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4 Foreword h

The ZimbabweVulnerability AssessmenCommittee (ZimVAC)as has becomethe tradition since 2002 conductedthe Annual
RuralLivelihoodsAssessmenfARLAnpumbertwelve. Theassessmenis part of a comprehensivanformation systemthat informs
Governmentand its DevelopmentPartnerson programmingnecessaryfor savinglives and strengtheningrural livelihoodsin
Zimbabwe ZimVAGs the central pillar around which the Food and Nutrition Council(FNC)plansto build its strategyto fulfil
commitmentnumber6 of the recentlylaunchedGovernmeniof ZimbabweFoodand Nutrition SecurityPolicy

The 2013 ARLAcoversand providesupdateson pertinent rural householdlivelihoodsissuessuchas education,food and income
sources,income levels, expenditure patterns, crop production, livestock production, child nutrition, water and sanitation, crop
post-harvestmanagementand issuesassociatedwith it. In addition to payingparticularfocuson and putting householdsat the
centre of its analysisthe ARLAalsocollectsand recordsrural O 2 Y'Y dzy Vieivdo the® livelihoodschallengesaswell astheir
developmentaspirations

The ARLArecognisesand draws from other national contemporary surveysthat define the socio economic context of rural
livelihoods Most notable amongstthese are Cropand LivestockAssessmentghe Healthand Demographicsurveysthe National
Censusthe PovertyAssessmenbSurveysand nationaleconomicperformancereviews

We commit this report to you all for your use and referencein your invaluablework. We hope it will light your way asyou search
for lastingmeasuresn addressingpriority issueskeepingmanyof our rural households/ulnerableto food andnutrition insecurity

We want to expressour profound gratitude to all our DevelopmentPartners,in the country and beyond, for their support
throughoutthe survey Financiasupportwasreceivedfrom FAOWFPand SADERVAA Wi thout this supportthis ARLAvould not
havebeen the successt is. We alsowant to thank our staff at FNCfor providingleadership coordinationand managemento the
whole survey

It is our joint honourand pleasureto presentthis report. We hopeit will improve short, mediumandlongterm planningaimedat
improvingthe quality of life amongstrural Zimbabweans

a GeorgeKembo Dr. RobsorMafoti
K ZimVAQChairperson ChiefExecutiveOfficer- SIRDC /
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Background and Introduction
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Background Economic Overview

The Zimbabweaneconomy continued to
postreal growthin GrossDomesticProduct
(GDPX¥ince2009

GDP rose from about US®.1 billion in
2009 to USD®6.7 billion in 2010 and USD
7.4 billionin 2011 (Zimstat,2013.

Theeconomicgrowth rate sloweddown to
about 4.6%in 2012 mainlydue to subdued
performanceof the agriculturalsector

The maintenance of the multi-currency
policy and pursuit of other economic
stabilisation and growth policies have
ensuredgeneralmacro-economicstability.

Yearon year inflation has averagedout at
around 4 % since March 2010 (MoEP&IP,
2012.
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Backgrounag Rural Poverty

- The201112 Povertylncome
and Consumption Survey
(PICESgEstimated the head
count of poor rural
householdsin Zimbabweat
76%in 2011

- Theproportion of extremely
poor rural householdswas
22.9%, this fell from 50.4%
In 19956 and 42.3% In
2001(ZimStar 2013.
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Background Agriculture

Agriculture is a key livelihoods activity for
0KS YIFI22NAGEe 2F w%A
population.

Mainly because of the poor rainfall seasg
quality, production of major crops in
HAMHKMO FStt O2YLJ
harvest.

The Ministry of Agriculture Mechanizatior
and Irrigation Development estimates the
country will face a harvest cereal deficit o
about 870,000MT in the 2013/14
consumption year (MoOAM&ID, 2013).

Livestock (cattle, sheep and goats) were
a fair to good condition in April 2013.

Grazing and water for livestock were
generally adequate in most parts of the
country save for the communal areas,
where it was, as is normal, generally

inadequate.
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Background Nutrition

. ZDHS nutrition data from

surveys conducted between
1999 and2010/11 shows
that the prevalence of
stunting and underweight
Increased slightly between
1999 and2005/06and
decreased betwee005/06
and2010/11

- While theprevalenceof

underweight had a trend
similar to that of stunting,
wastingshowed a
consistentdecline ovetthe
sameperiod.

It is against the foregoing soesxonomic background that the
2013 ARLA was conducted.
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4 ™
Background- Health

While some progress has been made towards reducing the rate of
underfive mortality to 84/1000 in 202Q1. This is far off the
desired target of 34/1000 by year 2015.

The infant mortality rate of 57/1000 in 20110l shows is also far
off the 2015 target of 22/1000.

The maternal mortality rate has increased from 612/100,000 in
200506 to 960/100,000 in 20:01. The adolescent birth rate has
Increased from 96/1,000 in 2009 to 114.6/1,000 in 2410 The
rate is higher in rural areas (120/1,000 girls) than in urban areas
(70/1,000).

HIV prevalence among population aged2byears was 5.5%. The
prevalence in women is much higher (7.8%) than in men (3.6%).

Malaria incidence appear to have dropped from about 5.8% in
2009 to 2.5% in 2011. Case fatality rates for the disease was at
4.5% in 2011.




Assessment Purpose




Assessment Objectives

Broad Obijective

To assess the food and nutrition security for the rural populatiodimibabwe and update
information on their key soci@conomic profiles.

Specific Objectives

To estimate the rural population that is likely to be food insecure in the 2013/14 consumption y
their geographic distribution and the severity of their food insecurity.

To describe the socieconomic profiles of rural households in terms of such characteristics as {l
demographicsaccess to basgervices (education, health services and safe water and sanitation
facilities), assets, income sources, incomes and expenditure patterns, food consumption patte
and consumption coping strategies.

To assess the availability and accesagocultural inputs and produce markets

To assess crop poekarvest practices and identify opportunities for addressing potential{ost
harvest losses.

To assess access to educatiandsafe water and sanitation facilities by rural households and
identify challenges to optimum access of the services.

To identify development priorities for rural communities in all rural provinces of the country.
To assess theutrition status of childrer6-59 months in sampled households.

/




Technical Scope

The 2013 Rural Livelihoods Assessment collected and analyse

iInformation on the following areas:
Household demographics
Access to education
Water and sanitation

Food onsumption patterns, food sources, household hunger scale,
consumption coping strategies, and nutrition

Income and expenditure patterns and levels

Smallholder Agriculture (crop and livestock production, community
gardens and irrigation)

Production and consumption of small grains

Postharvest management by Smallholder Farmers
Household food security

Community livelihood challenges and development priorities

Y




Assessment Methodology
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Assessment Methodology and A
Process

The assessmentlesignwas informed by the multi-sector objectivesgeneratedby a multi-stakeholderconsultation
process

Thetechnicalteam developeda communitygroup interview summaryform and a structuredhouseholdquestionnaire as
the two primarydatacollection instruments

A team of assessmentsupervisorswas recruited from the Government, United Nations and Non-Governmental
Organisationswho are members of ZimVAC This underwent a training-of trainers training in all aspectsof the
assessment

Ministry of LocalGovernmentcoordinatedthe recruitment of 8 provincialcoordinatorsfor the assessmenand thesein
turn coordinatedthe recruitment of at least4 district level enumeratorsin eachof the 60 rural districts of Zimbabwe
Experiencen datacollectionwasusedasone of the keyenumeratorselectioncriteria.

Provincialcoordinatorsmobilisedvehicles usedby district enumeratorsfrom variousGovernmentdepartmentsaswell as
relevantNGOsfor datacollectionin the respectivedistricts

A two day training in assessmentata collection of district enumeratorswas conductedby the assessmensupervisors
duringthe period29 Aprilto 30 April 2013

Primarydata collectiontook placefrom 2 May to 13 May 2013 supported by national level supervisorsand provincial
coordinators

The assessmenimade a concerted effort to raise awarenessof not only the assessmenbut also broader ZimVAC
activitiesamongstDistrict Administratorsand RuralDistrict CouncilChiefExecutiveOfficers

Centralizeddata entry took placefrom 6 May to 17 May 2013 in Harare Thiswas followed by an intensive processof
checkinghe accuracyof dataentry.

Data analysisand report writing was done from 21 May to 6 June2013 by the assessmentechnicalteam. Various
secondarydatawasusedto contextualisetheir analysisand reporting. Theanalysisand reporting was subjectedto peer
reviewandcorrection




4 ™
Primary Data Collection Sample

AThe sample was designed such that ke Number of Households
assessment results were representative=Fayros Interviewed
at district and provincial levels.

Al'he sampled wards were derived by
probability proportional to size (PPS), Mashonaland Central 1 440
using the ZIMSTAT 2012 sampling fran

At least one enumeration area was the
randomly selected in each of the

) Mashonaland West
selected wards for enumeration. 1263

A minimum of 15 wards were visited inMatabeleland North 1 260
each district.

An each EA, 12 households were
systematically randomly selected and  p1i4jands

Manicaland 1262

Mashonaland East 1 614

Matabeleland South 1257

interviewed. 1440
AThe final sample size for the survey wiMasvingo 1261
10 797 households and 887 communit

key interviews. Total 10 797
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4 ™
Data Entry, Cleaning and Analysis

- Primary data collected was entered using the Census
and Survey Processing System (CSPro) and exportec
Into the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPS$

. Most of the data cleaning and analysis was done usin
SPSS complemented by MS Excel and Geographic
Information System (GIS) packages.




Sample Demographics




" Sex and Age of the Household Heac

The sampled households had an average size of 5.4 and the mode of 5 persons in
household.

Of the sampled households, 65.8% were male headed and 34.2% were female
headed.

The average age of the household head was 49.3 years.

m Male Female




Marital Status of Household Head

BN
o o
o o

Proportion of Households

o
o

Married living  Married living apart Divorced/seperated Widow/widower Never married
together

The majority (65%) of the household heads were married and living with
their spouses followed 21% who were widowed.

About 30% of the households were elddnyaded(60+ years) while
0.2% were child headed.

This picture is consistent with findings from previous ZImVAC
assessments.




Sample Distribution by Age and
Household Size

- The majority of
members of the
households were aged
18-59 years.

- This suggests that the
rural population is
relatively young and this
IS similar to results from
other comparable
surveys.
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Vulnerabillity Indicators

Proportion of Households (%)

30.0%

26.9%

25.0% -

20.0%

15.0% -

10.0% - 7.4% -

5.0% -

.0% -
Orphans Chronically ill Physically/mentally challenged

Households with at least an orphan were 27% of the sample. This shows a decreasing trer
given that it was 35% in 2010, 32% in 2011 and 30% in 2012.

Of the sampled households, 7% were hosting a chronically il member compared to 8% in
2012 and 8.4% in 2011.

7% were hosting a physically or mentally challenged member, a figure lower than 8% in
2012.

About 35% of the sampled households reported to be hosting at least a member who was

either chronically ill, physically/mentally challenged or an orphan.

D

There is generally a decreasing trend on vulnerability attributes such as the presence of a
chronically ill, physically or mentally challenged member or an orphan.




Dependency Ratio

dependency ra‘tlo was Mashonaland West
computed as follows: 1.6

Number of economically inactive Mashonaland Central

members Number of economically 1.6
active members Mashonaland East 0=
- The average household |
dependency ratio for the Midlands 1.9
sampled households was
1.8 which is higher than at@eetetand North 1.9
that of 2012 (1.6). Manicaland o
- The highest dependency |
ratio was recorded for ~ Masvingo T
Matabeleland South (2.1)
followed by Masvingo  Matabeleland South 21
(2'0)' National 18




Education

To describe the socieconomic profiles of

rural households in terms of such
characteristics as their access to education
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Out Of School Children by Province

% of Children
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Manicaland MashonalandMashonalandMashonalandMatabelelandMatabeleland Midlands Masvingo National
Central East West North South

The results showed that 12% of children of school going adé& {ears) were not in school
at the time of the assessment.

Matebeleland North (14%), Mashonaland Central and Matabeleland South (13%)ehad
highest proportions of children of the school going age who were not going to school.

Mashonaland West (9%) had the lowest proportion of children of school going age who we

not in school at the time of the assessment.
These findings are similar to those from previous ZimVAC assessments.
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Reasons for Not Attending School

hunger m 1%
failure e.g. of exams 1%
KSt L) @AIvK X
RAaAGlI yOS mim3pa OK2 2t X
G2N] TF2N BBHR 2 NX
LINBAY | y O | 4RGN | X
disability 4%
illness 4%
02 YLX S 3R 69X
y2i AyiSnBemimaSst Ay X
OKAf R O2 R S R0
expensive 55%
.OI% 10.IO% 20i0% 30i0% 40i0% 50i0% 60.0%
Proportion of households

A The major reason why children were not in school was financial constraints (55%).

A About 11% of the children were not in school because they were considered too young, which implies tha
these children will start school at an older age.

A The percentage of households with children considered too young to go to school decreased significantly
from 34% in 2012 to 11% in 2013. This might have been caused by the introduction of satellite schools an
Zero Grades.

ei The reasons such as not interested in school/lazy and completed O/A level (6%) were reported significant|y




Districts With the Highest and Lowest A
Proportions of Children Out of School
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5 - 32 2.9
' 1.8
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Mudzi Umguza Tsholotsho Chikomba Makonde Hwedza  National

A The proportion of children of school going age who were not in school at the time of
the assessment was highest in Mudzi (27%), followed by Umguza (23%¥harhatsho
(20%).

A Mudzihad a significant increase of children who were out of school at the time of the
assessment compared to the previous assessment.

A Chikomba (3%Makonde(3%) andHwedza(2%) had the lowest proportions of
children of school going age who were out of school at the time of the assessment.
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- School Attendance by Gender by h

Province
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A Nationally, 12% boys and 11% girls of school going age were not attending school at the time ¢
assessment.

A Matabeleland North (16%) had the highest proportion of boys who were not in school at the tims

of the assessment, while Mashonaland Central (14%) recorded the highest proportion of girls w

were not in school.

The lowest proportion of boys who were not in school was recorded in Midlands (9%) with

Mashonaland West (8%) recording the lowest proportion of girls who were not in school. /
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Water and Sanitation

NEO2NR K2dzaSKz2f Rago

drinkingwater sources and improved

sanitation facilities
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m unimproved water source  ® Improved water source

Masvingo

National

Nationally, 70% of the rural households in Zimbabwe used drinking water from improved sources. Coverage of improved

drinking water sources was highest in Mashonaland Central, and Matabeleland North (77%).

Mashonaland West and Masvingo (38%) had the highest proportion of households accessing water from unimproved sou

These results compare closely with those from the Zimvac 2011 rural livelihoods assessment
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Proportion of Households Treating their

Water

30% 27% -
0 unimproved water source Improved water source
25% 21%
20% °
20% —18% 18% 18% 18%
15%
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0 0
10% L1% 11% 10% 11%
10% — ——— — — —
6% 5%
5% — — — — — — — —
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Central East West North South

A

A

@A

The practice of water treatment continues to be generally low across all rural provinces. About 18% of
households using unimproved water sources treated their drinking water. In 2011, 17% of the rural
households reported treating water from unimproved water sources.

Matabeleland North (12%) and Matabeleland South provinces (14%) had the least proportion of houseHh
treating their water from unimproved sources.

Like the results from the Zimvac 2011 ARLA, Mashonaland Central(27%) and Mashonaland West(21%
the highest proportion of households treating water from unimproved water sources. /

)



. . R
Proportion of Households Treating Water
from Main Source by Method and Provinc

Province Boil Add bleach  Strain it Wlﬁ; ~ Solar  Let stand and ﬁggtxztstr Other
or chlorine with a cloth filter disinfection settle tablet
Manicaland 30% 12% 3% 54% 2%
Mashonaland Centr: 20% 19% 1% 3% 1% 1% 56%
Mashonaland East 19% 39% 0% 0% 39% 2%
Mashonaland West 239 15% 3% 1% 1% 53% 5%
Matabeleland North 6206 6% 204, 204 18% 10%
Matabeleland South 59 14% A% 1% 22%
Midlands 36% 17% 204 1% 43% 2%
Masvingo 27%  18% 1% 5% 2% 48% 1%
National 1% 2% 0% 1% 44% 2%

A Of those that treated water from their main drinking source, 44% used a water treatment tablet, 30%
were boiling their water and 20% were adding bleach or chlorine to their water.
A Water boiling is most common in the two Matabeleland provinces. Adding bleach is most popular in
Mashonaland East province and Use of a treatment tablet is most common in Manicaland,
@ Mashonaland Central and Mashonaland West provinces. /




" 9% Households Sanitation Facility
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Central East West North South
m open defecation unimproved facility
improved sanitation shared B Improved Sanitation facility not shared

A Nationally, 48% of the sampled households were using improved sanitation facilit
and 39% were practicing open defecation.

A Matabeleland North (70%) and Masvingo (54%) had the highest proportion of

households practicing open defecation.

The best provinces regarding access to improved sanitation facilities that are not

shared were Matabeleland South (43%) and Mashonaland East (41%). /




Household Income and Expenditure

Patterns

To describe the socieconomic profiles of
rural households in terms of such

characteristics as their income sources,
Income and expenditure patterns




~ Most Common Household Cash Income!

Sources used by Rural Households

Proportion of Households (%
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The most common household cash income source reported was casual labour (23% of the sampled
households).

Food crop production/sales and remittances were second and third at about 12% .

The least common cash income source was small scale mining at 2%.

All Mashonaland and Midlands Provinces ranked food crop sales as the second most common income
Remittances was ranked second in the two Matabeleland Provinces and in Masvingo Province

D

n

This trend is the same as that obtained last year
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Average Household Income by Province

April 2013

160

140

120

100

Uss

140

143

80 -

60 -

40 -

20 ~

Manicaland Mashonaland Mashonaland Mashonaland Matabeleland Matabeleland  Midlands Masvingo National

Central

East

West North South
m 2012 m 2013

oo Do Do

The national average household income for April 2013 was US$95, an increase of about 12% from the

time last year.

The highest average household income was reported in Mashonaland West at US$143, followed by
Mashonaland Central at US$140. This was mainly due to revenue from cash crops(mostly tobacco).

The least amount of average income was reported in Matabeleland North at US$60.

Matabeleland North recorded a marked decrease in average household income compared to last year.
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April 2013 Average Household Income

Distribution

Average household Income (US$)

Percentiles

A 90% of the rural households earned less than US$250 in April 2013. The botton
50% of these earned less than US$50 and the bottom 20% earned less than US
A This distribution pattern was very similar across all provinces. Marked differences

were noticeable in the average household income of the top 10% and this explai
the differences in the provincial level average household incomes.
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Educational Level of Household Head\

versus Income
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Education level

Tertiary

A Households with household heads with tertiary education reported the highest level of incor
while those without any level of education reported the least average income .
A Similar results were obtained by the 2010/2012 (Poverty, Income, Consumption and

Expenditure Survey (PICES).
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Ratio of Household Expenditure: Food &

Non-Food Items for the Month of April 2013

FoodExp
56 ™ NonFoodExp

AC22R AGSYa O2yaidAiddziSR GKS 3INBI GSaid
at 56% compared to the share of névod items at 44%.
A This is a typical expenditure pattern for poor households. Remember 76% of rL
@ households were classified as poor by the PICES 2011. /
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Provincial Outlook: Expenditure on

Food and Non Food ltems

Food m Non Food
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Central East North
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(-

61%.

Mashonaland West had the highest expenditure on 4iood items at 55%.
Generally, most households spent most of their income on food items (57%).
Provinces which reported high levels of own crop production had the least expenditure on food items. The converse B. also

Matabeleland South had the highest expenditure on food items (64%) followed by Matabeleland North and Manicaland both

c
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Average Household Monthly
Expenditure for April 2013 by Province

National
Matabeleland North
Manicaland
Masvingo

Midlands

Mashonaland Central

Mashonaland East 54

55

56
50 60

Mashonaland West

Matabeleland South

A Matabeleland South had the highest expenditure in April 2013 (US$56) while
@ Matabeleland North had the lowest (US$39).
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Crop Production

To describe the socieconomic profiles of
rural households in terms of such
characteristics as theincome sources and
Income levels




~ Proportion of Households Growing Crops

Proportion of HHs (%)
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Themostcommoncrop grown by the majority of householdsvasmaize(80%). Thisis comparableto the 2011/ 12 season(79%).
Groundnutscamenextwith 32%of householdglantingthe crop, 6%lower than lastseason
Fewerhouseholdgplantedsmallgrainsin the 2012 13 seasoncomparedto the previousseason

Anincreasewasrecordedin householdggrowingTobaccoput there wasa drop in those growingcotton.

Besides rainfall and crop input related reasons, planted maize area decline in the Mashonaland Provinces (>30% of house!|
growing the crop) could be attributed to a shift towards cash crops (mainly tobacco). Maize is increasingly becomingasnviak
a cash crop.

Yet in Masvingo, southern Midlands, southern Manicaland, Matabeleland North and Matabeleland South, the reasons for
decline are more to do with poor rainfall and access to crop inputs. /




Sources of Maize Seed A

2.71% __ .3%

®m Purchase

m Gvt

® NGO

m Carryover

M Retained

¥ Remittances

@ Other

W Pvt contractors

A The main source of maize of seed planted by the sampled households was
purchases (39%), followed by Government support (26%).

A About 4% of the households got the maize seed they planted from NGOs

A 12% of the households obtained their maize seed from retained seed. This is
largely explained by financial constraints
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Sources of Maize Seed by Province
Private
Province | PurchaselGovernmen NGO Carryover | Retained | Remittances| Other |Contractors
Manicaland 45% 15% 4% 3% 16% 14% 4% 1%
Mashonaland
Central 37% 33% 2% 8% 10% 8% 2% 1%
Mashonaland
East 45% 28% 2% 12% 5% 7% 0% 0%
Mashonaland
\West 41% 24% 2% 5% 13% 8% 5% 1%
Matabeleland
North 24% 30% 5% 18% 16% 6% 1% 0%
Matabeleland
South 28% 37% 5% 9% 11% 7% 2% 0%
Midlands 49% 21% 2% 6% 12% 9% 2% 0%
Masvingo 39% 22% 7% 5% 11% 11% 5% 0%
National 39% 26% 4% 8% 12% 9% 3% 0%

A Government maize seed support was most prominent in Matabeleland South (37%) and Mashonaland

Central (33%).

A The highest proportion of households which used carryover maize seed were in Matabeleland North (18¢

and Mashonaland East (12%).
A Between 12% and 16% of the households in Midlands, Mashonaland West, Manicaland and Matabelelan
North used retained seed.
Remittances were highest in Manicaland(14%) and Masvingo(11%) provinces
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Source of See Roots and
Sorghum Finger Millet Pearl Millet Tubers Cowpeas Groundnuts Roundnuts

Purchase 13.0% 11.7% 7.7% 17.1% 14.8% 20.2% 20.7%
Gt

7.9% 4.5% 2.5% 3.0% 3.8% 3.1% 3.3%
NGO 5.5% 3.9% 3.1% 1.3% 4.0% 1.8% 1.4%
Carryover 19.4%  22.1% 19.3% 24.3% 21.4% 21.8% 20.6%
A 30.4% 38.3% 49.7% 38.1% 35.2% 39.2% 40.7%
Remittances 16.0% 16.3% 14.3% 14.5% 18.3% 11.8% 11.0%
Other 4.4% 3.1% 3.2% 1.7% 1.6% 2.0% 2.2%
Pvt contractors 4% 1% 1% .8% 2% 1%

(-

This was followed by carry over for the cereal crops.

A The main source of seed for small grains and pulses was retained seed




" Sources of Small Grain Seed by Province
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Proportion of Households (%)

The majority of households(48%) usedretained smallgrain seed 26% usedcarry over seedand 23% usedseed
obtained through remittances Purchasesvere the main sourceof seedfor 15% of the households Households
that obtainedsmallgrainseedfrom governmentand NGOsawvere 8%and 6%respectively

Manicalandhad the highestproportion (61%) of householdswvhich usedretained seed Carryoverseedwas most
prominentin Mashonalandeast(50%), followedby MatabelelandNorth (44%) and MashonalandCentral(42%).

Governmentsupport was most prevalentin MatabelelandSouthwhere 14% of the householdswere supported
NGOsupportwassignificantin Masvingowhere 12%o0f the householdshad benefited

o
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~ Proportion of Households Which Planted

® Maize (2011/2012) = Maize (2012/2013)
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A Midlands, Manicaland and Mashonaland Provinces had the highest
proportions(>80%) of householdggrowingmaize

A MatabelelandSouth had the least proportion of householdsgrowing maize
(60%0), adrop from lastseason(72%.

There was a relative increasein householdsproducing maize in Masvingo
\ Provincedespitean adverserainfall season y




4 Change In Area under Maize

45 Same
m Decrease

M Increase

A The majority of households (45%) which planted maize in the 2012/13 season
maintained area planted under maize the same as they had for the 2011/12
season. About 35% increased the area planted to maize and 20% of the
households reduced.

A Of the 20% that reduced area planted to maize, the major reasons were high
costs, late availability and unavailability of crop inputs (40%), late start and
erratic rainfall (38%) and lack of draught power (7%).




4 ™
Changes In Area Planted to Maize by Province
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A The majority of households in Matabeleland North and South, Midlands and
Manicaland provinces maintained area planted to maize.

A Masvingo had the highest proportion of households (43%) reducing area plantec
maize, followed by Mashonaland West (42%), Mashonaland East (41%) and
Mashonaland Central (38%).

A More than 20% of the households in Mashonaland Central , Mashonaland West,

@ Midlands and Masvingo increased area planted to maize. /




~ Average Household Cereal (kg) Production
by Province

Province StapleCereals (kg) Maize (kg) SmallGrains (kg)
Manicaland 254 227 28
Mashonaland Central 563 546 18
Mashonaland East 340 325 15
Mashonaland West 801 796 5
Matabeleland North 170 119 51
Matabeleland South 105 85 20
Midlands 281 265 16
Masvingo 231 180 51
National 346 321 25

A Average household cereal (maize and small grains) production was highest in Mashonalanc
West (801kg) followed by Mashonaland Central (563kg) and Mashonaland East (340kg). |
these three provinces, maize production contributed most to household cereal production.
A The lowest average household cereal production was in Matabeleland South (105kg) folloy
by Matabeleland North (170kg).
A Average household small grains production was 25kg for all the sampled households. The
lowest production was recorded in Mashonaland West (5kg) mainly because of the small ar
@ allocated to the crop in the province rather than the potential of the crop in the province.
A
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District Average Household Cereal Production

Total Small [District Total Small
District  |Cereals(kd Maize(kg)| Grains(kg] Cereals(kg Maize(kg)| Grains(kg]
Makonde 2019 2014 5 Buhera 112 63 50
Bindura 1138 1137 1 Umguza 110 104 6
Mazowe 1091 1090 1 Tsholotsho 104 32 72
Zvimba 1079 1078 1 Beitbridge 102 65 37
Chegutu 1012 1009 2 Zvishavane 96 75 21
Shamva 923 922 1 Matobo 64 48 16
Hurungwe 726 725 1 Chivi 47 28 18
Seke 589 587 1 Mangwe 45 15 30
Goromonzi 546 546 0 Gwanda o5 17 3

(-
p ST ST S

Districts with the highest average household production were mainly in the Mashonaland provinces, the
traditional maize growing regions.

All 10 districts with the lowest average household maize production for 2012/13 are located in the drought
prone Natural Regions IV and V.

Average household small grain production was highest in Mwenezi (105kg), followed by Chiredzi (98kg) ar
Hwange (87kg).

Districts with the least average household small grain production were mainly in the Mashonaland Provinc
despite the high potential due to good rains. The key reason is the predominant focus on maize as well as

—

s

cash crops such as tobacco. /




Crop Production with a Focus on

Small Grains

To assess smajlain production,
consumption and identify opportunities to
promote their production
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Proportion of Households which Reported A

Growing Small Grains

Proportion of Households (%)
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While 44% of the interviewed households would normally grow small grains, in the 2012/13 agriculture season, 20% of the

households grew sorghum, 7% grew finger millet and 9% grew pearl millet.

Masvingo (70%) , Matabeleland South (63%) MiathbelelandNorth (64%) had the highest proportion of households which grew
small grains while Mashonaland West (21%) had the lopegiortion of households which grew small grains. The pattern is
consistent with the general extension message and the distribution of the dryer regions amongst the provinces.
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Profile of Small Grain Producers

Proportion of Households
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Nationally,47% of the female headedhouseholdsgrew smallgrains 43% of
the maleheadedhouseholdggrewsmallgrains

Acrossthe provinces,the preferencefor growing small grainsby male and
femaleheadedhouseholdsvassimilar
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~ Reasons for not Growing Small Grain;
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Other
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40%
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m Lack of seeds on the market

Samplechouseholdgresenteda variety of reasongor not producingsmallgrains
The challengeswere associatedwith limited seed availability on the market, palatability, labour

@ intensity, queleabirdsandwild life.




~ Proportion of Households Consuming

Small Grains

Proportion of households (%)
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Of the households interviewed, 88.9% consumed small grains.
Matabeleland North (96%) had the highest proportion of households

consuming small grains while Mashonaland East (84%) had the least.

/




Reasons for not Consuming Small Graing
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A Reasongor not consumingsmallgrainswere varied,chiefamongthem were their
non availabilityon the market, that they were not palatableand involveda lot of
laborto produce

A Manicalandhad the highestproportion of householdswhich indicatedthat they

)

@ did not consumesmallgrainsbecauseof palatabilityissues




~ Household Expenditure On Small Grains
April 2013
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A About 34.9% of sampledhouseholdshad an expenditureon smallgrainsin
April 2013 ThisexpenditureaveragedJSp13.

A Average household expenditure on small grains was highest in

Matabeleland South (U$28) followed by Matabeleland North ($15),
Masvingoand Mashonalandcast($13).

@& MashonalandNestrecordedthe leastexpenditureon smallgrains($5).

A,
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While 28 to 32% of the householdseported reducingthe areaplantedto smallgrains
this season 46 to 53% of the interviewed householdsreported maintainingthe area

undersmallgrains.

Reasonsssociatedvith the reductionin the areaplantedto smallgrainsincludedthe
shortageof draughtpower, shortageof seed,labor constraints,late start of the rains

andthreatsfrom wildlife particularlyin MatabelelandNorth.
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Post Harvest

To assess crop pebarvest practices and
identify opportunities for addressing potential
post-harvest losses




4 . ™
Treatment of Maize Before Storage
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A 62.4%of the surveyedhouseholdsappliedsomeform of treatment to their harvest
before storage

A MashonalandCentral had the greatest proportion (77%) of householdstreating
their harvest and Matabeleland North and South had the least, 40% and 42%
respectively

@Households with high maize production treated their maize grain before storage,.




Treatment

Ashes
45.7
Eucalyptus leaves
P 24 4
Solar dryin
ying 16.3
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< Common Treatment Methods Used By "

Households

Traditional

Maize Small Grain:

49.9

12.4

18.8

12.9

5.2

0.8

Proportion of Households

Pulses

42.3

6.7

35.€

11.€

3.4
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Chemical

Proportion of Household
(%)

Treatment

Small
Maize Grains Pulses
Actellic Chirindamatura

dust 48.3 57.€ 52.1

ST 482  34C 36.2

e 3.4 8.4 11.7
A Chemical treatments were the most

common methods used to treat cereals
and pulses for storage .

A Application of ashes, eucalyptus leaves and
solar drying were the most common
traditional treatments applied on cereals
and pulses before storage.
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Thesurveyalsoinvestigatedvarious traditional methodsthat are usedto treat smallgrainsbefore storage

Themajority of the interviewedhouseholdsndicatedthat they usedasheq50%y), followed by solardrying(19%
andeucalyptudeaves(12% to treat the smallgrains

Thetraditional practicesvariedfrom one provinceto another Theuse of ashesfor preservationof smallgrains
wasvery prominentin MatabelelandNorth and MatabelelandSouth(76%) andveryinsignificantin Mashonaland
East Useof eucalyptudeaveswasprominent in MashonalandNest(35%).

In Mashonalandeast,householdddentified useof chaffasanimportant traditional method for the treatment of

smallgrains
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Storage Structures for Cereals and Legumes

Storagestructure Maize Sorghum | Groundnuts | Round nuts| Beans
and Millets and Peas
OrdinaryRoom 68.1% 60.8% 68.2% 69.8% 75.4%
Traditionalgranary| 20.3% 27.0% 20.0% 18.7% 13.1%
Ordinarygranary 4.8% 4.1% 4.8% 3.8% 4.0%
Improvedgranary 1.6% 1.4% 1.7% 1.6% 2.1%
Bin/drum 1.8% 2.6% 1.7% 1.9% 2.2%
Crib 1.0% 07% 0.4% 0.2% 0.3%
Other 2.5% 3.4% 3.2% 3.9% 2.9%

A Most households (> 60%) reported that they store their harvested crops, maize,
Sorghum, millets, groundnuts, round nuts, peas and beans in an ordinary room.

A The second most common storage structure was a traditional granary.

o

™

/




e

Small Grains Storage Structures by Province
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Most of the interviewed householdsare at risk of losingtheir small grain produce due to lack of
proper storagefacilitiesfor their smallgrains

Over60% of interviewedhouseholdsstored their small grainsin ordinary roomswith only a third
(30% of the interviewed householdsreporting that they were using granaries as storage
structures

Matabeleland North (56%) followed by Midlands (39%) and MashonalandWest (31%) had the
highestproportion of interviewedhouseholdghat hadgranariedor the storageof smallgrains

More effort needsto be madeto encouragenouseholdgo investin proper storagefacilitiesif post
harvestlossesareto be contained
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” Cereal and Pulses Post Harvest Losses
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Nationally,pests(63%), processingnethods(19%) and moisture (7%) are perceivedto
be the major causeof postharvestlosses

Householdsn Midlands (8299, Mashonalandeast(66%), and MashonalandWest (67%0)
identified pestsasthe major causeof post harvestlosses

Processingnethodswere cited asa significantchallengein areaswhere smallgrainsare
producedin abundancdike MasvingoMatabeleland Southand Manicaland

@In Matabeleland North, production of small grainsis constrainedby wild life which
k consumecropsboth in the field and during storage /
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Methods of Measuring Moisture Content

Method Maize Small grains Pulses.
Visual 42.7% 48.3% 35.4%
Texture 8.6% 9.0% 4.5%
Reductionin weight 2.6% 3.6% 3.0%
Dryingperiod 21.5% 25.3% 18.3%
Biting/ chewing 19.3% 8.7% 10.1%
Shaking sound 4.7% 4.2% 27.9%
No method 0.5% 1.1% 0.8%

A The most common method employed by farmers for checking the moistur
content of their crops before storage was visual, followed by the drying
period in the sun for maize and small grains and shaking/ sound for pulse
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~ Changes Observed in Stored Maize

Maize Changes after 43 months Maize changes after 49 months
4%
m Colour Colour
21%
Taste m Taste
2%
Smell m Smell
. 63%
3% No change
No change

A The greatest proportion of households reported no changes to their stored maize harvest afte
0 ¢ 9 months.

25% however reported taste changes after 9 months, 21% of which were noticed in the first 3
months.

Households reporting smell changes however increased from 2% after 3 months to 6% after 9
months. This could have been due to weevils or moulds.

A

A
Despite 63% of the households professing awareness of the health risks associated with cons
K spoilt foods, they all consumed maize that had changed colour, taste or smell. /
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Agriculture Commodities and Inputs

WETHGEIS

To identify and assess the functioning of
current markets in rural districts of Zimbabwe




Maize Grain Price {(US$/kg)
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The above prices show the average price of maize grain and maize meal anc
national average maize price was found to be US$0.53/kg in April 2013.

Matabeleland South (US$ 0.65/kg) followed by Matabeleland North and
Masvingo (US$ 0.57/kg) had the highest prices of maize.

The lowest price was found in Mashonaland West (US$0.41/kg).
The majority of the Provinces were purchasing maize at prices higher than th

)

recently announced Official Producer Price of $310/tonne. /




Maize Prices at District Level
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Hurungweand Makonde (US$0.36/kg) had the lowest maize prices in April 2013.

The highest maize prices were recordediatobo (US$0.72/kg) an8ulilima
(US$0.71/kg).
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Types of Maize Markets
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Nationally, 65% of the communities highlighted that tipeychased
their maize grain from other households in the saarea.

Thispicture is the same when comparedttie ZImVAC 201&sults
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Maize Avallability by Province

B Readily M Occassionaly ™ Rarely

Proportion of Communities (%)
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Nationally, about 35% of the communities stated that maize grain was readily avail:

Midlands (45%), Mashonaland West and Mashonaland East (39%) had the larges

proportion of communities reporting that maize grain was readily available.

Matabeleland North and South had the highest proportion of communities reportin

that maize grain was rarely available.

(

t

(

/




Cattle Prices
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US$334/beast.

Average cattle prices ranged from US$281 to US$391 and were comparable to lag
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Midlands, Matabeleland South and Mashonaland East had the highest cattle

@ prices. y
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Cattle Prices by District

District Price (US#east |District Price (US$#Beast)
Mbire 223 Chirumanzu 420
Muzarabani 230 Gweru 429
Mudzi 253 Chikomba 458
Rushinga 273 Shurugwi 458
Guruve 275 Zvishavane 480

The highest cattle prices were found in Chikomba, Zvishavane and
Shurugwi whilst the lowest prices were in Mbire.







