


Foreword
Under the leadershipof FNC,the ZimbabweLivelihoodsAssessmentCommittee (ZimLAC) remains committed to
providingtimely and reliable information on the food and nutrition securitysituation to inform the developmentof
robust livelihoodsresponseprogrammes,policiesand strategies. The2025RuralLivelihoodsAssessmentunderpins
the valueof precisionsustainablelivelihoodsplanningto providespatiallyresolveddata to guideefficient targetingof
interventionsto those populationswith the greatestneed, to reducesocialdevelopmentdisparitiesand accelerate
progress. The results will enable quantification of inequalities and identification of successesand failures of
programmesandpoliciesat locallevel.

The25th RuralLivelihoodsAssessmentReportprovidesupdateson pertinent rural householdlivelihoodsissueswhich
include demographics,housing,education, health, nutrition, WASH,energy, social protection, food consumption
patterns, food and incomesources,incomelevels,expenditurepatterns, debts, copingstrategies,shocksand food
security. The report will assistthe country to evaluateits performanceagainstset targetsandaspirations; monitoring
the continuing implementation of the National DevelopmentStrategicpolicies,Agriculture related policies,Social
Assistanceand SocialProtection related policies,the Food and Nutrition SecurityPolicy,as well as the country’s
progressagainstregionaland global commitments. The assessmentis one of the documentsthat will be useful in
providingbaselinedatacriticalfor the developmentof the NationalDevelopmentStrategy2 (NDS2).

Our sinceregratitude goes to the Governmentof Zimbabweand its DevelopmentPartnersfor the financial and
technicalsupportwhichenabledusto undertakethe surveyin a timely manner. Theseresourcesalsowent a longway
in facilitatingthe collectionof datato enablethe representationof keyindicatorsat district level.

We remain indebted to the food and nutrition security structures at both provincial and district levels for their
support. We appreciatethe rural communitiesof Zimbabwe,the local authoritiesaswell asTraditionalLeaders for
cooperatingand supporting this assessment. We submit this report to you for your use and reference in your
invaluablework towards addressingpriority issueskeepingmany of our rural householdsvulnerableto food and
nutrition insecurity.

George D. Kembo  (Dr.)
DIRECTOR GENERAL, ZIMLAC CHAIRPERSON 2
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Introduction 

Å ZimLACplaysa significantrole in operationalisingCommitmentSixof the Foodand Nutrition SecurityPolicy

(GoZ,2012), in which the“Governmentof Zimbabweis committed to ensuringa national integratedfood and

nutrition securityinformation systemthat providestimely and reliable information on the food and nutrition

securitysituationandthe effectivenessof programmesandinformsdecision-making”.

Å Theinformation systemis critical in informing decisionmakingas it providesevidencefor timely responseby

Government.

Å ZimLAClivelihoodsassessments’resultscontinueto be an important tool for informingandguidingpoliciesand

programmesthat respondto the prevailingfood and nutrition securitysituation with 12 urban and 25 rural

livelihoodsupdateshavingbeenproducedto date.
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Zimbabwe Livelihoods Assessment Committee 
(ZimLAC) 

ZimLACis a consortiumof Government,DevelopmentPartners,UN,NGOs,TechnicalAgenciesand the Academia

whichwasestablishedin 2002andis led andregulated by Government. It is chaired by FNC,a Departmentin the

Officeof the President and Cabinet,whosemandateis to promote a multi-sectoralresponseto food insecurity

and nutrition problemsin a manner that ensuresthat every Zimbabweanis free from hunger and all forms of

malnutrition.

ZimLACsupportsGovernment,particularlyFNCin:

Å Conveningandcoordinatingnationalfood andnutrition securityissuesin Zimbabwe.

Å Chartinga practical way forward for fulfilling legal and existing policy commitments in food and nutrition

security.

Å AdvisingGovernmenton the strategicdirectionfor improvedfood andnutrition security.

Å Undertakinga“watchdogrole”and facilitatingaction to ensuresectorcommitmentsin food and nutrition are

kept on trackthrougha numberof corefunctionssuchas:

Á Undertakingfood andnutrition assessments,analysisandresearch;

Á Promotingmulti-sectoralandinnovativeapproachesfor addressingfood andnutrition insecurity,and;

Á Supportingandbuildingnationalcapacityfor food andnutrition security,includingat sub-nationallevels.
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Assessment Rationale

Theassessmentresultswill be usedto guidethe following:

Å Evidencebasedplanningandprogrammingfor targetedinterventions.

Å Developmentof interventions that address immediate to long term needs as well as building resilient

livelihoods.

Å Earlywarningfor earlyaction.

Å Monitoring and reporting progresstowards commitmentswithin the guidingframeworksof existingnational

and international food and nutrition policiesand strategiessuchas the NationalDevelopmentStrategy1, the

FoodandNutrition SecurityPolicy,SustainableDevelopmentGoalsandthe ZeroHungerstrategy.

Å Providingbaselinedatafor NDS2.
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Purpose
Theoverallpurposeof the assessmentwasto providean annualupdateon livelihoodsinZimbabwe’srural areasto

inform policyformulationandprogrammingappropriateinterventions.
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Objectives
Thespecificobjectivesof the assessmentwere:

1. To estimate the rural population that is likely to be food insecurein the 2025/2026 consumptionyear, their

geographicdistributionandthe severityof their food insecurity.

2. Toassessthe nutrition statusof the rural population.

3. To describe the socio-economic profiles of rural households in terms of such characteristicsas their

demographics,accessto basicservices(education,health, water, sanitationand hygiene),assets,agriculture,

incomesandexpenditurepatterns,food consumptionpatternsandconsumptioncopingstrategies.

4. Todeterminethe coverageof humanitariananddevelopmentalinterventions.

5. Todeterminethe effectsof shocksandstressorsexperiencedby communitieson food andnutrition security.

6. Toidentify developmentpriorities for communities.



Assessment Methodology 
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Methodology – Assessment Design

ÅThe assessmentwas a cross-sectional study
whosedesignwasguidedand informedby the
Food and Nutrition Security Conceptual
Framework (Figure 1), which Zimbabwe
adopted in the FNSP(GoZ, 2012), and the
conceptual framework on food security
dimensionspropoundedby Joneset al. (2013).
ÅTheassessmentwasalsoguidedand informed

by the resilienceframework(Figure2) so asto
influence the early recovery of households
affectedby variousshocks.
ÅTheassessmentlookedat food availabilityand

accessaspillars that haveconfoundingeffects
on food securityas defined in the FNSP(GoZ,
2012).
ÅAccordingly, the assessmentmeasured the

amount of energy available to a household
from all its potential sources hence the
primary sampling unit for the assessmentwas
the household.
ÅThe frameworks also place nutrition as an

outcome of multi sectoral drivers at various
levels and its role in driving economic
development.

Figure 1: Food and Nutrition Conceptual Framework
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Figure 2: Zimbabwe Resilience Framework (UNDP Zimbabwe, 2015)
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Methodology – Assessment Process

Å Recognizingthe importanceof multi-stakeholderparticipationin comprehensiveassessments,ZimLACdevelopedan appropriate

assessmentdesignand data collection tools through extensivemulti-stakeholderconsultations. The data collection tools were

informedbyandalignedwith the assessmentobjectives.

Å Theprimarydatacollectiontool usedin the assessmentwasan Android–basedstructuredhouseholdtool. In addition to primary

data,secondarydata sources(existingsectoralreports,nationalsurveysandrelevantliterature) were utilized to support iterative

analysisandtriangulatefindings.

Å ZimLACnational supervisorsand enumeratorswere recruited from Governmententities, United Nations,Technicalpartners,

AcademiaandNon-GovernmentalOrganisations.

Å TheMinistry of LocalGovernmentand PublicWorks,through officesof the ProvincialDevelopmentCoordinators,facilitated the

recruitment of domain-level enumeratorsand mobilisation of provincial and district enumerationvehicles. Enumeratorswere

selectedfrom anexistingdatabaseof individualswho participatedin previousZimLACassessments.

Å Primarydata collectiontook placefrom 21 May to 11 June2025. Varioussecondarydata sourcesand field observations

wereusedto contextualisethe analysisandreporting.
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Methodology – Assessment Process
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Methodology- Sampling and Sample Size

Province Households

Manicaland 2096

Mash Central 2400

Mash East 2699

Mash West 2092

Mat North 2095

Mat South 2074

Midlands 2402

Masvingo 2116

National 17974
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ÅHouseholdfood insecurityprevalencewasusedasthe key indicator

to determine the sample to ensure 95% confidence level of

statistical representativenessat district, provincial and national

level.

ÅThe survey collected data from 1 800 randomly selected

EnumerationAreas(EAs).

ÅAtwo stagedclustersamplingwasusedandcomprisedof:

ÅSamplingof 30 clusters per each of the 60 rural districts,

denotedasEAsin this assessment,from the ZimbabweStatistics

Agency (ZIMSTAT)2022 master sampling frame using the

ProbabilityProportionalto PopulationSize(PPS)methodology.

Å The secondstageinvolved the systematicrandom samplingof

10householdsper EA(village).

ÅAt least 300 householdswere sampledper district and a total of

17,974householdswere interviewed.

Å592communityFGDswereheldacrossall the districts.



Methodology- Sampling and Sample Size for 
Nutrition Outcomes

Å All members in the householdswere considered for

anthropometric measurements, while adults were

considered for non-communicablediseaserisk factors

and individual diets targeted at women and children

under5 years.

ÅAt least 450 householdswere sampledper district and a

total of 27628householdswere interviewed.

ÅAnthropometric measurementswere taken from 24506

Childrenaged6-59 months,3573Childrenaged5-9 years,

4807Adolescents10-19 years,and 19678Adultsaged20

yearsandabove.

Province Total

Manicaland 3168

Mash Central 3642

Mash East 4171

Mash West 3142

Mat North 3176

Mat South 3315

Midlands 3627

Masvingo 3387

National 27628
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Methodology – Sampled Wards
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Data Preparation and Analysis

• Primary data was transcribed using CSEntryon android gadgetsand using CSPro. It was consolidated and

convertedinto SPSS,STATAandDBFdatasetsfor:

ÅHouseholdstructured interviews

ÅCommunityFocusGroupDiscussions

• DatacleaningandanalysisweredoneusingSPSS,STATA,ENA,MicrosoftExcelandGISpackages.

• Analysesof the different thematicareascoveredby the assessmentwere informed andguidedby relevantlocal

andinternationalframeworks,wherethey exist.

• Gender,asa crosscutting issue,wasrecognisedthroughoutthe analysis.
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Analytical Approach

1. Contextualised Analysis: Exploringthe major economic,social,
culturalandresourcebasedissuesaffectinghouseholds.

2. Vulnerability Context: Understandingthe wider shocks and
stressesto whichlivelihoodstrategiesweresubjectedto.

3. Differentiation: Understanding of social and economic
differentiationbetweenhouseholds.

4. Disaggregated Analysis: Understandingthe situation of diverse
individuals, gender, and other generational roles and issues
within the household.

5. Integration of Data Sources: Synthesizingfindings from both
primary and secondary data to create a comprehensive
understandingof the context. It includedaligninginsightsfrom
householdsurveys,communityfocusgroupdiscussions,andkey
informant interviewswith existingreportsandstatisticaldata.

6. Cross-Sectoral Analysis: Examininginterconnectionsbetween
different sectors. Thisanalysisaimsto identify how changesin
one sector may impact livelihoods and resilience in others,
fosteringa holisticviewof householdchallenges.

7. Temporal Analysis: Assessingchangesover time by comparing
currentdatawith historicaltrends. Thiswasto identify patterns,
shifts in vulnerabilities, and the effectiveness of past
interventions,providingcontextfor future planning.

8. Iterative Analysis: Continuouslyrefine interpretationsbasedon
ongoingdatacollectionandstakeholderfeedback,ensuringthat
insights are responsive to emerging trends and contextual
changes.

19



Contextual Analysis

Å The2024-25 production seasongenerallyexperienceda delayedstart. A normal to below normal rainfall pattern was

experiencedfrom Octoberto November2024, influencedby a weakLaNiña. However,a transition into a strongerLa

Niña phase in the secondhalf of the seasonresulted in more favourable rainfall, providing optimal conditions for

plantingandgrowthof crops.

Å Accordingto the Ministry of Lands,Agriculture,Fisheries,Water andRuralDevelopment’sCrops,LivestockandFisheries

AssessmentReport(CLAFA–2), most Pfumvudzacropswere plantedduringNovember2024(40%) andDecember2024

(41%), with a smallerportion of cropsplantedlater in January2025(19%).

Å Therewasa 290%increasein food crop productioncomparedto last season. Theseasonalsoexperiencedan increased

productionof sorghumandpearlmillet due to improvedagroecologicaltailoringof crops. Maizeproductionis estimated

at 2,293,556MT while TraditionalGrainsproductionis estimatedto be 634,650MT. Totalcerealproductionis expected

to be 2,928,206MT. (CLAFA–2).

Å Yieldlevelsfrom Pfumvudza/ Intwasain maizefor the 2024/25 seasonwere slightlyhigherthan thosefrom conventional

farming.

Å Tobaccoproductionisexpectedto increaseby 15%, Cottonby 52% andSunflowerby 303%. (CLAFA–2).
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Contextual Analysis 

Å Accordingto the InternationalMonetaryFund(IMF)staff teamthat conductedthe 2025ArticleIVConsultation;

Å Zimbabweis experiencinga degreeof macroeconomicstability despitelingeringpolicychallenges. Duringthe first half
of 2025, better climate conditions and historically high gold prices have boosted agricultural and mining activity,
strengtheningthe currentaccountandcontributingto the recovery,with growthprojectedat 6 percentin 2025.

Å On April 5, 2024, the ReserveBankof Zimbabweintroduceda new currencycalledZimbabweGold(ZiG; code: ZWG).
which is backedby a compositebasketof foreign currencyand preciousmetals (mainly gold) held by the RBZ. This
structuredcurrencywasdesignedto foster simplicity,certaintyandpredictabilityin monetaryandfinancialaffairs. The
RBZaimedto consolidatethe currency'sstability,maintainlow inflation andensurea stableexchangerate.

¶ Followingthe introduction of the new Currency,Bankswere required to convert existingZimbabwedollar balances
into ZWG.

Å Themonetarypolicyformulation andimplementationpursuedby the ReserveBank since5 April 2024createdrelative
price,currencyandfinancialstability in the economy. Thisstability isevidencedby:

Å ZWGmonth on month inflation whichstabilisedto 0.5%in February2025and-0.1%in March2025.

Å Greaterexchangerate stability, with foreign exchangeparallel market premiumsbelow 20%, resulting in price
andcurrencystability.

Å Increasedforeigncurrencyinflows.

Å Increasedavailabilityof foreigncurrencyand;

Å Sustainedfinancialsectorstabilityandsoundness.
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Government Mitigatory Measures

Thefollowingpeople-centeredmeasureswere implementedto ensurefood andnutrition securityfor all:

¶ Food Mitigation: Governmenttargeted6 million peoplein rural areaswith a packagecomprisedof pulses,oils

andcereal.

¶ Presidential Borehole Drilling Scheme: In order to alleviate water scarcitychallengesand climate change,

Governmentis implementingthe PresidentialBoreholeDrillingScheme. Theschemeaimsto increaseaccessto

safedrinkingwater.

¶ Strengthening of Multi-Sectoral Structures in order to operationalisea cohesiveresponseto the food and

nutrition challenges.

¶ Easing of restrictions on maize grain trade (Statutory Instrument 56 of 2023) thus increasingmaizegrainflows

andimprovingavailability.

¶ Emergency Road Rehabilitation Programme–the Governmentof ZimbabwethroughStatutoryInstrument47

of 2021declaredall roadsto be a state of nationaldisasteron 9 February2021. ThesecondEmergencyRoad

RehabilitationProgramme(ERRPII) was launchedand the objectivesof the programmeare to improve the

road network, which was extensivelydamagedduring the rainy seasonand to harnessthe potential of the

transportsystemin promotingeconomicgrowth.

22



Government Mitigatory Measures

Å TheGovernmentof Zimbabweandthe RBZimplementeda rangeof policymeasures:

Å Monetary Policy Rate: Setat 35%in September2024to curbinflationarypressures.

Å Money Supply Control: Establishedstrict controlsto preventexcessliquidity from underminingthe new currency.

Å Export Retention Thresholds: Reducedfrom 75%to 70%in February2025to enhanceforeignexchangeliquidity in
the formalmarket.

Å IMF Agreement Delay: Postponedan IMFstaff-levelagreementto allow reformsto consolidatebeforecommitting
to new externalprogrammes.

Å Public Spending Control: Maintainedtight control overpublicspendingandsubsidies.

Å ZWG Adoption: Promotedbroader use of ZWGacrosspublic servicesand transactions,with over 90% adoption
reported by mid-2024. Mandatedthe useof point-of-sale(POS)systemsby all businessesfor transactionsin both
ZWGandUSD,makingthis a pre-conditionfor businesslicensing.

Å Interest Rates: Upwardly reviewed minimum deposit interest rates, with ZWGsavingsdeposits at 5%, time
depositsat 7.5%, andUSDsavingsdepositsat 2.5%, time depositsat 4%.

Å Targeted Finance Facility: Introduceda facilityextendedto wholesalersandretailers.

Å Reporting Currency: Mandatedthe useof ZWGasthe reportingcurrencyfor all entitieswith immediateeffect.
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Government Mitigatory Measures

Å The2024mid-term budgetreviewpresentedon July25, 2024focusedon consolidatingeconomictransformationand

addressingchallengeslike the impactof the ElNino-induceddrought on agriculturaloutput. While economicgrowth

wasprojectedat 2%for 2024, down from the initial 3.5%projection,measureswere beingimplementedto maintain

economicstabilityandachievefiscalconsolidation.

Å The ReserveBanknoted that most bankshad stoppedchargingmonthly bank maintenanceor servicechargesfor

individualbankaccountswith a conservativedailybalanceof USD100andbelowor its equivalentin ZWGfor a period

of up to 30 days. Theexemptionfor monthly bankmaintenanceor servicechargesfor accountswith a conservative

dailybalanceof USD100or belowwasextendedto Micro, SmallandMediumEnterprises(MSMEs)with effect from 1

September2024.

Å To further promote the use of electronicmeansof payment,the ReserveBankwith effect from 1 September2024

exemptedelectronictransactionsof lessthan USD10 or the ZWGequivalentfrom bankcharges. Thismeasurewas

aimed at removing the cost of using electronic meansof paymentsby accordingsuch transactionsa near-cash

characteristic,consistentwith the ReserveBank’sdrivetowardsdigitalcash.

Å TheReserveBankreiterated that the countrywasin a multicurrencyenvironmentandall domestictransactionsmust

besettledin either ZWGor foreigncurrency,exceptin caseswherethere wereexplicitexemptionsto sell in USdollars.

In this context,all economicagentswereexpectedto adhereto the multicurrencysystemin place.

24



Government Mitigatory Measures

Å On September27 2024, the ReserveBankof Zimbabweslashedthe valueof the ZWGby 43%, taking it from

13.56ZWGto the USdollarat its launchto ZWG24.4 to the dollar.

Å The ReserveBank made efforts to ensure that the Monetary Policy stance remained supportive of the

envisagedgrowthof 6%in 2025.

Å TheGovernment,througha high-level taskforceon businessmalpracticeslauncheda multi-agencyinitiative in

2024to clampdown on unethicalbusinesspracticesand smuggling. Thetask force wasled by the Ministry of

Industry and Commerceand involvedcollaborationbetween the ZimbabweRevenueAuthority (ZIMRA),the

ZimbabweRepublicPolice(ZRP),the ReserveBankof Zimbabwe,the ConsumerProtectionCommissionand

other law-enforcementagencies.

Å In addition to reducingsmuggling,the operationaimedto regulariseimports, ensuringthat all importerspaid

the appropriatedutiesandtaxes. Thismovewasintendedto protect consumersfrom harmfulproductssuchas

hazardousfoodstuffsandcosmetics,while alsosafeguardingbusinessesfrom unfair competitionstemmingfrom

counterfeit or substandardgoods. It further supported legitimate traders by addressingissues such as

counterfeitingandintellectualpropertyviolations.
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RESULTS
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Demographic Description of the Sample

Household Characteristics
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Characteristics of Respondents

Average Age of Respondent 
(Years)

Sex of Respondent

Male
(%)

Female
(%)

Manicaland 41 26.0 74.0

Mash Central 36 21.1 78.9

Mash East 39 22.6 77.4

Mash West 38 30.5 69.5

Mat North 43 24.0 76.0

Mat South 48 32.5 67.5

Midlands 41 26.3 73.7

Masvingo 45 27.2 72.8

National 41 26.1 73.9

Å Ageis a characteristicusedto understandandcategorisepopulations. It is often analysedin conjunctionwith other socio-

economicfactorsto providea completepictureof apopulation’scharacteristics.

Å Theaverageageof the respondentswas41years.

Å About73.9%of the respondentswerefemale.
28
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Education Level of Respondent

Å About 92.1% of respondentshad attained at least primary schooleducation. Thisprovidesconfidencethat the

respondentswereknowledgeableon the subjectmatter.
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Composition of Sampled Households

Average 
Household

Size

Sex
(%)

Household Members
(%)

Male Female 0 - 4 
years

5 - 9 
years

10 – 17
years

18 - 49 
years

50 - 59 
years

60 - 64 
years

65+ years

Manicaland 4 46.2 53.8 27.1 9.9 13.5 38.0 5.3 1.3 5.0

Mash Central 4 46.3 53.7 27.7 9.1 12.5 41.8 4.2 1.2 3.5

Mash East 3 46.1 53.9 29.2 7.8 11.2 39.9 5.3 1.5 5.0

Mash West 4 47.0 53.0 28.3 8.9 13.0 41.0 4.7 1.0 3.0

Mat North 3 43.2 56.8 25.1 8.4 12.4 38.3 6.0 2.0 7.7

Mat South 3 43.8 56.2 23.7 7.3 10.6 37.4 7.8 3.0 10.2

Midlands 4 45.2 54.8 28.7 8.5 12.6 36.8 6.0 1.7 5.7

Masvingo 4 46.1 53.9 22.5 10.2 16.3 36.1 6.1 1.8 7.0

National 4 45.6 54.4 26.7 8.8 12.8 38.7 5.6 1.7 5.7

Å The average household size was 4. 

Å Of the sampled households, the majority of household members were female (54.4%) compared to men (45.6%).
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Characteristics of Household Head

Province

Household 
Head 

Average Age
(Years)

Sex
(%)

Household Head by Category
(%)

Male Female Elderly Headed
65 Years and Above

Child Headed

Manicaland 45 66.1 33.9 18.7 0

Mash Central 41 70.2 29.8 12.8 0.2

Mash East 44 62.5 37.5 18.3 0.2

Mash West 42 72.7 27.3 11.7 0.2

Mat North 49 58.7 41.3 26.4 0.3

Mat South 55 60.2 39.8 34.7 0.2

Midlands 47 62.0 38.0 20.9 0.2

Masvingo 50 62.6 37.4 27.6 0.4

National 46 64.4 35.6 21.1 0.2

Å The average age of household heads was 46 years, which is within the economic productive age group.

Å Matabeleland South (34.7%) and Masvingo (27.6%) had the highest proportion of households  which were headed by the 

elderly. 
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Education Level of Household Head
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Å About91.6%of the householdheadshadattainedsomeform of education.

Å Educationlevel indicatesindividuals’knowledge,skills and competencieswhich are important in makingday to day

decisions.
32



60.6

73.5

59.9
69.8

52.8
44.2

61.7
56.7 60.2

11.6

5.7

8.9

7.6

12.1

12.2

10.4
13.1 10.1

7.2

8.1

9.0

7.7

7.4

7.1

6.1 6.3 7.4

19.2
12.1

19.0
14.0

24.0

28.4

19.5 22.8 19.7

0.2 0.0 1.1 0.0
0.3

0.4
0.2 0.0 0.3

1.2 0.6 2.0 1.0 3.3
7.8

2.0 1.0 2.3

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

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

P
ro

p
o

rt
io

n
 o

f 
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld

 H
ea

d
s 

(%
)

Married living together Married living apart Divorced/separated Widowed Cohabiting Never married

Marital Status of Household Head

Å Themajorityof householdheads(60.2%) weremarriedandlivingtogether.

Å MatabelelandSouth(28.4%) andMatabelelandNorth (24.0%) hadthe highestproportion of householdheadswho were

widowed. 33



Religion of Household Head

Å Themajority of householdheadswere from the ApostolicSect(37.3%) while 15.4%of the householdheadshad

no religion.
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Vulnerability Context

Understanding of Social and Economic Differentiation 
Between Households

35



Orphaned Children

Å Masvingo (18.9%) and Mashonaland West (17.5%) had the highest proportion of households with orphaned children.

Å The presence of orphans increases the burden of responsibility on the households.  
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Chronic Conditions

ÅThe proportion of households with  at least one member who had a chronic condition was 8.6%. 
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Chronic Conditions (8.6%)

ÅThe most reported chronic conditions were hypertension/high blood pressure (2.6%) and HIV/AIDS (2.9%). 

38

Province

Chronic Condition

HIV 
infection

, AIDS
(%)

Heart 
disease

(%)

Diabetes
, high 
blood 
sugar
(%)

Asthma
(%)

Hyperte
nsion, 
High 

blood 
pressure

(%)

Arthritis, 
chronic 

body 
pain
(%)

Epilepsy, 
seizures, 

fits
(%)

Stroke
(%)

Cancer
(%)

Tubercul
osis
(%)

Kidney 
diseases

(%)

Ulcer, 
chronic 

stomach 
pain
(%)

Other
(%)

Manicaland 2.7 0.5 1.5 0.6 3.5 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.3

Mash Central 1.2 0.3 1.2 0.6 2.0 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2

Mash East 2.1 0.4 1.5 0.7 2.7 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.1

Mash West 1.9 0.3 1.2 0.6 1.8 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3

Mat North 4.8 0.2 1.3 0.7 2.6 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.3

Mat South 5.4 0.2 2.2 0.8 3.6 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3

Midlands 2.4 0.3 1.4 0.4 2.3 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2

Masvingo 3.3 0.3 1.6 1.2 2.6 0.8 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.3

National 2.9 0.3 1.5 0.7 2.6 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.2



Disability Conditions

Å Theproportion of householdswith at leastonepersonwith anyform of disabilitywas4.4%.

Å Masvingo(7.2%) hadthe highestproportion of householdswith at leastonepersonwith anyform of disability.
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Education 

40



Proportion of Children Receiving Hot Meals at School

Å A childor youngpersonwho is hungrydoesnot learnwell. A healthydiet in sufficientquantity is essentialfor learning

anddevelopment.

Å Therehasbeenan improvementin the proportion of childrenwho receiveda hot mealat schoolduringthe first term

of the yearfrom 7.5%in 2024to 55.1%in 2025.

Å MatabelelandNorth (77.6%) hadthe highestproportion of childrenreceivinghot mealsat school.
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Social Protection

42



Support from Any Source

Å Most districts had at least 50%

of their households reporting

that they had receivedsupport

in the previous consumption

year.
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Support from Any Source
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2024 2025

Å Support increasedfrom 48% in 2024 to 76% in 2025, a reflection of the Government’sability to coordinate national

responsein timesof need.

Å Thepreviousseasonwascharacterisedby the ElNino-induceddrought which had a negativeimpact onhouseholds’food

security situation. This resulted in increasedburden of responsibilitiesto Governmentand its developmentpartners,

thereforecallingfor expandedsupport. 44



Sources of Support

Å Governmentremainsthe mainsourceof support(65%), followedby rural relatives(23%), UN/NGOSupport(16%) and

urbanrelatives(15%).

Å Governmentiscomplimentedfor provisionof crucialsupporttowardsbuildingresilienceandsustainablelivelihoods.

Å The support receivedfrom relatives(both rural and urban) reflects a positive enablingeconomicenvironmentand

evidenceof socialcapital. 45

Province

Government 
Support 

(%)

UN/NGO 
Support 

(%)

Church Support
(%)

Urban Relatives 
(%)

Rural Relatives 
(%)

Diaspora 
Relatives 

(%)

Mutual Groups 
Support 

(%)

2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025

Manicaland 41 70 7 14 1 2 5 18 5 23 2 4 0 0

Mash Central 56 72 4 19 1 3 3 11 5 22 1 2 1 1

Mash East 51 61 4 12 1 2 6 13 5 18 1 3 1 0

Mash West 42 73 1 6 1 3 2 10 1 23 1 4 0 1

Mat North 35 64 9 18 1 3 6 16 6 23 6 13 1 3

Mat South 31 48 11 16 1 2 6 11 5 20 5 16 1 0

Midlands 43 64 3 17 1 2 4 16 1 22 2 9 0 1

Masvingo 35 65 11 27 0 6 8 27 6 35 5 13 1 3

National 43 65 8 16 1 3 5 15 4 23 3 8 1 1



Forms of Support from Government

Province

Food 
(%)

Cash 
transfers 

(%)

Vouchers 
(%)

Crop 
inputs 

(%)

Livestock 
support -

large stock 
(pass on) 

(%)

Livestock 
support -

large stock 
(non-pass 

on) (%)

Small livestock 
support 
(goats, 

chicken, fish)
(%)

Livestock 
support: 

Teak grease
(%)

Other 
livestock 

support (%)

WASH 
inputs 

(%)

Weather 
and 

climate 
(%)

Manicaland 59.1 0.7 0.3 44.4 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.9 0.1 0.2

Mash Central 55.7 0.5 0.3 46.4 0.8 0.3 1.5 1.7 1.0 0.7 0.6

Mash East 45.1 1.1 0.7 46.1 0.2 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.7 0.7 0.4

Mash West 60.1 0.4 0.3 50.8 0.5 1.0 0.2 0.4 1.2 2.3 0.1

Mat North 55.2 0.9 0.0 30.1 0.1 1.1 2.1 3.2 1.5 2.1 0.0

Mat South 35.1 0.4 0.1 19.0 0.4 1.2 0.2 0.4 1.4 3.0 0.5

Midlands 52.5 1.2 0.4 36.7 0.1 2.2 0.1 0.0 1.7 0.3 0.3

Masvingo 49.0 0.6 0.2 39.0 0.5 2.4 0.5 0.9 3.9 5.0 0.5

National 51.3 0.7 0.3 39.4 0.3 1.1 0.7 0.9 1.7 1.7 0.3

ÅGovernmentprovidedsignificantsupporttowardsrecoveryefforts (cropinputs: 39.4%)
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Forms of Support from UN/NGOs

Province 

Food 
(%)

Cash 
transfers

(%)

Vouchers
(%)

Crop 
inputs

(%)

Livestock 
support -large 

stock (pass 
on)
(%)

Livestock 
support -

large stock 
(non-pass 

on)
(%)

Small livestock 
support (goats, 
chicken, fish)

(%)

Livestock 
support: 

Teak 
grease

(%)

Other 
livestock 
support

(%)

WASH 
inputs

(%)

Weather 
and 

climate
(%)

Manicaland 12.3 0.7 0.4 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.3

Mash Central 13.4 0.6 0.3 2.7 0.7 0.4 2.2 3.5 0.5 0.2 0.1

Mash East 11.3 0.7 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0

Mash West 3.8 0.3 0.0 1.7 0.4 0.0 1.0 1.1 0.3 0.2 0.4

Mat North 10.8 0.3 0.1 1.5 0.1 0.2 1.0 3.5 1.4 0.9 2.2

Mat South 13.4 1.7 0.3 0.9 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.5 0.2 0.4

Midlands 15.9 0.2 0.7 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1

Masvingo 24.0 0.5 0.0 5.2 0.4 0.1 0.4 1.3 0.8 0.6 0.5

National 13.1 0.6 0.3 1.9 0.2 0.1 0.6 1.3 0.5 0.3 0.5

ÅAbout 13.1%of householdsreceivedsupport from UN/NGOsin the form of food assistanceand 1.9%in the form of crop

inputs.
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Migration

48



Types of Migration

Province

Migrated to Urban 

from Rural Areas 

(%)

Joined from Other 

Rural Areas 

(%)

Joined from 

Urban Areas 

(%)

Joined from 

Outside Zimbabwe  

(%)

Migrated to Stay Outside 

Zimbabwe  

(%)

Manicaland 14.3 3.1 2.6 0.3 3.4

Mash Central 4.4 2.1 2.0 0.4 1.0

Mash East 5.8 0.6 2.0 0.3 1.0

Mash West 7.2 4.5 5.3 0.4 1.3

Mat North 12.6 2.2 3.3 1.7 7.8

Mat South 7.0 2.7 3.2 3.8 13.5

Midlands 12.9 0.9 2.0 0.5 6.2

Masvingo 16.5 6.7 6.1 2.4 7.7

National 9.9 2.7 3.3 1.1 5.0

Å Themain type of migrationreportedwasmigratingto urbanfrom rural areas(9.9%) andmigratingto live outsidethe

country(5.0%).
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Reasons for Migrating to Urban Areas (9.9%)

Å Themainreasonfor rural to urbanmigrationwasreportedto be employmentopportunities(6.3%).

Better 
livelihood 

options (%)

Employment 
opportunities 

(%)

New 
job 
(%)

Newly 
acquired 

residential 
land 
(%)

Request by a 
relative (%)

Educational 
purposes (%)

Access to better 
standards of living 

(health, WASH, 
electricity) (%)

Marriage 
(%)

Business 
opportunity 

(%)

Illness 
(%)

Other 
(%)

Manicaland 1.4 9.1 1.5 0.1 1.2 1.5 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2

Mash Central 0.7 2.5 0.8 0.1 0.2 0.4 0 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2

Mash East 0.7 3.8 0.3 0 0.4 0.7 0 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.1

Mash West 1.3 3.4 0.6 0 0.6 0.6 0 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2

Mat North 2.7 7.7 1.9 0 0.6 0.6 0 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.5

Mat South 0.7 3.8 0.4 0 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.5 0.4

Midlands 1.1 10.1 1.2 0 0.7 0.4 0 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.2

Masvingo 1.9 10.3 1.5 0.1 1.2 1.5 0.1 0.7 0.0 0.6 0.3

National 1.3 6.3 1.0 0.1 0.7 0.8 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3
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Household Consumption Patterns

Food Consumption Score (FCS)
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Food Consumption Score

Food Consumption Score 

Groups
Score Description

Poor 0-21
An expected consumption of staple 7 days, vegetables 5-6 days, sugar 3-4 days, 

oil/fat 1 day a week, while animal proteins are totally absent

Borderline 21.5-35

An expected consumption of staple 7 days, vegetables 6-7 days, sugar 3-4 days, 

oil/fat 3 days, meat/fish/egg/pulses 1-2 days a week, while dairy products are 

totally absent

Acceptable >35
As defined for the borderline group with more number of days a week eating 

meat, fish, egg, oil, and complemented by other foods such as pulses, fruits, milk
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Food Consumption Patterns Trend

Å Therewasanincreasein the proportionof householdswith acceptablefood consumptionfrom 2020(29%) to 2025(59%).

Å Theproportionof householdswhichconsumedpoor dietsdecreasedfrom 31%in 2024to 6%in 2025.

Å Thisreflectsan improvementin the quality of life for rural householdsasevidencedby the consumptionof more diverse

andnutritious food groups.
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Household Dietary Diversity
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Average Number of Days Households Consumed 
Food from the Various Food Groups

Å Comparedto baseyear(2020), there wasan improvementin the weeklyaverageconsumptionof cereals,vegetables,

oil, protein rich foodsandfruits.

Å However,milk anddairyproductsandpulseshavebeenthe leastconsumedfood items.
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Average Household Dietary Diversity Score

Å Therewasanimprovementin the dietarydiversityscorefrom 4.4 in 2020to 5.4 in 2025.
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Household Dietary Diversity by Food Groups
(24 Hour Recall)

Å Cereals(95%), oil (95%) andvegetables(91)%werethe mostconsumedfood groups.

Å Meat consumptionwashighestin MatabelelandSouth(61%) andMashonalandEast(59%). 57

Province

Cereals 
(%)

Tubers 
(%)

Pulses 
(%)

Dairy 
products 

(%)

Meat 
(%)

Fish 
(%)

Eggs 
(%)

Vegetables 
(%)

Fruits 
(%)

Oil 
(%)

Sugar 
(%)

Condiments 
(%)

2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025

Manicaland 96 98 15 64 14 59 10 67 27 55 9 35 11 59 90 96 36 74 84 98 57 85 88 98

Mash Central 96 98 11 50 11 48 9 53 30 48 11 30 12 42 88 92 23 65 69 95 44 83 82 94

Mash East 99 98 13 64 13 54 16 69 29 59 8 33 11 52 95 97 35 71 89 98 69 92 95 97

Mash West 96 89 6 47 6 43 10 50 24 55 12 36 8 39 88 86 14 70 79 92 48 77 90 90

Mat North 93 96 4 47 10 45 9 66 21 51 5 29 4 47 84 87 13 59 67 92 57 85 84 96

Mat South 94 93 8 52 13 46 15 67 34 61 7 40 7 47 78 89 20 58 68 96 73 90 87 94

Midlands 97 90 9 51 12 51 15 58 31 52 6 22 8 41 91 88 24 55 79 93 59 75 87 91

Masvingo 99 98 12 60 21 55 13 65 24 50 6 30 4 40 88 94 21 66 77 97 59 88 89 96

National 97 95 10 56 12 51 12 62 28 54 8 32 8 47 88 91 24 66 77 95 59 85 88 95



Household Coping
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Household Hunger Scale

Å There was an improvement in food accessas evidencedby an increase in the proportion of householdswhich

experiencedno or little hungerfrom 68%in 2024to 83%in 2025.
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Household Hunger Scale

Å MashonalandEast(87%) had the highestproportion of householdswith no or little hungerwhilst MashonalandWest

(19%) hadthe highestproportionof householdswith moderatehunger.
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61

Livelihoods Based Coping Strategies



Livelihoods Coping Strategies

62

Å LivelihoodCopingStrategiesarebehaviorsemployedby householdswhenfacedwith a crisis.

ÅThelivelihoodscopingstrategieshavebeenclassifiedinto three categoriesnamelystress,crisisandemergency

asindicatedin the table.

CATEGORY COPING STRATEGY

Stress

Å Sold household assets/goods (radio, furniture, television, jewelleryetc.)
Å Sold more animals than usual 
Å Spent savings 
Å Borrowed money 

Crisis

Å Consumed seed stocks that were to be saved for the next season
Å Decreased expenditures on fertilizer, pesticide, fodder, animal feed, veterinary care, 

etc. 
Å Harvest immature crops (e.g., green maize)

Emergency

Å Mortgaged/sold the house where the household was permanently living or land 
Å Begged (asked strangers for money/food) or scavenged 
Å Sold last female (productive) animal 



Households Engaging in any Form of Livelihood
Coping Strategies

63

Å Theproportionof householdsengagingin anyform of copingdecreasedfrom 53%in 2024to 49%in 2025.

Å Manicaland(65%) had the highest proportion of householdsengagingin any form of livelihood coping whilst

MatabelelandSouth(39%) hadthe least.
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Differentiation Context

Understanding of Social and Economic Differentiation 
Between Households
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Water, Sanitation and Hygiene
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Ladder for Drinking Water Services

Service Level Definition

Safely Managed Drinkingwater from an improvedwater sourcethat is locatedon premises,available
whenneededandfree from faecalandpriority chemicalcontamination.

Basic Drinking Water Basicdrinkingwater servicesaredefinedasdrinkingwater from animprovedsource,
provided collection time is not more than 30 minutes for a roundtrip including
queuing.

Limited Drinking Water Services Limited water servicesare defined as drinking water from an improved source,
wherecollectiontime exceeds30minutesfor a roundtrip includingqueuing.

Unimproved Water Sources Drinkingwater from anunprotecteddugwell or unprotectedspring.

Surface Water Sources Drinking water directly from a river, dam, lake, pond, stream, canal or irrigation
channel.

Note :
“Improved”drinking water sourcesare further definedby the quality of the water they produce,and are protected
from faecal contaminationby the nature of their constructionor through an intervention to protect from outside
contamination. Suchsourcesinclude: pipedwater into dwelling,plot, or yard; publictap/standpipe; tube well/borehole;
protecteddugwell; protectedspring; or rainwatercollection. Thiscategorynow includespackagedanddeliveredwater,
consideringthat both canpotentiallydeliversafewater.
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Access to Improved Water Source by Year
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Å Governmentiscommendedfor spearheadingthe PresidentialBoreholeDrillingProgramme.

Å Accessto improvedwater sourcesincreasedfrom 77%in 2020to 81%in 2025.

Å This is a reflection of the country’sprogresstowards achievingSDG6 which is fundamentalfor human health, economic

developmentandenvironmentalsustainability. 67



Main Source of Drinking Water

Province

Piped 
into 

dwelling 
(%)

Piped into 
yard or plot 

(%)

Piped into 
public tap 

or 
standpipe 

(%)

Piped into 
neighbour’s 

yard (%)

Borehole/T
ube well 

(%)

Protected 
well 
(%)

Unprotecte
d well 

(%)

Protected 
spring 

(%)

Unprotecte
d spring (%)

Surface 
water 

(%)

Sand 
abstraction 

(%)

Other 
(%)

Manicaland 1.9 11.6 8.7 1.5 34.4 24.2 9.9 1.7 3.1 2.7 0.2 0.0

Mash Central 0.7 0.9 11.8 0.3 44.9 22.1 11.8 0.2 1.0 5.0 1.1 0.0

Mash East 1.3 2.2 10.0 0.8 27.0 43.1 12.4 0.8 1.2 1.0 0.0 0.0

Mash West 2.2 3.5 12.8 1.1 42.3 17.4 12.4 0.4 0.5 6.5 0.7 0.0

Mat North 2.3 3.6 19.3 3.8 50.6 8.1 3.6 0.1 1.1 6.5 1.0 0.0

Mat South 3.5 3.2 10.4 3.2 50.7 7.0 6.9 0.3 0.6 13.7 0.2 0.4

Midlands 1.7 2.5 6.6 3.6 37.7 24.3 14.9 0.3 0.8 3.7 3.4 0.2

Masvingo 2.2 3.2 9.0 3.0 39.9 17.1 15.1 0.7 1.0 7.5 0.9 0.2

National 1.9 3.7 11.0 2.1 40.4 21.4 11.0 0.6 1.2 5.6 1.0 0.1

Å Themajorityof householdsweredrinkingwater from boreholesor tube wells(40.4%).

Å About5.6%of the householdsweredrinkingsurfacewater.
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Main Drinking Water Services

2024 2025
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Basic Limited Unimproved Surface water

Å Therewasanincreasein the proportionof householdsaccessingbasicwater servicesfrom 52%in 2024to 54%in 2025.

Å Attention shouldbe givento the 27%of householdswho weredrinkingwater from improvedsources,but their collection

time wasexceeding30minutesfor a round-trip, includingqueuing.



Households Drinking Surface Water Households Using Unimproved Water

ÅBinga(29.8%) andMangwe(26.7%) hadthe highestproportionof householdswhichweredrinkingsurfacewater.

ÅGokweNorth (33.3%) hadthe highestproportionof householdsusingunimprovedwater services. 70

Water Services



Distance Travelled to Main Water Source
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ÅAbout90%of the householdsaccessedwater within a kilometer.

ÅHowever,attention shouldbegivento 10%of the householdstravellinga distanceaboveonekilometer.
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Time Taken to and from Main Drinking Water 
Source
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Å Theproportionof householdsspendingthirty minutesor lessfor a roundtrip to collectwater from their maindrinking

water sourceincreasedfrom 25%in 2020to 65%in 2025.

Å About5%of the householdsspentmore than onehour for a round trip to collect water from the maindrinkingwater

source. 72



Sanitation
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Service  level Definition 

Safely Managed
Use of improved facilities that are not shared with otherhouseholds and where excreta 
are safely disposed of insitu or transported and treated offsite.

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

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

Open Defecation 
Disposal of human faeces in fields, forest, bushes, open bodies of water, beaches or 
other open spaces or with solid waste. 

Note: Improved sanitation facilities: Facilities that ensure hygienic separation of human excreta from human contact. 
They include flush or pour flush toilet/latrine, Blair ventilated improved pit (BVIP), pit latrine with slab and upgradeable 
Blair latrine.

Ladder for Sanitation
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Household Sanitation Services
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Basic Limited Unimproved Open defecation

Å Therewasa slightincreasein the proportionof householdswith basicsanitationservicesfrom 51%in 2020to 55%in 2025.

Å Therewasa declinein the proportion of householdspractisingopendefecationfrom 29%in 2020to 24%in 2025.
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Open Defecation by Province
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Å MatabelelandNorth hadthe highestproportionof householdswhichpractised opendefecation.
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Open Defecation By District

2020 2025

77

Å Binga(80.1%), Tsholotsho(56.5%), Kariba(50.8%) and Mwenezi(49.4%) had the highestproportion of householdswhich

practisedopendefaecation.



Ladder for Hygiene 

Service level Definition

Basic Availabilityof a handwashingfacilityon premiseswith soapandwater.

Limited Availabilityof a handwashingfacilityon premiseswithout soapandwater.

No Facility Nohandwashingfacilityon premises.

Note: handwashingfacilitiesmaybe fixedor mobileandincludea sinkwith tap water,bucketswith taps,tippy taps,and

jugsor basinsdesignatedfor handwashing. Soapincludesbar soap,liquid soap,powdereddetergentsandsoapywater

but doesnot includesand,soil,ashandother handwashingagents.
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Handwashing

Handwashing Facilities
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Handwashing at Critical Times
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ÅTheproportion of householdswithout handwashingfacilitieswas94%.

ÅThemajority of householdsreported that they washedtheir handsafter usingthe toilet (76%) whilst 3%reported that

they neverwashedtheir hands.



Energy
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Type of Energy Used for Cooking

Å Wood(94.3%) wasthe mostreportedtype of energyusedfor cooking.

Å Theunsustainableuseof firewood mayleadto highlevelsof deforestation.
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Type of Energy Used for Lighting

Å Solar or battery (65.9%) was the most reported type of energy used for lighting. 
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Climate Change

83



Household Knowledge on Climate Change
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Å Theproportionof householdswhichreportedhavingknowledgeon climatechangewas56.4%.

Å Manicaland (64.7%) had the highest proportion of householdswith knowledge on climate change while

MashonalandWest(45.7%) hadthe lowest.
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Perceived Effects of Climate Change

Province Not enough food 
(%)

Increased 
droughts 

(%)

More health risks
(%)

Extreme 
temperatures

(%)

Severe storms 
(%)

Loss of species
(%)

Poverty and 
displacement

(%)

Manicaland 32.8 22.3 0.7 5.7 2.0 0.1 1.2

Mash Central 26.8 21.4 1.5 6.5 0.7 0.1 0.9

Mash East 27.4 15.4 3.0 8.8 1.1 0.1 1.6

Mash West 26.1 11.8 2.0 4.1 0.5 0.1 0.7

Mat North 42.1 10.7 1.4 3.7 0.1 0.3 3.3

Mat South 25.3 16.6 0.8 3.5 0.7 0.1 0.9

Midlands 34.4 12.3 1.0 4.4 0.6 0.3 0.8

Masvingo 31.7 17.0 1.1 6.1 1.9 0.7 0.6

National 30.7 15.9 1.5 5.5 1.0 0.2 1.3

Å Not enough food (30.7%) and increased droughts (15.9%) were the most reported perceived effects of climate change.  
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Shocks and Stressors
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Number of Shocks and Stressors Experienced
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Å Theaveragenumberof shocksandstressorsexperiencedby householdsdecreasedfrom 3.6 in 2024to 3.2 in 2025.
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Shocks and Stressors Experienced by Households 
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Å Prolongedmid-seasondry spells(62.9%) and cashshortage(57.4%) were the most prevalentshocksexperiencedby

the households.
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Agriculture Related Shocks and Stressors 

Å Croppests(35%) were the most reported agriculturerelated shockwhilst sharpdrop in livestockpriceswas the least

reported(10%).

Å Masvingo(47%) and MashonalandEast(39%) had the highestproportion of householdswhich reported crop pestsasa

shock.
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Comparison Between Shock Exposure and Ability 
to Cope Indices

Å TheaverageShockExposureIndexwas8.4.

Å ShockseverityIndexwas11.4.

Å AverageShockRecoveryIndexwas8.5. Thiswasslightlyhigherthan shockexposureindex(8.4).

Å Theresultsindicatethat while householdsfacesignificantandsevereshocks,they havea notableresilienceandability

to adaptandrecoverfrom theseadversities.
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Agricultural Production Technologies
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Climate Smart Technologies 
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Å About54%of householdspractisedPfumvudza/ Intwasain 2025, an increasefrom 52.3%reportedin 2024.

Å Therewasa decreasein the proportionof householdspractisingcroprotation from 2024(26.2%) to 2025(16.9%).
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Pfumvudza/ Intwasa

Å Therewasan increasein the proportion of householdswhich practisedPfumvudza/ Intwasafrom 47% (2023) to 54%

(2025).
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Use of Quality Certified Seed

Å MashonalandEast(41.6%) hadthe highestproportionof householdswhichusedqualitycertifiedseeds.

Å Certified seedsare crucial in crop production as they ensurehigh quality better yields and increasedresistanceto

diseasesandpests.
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Crop Production
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Crops Grown by Households

Å Theproportionof householdswhichgrewcropsincreasedfor Africanpeas,tubers,pearlmillet andsorghum.

Å Therewasa decreasein the proportionof householdswhichgrewgroundnutsandroundnuts.

Å Theproportionof householdswhichgrewmaizeremainedthe same(75%).
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Households which Grew Crops

Maize

(%)

Sorghum 

(%)

Finger Millet 

(%)

Pearl Millet 

(%)

Tubers 

(%)

African 

Peas 

(%)

Groundnuts 

(%)

Roundnuts 

(%)

Sugar Beans 

(%)

Soya Beans 

(%)

Tobacco 

(%)

Cotton 

(%)

Manicaland 79 19 6 12 31 19 18 11 14 0 3 1

Mash Central 77 28 1 5 14 29 13 1 6 2 16 3

Mash East 80 16 5 6 33 26 23 6 10 0 7 1

Mash West 73 21 1 2 14 15 12 3 6 3 11 4

Mat North 64 45 1 33 4 23 10 5 2 1 0 0

Mat South 55 33 1 20 4 20 12 7 2 0 0 0

Midlands 89 21 4 3 16 25 28 11 5 0 0 4

Masvingo 82 35 12 18 43 41 45 41 6 1 0 3

National 75 27 4 12 20 25 20 10 6 1 5 2

Å Midlands(89%) andMasvingo(82%) hadthe highestproportion of householdswhichgrewmaize.

Å Masvingohadthe highestproportion of householdswhichgrewAfricanPeas(41%), groundnuts(45%), roundnuts(41%) and

tubers(43%).
97



Crop Pests

Å Mbire (90.7), Mudzi (74.4%), Zaka

(67.7%) and Mberengwa (62%) had

the highestproportion of households

reportingcroppestsasa shock.
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Cereals from Casual Labour and Remittances 

Cereals from Casual Labour
(kgs)

Cereals from Remittances 
(kgs)

2024 2025 2024 2025

Manicaland 16.8 21.3 0.4 8.3

Mash Central 6.7 35.6 0 6.6

Mash East 6.7 17.9 0 5.8

Mash West 9.0 18.1 0.3 6.7

Mat North 2.0 19.2 0.6 8.7

Mat South 1.1 6.3 0.4 2.8

Midlands 2.1 21.1 0 10.6

Masvingo 16.4 39.1 0.9 20.7

National 6.8 22.4 0.2 8.7

Å Generally,there wasan increasein the amountof cerealsaccessedby householdsfrom casuallabourandremittances

comparedto the previousconsumptionyear.

Å Onaverage,householdsreportedto haveaccessed22.4 kgsof maizefrom casuallabourand8.7 kgsfrom remittances.
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Cereal Stocks as at 1 April 2025

Maize 
(kgs)

Sorghum 
(kgs)

Finger Millet 
(kgs)

Pearl Millet 
(kgs)

2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025

Manicaland 20.6 44.2 0 6.0 0 0.6 0 2.5

Mash 
Central

6.2 41.8 0 21.2 0 0.0 0 0.8

Mash East 18.4 83.5 0 5.5 0 0.5 0 1.5

Mash West 3.2 61.4 0 15.7 0 0.0 0 0.3

Mat North 0.2 32.7 0 15.2 0 0.2 0 12.8

Mat South 0.8 38.0 0 5.6 0 0.1 0 4.5

Midlands 10.7 98.0 0 7.4 0 0.9 0 1.5

Masvingo 11.5 60.2 0 13.4 0 2.0 0 11.1

National 8.3 58.8 0 11.2 0 0.6 0 4.2

Å Onaverage,householdshad58.8kgsof maizein stockon the 1st of April 2025, anincreasefrom 8.3kgsreported in 2024.

Å Midlands(98kgs)hadthe highestmaizestocks.
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Season Harvest

Maize 

(kgs)

Sorghum 

(kgs)

Finger Millet 

(kgs)

Pearl Millet

(kgs)

Total 

(kgs)

2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025

Manicaland 105 316.7 6 37.5 3 6.6 1 18.7 115 379.4

Mash Central 107 326.8 10 128.1 0 0.3 0 9.0 117 464.2

Mash East 88 436.2 2 21.7 0 5.8 1 6.5 91 470.2

Mash West 50 389.0 4 57.6 0 0.4 0 0.6 54 447.6

Mat North 30 168.7 39 152.0 30 0.6 0 135.9 99 457.2

Mat South 26 118.6 19 29.3 8 0.9 0 17.8 53 166.7

Midlands 136 360.9 9 40.8 0 3.4 0 3.6 145 408.7

Masvingo 61 229.1 28 71.5 16 11.3 2 56.6 108 368.4

National 77 299.9 14 66.4 7 3.7 1 29.5 99 399.4

Å Therewasan increasein the amountof cerealsharvestedby householdsacrossall provinces. Thismaybe attributed

to a favourablerainfallseason.

Å Onaverage,householdsharvested299.9kgsof maizeand66.4kgsof sorghum.

Å MashonalandEast(436.2kgs)hadthe highestaverageharvestfor maize.
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Maize Grain and Maize Meal Prices

Maize Grain Maize Meal 

102

Å Maizegrainpricesrangedfrom USD0.25to USD0.59.

Å Maizegrainpriceswerehighin Tsholotsho(USD0.59), Beitbridge(USD0.57) andRushinga(USD0.57).

Å Maizemealpricesrangedfrom USD0.46(Beitbridge)to USD0.78(Bulilima).



Livestock Production

103



Households which Owned Livestock

Å Nationally,39%of householdsownedgoatsand34%ownedcattle.

104

Province
Cattle 

(%)
Donkeys 

(%)
Sheep 

(%)
Goats 

(%)
Pigs 
(%)

Poultry 
(%)

Rabbits 
(%)

Manicaland 29 1 1 40 2 67 2

Mash Central 29 1 1 33 1 44 0

Mash East 30 1 2 38 1 55 1

Mash West 27 3 1 28 1 50 1

Mat North 40 15 2 48 2 55 0

Mat South 31 23 3 48 0 49 0

Midlands 41 4 0 38 2 58 1

Masvingo 43 9 4 44 2 67 2

National 34 7 2 39 1 56 1



Cattle Ownership
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Å About66%of the householdsdid not ownanycattle.

Å Only12%of the householdsownedcattle in excessof 5 animals.
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Livestock Condition
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Å About11%of the communitiesindicatedthat their livestockwere in a poor condition.
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Pasture Availability and Quality
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Good Fair Poor

Quality

Å Most communities indicated that pasture availability (39%) and pasture quality (45%) was fair at the time of the

assessment.
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Livestock Prices

Cattle Prices Goat Prices

Å Thehighestcattle priceswerereported in Insiza(USD506) andthe lowestwerereported in Bulilima(USD191).

Å Thehighestgoatpriceswerereportedin Insiza(USD51) andthe lowestwerereportedin Mbire (USD20).
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Access to Information and Critical Services
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Community Access to Information on Infectious 
and Contagious Diseases

Province
Rabies

(%)
Anthrax

(%)
Cholera

(%)
Typhoid

(%)
Dysentery

(%)
Salmonella

(%)
Listeria

(%)
Other

(%)

Manicaland 76.2 71.4 68.3 44.4 42.9 14.3 1.6 15.9

Mash Central 74.7 43.0 77.2 54.4 45.6 10.1 3.8 13.9

Mash East 77.0 59.8 78.2 59.8 47.1 23.0 14.9 13.8

Mash West 72.2 68.1 55.6 43.1 26.4 5.6 2.8 13.9

Mat North 76.9 24.6 18.5 9.2 7.7 4.6 3.1 9.2

Mat South 59.7 45.8 43.1 19.4 15.3 11.1 12.5 25.0

Midlands 68.8 57.5 53.8 22.5 16.3 7.5 3.8 28.8

Masvingo 75.7 47.3 68.9 41.9 35.1 5.4 4.1 14.9

National 72.6 52.4 59.0 37.7 30.1 10.5 6.1 17.1

Å About72.6%of the communitieshadaccessedinformationon rabies.

Å Informationon listeria(6.1%) wasthe leastaccessedby communities.
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Access to and Use of Early Warning Information
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 Received early warning information Used information to plan response Mechanisms

Å About52.2%of the householdsreportedto havereceivedearlywarninginformation.

Å Only39.3%of thesehouseholdshadusedthe informationto planriskandmitigationresponsemechanisms.
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Households which Received Information on 
Health and Nutrition 

Å Accessto nutrition andhealth informationempowerscommunitiesandinfluencesconsumerbehaviouralchanges.

Å Nationally,59.4%reportedto havereceivedanyinformationabouthealthandnutrition.
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Distance to the Nearest Health Facility/Clinic

Å Themajority of the households(58%) hadtheir nearesthealthfacility within a 5km radius,whichis the recommended

distancefor health facilities.

Å However,about9%of householdsweretravellingmorethan 10km to accessa healthfacility.
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Distance to the Nearest Primary School

Å About72%of the householdshada primaryschoolthat waswithin a 5km radius.
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Access to Information on Services for Victims of 
Physical and Sexual Abuse

Å About47%of the householdshadaccessto informationon servicesavailablefor victimsof physicalandsexualabuse.
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Access to Police Services

Å Nationally,39% of the householdswere accessingpoliceserviceswithin one hour and 46% reported that the police

serviceswereofferingvictim friendlyservices.
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Income and Expenditure
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Household Main Income Sources
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Å Incomeisa proxyfor economicstatus,livingstandardsandwellbeing.

Å Most householdsrelied on casuallabour (45%), food crop production(21%) and remittancesfrom within

Zimbabwe(19%) in 2025.



Income Trends (USD): 2020-2025

119

Å Comparedto baseyear 2020, there has been a positive impact on the economyas evidencedby rural

incomeswhichhavebeenincreasing.

Å Therewas 312% increasein households’purchasingpower as evidencedby averagehouseholdincomes

increasingfrom USD33 in 2020to USD136in 2025.

Å This is expected to continue contributing to a higher material quality of life, broadly contributing to

increasedconsumerspending,economicgrowth, higher savingsand investments,improved standardof

livingandreducedinequality.
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Average Household Monthly Income -April 2025
(ZWG)

120

Å Averagemonthly incomefor the Month of April 2025wasZWG3,777. Thiswasabovethe FoodPovertyLine.

Å MashonalandWest(ZWG5,455) hadthe highestincome.
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Average Household Monthly Income-April 2025
(USD)

121

Å MashonalandWesthadthe highestaveragehouseholdmonthly income(USD203) for April 2025while Matabeleland

South(USD98) hadthe lowest.

Å Governmentis commendedfor facilitating an enabling environment as reflected in an increasein the average

monthly incomefor January2025. Increasedincomelevelsin an economyare vital for overall economicwellbeing

andsocietalprogress.
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Average Household Monthly Expenditure-April 2025
(ZWG)

122

Å TheaveragehouseholdmonthlyexpenditurewasZWG2,219in April 2025.

Å MatabelelandSouth(ZWG1,829) hadthe lowestmonthlyexpenditure.
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Average Household Monthly Expenditure-April 
2025
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Å Theaveragehouseholdmonthlyexpenditurefor the month of April 2025wasUSD83, an increasefrom USD18 in 2020.

Å MatabelelandSouth(USD68) reportedthe lowestexpenditure.



Food and Non-Food Expenditure Ratio
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ÅThefood expenditureratio was56.



Assets, Loans and Remittances
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Assets

126

Å Themostcommonlyownedassetsby householdswerehoes(89%), axes(80%) andmobilephones(63%).
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Households Participating in 
ISALS/Mukando/Ukuqogelela
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Å Therewasan increasein the proportion of householdsparticipatingin ISALS/Mukando/Ukuqogelelafrom 8%in 2020to 13%

in 2025.



Households that Accessed Loans
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Å Theproportion of householdsthat accessedloanswas9%in 2025, an increasefrom 4%in 2022.

Å Masvingo(19%) hadthe highestproportion of householdsthat accessedloansin 2025.



Sources of Loans

Province Friend/relative
(%)

Money 
lender

(%)

Banks
(%)

Micro finance 
institutions

(%)

Other 
Financial 
Services

(%)

ISAL/Mukando/
Ukuqogelela

(%)

Farmer's 
organization

(%)

Local trader/ 
shopkeeper

(%)

Other
(%)

Manicaland 3.9 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.0 9.8 0.1 0.1 0.1

Mash Central 1.9 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.0 5.3 1.0 0.1 0.2

Mash East 2.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 2.6 0.4 0.0 0.1

Mash West 3.1 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.4 3.0 1.0 0.1 1.3

Mat North 1.1 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 6.4 0.1 0.0 0.0

Mat South 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 2.2 0.1 0.1 0.1

Midlands 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.1 0.0

Masvingo 5.3 0.7 0.8 0.5 0.1 12.1 0.3 0.3 0.0

National 2.2 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.1 5.4 0.4 0.1 0.2

129

ÅThe main source of loans for the households was ISAL/Mukando/Ukuqogelela(5.4%).



Households which Received Remittances/Gifts
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Å Remittances/giftsreceivedweremainlyfrom within the country(19%).

Å Masvingo(28.7%) hadthe highestproportionof householdswhichreceivedremittances/giftsfrom within the country

Å MatabelelandSouth(27.5%) hadthe highestproportionof householdswhichreceivedremittancesfrom outsidethe country.



Nutrition 
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Vaccination Status of Children (0-59 Months) 

Vaccination Since Birth Zero-Dose by District 

Å Immunizationallows children everywhereto live lives free of many forms of disability and illness. The Governmentis

commendedfor successfullyreachingthe national target of 85% for children that had receivedvaccinationsincebirth.

However,attention shouldbe givento districtswith low vaccinationwhosezerodosagewasabove15 %(Shamva, Kwekwe,

Buhera, Mutare, MutasaandMhondoro-Ngezi).
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Vitamin A Supplementation for Children 
6-59 Months

The Zimbabwe VAS schedule is presented below:

ÅThe World Health Organization recommends Vitamin A

Supplementation(VAS)onceeverysixmonths for childrenin

the agegroupof 6 59months.

ÅVitamin A supplementationhas been proven to lower the

risks of mortality, incidence of diarrhoea and measles in

children,particularlythoseaged6 monthsto 5 years.
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Age Group Vitamin A Dosage Timing for Administration

Below6 months Donot give N/A

6-11months 100000IU Onceat age6 months

12-59months 200000IU Onceevery6 monthsfrom

age 6 months, until child

reaches5 years



Vitamin A Supplementation (6-59 Months)

Å TheGovernmentis complimentedfor attaining its aspirationasoutlined in the NDS1 to reacha target of 90%for vitamin A

supplementationfor children6-59months.

Å VitaminA isessentialfor the functioningof the immunesystemandthe healthygrowthanddevelopmentof children. Provision

of vitamin A supplementseverysixmonthsis an inexpensive,quick,andeffectiveway to improvevitamin A statusandreduce

childmorbidity andmortality in the longterm.
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Children 6-23 Months Diet Quality
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Minimum Meal Frequency Minimum Dietary Diversity Minimum Acceptable Diet

Å Children aged 6–23 months should be fed meals at an appropriate frequency and in a sufficient variety to ensure,

respectively,that energyandnutrient needsaremet.

Å Theproportion of children fed a Minimum AcceptableDiet (MAD)improvedfrom 2.1% in 2020 to 11.9% in 2025, though

fallingshortof the MultisectoralFoodandNutrition SecurityStrategytarget of 25%.

Å The improvement in MAD from 2.1% to 11.9% could be related to increasedconsumptionof egg /flesh and vegetables

groupsamongstchildren6-59months. 135



Nutrition Status Indicators 
Children 6-59 Months 

Å Nationally,the prevalenceof GAM(wasting)was4.3%whichisacceptableandisbelowthe WHOthresholdof 5%.

Å Stuntingprevalenceremainshigh(23.8%) accordingto the WorldHealthOrganizationclassification. It alsofallsshort

of the NDS1 target of 17%.
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Prevalence of Wasting
Children Aged 6-59 Months

Å Thenationalprevalencefor GlobalAcuteMalnutrition (wasting)(GAM)was4.3%, with Manicaland(4.9%) andMasvingo

(4.7%) reportingthe highest.

Å ThenationalSevereAcuteMalnutrition (SAM)prevalence(1.3%) wasin line with the nationaltarget for SAMof 2.5%.
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Prevalence of Stunting for 
Children 6-59 Months (WHO Classification)
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Å Thetarget of NDS1 is to reducethe nationalprevalenceof under-five stuntingfrom 23.5%to 17%by 2025.

Å Theproportion of children6-59 monthswho were stuntedwas23.8%, which is still higherthan the NDS1 target of lessthan

17%.

Å All provincesrecordedstuntinglevelsabovethe WHOthresholdof at least20%classifiedashigh(20-30%).

ÅStuntinglevelswerehighestin MatabelelandSouth(26.7%) andManicaland(25.5%).
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Nutrition Status of Children 5-9 Years 
(BMI-for-Age)

139

ÅNationally, 5.3 % of the children aged 5 to 9 years were obese and 6.4 % were overweight, whilst 83.2% were normal.  
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Nutrition Status of Adolescents 10-19 Years
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ÅAt least11.1 %of the adolescentswereoverweightandobese.
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Nutrition Status for Adults 18-59 Years 
(BMI)
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ÅNationally,35.5%of the adultsaged18-59yearswereoverweightandobese.

ÅBodyMassIndex was usedto classifyadults aged18 yearsand above. Havingexcessfat depositsin the body leadsto

serious health consequencessuch as cardiovasculardisease (mainly heart disease and stroke), type 2 diabetes,

musculoskeletaldisorderslike osteoarthritisandsomecancers(endometrial,breastandcolon).
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Nutrition Status for Adults 60 Years and above by 
Province (BMI)
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ÅNationally,39%of adultsabove60wereoverweightandobese,whilst 53.2%werenormal.
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Food Security Dimensions 

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

Å Foodsecurityexistswhenall peopleat all times,havephysical, social and economic accessto food which

is safeand consumedin sufficientquantity and quality to meet their dietary needsand food preferences

and it is supported by an environment of adequatesanitation,health servicesand care allowing for a

healthyandactivelife (FoodandNutrition SecurityPolicy,2012).

Å Thefour dimensionsof food security asgivenin Figure3 are:

Å Availability of food

Å Access to food

Å Thesafeandhealthyutilisation of food

Å Thestability of food availability,accessandutilisation
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Food Security Analytical Framework

Å Householdcerealsecuritywasdeterminedby measuringahousehold’spotential accessto enoughcereal

to giveeachmember2100kilocaloriesper dayin the consumptionperiod1 April 2025to 31March2026.

Å Eachof the surveyedhouseholds’potential to acquireminimumexpenditurefood basketwascomputed

by estimating the household's likely disposableincome (both cash and non cash) in the 2025/26

consumptionyearfrom the followingpossibleincomesources;

Å Cerealstocksfrom the previousseason;

Å Ownfood cropproductionfrom the 2024/25agriculturalseason;

Å Potentialincomefrom own cashcropproduction;

Å Potentialincomefrom livestock;

Å Potentialincomefrom casuallabourandremittances; and

Å Incomefrom other sourcessuchasgifts,pensions,gardening,formalandinformalemployment.
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Food Security Analytical Framework

Å Thetotal energythat could be acquiredby the householdfrom the cheapestenergysourceusingits

potential disposableincomewasthen computedand comparedto thehousehold’sminimum energy

requirement.

ÅWhen the potential energy that a householdcould acquire was greater than its minimum energy

requirements, the householdwas deemed to be food secure. When the conversewas true, the

householdwasdefinedasfood insecure.

Å Theseverityof householdfood insecuritywascomputedby the marginwith whichits potential energy

accesswasbelowits minimumenergyrequirements.
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Food Insecurity Status at Peak Hunger Period
(January-March 2026)

Å During the peak hunger period (Januaryto March 2026) it was estimated that approximately15% of the rural
householdswill be cerealinsecure.

Å The15% of rural householdstranslatedinto approximately1,548,432 individualsrequiringa total of 118,563 MT of
cereal(maizegrain)from the NationalStrategicGrainReserves.

Å Theproportionof food insecurehouseholdsduringthe peakhungerperiodisprojectedto be low comparedto 2020.
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Cereal Insecurity Trends 2020 - 2025
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Å Therewasa 73.2%drop in cerealinsecurityfrom 56%in 2020to 15%in 2025.

Å Governmentis complimentedfor implementingshockresponsiveinterventionsthat resultedin improvedfood

security.

Å Improvedfood securitysignificantlycontributesto overall developmentby fosteringhumancapital,boosting

economicgrowth and enhancingsocialstability thereby impacting positively on the health, educationand

socialwell-beingof a society. In addition,it contributesto the localeconomyandreducesthe burdenandcosts

associatedwith filling the food deficit gap.



Cereal Insecurity Progression by Quarter

.
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Å About6%of the rural householdswereprojectedto be facingcerealaccesschallengesin the Julyto September

2025quarter.

Å MatabelelandNorth (20%) andMidlands(19%) hadthe highestproportion of householdsat peak.



Cereal Insecure Populations 
by Quarter

Jul – Sept 2025 Oct – Dec 2025 Jan – Mar 2026

Manicaland 66,628 137,074 223,213

Mashonaland Central 48,383 83,432 135,084

Mashonaland East 47,902 108,225 184,853

Mashonaland West 67,578 114,410 180,152

Matabeleland North 62,460 90,493 126,475

Matabeleland South 77,013 100,361 120,514

Midlands 93,278 176,157 264,725

Masvingo 105,017 186,654 272,154

National 609,087 1,046,895 1,548,432
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Cereal Requirements 
by Quarter

Jul – Sept 2025
MT

Oct – Dec 2025
MT

Jan – Mar 2026
MT

July 2025 to March 
2026 

Total MT

Manicaland 2,465 5,072 8,259 15,796

Mashonaland Central 1,790 3,087 4,998 9,875

Mashonaland East 1,772 4,004 6,840 12,616

Mashonaland West 2,500 4,233 6,666 13,399

Matabeleland North 2,311 3,348 4,680 10,339

Matabeleland South 2,849 3,713 4,459 11,021

Midlands 3,451 6,518 9,795 19,764

Masvingo 3,886 6,906 10,070 20,862

National 22,536 38,735 57,292 118,563
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Cereal Insecure Proportions 
by Quarter
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Jul – Sept 2025
(%)

Oct – Dec 2025
(%)

Jan – Mar 2026
(%)

Manicaland 4 7 11

Mashonaland Central 3 7 12

Mashonaland East 8 12 17

Mashonaland West 7 10 15

Matabeleland North 13 17 20

Matabeleland South 6 11 17

Midlands 7 13 19

Masvingo 6 10 15

National 6 10 15



Food Security Status: Peak Hunger Period 
(January to March)

2024 2025
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ÅKariba(57.6%), Mangwe(43.3%) and Bulilima (43.3%) have the highestproportions of people who will be food insecure

duringthe peakhungerperiod.

ÅMarondera (1%) and Muzarabani(2.3%) have the least proportion of people who will be food insecureduring the peak

hungerperiod.



Cereal Insecurity -Top 30 Districts 
January- March 2026

Å
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Å At the peak of the hunger season,Kariba (58%) will have the most food insecurehouseholdsfollowed by

Mangwe(43%) andBulilima(43%).



Cereal Insecurity -Bottom 30 Districts 
January- March 2026
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Å Theleastcerealinsecurityprevalenceisprojectedin Marondera(1%) andMuzarabani(2%) at peak.



District Cereal Sufficiency vs Food 
Insecurity at Peak

Crop, Livestock & Fisheries Assessment (2nd Round 2025)
Map Data Source: Table 3 Cereal Sufficiency by District [page 7]

ZimLAC, 2025
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Community Development Challenges and Priorities
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Community Development Challenges

Å Unemployment(54.2%) and lackof incomegeneratingprojects(50.3%) were the most reported community

developmentchallenges.
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Community Development Priorities

Å Dams/ water reservoirs construction (52.7%), income generating projects promotion (47.8%) and employment/job creation 

(43.6%) were the most reported development priorities.
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Conclusions and Recommendations
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Education

Å Theproportion of primaryschoolpupilswho receiveda hot mealat schoolwas55.1%, an increasefrom 7.5%in 2024.

Governmentis commendedfor scalingup support towards the schoolfeedingprogramme. Studieshaveshownthat

the benefitsof schoolfeedingincludealleviationof short-term hunger,increasingschoolenrolment, reducingschool

dropouts and absenteeism. Furthermore,the sector needsto intensify rollout and operationalisationof the school

healthandnutrition programmesthroughCommercialVenturesandSchoolBusinessUnits.

Social Protection

Å Supportfrom Governmentincreasedfrom 43% in 2024 to 65% in 2025 due to low harvestscausedby the El-Nino

induced drought. The Ministry responsiblefor Financeis encouragedto continue with SovereignInsuranceto

strengthendisasterrisk managementsystemsand accessrapid and predictable financingto protect the food and

nutrition securityandlivelihoodsof vulnerablepopulations.

Å About39.4%of the householdsreceivedcrop inputs from Government. Governmentis commendedfor providingthis

support to householdsand is urgedto continueequippingfarmerswith inputs,skillsandknowledgesoasto increase

productivityandresiliencewhile decreasingdependencyon food assistance.

162



Conclusions and Recommendations

Water, Sanitation and Hygiene

Å Therewasa declinein the proportion of householdspractisingopendefecationfrom 29%in 2020to 24%in 2025. There

is need for the Ministry responsiblefor Health to scale up targeted campaignsto strengthen behaviour change

interventionsaimedat creatingawarenesson the acutedangersof opendefecationon healthandnutrition.

Å The consistent high rates of open defecation in some districts (Binga 80.1%, Tsholotsho56.5%, Kariba 50.8% and

Mwenezi 49.4%) call for a multi-sectoral approach to deal with this challenge. These initiatives need Traditional

Leadershipand LocalAuthorities to lead and enforcesanitationprogrammesthrough the implementationof local by-

lawsandpunitivefinesfor actionssuchaspractisingopendefecationandsettingup newstructureswithout toilets.

Shocks and Stressors

Å In addressingclimate-related shocksand stressorswhich includeprolongeddry spells(62.9%), the Ministry responsible

for Agricultureshouldcontinue to accelerateimplementationof the RuralDevelopment8.0 Strategywhich focuseson

drought-proofing, resiliencebuilding programmesand drought relief programmeseffective at mitigating the impact of

droughtonhouseholds’livelihoods.
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Agriculture Production and Technologies

Å Adoptionof climate-smarttechnologieswasprominent in the practisingof Pfumvudza/ Intwasa(54%). Thereis needto

scaleup production of labour-savingmachineryfor climate smart agricultureand make them affordable,as well as

havean integratedapproachto implementingPfumvudza/ Intwasato improveuptake.

Å The Governmentof Zimbabweis commendedfor its ongoingefforts to rehabilitate and expandirrigation schemes

acrossthe country,whicharevital for buildingclimateresilienceandimprovingfood andincomesecurityin vulnerable

communities. Thereis need for the Ministry responsiblefor Agricultureto scale up irrigation and water harvesting

infrastructure in semi-arid districts to reduce dependenceon erratic rainfall and enhanceyear-round agricultural

productivity.

Å A key challengethat needsurgent attention is the limited availabilityof certified seedsfor traditional grainson the

market,which may impedeuptakeand scalingof theseclimate-resilient crops. About 35.5%of the householdswere

usingquality certified seed. Therefore,there is need for the Ministry responsiblefor Agricultureto spearheadthe

developmentand production of drought-tolerant and early maturing crop varieties,includingtraditional grainsand

legumes.

Conclusions and Recommendations
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Energy

Å About 94.3%of the householdsreported usingfirewood astheir main sourceof energyfor cooking. Thereis needto

maintain the country’sbiodiversityand wildlife in a good state. TheMinistry responsiblefor Environmentneedsto

ensurethat programmesandstrategieson re-afforestationensurethe sustainableuseof timber andnon-timber forest

products. Thereis alsoneed to promote renewableenergyoptions to reducehouseholds’relianceon unsustainable

andinaccessibleenergysources.

Household Income

Å Ruralhouseholds’incomeshavebeenon an increasesince2020. Governmentiscommendedfor implementingrobust

economicstabilisationmeasureswhich havecontributed to this improvement. However,the major incomesources

(casuallabour (45%) and food crop production (21%)) are susceptibleto climate related shocks. Therefore,there is

need to up-scalerural developmentprogrammeswhich promote livelihoodsdiversificationand enhanceresilience

through the expansionof school-based,village-level and youth-led businessunits as anchorsfor local economic

growthandemploymentgeneration.

Conclusions and Recommendations
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Child Health

Å VitaminA supplementationfor children6 to 59 monthswasabovethe NDS1 target of 90%. TheMinistry responsible

for Healthshouldcontinuewith the strategiesapplied,that is tasksharingwith communityhealthworkers,integrating

with campaignblitz and child health and nutrition support groups/ care groups. However, there is need for the

Ministry responsiblefor Healthto strengthenroutine surveillanceand documentationof VitaminA supplementation

effortsat communitylevel.

Infant and Young Child Feeding

Å Thequality of diet practicewhich is measuredby the proportion of childrenconsuminga Minimum AcceptableDiet

(MAD)hasimprovedfrom 2%(2024) to 11.9%in 2025. Thishoweverremainsbelow the WHOtarget of 25%. Thereis

compellingevidencethat supports the provisionof nutritional counselingto caregiversthrough local multi-sector

support group platforms, one-on-one and feeding demonstrations as potential interventions to improve

complementaryfeedingpracticesandultimately the nutritional statusof childrenin developingcountries. TheMinistry

responsiblefor Health should scale up caregiveraccessto care groups that are linked with other multi-sector

interventions.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Nutrition Status

Å Childwasting(GlobalAcute Malnutrition) was 4.3% at national level with Mbire (9.1%), Mudzi (9%), Bikita (9%) and

Shurugwi(9%), havingthe highest proportionsof childrenabovethe 5%WHOthresholdfor emergencyresponse. Child

wastingcarriesa high risk of death if left unmanaged. It is recommendedthat the Ministry responsiblefor Healthsets

up sentinel site surveillancemechanismsin districts with high GlobalAcute Malnutrition (GAM)rates to define and

monitor early warning indicatorsand trigger levelsthat will facilitate implementationof anticipatoryactionsand an

appropriatetimely responsein the eventof a continueddeteriorationof the nutritional statusin childrenunder-five.

Å WHOguidingprinciplesrecommendthat childrenaged6–23 monthsbe fed a variety of foods to ensurethat nutrient

needsassociatedwith improvedlineargrowth aremet. A diet lackingin diversitycanincreasethe riskof micronutrient

deficiencies,which may have a damagingeffect on children’sphysicaland cognitive development. About 27% of

children were reported to be consuming a diverse diet. Food-based strategies involving dietary diversification

(homesteadnutrition gardening,animalhusbandry,andnutrition education)asthe long-term sustainablestrategiesare

recommended. The Ministry responsiblefor Agriculture should create an enabling environment that supports

sustainableagriculture for practicing dietary diversification with behavior change communication as an integral

segment.
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Food Security

Å At peak (Januaryto March 2026), 15% of the rural households(approximately1,548,432 individuals)will be cereal

insecure. The quarterly requirementswill be 22,536MT for the July to September2025 period, 38,735MT for the

Octoberto December2025period and 57,292MT for the Januaryto March2025period. TheMinistry responsiblefor

SocialWelfareisurgedto considerprogrammesthat addressthe cerealgapin the affecteddistricts.

Conclusions and Recommendations
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