meat, poultry,
offal E EggsG. Fishand seafoodH. Pulsesjegumes,nuts I. Milk and milk productsJ
Oil/fats K Sugar/honey. MiscellaneousEachfood groupwasassigneda scoreof 1 (if
consumed)or O (if not consumed) The householdscorerangedfrom 0 to 12 and is
equalto the total numberof food groupsconsumedby the household

A Dietarydiversitybasedon HDDSategorizednto three categories,

4-5 Moderate Dietary Diversity

Above 5 High Dietary Diversity



