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Foreword

In its endeavourto W LINE Yardd @rSure adequate food and nutrition security for all people at all (i A Y $1ié@ @&ernmentof Zimbabwecontinuesto exhibit its
commitment towards reducing food and nutrition insecurity, poverty and improving livelihoods amongst the vulnerable populations in Zimbabwe through
operationalizationof Commitment6 of the Food and Nutrition Security Policy (FNSR)Under the coordination of the Food and Nutrition Council,the Zimbabwe
VulnerabilityAssessmen€Committee(ZimVACundertook the 2021 RuralLivelihoodsAssessmentthe 215t sinceits inception ZimVAGJs a technicaladvisorycommittee
comprisedof representativesrom GovernmentDevelopmentPartners UN,NGOsTechnicalAgenciesand the AcademiaThroughits assessmentZimVAContinuesto
collect,synthesizeand disseminatehigh qualityinformation on the food and nutrition securitysituationin a timely manner

The 2021 RLAwas motivated by the needto provide credibleand timely datato inform progressof commitmentsin the NationalDevelopmentStrategyl (NDS1) and
inform planningfor targetedinterventionsto help the vulnerablepeoplein both their short and long-term vulnerabilitycontext Furthermore,asthe Wy § @ NMihderQ
COVIBL9 remainsfluid and dynamic,characterizedoy a high degreeof uncertainty,the assessmensoughtto provideup to date information on how rural food systems
and livelihoodshavebeenimpactedby the pandemic Thereport coversthematicareaswhichincludethe following education,food andincomesourcesjncomelevels,
expenditurepatterns,food security, COVIBEL9, WASHsocialprotectionandgenderbasedviolence,amongotherissues

Our sincereappreciationgoesto the ZimVAGaswell asthe food and nutrition securitystructuresat both provincialand district levelsfor successfullycarryingout the
survey Thesestructurescontinueto exhibit greatcommitmenttowardsensuringthat everyZimbabwearremainsfree from hungerand malnutrition. We alsoextendour
appreciationto Governmentand DevelopmentPartnersfor the financial support and technical leadershipwhich made the assessment resoundingsuccess The
collaborationof the rural communitiesof Zimbabweaswell asthe rural local authoritiesis sincerelyappreciated Theleadership,coordinationand managementof the
whole assessmentlisplayedby the staff at the Foodand Nutrition CounciFNC)s alsogreatlyappreciated

We submitthis report to you for your useand referencein your invaluablework. We hope it will light your way asyou searchfor lastingmeasuresn addressingpriority
issueskeepingmanyof our rural householdsrulnerableto food andnutrition insecurity

- - - ‘:_ .
by
GeorgeD. Kembo(DR)
FNCDirector/ ZimVAQChairperson
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Introduction andBackground



Introduction

A ZimVAGivelihoodsl & & S & aras8itgcondimeto be animportant tool for informing and guidingpolicies
and programmeghat respondto the prevailingfood and nutrition securitysituation. Todate, 21 rural and 8

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 hasbecomemandatoryfor FNCto coordinate annuallivelihoodsupdateswith the technicalsupport 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

A Theperformanceof the agriculturalseasonwith the disruptionof food systemsand markets,the COVIB19 pandemiccoupledwith the prevailing

macro-economicenvironmenthasaffectedthe livelihoodsof the rural population

A Theimpacton the livelihoods,which hasripple effects on householdwellbeingoutcomes,had not been quantified and ascertainedhencethe

needto carryout alivelihoodsassessment

A Theassessmentesultswill be usedto:

A Inform planningfor targetedinterventionsto help the vulnerablepeople,giventhe prevailingsituationin the country aswell astheir long

term vulnerabilitycontext
A Inform short, mediumandlongterm interventionsthat addressmmediateandlongterm needsaswell asbuildingresilientlivelihoods

A Monitor and report towards commitmentswithin the guidingframeworksof existingnational food and nutrition policiesand strategies

amongthem the NationalDevelopmentStrategyl, the Foodand Nutrition SecurityPolicyandthe ZeroHungerStrategy

A Monitor interventionsto ensure adherenceto the principlesspelt out in regional and international frameworkswhich Zimbabwehas

committeditselfto whichincludethe ComprehensivéfricanAgricultureDevelopmentrogrammeg CAADPandthe SDGs

A Guideearlywarningfor earlyaction



Purpose

The overall purpose of the assessmentasto provide an annual update on livelihoodsin 2A Y 6 | duglS Q &

areas for the purposesof informing policyformulation and programmingappropriateinterventions



ODbjectives

Thespecificobjectivesof the assessmentvere:

A Toestimatethe populationthat is likelyto be food insecurein the 2021/ 22 consumptionyear,their geographidistribution andthe severity
of their food insecurity

A Assessmpactand severityof COVIEL9 on rural livelihoods

A Toassesshe nutrition statusof childrenof 6 ¢ 59 months

T>

To describethe sociaeconomicprofiles of rural householdsn terms of suchcharacteristicsaas their demographicsaccesgo basicservices
(education,health servicesand water and sanitationfacilities),assetsjncomesourcesjncomesand expenditurepatterns,food consumption
patternsand consumptioncopingstrategies

Todeterminethe coverageof humanitarianand developmentainterventionsin the country.
Toidentify developmentpriorities for communities
Todeterminethe effectsof shocksexperiencedoy communitieson food and nutrition security

Tomeasurehouseholdresilienceandidentify constraintsto improvingtheir resilience

o o Do Do D>

Toidentify earlyrecoveryneedsin orderto determineshortto longterm recoverystrategies



Background

The2021RLAvasundertakenagainst a continuouslyevolvingfood and nutrition securitysituation.

The Governmentcameup with the NationalDevelopmentStrategy1:2021-2025 (ND3) towardsthe end of 2020 Theoverarchinggoalof ND3 isto ensurehigh,
acceleratedjnclusiveand sustainableeconomicgrowth aswell as sociceconomictransformationand developmentaswe move towardsan upper middle-income

societyby 2030

Oneof the priority areasfor the NDS. is Foodand Nutrition SecurityNDS seeksto improvefood selfsufficiencyandto retain the regionalbreadbaskestatus The
main objectiveis to increasefood seltsufficiencyfrom the currentlevel of 45%to 100%and reducefood insecurityfrom the high of 5%%recordedin 2019to less
than 10%by 2025

Agricultureasone of the key economicsectorsand fundamentalto the projectedeconomicgrowth had a good 2020 21 rainfall season Theseason recordedan
increasein the areaplanted to maizeat 1 951 848 Ha of land owing to the overwhelmingsupport by Governmentand the private sector The total cereal

productionwas3 075538 MT againsta nationalcerealrequirementof 1 797 435MT for humanandlivestock450000MT consumption

Therainsreceivedimprovedlivestockcondition, drinkingwater availabilityfor livestockand pasturequality and availability Howeverthe incessantainsincreased

tick bornediseases

With the majority of the rural LJ2 LJdzt Hivielhébgs@astly influencedby agriculture (both cropsand livestock),the experiencedclimate related shocks have

implicationson accesgo food andthe nutrition statusof children



Background

A Poverty continuesto be one of the major underlying causesof vulnerability to food and nutrition insecurity as well as precarious
livelihoodsin Zimbabwe Accordingto the ZIMSTATPoverty, Income, Consumptionand ExpenditureSurvey2017 Report, 70.5% of the
populationwere poor whilst 29.3% were deemedextremelypoor. Theofficial exchangeates haveremainedstable,while basicfood prices

areonanincrease Yearon yearinflation for April 2021wasat 194.1%

A The new normalunder COVIBLY hasimplicationson food securityand nutrition. Globally,food supplychainshavebeendisrupteddue to
lockdownstriggeredby the globalhealth crisis,but alsoa major globaleconomicslowdown Thishasled to lowerincomesand higherfood

prices,makingfood out of reachfor vulnerablehouseholds

A Theimpact of the pandemic,amidstother shocks, has causedsignificantdeterioration and erosionof livelihoodsand productive assets,
food security and nutrition of vulnerable households The closure of rural food and livestock markets affected the incomesof rural

livelihoods

A Thevulnerablerural householdshave little to nothingto cushionthe effectsof the shock(pandemic) Theyexperiencemarketfailuresand
havelittle or no accesgo formal insuranceand credit and risk managementmechanismsThevulnerablehouseholdshave challengesan
accessindiquidity, worsenedby reducedcasualwage labour opportunities and the closureof informal markets,where they tend to sell

production



Background

A Theenforcementof socialdistancingcombinedwith the covariatenature of the crisiswill likely overwhelmand/or reduce
theruralK 2 dza S Kceds$® Faditional communitynetworksand institutions of socialreciprocity,which havehistorically

provideda safetynet in timesof crisis



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
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Figure 2Zimbabwe resilience framework (UNDP Zimbabwe, 015
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Shaping Rural Transformation
in light of Agenda 2030

national priority
donor policy setting and
and programming L= management

Rural Transformation Process
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Source: Internal Working Document, GIZ Sectoral Project Rural Development (2016)
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Methodology ¢ Assessment Process

A ZimVACthrough multi-stakeholderconsultations developedan appropriateassessmentiesignconceptnote and data collectiontools

informed by the assessmenbbjectives

A The primary data collection tools used in the assessmenivere the androidibased structured household questionnaireand the

communityFocusGroupDiscussiorfFGDpuide

A ZimVACnational supervisors(including Provincial Agritex ExtensionOfficers and Provincial Nutritionists) and enumerators were
recruited from Government,United Nations,Technicapartnersand Non-GovernmentalOrganisationsTheseunderwenttrainingin all
aspectsof the assessmentln order to minimiserisk of spreadingCOVIELY, training for both supervisorsand enumeratorswasdone

virtually.

A The Ministry of Health and Child Carewas the lead ministry in the developmentof the Infection, Preventionand Control (IPC)

guidelineswhich guidedprocessedrom surveyplanningto datacollection

A TheMinistry of LocalGovernmentthrough the ProvincialDevelopment 2 2 NR A offices édidin@tedthe recruitment of district
level enumerators and mobilisation of provincial supervisionand district enumeration vehicles Enumeratorsfor the current
assessmentvere drawn from an alreadyexistingdatabaseof thosewho participatedin one or two previousZimVAGssessmentg-our
enumeratorswere selectedfrom eachdistrict for data collection In selecteddistricts, two additionalenumeratorswere recruited as

anthropometrists



Methodology ¢ Assessment Process

A Primarydatacollectiontook placefrom 3 to 20 July,2021 In recognisinghe risk of spreadingCOVIBL9 duringdata collection,
innovative approacheswere usedto collectvital information without causingany harm. The RLAwas guided by globaland

country specificrecommendationsand all necessaryprecautionswere taken to avoid potential transmissionof COVIBEL9

betweenenumeratorsand communitymembers

A In order to reduceexposureto COVIBL9 through personto personphysicalcontact, primary caregiverswvere capacitatedto
measure their children using Mid-Upper Arm Circumference(MUAC)tapes and assessmenibf oedema In the case of
anthropometristsrecruited from MoHCC additional appropriate PPEwas provided (gloves,disposableplastic aprons) to

enablethem to measureparticipantsaged5 to 19 yearsin twenty selecteddistricts

A Dataanalysisandreport writing ran from 23 May to 3 June2021 Varioussecondarydata sourcesand field observationsvere

usedto contextualisehe analysisandreporting.



Methodology- Sampling and Sample Size

A Householdfood insecurity prevalence was used as the key indicator to
determine the sample to ensure 95% confidence level of statistical

representativenesat district, provincialand nationallevel

A Thesurveycollecteddatafrom 1500randomlyselectedEnumeratedAreas
(EAS)
A Atwo stagedclustersamplingwasusedand comprisedof;

A Samplingof 25 clustersper eachof the 60 rural districts,denotedas
EAs in this assessment,from the Zimbabwe Statistics Agency

(ZIMSTAT2012mastersamplingframe usingthe PP3nethodology

A Thesecondstage involvedthe systematicrandom samplingof 10

householdger EA(village)

A At most, 250 householdswere interviewed per district, bringingthe total

sampledhouseholdgo 1741

A 5 FGDswvere held per district.

Number of Sampled

Districts Households
Buhera 252
Chimanimani 249
Chipinge 246
Makoni 250
Mutare 252
Mutasa 248
Nyanga 244
Manicaland 1741




Methodology ¢ Sampled Wards

100

I Water Bodies
|| Provincial Boundary
| District Boundary
<< Protected Areas
Sampled Wards

Not Sampled
B Sampled Wards
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Data Preparation and Analysis

w Primarydatawastranscribed usingCSEntrypn android gadgetsand usingCSProlt wasconsolidated and convertedinto
SPSSTATANnd DBFdatasetsfor:
A Householdstructured interviews

A CommunityFocusGroupDiscussions
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

The2021RLAcollectedand analysednformationon the followingthematicareas

1 Education 1 Linkagesamongstthe key sectoral and thematic
! Health areas
T WASH 1 Crosscuttingissuessuchasgender,disability

1 Nutrition

1 Agricultureandother rural livelinoodsactivities
1 Foodsecurity

M Resilience

1 Sociabrotection



Assessment Findings



Demographic Description of the Sample



Household Characteristics: Household Size

District Average Minimum Maximum
Buhera 4.8 1.0 11.0
Chimanimani 4.9 1.0 15.0
Chipinge 4.6 1.0 20.0
Makoni 4.0 1.0 11.0
Mutare 4.7 1.0 10.0
Mutasa 3.8 1.0 9.0
Nyanga 3.6 1.0 9.0
Manicaland 4.3 1.0 20.0

A The average household size was 4.3
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Characteristics of Household Head: Sex and Age

Household Head Sex % Household Head Average Age
District Male Female Average Minimum
Buhera 712.2 27.8 50.1 20.0
Chimanimani 64.3 35.7 52.8 20.0
Chipinge 65.0 35.0 48.5 16.0
Makoni 64.4 35.6 62.8 20.0
Mutare 66.3 33.7 50.1 22.0
Mutasa 66.5 33.5 49.6 19.0
Nyanga 66.0 34.0 49.2 18.0
Manicaland 66.4 33.6 51.9 16.0

A About 66.4% of the households were male headed.

A The average household head age was 51.9 which is within the productive age group.
29



Characteristics of Household Head: Education

Level Attained

100
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Characteristics of Household Head: Marital Status
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Buhera Chimanimani  Chipinge Makoni Mutare Mutasa Nyanga Manicaland
m Married living together = Married living apart = Divorced/seperated Widowed = Never married

A A higher proportion of household heads were married and living together, 64% while 21% were widowed.

A Chimanimani had the highest proportion of household heads who were widowed 27%.
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Characteristics of Household Head: Religion

Roman | Protestant | Pentecostal Apostolic Zion Other Islam | Traditional| Other |No religion
Catholic Sect Christian religion
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
5.6 5.6 12.4 53.0 8.4 4.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 10.0
Buhera
4.0 22.2 19.8 23.8 16.5 1.6 0.0 1.6 0.4 10.1
Chimanimani
3.7 3.3 11.9 32.4 19.7 1.6 0.0 1.2 6.1 20.1
Chipinge
16.9 28.5 14.1 29.3 0.0 4.8 0.4 0.0 0.4 5.6
Makoni
2.8 19.0 9.1 44.0 8.3 4.8 0.8 0.0 0.0 11.1
Mutare
6.0 8.5 13.7 40.3 6.0 12.9 0.8 0.4 2.4 8.9
Mutasa
21.1 8.9 21.5 30.8 2.1 1.7 0.0 0.4 0.8 12.7
Nyanga
8.5 13.8 14.6 36.3 8.7 4.5 0.5 0.5 1.4 11.2
Manicaland

A The majority of household heads were of the Apostolic Sect, 36.3% with Buhera having the highest proportion at 53%.
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Education



School Attendance

100
90
84 82 82 80 82 82 29 82
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3
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0
Buhera Chimanimani  Chipinge Makoni Mutare Mutasa Nyanga Manicaland
m Currently going to school m Ever sent away from school during the first term because of non- payment of fees

A In the province, 18% of the children were not going to school.

A Of the children that were sent away due to npayment of fees, the highest proportion wasGhipinge 65%.
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Major Reasons for Children Not Being In
School

lliness | Work for Not |Distance tqNo food at| Expensivg Child |Pregnancy| Expelled [Completeq Non-

food or |interested|school too| home orno |considereq marriage| from O/A level |payment of

money | in school far money | too young school last term

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)  |school feeq
(%0)
Buhera 3.8 3.8 0.0 3.8 0.0 15.4 34.6 7.7 0.0 15.4 0.0
Chimanimani 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 22.2 0.0 11.1 0.0 11.1 0.0
Chipinge 0.0 6.7 0.0 13.3 6.7 13.3 0.0 13.3 6.7 0.0 0.0
Makoni 4.5 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 18.2 22.7 27.3 4.5 9.1 0.0
Mutare 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 29.2 12.5 0.0 29.2 0.0
Mutasa 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 57.1 14.3 0.0 14.3 0.0
Nyanga 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5
Manicaland 1.8 1.8 3.6 2.7 0.9 14.4 23.4 13.5 1.8 13.5 0.9

A The major reasons for children not being in school were child considered too young, 23.4% and expensive or no money, 14.4%.

A The highest proportion of children considered too young was in Mutasa, 57.1%.
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Chronic llinesses
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Households with Members who had Confirmed
Chronic Conditions
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A Atleast6.3%o0f the householdsat provinciallevel had memberswho had confirmedchronicconditions

A Makonidistrict (12.8%) hadthe highestproportion.
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Proportion of Households with Members who had
Chronic llinesses

District HIV Heart |Diabetes| Asthma |[Hyperteng Arthritis, |Tuberculq Kidney | Ulcer, Other | Cancer | Stroke
infection,| disease| high ion, High| chronic sis diseases| chronic
AIDS blood blood |body pain stomach
sugar pressure pain

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Buhera

36 14 6 6 12 10 8 2 2 4 0 0
Chimanimani

16.7 5.1 16.7 10.3 32.1 2.6 2.6 0 0 6.4 1.3 3.8
Chipinge

18.6 10.2 32.2 5.1 25.4 0 1.7 0 1.7 1.7 3.4 0
Makoni

29 3.9 21.3 6.5 21.9 4.5 0 0 3.2 3.9 2.6 1.3
Mutare

29.9 1.3 9.1 9.1 36.4 2.6 1.3 0 1.3 3.9 1.3 0
Mutasa

31.5 2.2 10.9 3.3 39.1 2.2 0 0 3.3 3.3 0 2.2
Nyanga

25.5 3.6 25.5 9.1 21.8 1.8 0 0 3.6 3.6 0 0
Province

27 4.9 17.5 6.9 27.6 3.4 1.4 0.4 2.3 3.9 1.4 1.2

A Of those with chronic illnesses , the highest proportion of chronically ill household members had hypertension (27.6%xadd\HDS

infections (27%).

A Those members with diabetes were highesCinipingedistrict (32.2%) whilst cancer was highGhipinge(3.4%).
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HIV Positive Members who Recelved Support
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m Food aid m Cash transfer for care giversm Counselling sessions/ home visitsi: School support = Vocational training

A Nationally, of those members that had HIV/AIDS, the majority received support in the form of counselling sessions/hofé@. 14sits

. . . . . . . . 39
A For Manicaland, the proportion of those who received support was also high for counselling sessions/home visits (75%).



Chronically 1ll Persons Who Missed Medication
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o

A Theproportion of householdswith a chronicallyill memberwho missedtheir medication in the provincewas23.1%
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Reasons for Missing Medication

Was not interested 3
Other 3.6
Failure to access the health facility for more medicatiof®™ 4.1
Failed to follow the instructions for taking the medicinesii 4.1

No money to pay for transport 7.7
Lack of transport to go and collect the drugs 8.9
Did not have the required currency to purchase 10.1
Medication too expensive and could not afford 52.7
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Proportion of Households (%)

A Themainreasonsor missing medicationby the chronicallyill were medicationtoo expensiveso couldnot afford (52.7%), did not havethe

requiredcurrencyto purchase(10.1%) andlackof transportto goand collectthe drugs(8.9%).




Social Protection
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Households that Recelved Any Form of Support

82 go

Buhera Chimanimani  Chipinge Makoni Mutare Mutasa Nyanga Manicaland

w b
o O

2
1

o

Proportion of Households (%)

o

m 2020 m 2021

A The proportion of households that received any form of support reduced from 71% in 2020 to 68% in 2021.
A Makoni (80%) an€hipinge(78%) had the highest proportion of households which received any form of support.
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Peak Hunger Period Support
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A Governmentand developmentpartnersprovidedsupport in all districts
A Theproportion of householdswhich receivedsupportfrom both governmentand developmentpartnerswas highestin Mutare (27%)

andlowestin Mutasa(3%).




Sources of Support

Government UN/NGO [Church SuppoifRural Relative|Urban Relative] Diaspora Charitable
Support Support Groups

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Buhera

33 34 3 4 4 1 2
Chimanimani

42 25 9 14 10 5 13
Chipinge

34 41 11 24 15 7 9
Makoni

70 23 10 20 26 11 3
Mutare

54 35 9 8 9 2 2
Mutasa

39 5 7 5 12 5 21
Nyanga

60 22 12 9 3
Manicaland 47 27 12 12

A The main source of support in the province was from Government (47%) followed by UN/NGO agencies (27%).

A Makoni (70%) had the highest proportion of households which received support from government.
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Forms of Support from Government

District Food | Cash| Crop Livestock | Livestock Other WASH | Weather | COVID19 Other
input support: support: Livestock | inputs and related
passon Teak greasq support Climate support
(%) | (%) | (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Buhera 89.1 4.3 34.5 0 0 0 1.1 0 0 1.1
Chimanimani 68.9 4.7 24.5 0 0 0 1.9 0 0 8.5
Chipinge 61 11 40.2 1.2 3.7 1.2 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4
Makoni 28.1 7.9 85.4 0 1.1 0 7.9 13.5 16.3 0.6
Mutare 80.9 | 19.1 | 493 0.7 3.7 0 11 0.7 0.7 0
Mutasa 11.6 2.1 86.3 0 0 0 1.1 1.1 1.1 3.2
Nyanga 60.7 0 75.9 0 22.1 0.7 2.1 0 2.8 0.7
Manicaland 55.6 7.2 60.2 0.2 5 0.2 4.6 3.4 4.4 2

A The major form of support received in the province was crop inputs (60.2%) and food assistance (55.6%) .
A Mutasa had the highest proportion of households (86.3%) which received crop inputs support whilst Chimanimani recksestsieport

0
(24.5%). 4o



Forms of Support From UN/NGQOs

Food Cash Crop inputs| Livestock | Livestock Other WASH input{ Weather and COVID19 Other
support: [support: Tealf livestock climate related
passon grease support support
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Buhera 98 9.9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Chimanimani 40 26.7 26.7 0 0 0 6.7 0 13.3 6.7
Chipinge 96.9 0 2.4 0 3.1 0.8 0.8 0 0 0
Makoni 95 0 2.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Mutare 94.5 2.7 8.2 0.9 3.6 0 0.9 0 3.6 0.9
Mutasa 98.3 0 1.7 1.7 0 0 0 0 0 0.8
Nyanga 100 0 10 0 0 0 0 2 2 0
Manicaland 95.6 3 4.4 0.5 1.4 0.2 0.5 0.2 1.2 14

A Food (95.6%) wasthe majorform of supportreceivedin the province

A Nyanga10029 hadthe highestproportion of households
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Agriculture Production
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Cereal Stocks
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Cereal Stocks as at 1 April 2021

District Cereal stocks (kgs)
Buhera
25.1
Chimanimani A The average household cereal stocks as at 1 April for the province
Chipinge 32.7 was 24Kkgs per household.
. 44.7 A Chipinge(44.7kgs) had the highest average household stocks
Makoni o5 whilst Mutasa(12.6kgs) had the least.
Mutare
15.6
Mutasa
12.6
Nyanga
29.6
Manicaland 24.0
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Maize Stocks from Casual Labour and

Remittances

Casual Labour (Kgs) Remittances (Kgs)
Buhera 63.3 4.5
Chimanimani 42.1 0.8
Chipinge 44.4 0.0
Makoni 39.9 3.9
Mutare 26.0 0.9
Mutasa 7.5 0.0
Nyanga 18.7 1.5
Manicaland 336 13

A The average maize stocks from casual labour and remittances was 33.6kgs.

A Buhera (63.3kg) had the highest average stocks of cereals from casual labour.
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Households that Grew Various Crops
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m Mutare
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A Maizewasthe commonlygrowncrop acrossall districtsin the province

A Groundnuts pearlmillet, tubers, roundnuts and cowpeasvere mainlygrownin Buhera
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Cereal Self Sufficiency

Districts
0 ¢ 3 Months
4- 6 Months
7- 9 Months Mutare
9¢ 12 Months
Over 12 months Buhera,Chipinge Makoni, Mutasa,Nyanga Chimanimani

A Inthe province,6 out of 7 districtsproducedover 12 monthssupplyof cereal




Value Chain Practices



Market Information Access
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m Familiar with market information m Use of market information received m Training on market information

A Inthe province,22%of the householdsvere familiarwith marketinformation.
A Makonihad the highestproportion of householdsthat were familiar with marketinformation (52%), usedthe information (2799 and were

trained (43%). o9



Use of Improved and Community Granaries
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A Useof improvedgranarieswaslimited asonly 12%indicatedthat they had usedthem.
A About7%alsoindicatedthat they had usedcommunitygranaries

A Thiscouldhavea negativeeffect on postharvestmanagement
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Post Harvest Grain Storage Conditions
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m Familiar with Storing in bag with chemicals
Storing in bag with chemicals

Training on storing in bag with chemicals
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m Familiar with temperature and humidity control technique
Use of temperature and humidity control technique

Training on temperature and humidity control technique

A Inthe province,25%of householdsstoredtheir grainin bagsand usedchemicalswhilst only 9%usedtemperatureand air control technique

(useof hermeticbags,metal silos,air-tight boxesetc.)

A Makoni(40%) hadthe highestproportion of householdswvhich usedtemperatureand humidity control technique
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Livestock
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Cattle Ownership

Households which Owned Cattle Households which Owned Draught Cattle
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A Theproportion of householdsvhichownedcattle in Manicalandwasonly 24%

A Ofthe 24% only 12%haddraughtcattle.
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Households which Owned Goats
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B zero mone totwo three to four mfive m> five

A In Manicaland the proportion of householdsvhichdid not own goatswas69%

A Mutasa(89%) followed by Nyanga87%) hadthe highestproportionsof householdswhichdid not own goats




Average Livestock Numbers per Household
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m Cattle owned m Goats owned

o

Theaveragecattle herd sizeper householdin the province was4, whilst the averagegoatflock sizeper householdwasb5.
Chipingehadthe highestaverageholdingof cattle and goatsper householdat 6 and 7 respectively

Mutasahadthe lowestaverageof cattle per household(2).
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Poultry Ownership

Proportion of Households (%)

Buhera Chimanimani Chipinge Makoni Mutare Mutasa Nyanga Manicaland

A Theproportion of householdsvhich owned poultry in the provincewas56% with Chimanimandistrict havingthe highestof 72%and Mutasawith

the lowestof 33% 5o



Livestock Offtake Rates
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Percentagefftake refersto the numberof animalssold/slaughteredannuallyasa fraction of total herd. It is anindicator of the businessapproach
in livestockproduction,andits contributionto householdivelihoods

Offtakeratesin the provincewere generallylow with an averageof 2.5%for cattle and 17%for goats



Thelleriosis (January Disease) and Lumpy Skin Dise
Outbreaks

A Theileriosis is a tickorne disease that has caused
most cattle fatalities in the last three years.

: A Outbreaks were highly concentrated in Buhera.




Households that Reported Cattle Deaths and
Causes of Death

Cattle Deaths . Causes of Death
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A Thehighestproportion of householdswhichexperiencedctattle deathswasin Buhera(65%)

A Buhera(12%9 alsoreported mostcattle deathsof more than five.

65
A Ofthosehouseholdghat reported cattle deathsin the province, disease$81%) wasthe main causeof death



Cattle and Goats Mortality Rate

Cattle Mortality rate Goat Mortality rate
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A Mortality ratesfor cattle and goatswere highestin Buheraat 24%and 20%respectively



Calving Rate

N | A Calving rate, defined as the

: ; proportion of cows/heifers that
dropped calves over a defined
period of time is a measure of
productivity of the cow herd.

A Calving rate was highest in

Chimanimani at 50%.
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Improved Livestock Practices



Use of Services of Community Animal Health
Worker
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Proportion of Households(%)

m Familiar with Use of services of community animal health worker ( Paravet)
m Use of services of community animal health worker ( Paravet)
Training on Use of services of community animal health worker ( Paravet)

A In the province, 30% of the households were familiar with the use of community animal health wRakave].

A Buhera (55%) had the greatest proportion of households which were familiar with these services. 69



Use of Locally Avallable Ingredients to Make
Homemade Animal Feed
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m Familiar with Homemade animal feeds made with locally available ingredients including legumes
m Use Homemade animal feeds made with locally available ingredients including legumes
Training on Homemade animal feeds made with locally available ingredients including legumes

A Makoni(45%) hadthe highestproportion of householdswvhich had knowledgeon useof locallyavailableingredientsto makehomemadeanimalfeed

andalsouseof thesefeeds(25%). 20



Animal Fodder Production For Ruminants

Proportion of Households (%)e
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m Familiar with Animal fodder production for ruminant® Used Animal fodder production for ruminants

Training on Animal fodder production for ruminants

A Makoni(38%) had the highest proportion of households which were familiar with animal fodder preservation for ruminants.
A The district also had the highest proportion of households that used animal fodder preservation for ruminants (21%).
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Improved Livestock Breeds
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Buhera Chimanimani Chipinge

m Familiar with Improved livestock breeds

Makoni Mutare

m Used Improved livestock breeds

Mutasa Nyanga

m Training on Improved livestock breeds

Manicaland

A Makoni (56%) had the highest proportion of households which were familiar with improved livestock breeds.
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Livestock Vaccinations
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® Familiar with Home vaccinations ( farmer administered vaccinatiomflome vaccinations ( farmer administered vaccinations)

= Training on Home vaccinations ( farmer administered vaccinations)

A Buhera (34%) had the highest proportion of households which administered home vaccinations.
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Deworming and Dipping

Deworming

Dipping
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m Familiar with Dipping m Used Dipping = Training on Dipping

A Buhera had the highest proportion of households which were familiar and deworming (67%) and dipping (87%)

A In the province 19% dewormed their animals and 33% dipped their animals.
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Smart Agriculture
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Household Knowledge of Pfumvudza
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0

® Households Familiar with Pfumvudza = Households which Practised Pfumvudza = Households Trained on Pfumvdza

A Inthe province, 75%o0f householdsvere familiarwith pfumvudza55%had practicedit while 61%had receivedtraining
A Buheraand Makonidistricts(73%) hadthe highestproportion of householdsvhich practicedpfumvudzawhile Chipinge(31%9) hadthe lowest
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Use of Quality Certified Seeds
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Proportion of Households (%)

m Households Familiar with Certified Seeds Households which used Certified Seecs Households Trained on Certified Seed

A Theuseof quality certified seedwasat 55%in the province

A Makonihadthe highestusageof certified seedat 75%
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Use of Community Seed Banks
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® Households Familiar with Seed Banks m Households which used Seed Banks = Households Trained on Seed Banks

A Theproportion of householdsvhichusedcommunityseedbankswas14%for the province

A Makoni(34%) hadthe highest
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Households which Adapted Suitable Improved
Varieties
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o

m Households Familiar with Improved VarietiesHouseholds which used Improved Varieties
m Households Trained on Improved Varieties

A Inthe province,35%o0f the householdsadaptedto the useof suitableimprovedvarieties,with the highestproportionin Makoni(56%).
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Households Growing Small Grains
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m Households familiar with small grainsm Households who grew small grainsm Households which were trained on small grains

A Inthe province,32%o0f the householdggrewsmallgrains
A Buhera(58%9 hadthe greatestproportion of householdsvhich grewsmallgrainswith Mutasa(6%) hadthe lowest
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Use of Compost/Organic Fertilizer
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m Households Familiar with Compost ~ m Households which used Compost = Hoseholds Trained on Compost

A Only46%of the householdsusedcompostacrossthe province

A Theuseof compostwashighestin Buhera( 66%) andlowestin Mutasa(23%).
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Use of Drip Irrigation
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m Households Familiar with Drip Irrigation m Households Using Drip Irrigation = Households Trained on Drip Irrigation

Theuse of drip irrigation waslow acrossall districts

82




Plant Spacing
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Proportion of Households (%)
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®m Households Familiar with proper spacing ® Households which practised proper spacing= Households Trained on spacing

A Only 15% of households in the provimmactisedproperplant spacing.
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Intercropping Practice
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m Households Familiar with Intercropping® Households which practised Intercropping= Households Trained on Intrecropping

A Intercroppingwaspracticedby 36%of the householdsn the province

A Buhera(63%) hadthe highestproportion of householdsvhich practicedintercroppingwhile Mutasa(25%) hadthe lowest
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Cover Cropping

Proportion of Households (%)
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®m Households Familiar with Cover Cropping Households which practised Cover CroppirngHouseholds Trained on Cover Cropping

Covercroppingwaspracticedby only 16%of the householdsn the province

Buhera(33%) hadthe highestnumberof householdsvhich practicedcovercroppingwhile Mutare and Nyanga( 7% hadthe lowest
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Mulching
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m Households Familiar with Mulching ®m Households which practised Mulching = Households Trained on Mulching

A About53%of the householdgracticedmulchingin the province
A Buhera(84%) hadthe highestproportion of householdsvhichusedmulchwith the lowestbeingMutare (3299).
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Integrated Pest Management (IPM)
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® Households Familiar IPM = Households which practised IPM = Households Trained on IPM

A Integratedpestmanagemenwaspracticedby 35% of the householdsn the province,with the highestusagereported in Makoni (62%9).
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Proportion of Households (%)
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m Households Familiar with Crop Rotation m Households which Practised Crop Rotations Households Trained on Crop Rotation

Croprotation waspracticedby 37%of the householdsacrosgshe province

Buhera(71%) hadthe highestproportion of householdsvhich practicedcrop rotation.
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Irrigation
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Proportion of Communities with Irrigation
Schemes

Proportion of Communities (%)
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A Generallythere were few communitieswith irrigation schemeg35%) acrossthe province

A However,Chipingeg(80%) and Chimaniman{60%) had relatively higherproportionsof communitieswith irrigation schemeshan the rest of

the districts
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Functionality of Irrigation Schemes
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o O

Functional m Partially functional Non-functional

A Inthe province,the majority of the establishedrrigation schemeswvere functional (34).
A ChimanimanandMutare (11) recordedthe highestnumbersof functionalirrigation schemes

A Thosethat were non-functional were due to electricity cuts due to non-payment, infrastructure not yet installed, broken fence and

unaffordabilityof inputs




Agricultural Produce Markets

92



Cattle and Goats Prices

District Cattle Price (USD) District Goat Price (USD)

100

I Water Bodies

B water Bodies 1 Provincial Boundary

[ Provincial Boundary

| District Boundary
___| District Boundary << Protected Areas
<< Protected Areas i ) ) 1. I Ward Boundary
Cattle Prices (USD) ‘ ) N e } lnidn Goat Prices (USD)
[1o-50 ) N i [Jo-s
[J51-103 [Js5.1-10
[1103-154 [J10.1-15
[ 155 - 206 [J151-20
[ 207 - 257 [ 20.1-25
[ 258 - 309 [ 25.1 - 30
[ 310 -360 B 30.1-35
I 361 - 412 B 35.1 - 40
Il 413 - 463 B 40.1 - 45
Il 464 - 515 Bl 45.1 - 50

A The highest average cattle price was reported in Chipinge (USD 339). The lowest price was reported in Mutare (USD 238).
A Thehighestgoatpriceswere recordedin Chipingeg(USCB4). Thelowestpriceswere recordedin Nyanga(USLR5).
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Maize Grain and Maize Meal Prices

Maize Grain Price (USD)

Maize Meal Price (USD)

Il Water Bodies
Provincial Boundary
District Boundary

=% Protected Areas

Maize Grain Prices (USD)

777 Not Available

Il 1-35

[036-55

Hls5-15

Il Water Bodies
Provincial Boundary
District Boundary

=< Protected Areas

Maize Meal Prices (USD)

77/ Not Available

-3

[3-45

Bl 46-15

o To To I

Maize grain prices ranged from USD 4 to USD 6

The highest maize grain prices were reported in Buhera and Makoni at USD 6/bucket, and lowest was in Nyanga at USD 4.

Maize meal prices ranged from USD 3 to USD 6.

The highest maize grain prices were reported in Mutare and Chipinge at USD 6/10kg , and lowest was in Chimanimani at USD 3.

94



Income and Expenditure



Current Most Important Source of Income

Other 1 0.9
Small scale mining/mineral saless 1.0
Pension m 2.0
Skilled trade/artisan = 2.3
Petty trade mm 2.6
Own business mm 2.7
Remittances outside mm 3.2
Livestock production/sales mmm 4.0
Vegetables production/sales mmmm 5.3
Cash crop production s 7.2
Remittance within s 9.6
Food crop production/sales mm——— 12 4
Formal salary/wages msssms 13.1
Casual labour meessssssss———— 31.2

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

A Most householdselied on casuallabour (31.2%) asthe mostimportant sourceof income,followed by formal salary/wageg13.1%) andfood

crop production/saleq12.4%).
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Average Household Monthly Income and
Expenditure for April 2021

Income
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Expenditure
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A Average monthly income was highest in Mutasa at USD 98.

A Expenditure was highest in Chimanimani at USD 56.
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Food Expenditure

100

Food Expenditure (USD)
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m 2020 m 2021

A The poportion of food expenditure was USIB a decrease fromdSD 6%eported in 2020

A Theassumption ishat households hadhoreto spend on other essential services such as health and education.
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Average Household 6 Month Expenditure
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A The highest expenditure waslucation at USD38.



Water, Sanitation and Hygiene



Ladder for Drinking Water Services

ServicelLevel Definition

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

Limited DrinkingWater Services Limited water servicesare defined as drinking water from an improved source,where
collectiontime exceeds30 minutesfor aroundtrip 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.
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Households using Unimproved Water Sources

Proportion of Households (%)
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A In Manicaland, the proportion of householdsvhich usedunimprovedwater sourcesvas20%

A Buheraand Mutare (29%) hadthe highestproportion of householdsvhichusedunimprovedwater sources
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Main Drinking Water Services
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Buhera Chimanimani  Chipinge Makoni Mutare Mutasa Nyanga Manicaland
m Basic water services ® Limited water services Unimproved water services Surface water services

A Theproportion of householdsvhichaccessedbasicwater servicesn Manicalandprovincewas76%
A Despitethe majority of householdsaccessindasicwater services Mutare and Buhera(27%9 had the highestproportion of households

whichusedunimprovedwater sources 103



Access to Adequate Domestic Water
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m Drinking Needs m Cooking Needs m Personal Hygiene Needs = Other Domestic Needs

A More than 80 %of the householdsn the provincehad adequatewater for cooking,drinking, personalhygieneand other domesticneeds
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Distance Travelled to Main Water Source

Propotion of Households (%)
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H Less than 500m = More than 500m but less than 1 ksm = 1km and above

A At provinciallevel, 71%of the householddravelleda distanceof lessthan 500m to awater source

A Nyanga9%) hadthe highestproportion of householdswvhichtravelledakilometreand moreto getto awater source
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Time Spent Queuing at Water Source and
Violence at Water Source

Time spent at water source Violence at Water Source
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A Theproportion of householdsvhichspentlessthan 15 minutesqueuingat a water sourceor had a water sourcewithin premisesvas76%

A Chipinge(10%) recordedthe highestproportion of householdsvhichreported violenceat a water source
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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.
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Access to Improved Sanitation
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A In the province, 77% of households had access to improved sanitation facilities.

A Buhera district (33%) had the highest proportion of households which practised open defaecation.
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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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Access to Hand Washing Facilities

Proportion of Households (%)
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m No service m Limited m Basic

A Therewere generallyno handwashindacilitiesat mosthouseholdg90%) acrosshe province

A Mutasa(13%) hadthe highestproportion of householdsvhichhad basichandwashindacilities
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Food Safety



Considerations when Purchasing Food
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73.6

Proportion of Households (%)

m Brand/source m Expiry /Best before date= Nutritional content = Other

A Inthe province,68.6%o0f householdgeportedthat they consideredhe expirydate when purchasingood for their families

A Chimaniman{35.4%), hadthe highes proportion of householdsvhich considerednutritional contentwhen purchasingood.
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Safe Preparation of Food
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m Use of safe water for preparation/ cooking m Washing of hands with soap before preparation and serving of f¢
m Washing food utensils thoroughly with safe water and soap Do nothing

A In the province, 72.5% of households reported that washing hands with soap before preparation and serving food was imgaftant
food preparation.

A Only 2.7% of householdd nothing to ensure food safety during preparation of food. 113



Ways to Keep Food Safe
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m Proper storage of food at correct temperatures m Avoid contamination of cooked food by keeping it closed
m Keeping cooked food separate from raw food Other

A Keeping food closed to avoid contamination (75%) was the frequently mentioned method of keeping food safe.
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Household Food Safety During COMID
Lockdown Period
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m Buying perishables in bulk as formal shops were too far m Eating food undergoing spoilage

Mutare (86%) hadthe highestproportion of householdsvhich boughtperishablesn bulk asformal shopswere too far duringthe January
to March2021nationallockdown
Nyanga76%) had he highestproportion of householdsvhich ate food undergoingspoilageduringthe lockdownperiod.

115
At provinciallevel 51%o0f the householdgeportedthat they ate food under spoilageduringthe lockdownperiod.




Purchase of Expired or Spoiled Food
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A Buhera(33.7%) hadthe highestproportion of householdswvhich purchasedexpiredor food undergoingspoilagedue to its reducedprice.
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Information on Food Safety
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A Inthe province,only 10.4%o0f the householdgeceivedinformation on food safetyissues

A Chimanimani (18.6%), had the greatest proportion of households which received information on food safety issues
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Access to Services and Infrastructure



Access to Any Agricultural Extension Services
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A In Manicaland 89% of households received some form of agricultural extension services support in the past year.
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Households that Received Agricultural Training
from Extension officer6breakdown of 89%)
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A Generally, the proportion of households which received agricultural training from extension officers remained higallatisssts.
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Households that Recelved Agriculture Extension
Visits from Extension Officers
( breakdown of 89%)
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A Atotal of 89% of householdgeportedthat they receivedagriculturalextensionvisitsfrom extensionofficers
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Households that Received Agricultural
Advice from Government Extension Officers

Cropping Advice Livestock Advice

<100 98 93 93 g9 91 $100 90

<90 83 g1 36 <90 s

S 80 S 80 70 /° 69

2 70 2 70 58 61

$ 60 S 60 54 52

3 50 3 50

= 40 T 40

©o 30 o 30

s 20 § 20

£ 10 £ 10

S 0 S 0

T \ Q O T > Q e S e > > O

o L &S & LGS o & & & & B & S
. = S X NG ) &7 N X G
QO Qo\& ‘Q\Q @'b @0 @0 $~\® (,\\(:b @0 00\6 Q @’b @0 ®\) é* (\\db
C‘\\& & C‘\\& &

A Theproportion of householdghat receivedcroppingadvicefrom extensionofficers wasgenerallyhigh acrossall the districts

A InManicaland, the proportion of householdghat receivediivestockadvicewas69%
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Households that Recelved Extension
Support on Fall Army Worm
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A In the province, 69% of households received extension support on Fall Army Worm.

123



Households that Received Extension Support
on Weather and Climate
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A The proportion of households that received extension support on weather and climate was 77%.
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Access to Animal Health Centres

100
90
80
70
60

50

58 60
50 48
45 43
40

40 35
30
20
10

0

Buhera  Chimanimani  Chipinge Makoni Mutare Mutasa Nyanga  Manicaland

Proportion of Households (%)

A Access to Animal Health Centres was generally low across all districts, with only 48% of households reporting

that they had access at provincial level. o



Police Services Reachable Within One Hour
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A Only 53% of households reported that police services were reachable within one hour.
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Access to Victim Friendly Services
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A Access to victim friendly services was generally low across all districts except in Mutasa (64%).
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Approximate Distance of the Nearest Primary
School
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m Less than 5km m5to 10km m More than 10km

A In Manicaland, 68% of the households had their nearest school within a distance of the less than 5km.
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Access to Health Related Information
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A Eighty six percent of households had access to health related information in Manicaland.
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Approximate Distance to the Nearest Health

Facility

Proportion of Households (%)
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W Less than 5km m5to 10km m More than 10km

A About 54% of households were within a 5km radius to the nearest health facility, while 4% were more than 10km from their

closest clinic.

130



Access to Grain Facility
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A Only42%of householdshadaccesgo a grainfacility.

A Buhera(23%) hadthe lowestproportion of householdswhichhad accesgo grainfacilities
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Structures Used to Store Grain

Ordinary room| Traditional Ordinary Improved Bin/drum Crib Hermetic bagy Metal silos
granary granary granary

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Buhera

44 47 5 2 2 0 0 0
Chimanimani

85 7 4 0 0 0 5 0
Chipinge

67 18 11 0 0 2 1 0
Makoni

77 20 1 2 0 0 1 0
Mutare

87 11 2 0 0 0 0 0
Mutasa 83 6 10 1 0 0 0 0
Nyanga 66 30 2 0 0 2 0 0
Manicaland 74 19 4 1 0 1 1 0

A Themostcommonstructuresusedto store grainat householdevelwere ordinaryrooms(74%) followed by traditional granaries(19%9).

A Of concernwasthe low usageof improvedgranarie1%9 and hermeticbags(1%) whichare reliable methodsthat reducepostharvestlosses
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Households which Received and Used Early
Warning Information

Used early warning information to

Received early warning plan response mechanisms
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A At least 61% households received early warning information.

A Of those who received early warning information, 80% used it..
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Households which Received Information on
Public Health Diseases

Rabies Anthrax Cholera Typhoid Dysentery Salmonella Listeria

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Buhera 83 64 78 24 12 0 0
Chimanimani 59 49 82 60 45 2 1
Chipinge 41 28 59 28 24 2 1
Makoni 64 69 81 61 40 13 13
Mutare 65 59 50 19 14 2 1
Mutasa 34 22 71 11 10 4 0
Nyanga 63 59 77 55 28 1 1
Manicaland 59 51 72 38 25 4 3

A A total of 72% of households received public health information on cholera, 59% on rabies and 51% on

anthrax.
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Sources of Information on Gender Based
Violence Services

Radio| Other [TelevisiofNewspape| Social| Internet | Government| Health | Health | Friends [UN/NGOSg Police| Other
householc media |browsing Extension |workers|promotery  and
member Worker relatives
| @ | o | o || o | 0 | @ | @ | @ | @ | ®%
Buhera 44 17 10 2 26 1 35 54 19 23 10 43 1
Chimanimani | 66 13 3 0 4 0 25 29 17 11 21 40 1
Chipinge 50 39 10 9 19 3 38 36 25 27 23 45 0
Makoni 76 10 3 2 1 18 23 17 12 13 32 5
Mutare 63 10 1 0 9 0 22 29 4 4 28 10 9
Mutasa 64 7 7 0 11 0 24 17 10 9 26 5
Nyanga 80 21 7 6 22 4 43 16 3 17 13 33 1
Manicaland 63 16 6 3 13 1 29 29 14 15 16 34 3

A The main sourcesof information on Gender BasedViolence serviceswere radio (63%), health workers (2999 and government

extensionworkers(29%).
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Ownership of Assets that Enhance Food
Nutrition Security

and

Irrigation Farming Fowl Solar | Borehole| Storage | Savings | Beehives| Nutrition Agro- Other
equipment | runs | powered facility garden | forestry
water
source
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Buhera 0 23 60 0 1 3 1 1 85 4 6
Chimanimani 21 15 33 0 2 16 2 1 20 0 30
Chipinge 24 8 37 1 2 3 14 1 17 1 18
Makoni 42 37 50 15 28 48 24 6 59 4 4
Mutare 10 21 4 10 1 19 0 40
Mutasa 12 48 0 20 2 25 1 12
Nyanga 8 7 48 2 9 11 4 2 52 1 5
Manicaland 15 16 43 3 7 16 8 2 41 2 16

A The most common assets that enhance food and nutrition security

(43%) and farming equipment (16%).

owned by households were nutrition gardens (41%), fowl runs
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ISALS and Loans



Households which Received Loans

Proportion of Households (%)
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A About 4% of households received loans.




Sources of Loans

Money lender B 1
Government/Rural Credit fund I 1
Farmers organization |l 3
Other financial services Il 3
Micro finance institution 1l 4
Local trader/ shopkeeper il 5
Banks M 5
ISAL/Mukando/Ukuqogelela s 35
Friend/relative . 52

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

A Of the 5% households that received loans the majority of households reported that they received the loans from relfiimedsor
(52%).
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Type of Loan and Primary Use of the Loan

Type of loan Primary Use of the Loan
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A Most loans were cash (93%) and were mostly used for consumption (37%) and education or school fees (29%).
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Households with a Member in an ISAL Group
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A About 14% of households in Manicaland reported to be a member of Income Savings and Lending (ISAL) group, an increas@@a®n 9%

A Makoni (26%) had the highest number of households that reported to be a member of ISAL.
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Use of Shareut From the ISAL Group
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A Food (46%) was the main use for the share outs from ISAL groups in Manicaland.
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Food Consumption Patterns



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

In the province 45% of households had poor consumption patterns with Mutare (61%) having the highest proportion.
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FCX Houses with Poor Consumption Patterns
2020 2021
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A Comparing with 2020 Mutare (12.4%) had the greatest percentage change in the proportion of households consuming pobredts (6
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Average Number of Days Households Consumed
Food from the Various Food

Dairy N 1
Meats NN 1
Legumes NN 1

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

A Most of the households consumed cereals, vegetables and oil.
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The Coping Strategies Index (CSl)

A Householdengagen variousmethodsof copingwhen facedwith food accesshallengesThe householdconsumptionstrategiesare

food consumptionbehaviourghat householdsadoptwhenfacedwith challengesn accessindood.

A The ReducedCoping Strategiesindex (rCS) considersboth the frequency and severity of pre-selected coping strategiesthat a
householdused in the sevendays prior to the survey Reducedcoping strategiesindex can be classifiedinto three categories

dependingon the severityasshownbelow.

Low @r noccoping Medium Coping High Coping((CSI
(CSheB) (CSh®) *10)



Household Consumption Coping Strategy
Index (CSI)
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AChipinge(30), Mutare (29), Buhera(27) and Makoni (22) reported the highestCShigherthan the provincialaverageof 20 and national average
of 15.

A Adoptionof high copingby householdss anindicationthat householdscould havebeenfacingchallengesn accessindgood.
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Household Consumption Coping Strategies

Send household members to begmm— 7
Send household members to eat elsewhercamm—— 8
Skip entire days without eating m————— 13
Gather/hunt unusual types or amounts of wild food mEE——————— 16
Reduce adult consumption so children can eaiEEEE———————_ 21
Harvest immature crops HEm———_ 21
Purchase/borrow food on credit mEEEEESSS———— 2?2
Borrow food or rely on help from friends or relatives maammmmmmm————" 23
Rely on casual labour for food m 33
Limit/reduce portion size at mealtimes IEEEEEEEEEE————— 35

Reduce number of meals eaten per day S 38
Rely on less expensive or less preferred foodsnmmmammmm——— 48

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Proportion of households (%)

A The household consumption coping strategies that were employed when faced with challenges to access food included kedgiegmensive

foods (48%), reducing the number of meals consumed per day (38%) and reducing meal portion size (35%).

A The adoption of these strategies contributes negatively to nutrition outcomes.
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Household Hunger Scale
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w Little to no hunger
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m Severe hunger
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[
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A The province had 12% of households facing moderate hunger.

A In Mutare, 3% were facing severe hunger.
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Household Reduced Consumption Coping Strate
Index (CS)
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A Thehighestproportion of householdswhich reported high consumptionbasedcopingwasin Chipinge(79%9, Nyanga(70%) and Buhera(68%) abovethe

provincialaverageof 59%

A Mutasa(48%) hadthe highestproportion of householdsvhichadaptediow or no coping
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Livelihoods Based Coping Strategies



Households Livelihood Coping Strategies

A Livelihood Coping Strategies are behaviours employed by households when faced crisis and measuesrtongping capacity of

households.

A The livelihoods Coping strategies have been classified into three categories namely stress, crisis and emergency s theicated

table below.

Category CopingStrategy

Stress Borrowingmoney
Spendingsavings
Sellingmore non-productivelivestockthan usual
Sellinghouseholdassets

Crisis Sellingoroductiveassets
Withdrawingchildrenfrom school
Reducinghon-food expenditure

Sellingand
Beggindor food
Sellingthe lastbreedingstockto buy food
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Households Engaging in Livelihood
Based Coping Strategies
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Therehasbeena markeddecreasean the proportion of householdsngagingn livelihoodbasedcopingstrategiesoverthe lastthree years
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Households Engaging in Livelihoods
Coping Strategies
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stress W crisis ®emergency

AAt provinciallevel 6% of the surveyedhouseholdsesortedto emergencycopingmechanismswith the highestproportion reportedin Buhera(16%),
followed by Nyangaat 8%

AHousehold®ngagingn emergencylivelihoodcopingstrategiesreducetheir longterm copingcapacities
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Households Maximum Livelihoods Coping
Strategies
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mnot coping  stress = crisis W emergency

A At provincial level, 82% households did not use any coping strategies to maintain their access to food and other basid geodses.

A Mutasa(89%) had the most households that did not engage in any livelihood coping strategies (89%).
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Complementary Feeding



Complementary Feeding Practices
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® Minimum Meal Frequency = Minimun Dietary Diversity Minimum Acceptable Diet

A Only 3.7% of children aged?8 months received the Minimum Acceptable Diet in Nyanga and Makoni. Highest rates of MDDrwhere i
Nyanga (51.9%).
A A minimum acceptable diet is an indicator that combines information on children who received the minimum dietary divelrtiy an

minimum meal frequency. It is essential to ensure appropriate growth and development for children-2g8eddths.
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Continued Breastfeeding beyond 1 Year
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A Nationally, 67% of the children continued to be breastfed beyond 1 year.

A Mashonaland Central had the highest proportion of children who were breastfed beyond 1 year (76%).
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Early Initiation of Breastfeeding
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A Nationallythe proportion of childrenwho wereinitiated to breastfeedingwithin an hour, asper recommendedoracticewas86%

A Manicaland Midlandsand Masvingoprovincesreachedthe target of 90%
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Child Nutrition Status



Recommended Vitamin A Supplementation
Schedule for Childrend®9 Months of Age

Target group Infants &11 Months of age Children 1259 Months of age
Dose 100 000 U 200 000 U

Frequency Oncea year Twice a year (Every 6 months)
Route of administration Oral




Children Aged &9 Months who Received the
Recommended Dose of Vitamin A

90 89 o
60 62 59 62
49 92
34
24 I

Buhera Chimanimani Chipinge Makoni Mutare Mutasa Nyanga Manicaland

90 88 g3-86 86

71

Proportion of Children (%)

80

m 6-11 months m 12-59 months m 6-59 months

A Theproportionsof childrenwho receivedthe recommendeddoseof Vitamin A in the past 12 monthswere: 84%for 6-11 months 59%for 12-59 months
and 62%for the children6-59 months

A OnlyMutasa(90%) reachedthe recommendedarget of 90%for children6-11 months

A Mutare (7199 hadthe highestproportion of children6-59 monthswho receivedrecommendedvitamin A dosesand Mutasa(34%) hadthe lowest
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Child lliness
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Proportion of children (%)

m Cough m Diarrhoea = Fever

A Mutasa and Chimanimani had highest proportion of children who had cough (39%).
A Chimanimani (29%) and Mutare (22%) had highest proportion of children who had fever.

A Child iliness has an impact on dietary intake and nutrient utilization among children, hence can lead to acute malnutrition.
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Acute Malnutrition Based on MUAC

Measurements
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A Chipinge had the highest GAM rates of 8.9%, above the WHO threshold of 5%.
A However, the provincial GAM rate was 2.6 which is below the WHO threshold.




Gender Based Violence



Forms of Gender Based Violence

Physical abuse (%) Sexual abuse(%)
N No Yes Refused to answe No Yes Refused to answe
Mash Central 1999 96.2 3.5 0.3 99.0 0.7 0.3
Mash East 2257 96.6 2.8 0.5 99.1 0.6 0.3
Mash West 1722 95.9 3.1 1.0 98.3 0.8 0.9
Masvingo 1747 97.2 2.4 0.4 99.0 0.6 0.5
Mat North 1747 97.0 1.9 1.1 98.2 0.7 1.1
Mat South 1736 97.3 1.6 1.1 98.8 0.2 1.0
Midlands 1999 95.7 3.8 0.5 98.5 0.9 0.6
National 14948 96.3 2.9 0.8 98.6 0.6 0.8

A In Manicaland, 3.7% of the respondents reported that they experienced physical abuse while 0.6% experienced sexual abuse.
A Of the 3.7% who experienced GBV in Manicaland, only 3% reported the incidents.
A The highest proportion of respondents (43%) got GBV services from the Victim Friendly Unit.
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Spousal Violence



Forms of Spousal Violence

m Sexual abuse m Physical abuse m Emotional abuse m Economical abuse

A Nationally emotional abuse(41%) was the most prevalent form of abuse among spouses.

A Sexual abuse was the least reported with 10%.
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Incidence of Spousal Violence

Sexual abuse Physical abuse Emotional abuse Economical abuse
Province (%) (%) (%) (%)
N Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

Mash Central 1766 1.3 1.9 2.7 4.4 8.4 6.6 4.9 4.3
Mash East 2042 1.2 1.0 3.3 2.5 6.8 6.5 5.3 3.3
Mash West 1322 1.1 2.1 2.5 2.5 6.4 9.3 3.4 5.5
Masvingo 1562 0.6 1.2 1.5 2.2 3.3 2.6 1.8 2.3
Mat North 1464 0.9 0.4 1.8 0.6 3.3 2.8 2.5 2.8
Mat South 1627 2.0 1.4 3.9 2.9 6.8 4.6 4.7 4.4
Midlands 1597 0.2 1.5 2.1 15 4.3 4.3 2.7 2.2
National 12769 1.2 1.5 2.8 2.7 6.0 5.8 3.9 3.7

A Manicaland had the highest incidences of all forms of spousal violence in both males and females.

A Emotional abuse was the highest form of spousal violence for both males (8.8%) and females (9.4%).
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Victims who Sought Medical Attention
as a Result of Spousal Violence

Sexual Physical Emotional
Suffered abusq¢ Sought medical |Suffered abusq¢ Sought medical |Suffered abus¢ Sought medical
% attention (% % attention (% % attention (%
Mash Central 1.59 10.3 3.57 32.8 7.54 17.8
Mash East 1.08 11.5 2.84 17.2 6.62 16.1
Mash West 1.59 8.7 2.5 17.1 7.88 25.5
Masvingo 0.83 0 1.73 15.2 3.07 15.3
Mat North 0.61 0 1.16 16.2 3.01 13.5
Mat South 1.72 22.2 3.44 21.1 5.84 13.3
Midlands 0.81 15.6 1.82 17.2 4.32 21.8
National 1.34 11.8 2.76 20.1 5.9 18.3

A In Manicaland, 17.9% sought medical attention after suffering sexual violence; 18.6% for physical and 17.8% for emotional

violence.
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COVID19 and Livelihoods



Sources of COVIDO Information

Current Sources

Preferred Future Sources

Others 11
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b2y nD2 @S Nym@S1y¢ i | £ X
Churches mmm 13
Social gathering m—— 18
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A The proportion of householdswhich heard about COVIBL9 was high, above 90% in all districts The main sourcesof COVIBEL9 information in the

provincewere the radio (79%), friendsandrelatives(48%) and communityhealthworkers(49%.

A The main preferred future sourcesof information on COVIBL9 in the provincewere: clinic/health facility (6999, community/villagehealth workers

(62%0 andradio (53%).

A Thehighestproportion of householdsvhichwere awareof the existenceof the COVIBL9 toll free lines,wasin Buhera(53%).
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Effects of COVH29 on Livelihoods
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B Restricted access to agricultural markets

A Themaineffectsof COVIBL19 on livelihoodwere reducedsourcesof income(49%) andreducedfood sourceg49%).

A Buherahad the highestproportion of householdsthat reported reducedfood sources(83%) asthe main effect of COVIBL9 on livelihoods

while Nyangahad the highestproportion of householdsthat reported reducedsourcesof income (65%) asthe main effect of COVIEL9 on

livelihoods
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Access to Hand Sanitizers, Masks and Soap
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®m Hand Sanitizers m Masks = Soap

A Accesgo masks81.7%) and handwashingoap(79%9 washigh Howeveraccesgo sanitisersvasvery low (29%).
A Thetrend wassimilarin all districts, that is, maskswere accessiblavhereashandsanitizerswere not easilyaccessible

A About29%of the surveyedhouseholdscouldafford COVIBL9 PPEand accessoriesT helowestproportion wasin Buheraat 8.5% -



Trust In the COVIEL9 Vaccine

Proportion of Households (%)
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m Not at all = Moderately = Very much

A About a third of households reported that they had no trust in the CENIDaccine.
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Vaccine Concerns
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A Themajority of householdgndicatedno concernaboutthe Covid19 vaccine(73.5%).

A Havingseriousreactions(13.9%) wasthe moststatedconcern
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Shocks and Stressors



Proportion of Households Experiencing Shocks
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A Cashshortages(49.6%9, water logging(46%9, crop pests(29.1%) and COVIBL9 pandemic(18.7%) were the most prevalentshocksexperiencedby
households
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Shocks and Stressors: COMI®and Crop

Pests

COVIDP19

Il Water Bodies
[ Provincial Boundary
| District Boundary
<+ Protected Areas
Covid 19 Affected Households (%)
Eo-10

[ 10- 20

[J20-30

[130-40

[140-50

[150-60

[J6e0-70

[ 70 - 80

I 80 - 90

Crop Pests

[J30

Bl Water Bodies
[ Provincial Boundary
[ District Boundary
<< Protected Areas
Crop Pests (%)

[l o-10
= 10-
=20-
-40
[J40-
Jso0-
[J60-
B 70 -
I 80 -

20
30

50
60
70
80
90

43 "-:g~

3 ChiyLnimani
2 A

A Buhera (33%) had the highest proportion of households which were affected by @OMH2 least affected were Chimanimani (8%),
Makoni (7%) and Nyanga (5%).
A Buhera (51%) had the highest proportion of households which were affected by crop pests and Chipinge (13%) had the least.
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Shocks and Stressors

Water-logging

Livestock Deaths and Diseases
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A Buhera(85%) andVlutare (70%) had the highest proportion of households that were affected by wWatgging.

A Buhera(51%) had the highest proportion of households that were affected by livestock deaths and diseases.
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Comparison Between Shock Exposure and Ability
to Cope
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m Shock exposure index ® Ability to cope index

A Shock exposure was higher than the ability to cope across all districts.

A Households continue to be vulnerable to shocks and stressors and are not able to cope on their own 183



Development Challenges



Development Challenges
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A Prohibitive bylaws (29.6%) was the major challenge reported by the majority of communities in the province, followed byiracknef

generating projects (16%) and draught power shortage (11.2%).
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Development Challenge Buhera | Chimanimani| Chipinge [ Makoni Mutare Mutasa Nyanga [Manicaland
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Prohibitive Bylaws 23.1 40.6 20.0 11.1 35.0 57.1 25.0 29.6
Lack of income generating projects 154 9.4 26.7 5.6 10.0 42.9 25.0 16.0
Corruption 0.0 6.3 6.7 0.0 15.0 0.0 25.0 8.8
Draught Power shortage 7.7 9.4 0.0 16.7 10.0 0.0 25.0 11.2
Drought 7.7 12.5 6.7 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 6.4
Drug Abuse 0.0 9.4 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.2
No primary/secondary school in the ward 0.0 6.3 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 32
Lack of /intermittent Electricity supply 0.0 3.1 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
Fewer or no vocational training centres 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8
Gender Based Violence 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
Poor/ lack of Health and infrastructure 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8
High food prices 0.0 0.0 6.7 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
Inadequate markets 7.7 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
Lack of Irrigation infrastructure 154 0.0 13.3 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8
Shortage of cash 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
Poor access to livestock/produce markets 77 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8
Poor representation by leaders 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8
Poor road infrastructure 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8
Poverty 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.8
Unemployment 7.7 0.0 0.0 5.6 5.0 0.0 0.0 2.4
Poor Water and sanitation facilities 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.8
Lack of /limited Water for crop and livestog
production 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8

A Mutasa (57.1%) recorded that most of their communities were affected by prohibitibasy/for their development.

A Chipinge (26.7%) reported that their greatest challenge to development was lack of income generating projects and foflElzkenit was

the draught power shortage.
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Food Insecurity



Food Security Dimensions
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barriers and promoters of food security: climate, policy, infrastructure, sociol programs, household resources,
household composition, social dynamics, knowledge, beliefs, sanitation, life stage, physical activity, disease status

Figure 3: Dimensions of Food Security (Jones et al., 2013)
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Food Security Analytical Framework

A Food security existswhen all people at all times, have physical, socialand economicaccesso food
which is safe and consumedin sufficient quantity and quality to meet their dietary needsand food
preferencesand it is supported by an environmentof adequatesanitation, health servicesand care

allowingfor a healthyandactivelife (Foodand Nutrition SecurityPolicy,2012).
A Thefour dimensionsof food securityasgivein Figure3 are:
Availability of food
Accesgo food
Thesafeandhealthyutilization of food

Thestability of food availability,accessand utilization



Food Security Analytical Framework

A Eachof the surveyedK 2 dza S Knthiimivéespenditureor the emergencynutrition sensitivefood basket

wascomputedfrom the following annualfood basketrequirementfor anindividual

Maize Grain (Kgs) 148
Rice (Kgs) 15

Ration meat (Kgs) 14.6
Milk (Litres) 36.5
Cooking QOil (Litres) 13.5
Peanuts (Kgs) 0.73
Cabbage (Heads) 15

Beans (Kgs) 7.3

Sugar (Kgs) 12.1



Food Security Analytical Framework

A Eachof the surveyedK 2 dza S g&entiRldocquireminimum expenditurefood basket(Figure3) was computed
by estimatingthe household'dikely disposablencome (both cashand non cash)in the 2021 22 consumptionyear

from the following possibleincomesources

A Cerealstocksfrom the previousseason

A Ownfood crop productionfrom the 202021 agriculturalseason
Potentialincomefrom own cashcrop production
Potentialincomefrom livestock;

Potentialincomefrom casualabourandremittances and

o Do Do Do

Incomefrom other sourcessuchasgifts, pensionsgardening formal andinformal employment



Food Security Analytical Framework

AHouseholdFoodSecurityStatus

A The total minimum expenditure food basket that could be acquired by the householdfrom the

cheapestavailablesourcesusingits potential disposablancomewasthen computedand comparedto

the K 2 dza S KidifhRn@x¥penditurefood basket

A Whenthe total minimum expenditurefood basketthat a householdcould acquirewasgreaterthan its

minimum expenditurefood basketrequirements,the householdwasdeemedto be food secure When

the conversewastrue, the householdwasdefinedasfood insecure

A Theseverityof householdfood insecuritywascomputedby the marginwith whichits potential energy

accessvasbelowits total minimumexpenditurefood basketrequirements



Food Security Analytical Framework

A HouseholdCerealSecurityStatus

A From the total minimum expenditure food basket, the total energythat could be acquired by the
household from the cheapestavailable sources using its potential disposableincome was also

extractedand comparedto the K 2 dza S KiRifnlRn@riergyrequirements

A When the potential energy a household could acquire was greater than its minimum energy
requirements, the householdwas deemedto be food secure When the conversewas true, the

householdwasdefinedasfood insecure

A Theseverityof householdfood insecuritywascomputedby the marginwith whichits potential energy

accessvasbelowits minimumenergyrequirements



Cereal Insecurity Progression by Income Source
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A The cereal insecurity prevalence in the province is projected to be 22.5% during the peak hunger period of 2021/22.

A The combination of the pandemics which are precipitating maoonomic and social challenges contributed to this seemingly rigvalence; o,



Cereal Insecurity by District

District Proportion of Households (%) Food Insecure Population

Jul- Sept Oct- Jan- Mar Jul- Sept Oct-Dec | Jan- Mar

Dec

Buhera 14 17 22 40680 51140 65088
Chimanimani 6 8 11 10083 12771 18149
Chipinge 13 17 24 46463 59531 85667
Makoni 24 32 38 75343 103438 121316
Mutare 24 36 40 79165 116801 131077
Mutasa 2 4 7 2903 7984 12339
Nyanga 10 12 15 14971 17965 21558
Manicaland 13 18 22 237485 324871 401977
National 16 21 27 1795204 2366104 | 2942897

A During the peak hunger period January to March 2022, 401.977 people will be cereal insecure in the province.
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Cereal Insecurity by District
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During the peak hunger period (January to March 2022), Mutare (40%) will be having the highest food insecure population.
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Cereal Requirements

District Cereal Requirements (MT)

Jul- Sept Oct-Dec Jan- Mar
Buhera 1505 1892 2408
Chimanimani 373 473 672
Chipinge 1719 2203 3170
Makoni 2788 3827 4489
Mutare 2929 4322 4850
Mutasa 107 295 457
Nyanga 554 665 798
Manicaland 8787 12020 14873
National 66423 87546 108887

A The province will require 14.873MT of cereals during the peak hunger period January to February 2022.

197



Conclusions and Recommendations

A Almost all the districts in the province (6 out of 7) had cereal sufficiency of over 12 months whilst only 3% of the deusskalising the
recommended posharvest technologies. This may imply that households may loose their produce due {ogpesst losses. The Mstry
of Agriculture and its development partners should intensify promotion of production, marketing and use of affordabletamables
postharvest management technologies.

A Cattle deaths were reported to be mainly due to diseas&uimera(91%). Although a greater proportion of households in the province
(89%) received agricultural extension support, access to animal hesltheswas reported to be low at 48%. The Government of
Zimbabwe through the Ministry of Agriculture, should provide dipping services as prescribed in each season and capata{zdetitient
of Veterinary services with necessary resources to manage livestock diseases.

A The proportion of households accessing water from unimproved water sources (18%) and those practicitefapeation(14%), with
Buherahaving the highest proportion at 33% is worrisome. Sanitation provision is one of the major and important indicatomsingatta
upper middle income economy status. The Government of Zimbabwe and its partners should revive and spearhead the streafjthening
WASHorogrammedo ensure that all people have access to safe water and sanitation services.

A Both adults and children were consuming diets of poor quality as indicated by almost half of the households (45%) inRalpoo
Consumption Category and only 8% of childre&2Banonths consuming the minimum acceptable diets. This has negative effects on th
health and nutrition outcomes. This calls for the Government of Zimbabwe through the Ministry of Health and Child Card, relev
ministries and partners to strengthen mu#tectoral community based nutrition specific and sensitive interventions to improcketary
diversity for all.



Conclusions and Recommendations

A The proportions of children-69 months who received the recommended dose of Vitamin A in the past 12 months was 62% wHimh is be
the target of 90% in all districts. Vitamin A is essential for the immune system and lower supplementation may resetsediatld
morbidity and mortality. The Government of Zimbabwe through the Ministry of Health and Child Care and partners needtteesttieg
Vitamin A Supplementation by community health workers and nutrition education on consumption of nutclerfidods including
fortified and bicfortified foods.

A Almost a third of the communities (29.6%) reported that the need to develop their areas was hindered by prohiblidives bjhee is
need for the ministry responsible for local government and all patiekers to look into the bYaws and prepare conducive ersmnment

for development of communities.
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