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Executive Summary
Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic threatens to disrupt the livelihoods of thousands of vulnerable families in Zambia. 
This has the potential to reinforce poverty and deepen food and nutrition insecurity. Furthermore, economic 
disruptions that have slowed down investments, resulted in high unemployment and declined remittances. 
Resultant adverse effects on some macroeconomic fundamentals, such as the exchange rate and fiscal 
expenditure allocations, may have a pass-through effect on slowing down economic activity. According to 
the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the economic impact of COVID-19 will likely result in negative 2.6 
percent Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth in 2020 from the earlier 3.6 percent projected growth.

The Government has articulated strategies to respond to the emergency in its National COVID-19 Multisectoral 
Contingency and Response Plan. To guide targeting and implementation of a cash-based intervention for 
COVID-19 vulnerable households and individuals in peri-urban and urban areas, a context description 
assessment was commissioned in Lusaka and Kafue districts. These two districts were extracted from the 
list of 58 high-risk districts selected through a rigorous risk analysis undertaken as part of the national 
contingency and response plan process. 

The objective of the Rapid Food Security Vulnerability and Impact Assessment was to determine the 
impact of COVID-19 on people’s food and nutrition security, focusing on four (4) key food security themes -  
household demographics, livelihoods and expenditure patterns, food sources and consumption and housing 
characteristics. The study was largely quantitative with sample sizes of 1,004 and 500 households in Lusaka 
and Kafue Districts respectively. The sample size was dependent on the population density of the wards 
within the two districts as a proxy of the susceptibility of the general populace being infected. The sample 
size was calculated based on the probability in all the wards of the two districts.

Key Findings

Zambia recorded its first case of COVID-19 on 17 March 2020, and the first death from related complications 
on 2 April 2020. By 30 August 2020, the cumulative cases had risen to over 12,000. 

Household Demographics and Characteristics

The results show that an average household consists of five (5) members, which confirms the use of a 
household size of five (5) as a reference in determining the package for the proposed COVID-19 food security 
and social protection cash-based transfers. These households are most likely to be headed by prime-age 
members (67 percent males; 24 percent females) that are either married (65 percent) or widowed (18.2 
percent). A very small portion of the sample households are headed by the elderly (5 percent), children (0.3 
percent) or people living with disabilities (0.1 percent). 

While almost all the married heads are males (94.4 percent prime-age, 2.6 percent elderly), the bulk of the 
widowed heads are female (78.4 percent prime-age, 12.8 percent elderly). These findings seem to suggest 
a highly patriarchal society dominated by male-headed households with women assuming these roles only 
when they are widowed, divorced, separated or raising children as single parents. Most of these household 
heads work in the informal sector (68 percent), followed by 28 percent working in the formal sector and 4-5 
percent in the domestic sector. 

Livelihoods Sources and Contribution to Income Security

The results identify money lending (cited by 25 percent of the households), trading (23.5 percent) and formal 
employment (21.1 percent) as the predominant livelihood sources in the two study districts. Rentals and 
casual labour (8.3 percent), remittances (7.8 percent) and irregular daily employment (5.4 percent) are other 
sources of livelihood cited by the study households. In general, households headed by prime-age males 
have the most diversified livelihood systems, followed by those headed by prime-age females, both of which 
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engage in all the 12 livelihood sources identified in the study. While households that are headed by prime-
age males dominate almost all livelihood sources, prime-age female-headed households are more dominant 
with respect to brewing. Households that have pre-existing vulnerabilities (such as those headed by the 
elderly, children or the disabled) have the least diversified livelihood systems.  

The results suggest that male-headed households are more likely to meet their essential needs (including 
food) than other categories of households. Also, children were found to be involved in labour-intensive 
livelihood sources. This can be observed from their conspicuous absence in the other viable livelihood 
sources other than non-agricultural wage labour (storekeeper, guards, bar-waiters and domestic workers).

Livelihood Source Profile and COVID-19 Impact

Varying impacts resulting from COVID-19 have been observed. The results generally confirm that in the 
urban and peri-urban areas of both Lusaka and Kafue, the adverse effects of COVID-19 are greatest in the 
informal sector. The three major livelihood sources identified above are also the most affected by COVID-19. 
Although all livelihood sources have been affected to some degree, trading is generally recognized as the 
most affected livelihood source (the effect cited as major by 50 percent of the households), followed by 
money lending (49 percent) and formal employment (30 percent). For the self-employed, particularly those 
engaged in trading, border closures and travel bans have severely affected their income flows. 

Employers in the formal, informal and domestic sub-sectors have responded differently as they try to keep 
their businesses afloat. Some of the responses have included:

• Placing employees on unpaid annual leave, regardless of annual leave days accrued;
• Placing employees on forced leave while being entitled to a basic pay as guided by Section 48 of the 

Employment Code Act number 3 of 2019; and
• Placing employees on leave without pay, particularly those working in restaurants, bars, night clubs.

Compared to Kafue, for most parts, Lusaka seems to account for a larger proportion of respondents 
reporting major impacts. However, of the households in Kafue District that identified formal employment as 
their major source of livelihood, 33 percent indicated that the livelihood source had been heavily impacted 
by COVID-19, compared to Lusaka’s 28 percent. The findings also seem to suggest that much of the impact, 
whether major or minor, is felt by households that have pre-existing vulnerabilities, such as those headed 
by the elderly.

Expenditure

In general, households are classified into different poverty classes based on their expenditure on goods and 
services, which include essential needs such as food, education, health, shelter and clothing. Household well-
being and living standards are judged by the quantity of goods and services that the household can access. 

On average, a typical sample household spends 1,230 Zambian Kwacha (ZMW) ( USD 68) on food items and 
ZMW 2,400 (USD 133) on non-food items per month, with Kafue households spending 4-9 percent more than 
their Lusaka counterparts. The results also show that elderly and widow-headed households have the least 
food and non-food expenditure compared to other types of households.

The results of the Food Expenditure Share (FES) analysis show that more than three-quarters (66-73 
percent) of the households could be categorized as having low food insecurity. Another 19-27 percent 
could be categorized as having medium food insecurity. Also, male-headed households are more likely 
to be categorized as having low food insecurity (73 percent) than their female-headed counterparts (66 
percent). However, at 27 percent, female-headed households are 42 percent more likely to have medium 
food insecurity than male-headed households. 

Food Sources and Consumption

Based on the FCS, the assessment results show that 86 percent of the sample in the two assessed districts 
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have acceptable food consumption levels, with 13 percent and 3 percent having borderline and poor food 
consumption scores respectively. Unlike male-headed households, who tended to be more likely to have 
an acceptable FCS, female-headed households are more likely to have a borderline FCS at 15-18 percent 
than their male-headed counterparts (8-11 percent). There also seems to be a correlation between the main 
livelihoods that were adversely impacted by COVID-19 and the likelihood of compromised dietary diversity 
(poor food consumption). 

Food Consumption Score Nutrition (Analysis of adequacy of macro and micronutrient)

Based on FCS-N analysis, the study found limited regular consumption of foods that are rich in proteins 
(mainly beans) (57 percent) and herm iron (15 percent) in addition to the existing challenge of limited dietary 
diversity. However, very few households said they never consumed herm iron rich foods (14 percent) and 
protein-rich foods (3.5 percent) during the reference period. Moreover, the study found that about 93 percent 
of the households consumed food that are rich in vitamin A almost daily. These results are consistent with 
consumption surveys conducted by the National Food and Nutrition Commission (NFNC).

Housing Characteristics 

The results show that most sampled households use durable materials for their housing roofing structures, 
such as iron sheets (67.3 percent) and asbestos sheets (27.2 percent). Moreover, most sampled households 
have cement floors (90.3 percent) with a small proportion using tiles/marble (6.6 percent) and soil (3.1 
percent). Iron roofing material is the most popular, regardless of the flooring material, followed by asbestos. 
The results also show that most of the households (81.7 percent) are on the Zambia Electricity Supply 
Corporation (ZECSO) network, although candles and torches (12.5 percent) and lamps with batteries (3.3 
percent) are also common. Moreover, 63.3 percent of the households use safe waste disposal methods, 
although Kafue residents are more inclined towards using unsafe methods (72.1 percent) than their Lusaka 
counterparts (37.2 percent).

Conclusions

In this study, we have examined the impact of COVID-19 on people’s food and nutrition security, focusing 
on four (4) key food security themes -  household demographics, livelihoods and expenditure patterns, 
food sources and consumption and housing characteristics. Overall, approximately 190,793 people (38,159 
households), accounting for 26 percent of the total population, are food insecure. The results also show 
that COVID-19 has had adverse effects on income inflows of vulnerable households in peri-urban Kafue and 
urban Lusaka, leading to low dietary diversity as was evident in the inadequate consumption of foods rich in 
proteins and herm iron. There is generally limited reliance on resilient livelihood sources that would sustain 
access to income and/or food through markets. Rising prices of essential commodities have also not helped 
matters, making it difficult for low-income households to access their food and other requirements through 
markets, further undermining the ability to meet their food and nutrition needs sustainably.

The impact has been greatest among households with pre-existing vulnerabilities, such as those headed by 
the disabled, the elderly and children. These categories, coupled with their large family sizes as well as their 
dependency on not-so-viable livelihood sources, are inherently subject to high risks of exposure to shocks. 
This finding is consistent with previous vulnerability assessments and studies conducted by the Zambia 
Vulnerability Assessment Committee (ZVAC) in 2018 and 2019 that showed increased vulnerability and fairly 
low levels of resilience of elderly headed households. This seems to justify the proposed inclusion of elderly 
headed households as one of the pre-conditions to qualify for support, whether in-kind, cash-based or a 
combination of the two.

However, although the Food Consumption Score Nutrition (FCS-N) indicates a generally poor diet, the 
likelihood of a poor Food Consumption Score (FCS) among the study households is generally low. One may 
argue that the Government’s cautious approach, where Zambia has avoided total lockdown altogether, may 
have helped to sustain some level of economic activity, though the pace is yet to get to full operational levels. 
This finding seems to re-affirm the decision to reduce the proposed food ration cash equivalent, which is 
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part of the food security COVID-19 response. Moreover, the fact that iron and asbestos sheets are the most 
popular roofing materials, regardless of the flooring materials, indicates that the majority of the households 
are fairly better-off wealth-wise and can fall within moderate to better income earning categories.

Key Recommendations

Based on the results of this assessment, several recommendations can be drawn. Some of the major ones 
may include:

• Food insecure households should be targeted with a Cash-Based Transfer (CBT) of ZMW 400 (USD 22) 
equivalent to a nutritious food basket at half ration per person per month consisting of maize meal (6kg), 
pulses (1.8kg), oil (0.375ml) and salt (0.075kg) for the period of six (6) months;

• For the caseload that is food insecure and currently receiving the Government’s Social Cash Transfer 
(SCT), a food security CBT should be provided at ZMW 400 (USD 22), equivalent to the nutritious food 
basket at half ration for six (6) months; 

• Promote livelihood diversification by introducing viable financial mechanisms to most peri-urban and 
urban households, such as Saving Internal Lending. This will help to raise incomes to address short-term 
food security needs in an event of a shock re-occurring. It will also enable the participating households 
to improve their financial base and qualify for formal credit to grow their businesses;

• In close liaison with the Ministry of Community Development and Social Services (MCDSS) and relevant 
stakeholders from the United Nations (UN), Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and Cooperating 
Partners (CPs), expand existing livelihood and empowerment interventions to include more of peri-urban 
and urban areas, targeting population groups with pre-existing vulnerabilities (households headed by 
elderlies and minors);

• Increase nutrition awareness coupled with intensified social and behaviour change communication. 
These should be systematically integrated in the COVID-19 CBT intervention; and

• Undertake continuous household food security and market monitoring assessments and analysis to 
track effective implementation of the COVID-19 responses, particularly in CBT areas where price volatility 
is prominent. This could also include a framework for rigorous impact evaluation.
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1. Introduction
The COVID-19 pandemic has raised risks, which threaten to disrupt and further erode the livelihoods of 
vulnerable populations. These have the potential to reinforce poverty, leading to poverty traps and, thus, 
having long-term consequences. In response to such emergencies, the poorest households often resort to 
food-related coping strategies. The COVID-19 outbreak and its debilitating impacts on livelihoods is likely to 
erode community coping capacities and to deepen food and nutrition insecurity of vulnerable households 
and individuals. In turn, the immediate impacts relating to economic disruptions are expected to lead in 
some cases to slowing down of investments, high unemployment, and a decline in remittances. Moreover, 
resultant adverse effects on some macroeconomic fundamentals, such as the exchange rate and fiscal 
expenditure allocations, may have adverse pass-through effects on economic activity. According to the IMF, 
the economic impact due to COVID-19 is likely to result in negative 5 percent GDP growth in 2020 from the 
earlier 3.6 percent projected growth.

Currently, in Zambia, dramatic changes to the economy, healthcare, transportation and education systems 
have occurred due to COVID-19 pandemic with just over 10,000 people with confirmed cases by August 2020 
across most parts of the country, especially Copperbelt, Lusaka and Northern Provinces. Most businesses 
and schools have closed as a measure to prevent the spread of the virus. Impact in terms of drastic reduction 
in income, particularly those in informal sectors, is already being felt by small businesses and the likelihood 
of the situation getting worse remains very high. Risk indicators for Zambia also show fair stability on the 
country’s dependency on food imports and economic capacity to respond. The threshold analysis signifying 
sector vulnerability is that fuel ores exports are greater than merchandise exports, which places the country 
in an energy cost deficit position. The chronically food insecure populations are estimated at 8 million with 
the acutely food insecure estimated at 1.2 million persons.  

The Government has articulated strategies to respond to the emergency outbreak in its National COVID-19 
Multisectoral Contingency and Response Plan. This includes, among other things, the provision of operational 
and logistical support, which enables the Government to respond to COVID-19 and protect livelihoods. 

Linked to the above, WFP’s response to COVID-19 is aligned to the main pillars within the government’s 
contingency and response plan as well as the UN-led Inter-Agency Appeal. Based on its organizational 
experience in delivering humanitarian assistance in both urban and rural settings, WFP will respond to urban 
food insecurity through cash programming, logistics services and market monitoring. This has taken a three-
phased approach, taking into consideration households with existing vulnerabilities such as the elderly, 
disabled and not able to work as primary target populations for the intervention.

As part of preparatory processes for implementing the COVID-19 response, WFP conducted Rapid Food 
Security Vulnerability and Impact Assessment in Kafue and Lusaka districts of Lusaka Province. This paper 
reports the findings of the assessment conducted in the two districts. These two districts were extracted 
from the list of 43 high-risk districts selected through rigorous risk analysis undertaken as part of the national 
contingency and response plan process. 

1.1 Objectives of the Study

The overall objective of the Rapid Food Security Vulnerability and Impact Assessment was to determine the 
impact of COVID-19 on people’s food and nutrition security in Kafue and Lusaka districts, focusing on four 
(4) key food security themes -  household demographics, livelihoods and expenditure patterns, food sources 
and consumption, and housing characteristics. 
Specific objectives of the assessment were to:

i. Determine the severity of the COVID-19 pandemic on people’s livelihoods, particularly those with pre-
existing vulnerabilities and low-income earners; 

ii. Determine the number of affected people and areas;
iii. Recommend appropriate interventions to address the envisaged food security and nutrition problem; 

and
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iv. Confirm the practicality of the preselected indicators contained in the draft beneficiary targeting protocol 
for the food security based cash transfer.

1.2 Scope of the Study

As already indicated above, the study focuses on four (4) key food security themes, which are: 
• Household Demographics 
• Livelihoods and Expenditure Patterns
• Food Sources and Consumption
• Housing Characteristics

Thus, the household questionnaire was specially designed to capture data on these broad areas, among 
others. The choice of these areas of focus for an emergency like COVID-19 is consistent with the expected 
impact pathways.

2. Context Analysis
2.1 Macro Economic Situation

The IMF has projected the Zambian economy to contract by a negative 2.6% in 2020 from the earlier 3.6% 
projected growth. According to the Bank of Zambia (BoZ, 2020), the Zambian economy has in the last 16 
months been facing significant macroeconomic challenges reflected through low growth, high fiscal deficit, 
rising inflation and debt service obligations as well as low international reserves. Therefore, the outbreak 
of the COVID-19 pandemic has compounded the situation which has resulted in disruption of global supply 
chains and induced economic contraction. 

On fiscal space, the Ministry of Finance has projected revenue reduction of ZMW 14.8 billion (USD 813 million) 
or 19.7 percent of the approved 2020 budget as a result of the pandemic. Based on this development, the 
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Ministry has forecasted additional spending pressure mostly related to government external debt service, 
which has been worsened by recent sharp depreciation of the Kwacha against major global currencies. 
Furthermore, there has been persistent inflationary pressure in the first quarter of 2020, driven mainly by 
rising global oil prices and upward adjustment in electricity tariffs and leading to a rise in food prices. 

2.2 National Food Supply for the 2019/2020 Season

According to the Ministry of Agriculture‘s National Food Balance Sheet for the 2019/2020 agricultural 
marketing season (Table 1), total maize harvest is estimated at 3,387,469 metric tons (mt), with the country 
currently  sitting on 179,247 mt carryover stock, leading to total maize availability of 3,566,716 mt. The Food 
Balance Sheet estimates total requirements (for human consumption, industrial use, and structural border 
trade) and post-harvest losses to be 3,356,617 mt, which leaves 210,099 mt as exportable surplus. In addition, 
the country has adequate supplies of sweet potatoes, Irish potatoes, sorghum and millet, while an estimated 
45,000 MT of rice  and  cassava  have to be imported to meet national requirements as cross substitution to 
maize in an event that supply reduces during the 2020/2021 consumption year.

Despite maize surplus recorded this agricultural season, owing to a good harvest in Zambia and southern 
African in general, there is an increased need for close monitoring as COVID-19 impact on other countries in 
the region may have negative repercussions on people’s ability to access food. Reduced economic activities 
in the urban areas implies a decline in purchasing power, which ultimately will limit ability to access the most 
nutritious foods, especially for the most vulnerable. The impact of a potential lockdown will have a greater 
impact on vulnerable populations in the urban and peri-urban areas, who ideally are net purchasers, and the 
majority of whom are engaged in informal trade as their main source of livelihood.

Table 1. Zambia Cereal and Tuber Food Balance Sheet for the 2020/2021 Agricultural  Marketing Season

Source: Ministry of Agriculture/Zambia Statistical Agency
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A.   Availability:
      (i)  Opening stocks (1st May 2020)      1/           179,247                    4                  2,908             1,657                     0                   16         183,741  
      (ii)  Total production (2019/20)            2/        3,387,469          34,630              191,620          63,654         143,717       1,028,719     4,671,744

       Total availability                                             3,566,716           34,634             194,528           65,311         143,717      1,028,735      4,855,485  

B.   Requirements:
      (i)   Staple food requirements :        
            Human consumption                    3/        1,603,383           74,902              425,906          59,628          136,531     1,019,847      3,143,225  
      (Strategic Reserve Stocks (net)             4/        1,000,000                    0                          0                    0                      0                    0      1,000,000

      (ii) Industrial requirements :                
            Stockfeed                                           5/           284,347                    0                          0                    0                      0                    0         284,347  
            Breweries                                           6/           124,671                    0                          0                    0                      0                    0         124,671 
       Grain retained for other uses              7/            92,592              3,000                         0             2,500                      0                    0           97,933                             
       (iii) Losses                                                8/          101,624              1,732                 9,581             3,183              7,186           51,436         165,838
       (iv) Structural cross-border trade        9/          150,000                                                                                                                                 150,000
    
Total requirements                                               3,356/617           79,634             435,487           65,311         143,717      1,071,283      4,966,013 

C)  Surplus/deficit (A-B)                             10/         210,099         -45,000             -240,959                     0                     0         -42,548         -110,528
 
D)  Personal Commercial exports           11/          -21,099           45,000             240,959                     0                     0                     0                     0

E} Food and import requirements         12/                     0                     0                         0                      0                     0                     0                     0
       

Maize           Paddy rice      
Wheat  

(Preliminary)
Sorghum & 

Millet
Cassava 

flour

Sweet and 
Irish 

potatoes

Total
(maize 

equivalent)

National (CEREALS AND TUBERS) Food Balance for Zambia for the 2020/2021 Agricultural Marketing Season Based on the 
2019/2020 MoA/ZAMSTA Crop Forecasting Survey and MoA/ZAMSTA/Private Sector Utilization Estimates (Met)



2.3 Market Prices

Maize as a main staple food accounts for the largest expenditure for most households in Zambia. A trend 
analysis based on the five year (2015-2020) price data for maize and pulses (beans) has been undertaken to 
track price changes and identify potential drivers of price volatility (Figure 1). The year 2020 is rather unique 
as prices for the referenced commodities that largely constitute the essential food basket for the general 
populace in the country were influenced by a number of factors, including the drought of the 2018/2019 
agricultural season, which led to reduced supply during the 2019/2020 consumption season and pushed the 
prices upwards. 

Within the same consumption season, uncertainties were created by the delayed onset of the 2019/2020 
rainfall season coupled with prolonged dry spells and/or floods during the latter part of the season causing 
most people to hold on to stocks in anticipation of another poor season. Market dynamics have not changed 
much after the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic despite measures put in place by the Government.

A comparative analysis of maize and beans prices shows that 2020 prices are higher than the last five years 
and, thus, higher than the five-year average. Other than triggers of uncertainties mentioned above, regional 
dynamics owing to the shortages experienced during the 2019/2020 season have equally increased, thereby 
driving the prices of the two commodities upwards.

 

5 
 

 

Figure 1. Comparative Maize and Bean Price Trends, 2015-2020 

33..  CCoonncceeppttuuaall  CCoonnssiiddeerraattiioonnss  
COVID-19 has come as a major shock to households, communities, and nations. By infecting 
members of the households and virtually debilitating those that are elderly and/or those that 
have other underlying health conditions, who are also likely to be the household’s breadwinners, 
the pandemic is expected to adversely affect the households’ demographic makeup. All this 
happens extremely fast. Unless the household can make rapid adaptations and find COVID-19-
friendly alternative livelihoods, this, together with the other socio-economic and public health 
limitations that the disease imposes, will in turn limit the household’s income-earning capacity. 
Thus, livelihoods, expenditure patterns, food sources and consumption patterns are all expected 
to change. Over time, as the pandemic persists, the households’ and communities housing and 
other facilities are also expected to deteriorate.  

The extent and rate at which these changes take place are expected to be influenced, at least in 
part, by the underlying community and household baseline conditions as well as the nature and 
type of response the household, community and nation will execute. Furthermore, economic 
slowdown, as people are forced to stay away from economic activities and as local and 
international trade is significantly diminished, prices of commodities are expected to escalate, 
further eroding the communities’ and households’ livelihoods. The assessment reported in this 
paper is guided by these conceptual considerations, among others.   

44..  MMeetthhooddoollooggyy  
 

4.1 Sample Design and Sampling  
The study was largely quantitative. A two-stage sampling design was used, with the Ward 
(Administration Boundary Level 5) as the Primary Sampling Unit (PSU) and the household as the 
Secondary Sampling Unit (SSU). That is, in each of the two study districts, PSUs were selected first 
in Stage I followed by a selection of SSUs within each selected PSU (Stage II). In practice, the 
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3. Conceptual Considerations
COVID-19 has come as a major shock to households, communities, and nations. By infecting members of the 
households and virtually debilitating those that are elderly and/or those that have other underlying health 
conditions, who are also likely to be the household’s breadwinners, the pandemic is expected to adversely 
affect the households’ demographic makeup. All this happens extremely fast. Unless the household can 
make rapid adaptations and find COVID-19-friendly alternative livelihoods, this, together with the other 
socio-economic and public health limitations that the disease imposes, will in turn limit the household’s 
income-earning capacity. Thus, livelihoods, expenditure patterns, food sources and consumption patterns 
are all expected to change. Over time, as the pandemic persists, the households’ and communities housing 
and other facilities are also expected to deteriorate. 
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The extent and rate at which these changes take place are expected to be influenced, at least in part, by the 
underlying community and household baseline conditions as well as the nature and type of response the 
household, community and nation will execute. Furthermore, economic slowdown, as people are forced to 
stay away from economic activities and as local and international trade is significantly diminished, prices of 
commodities are expected to escalate, further eroding the communities’ and households’ livelihoods. The 
assessment reported in this paper is guided by these conceptual considerations, among others.

4. Methodology
4.1 Sample Design and Sampling 

The study was largely quantitative. A two-stage sampling design was used, with the Ward (Administration 
Boundary Level 5) as the Primary Sampling Unit (PSU) and the household as the Secondary Sampling Unit 
(SSU). That is, in each of the two study districts, PSUs were selected first in Stage I followed by a selection of 
SSUs within each selected PSU (Stage II). In practice, the assessment leveraged existing CWACs at ward level 
as gate openers for the interviews. The Ward was itself pre-selected using a stepwise ranking system that 
aimed to define the potential severity of COVID-19-related vulnerabilities among populations. Variables such 
as food expenditure and household poverty status, employment status, and population density were used 
in the ranking process as indicators of the risk of the pandemic spread.

All in all, primary data were collected from 1,504 households, distributed across 48 Wards (or PSUs) in the 
two study districts (see Table 2).

The sample size was dependent on the population density of the wards within the two districts as a proxy 
of the susceptibility of the general populace being infected. The sample size was calculated based on the 
probability in all the wards of the two districts. 

4.2 Data Collection 

The study relied primarily on primary data, which were collected using household questionnaires implemented 
through face to face interviews. The data collection tools were programmed using the Mobile Operational 
Data Acquisition (MODA) on tablets. A total of forty (40) enumerators (Lusaka – 25 and Kafue – 15) were 
engaged and trained on household data collection approaches as well as oriented on the impact assessment 
data collection tool. This was followed by a one-day pretest in Bauleni and Matero compounds to check for 
the consistence, coherence, and completeness of the questions. Mechanisms were put in place to provide 
quality assurance at two levels, i.e., at field level through team leaders and remotely through periodical 
reviews of questionnaires uploaded onto the servers. 

The primary data collected through face to face interviews were supplemented by selected secondary data 
on monthly retail market prices of a nutritious food basket comprising pulses, maize, oil and salt, which were 
obtained from the Zambia Statistical Agency (ZamStats). The market prices were collected from existing 
markets currently used for the Consumer Price Index (CPI).

Table 2. Distribution of Sample Wards and Households across the Two Study Districts
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assessment leveraged existing CWACs at ward level as gate openers for the interviews. The Ward 
was itself pre-selected using a stepwise ranking system that aimed to define the potential 
severity of COVID-19-related vulnerabilities among populations. Variables such as food 
expenditure and household poverty status, employment status, and population density were 
used in the ranking process as indicators of the risk of the pandemic spread. 

All in all, primary data were collected from 1,504 households, distributed across 48 Wards (or 
PSUs) in the two study districts (see Table 2). 

Table 2. Distribution of Sample Wards and Households across the Two Study Districts 

 Sample Size 

District Wards Households 

Lusaka 31 1,004 

Kafue 17 500 

TOTAL 48 1,504 

 

The sample size was dependent on the population density of the wards within the two districts 
as a proxy of the susceptibility of the general populace being infected. The sample size was 
calculated based on the probability in all the wards of the two districts. 

4.2 Data Collection  
The study relied primarily on primary data, which were collected using household questionnaires 
implemented through face to face interviews. The data collection tools were programmed using 
the Mobile Operational Data Acquisition (MODA) on tablets. A total of forty (40) enumerators 
(Lusaka – 25 and Kafue – 15) were engaged and trained on household data collection approaches 
as well as oriented on the impact assessment data collection tool. This was followed by a one-
day pretest in Bauleni and Matero compounds to check for the consistence, coherence, and 
completeness of the questions. Mechanisms were put in place to provide quality assurance at 
two levels, i.e., at field level through team leaders and remotely through periodical reviews of 
questionnaires uploaded onto the servers.  

The primary data collected through face to face interviews were supplemented by selected 
secondary data on monthly retail market prices of a nutritious food basket comprising pulses, 
maize, oil and salt, which were obtained from the Zambia Statistical Agency (ZamStats). The 
market prices were collected from existing markets currently used for the Consumer Price Index 
(CPI). 

4.3 Data Analysis 
Descriptive analysis was used to inform the study objectives. Tables and figures were generated 
for carefully selected portions of the instrument. The analysis itself was done using the Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS).  To deduce the impact and severity of COVID-19 on the general 
livelihood and consumption patterns of the sampled households, causal analysis was done. This 
was preceded by descriptive analysis on selected variables on housing characteristics, food 
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4.3 Data Analysis

Descriptive analysis was used to inform the study objectives. Tables and figures were generated for carefully 
selected portions of the instrument. The analysis itself was done using the Statistical Package for Social 
Sciences (SPSS).  To deduce the impact and severity of COVID-19 on the general livelihood and consumption 
patterns of the sampled households, causal analysis was done. This was preceded by descriptive analysis 
on selected variables on housing characteristics, food expenditure share, and food consumption patterns 
to clearly show statistical distribution across the key demographic variables such as household headship, 
marital status of the household head and age of the household head. The data used for impact assessment 
were collected by asking the respondents to identify their major livelihood sources and, for each of these, to 
state whether and to what extent they felt that COVID-19 had adversely affected it. 

The analysis also took into consideration several key food security aspects such as the frequency and diversity 
of the foods consumed, and the viability of livelihoods in terms of the potential to effectively contribute to total 
household incomes. The Food Expenditure Share (FES) was used as an indicator of economic vulnerability 
and as a proxy for poverty. Food expenditure share, which has been shown to provide good insights on 
levels of household food security1, was computed as:

In addition to the FES, household Food Consumption Score (FCS) was also computed, used as a proxy 
indicator for household food security. The FCS is a measure of dietary diversity, food frequency and the 
relative nutritional importance of the food consumed at household level. A high Food Consumption Score 
increases the probability of a household’s nutrient intake culminating from balanced and diverse foods 
consumed.  The FCS is classified into three components namely poor, borderline and acceptable as outlined 
in Table 4. 
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expenditure share, and food consumption patterns to clearly show statistical distribution across 
the key demographic variables such as household headship, marital status of the household head 
and age of the household head. The data used for impact assessment were collected by asking 
the respondents to identify their major livelihood sources and, for each of these, to state whether 
and to what extent they felt that COVID-19 had adversely affected it.  

The analysis also took into consideration several key food security aspects such as the frequency 
and diversity of the foods consumed, and the viability of livelihoods in terms of the potential to 
effectively contribute to total household incomes. The Food Expenditure Share (FES) was used as 
an indicator of economic vulnerability and as a proxy for poverty. Food expenditure share, which 
has been shown to provide good insights on levels of household food security1 , was computed 
as:  

𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 = 𝐹𝐹𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 𝑜𝑜𝐸𝐸 𝐹𝐹𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝐸𝐸
𝑇𝑇𝑜𝑜𝐸𝐸𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 𝐹𝐹𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸  x 100. 

Following COVID-19 Rapid Food Security Vulnerability Impact Assessment (2020), households 
were categorized into four vulnerability and food security classes (Table 3). These categories 
were used to determine the numbers of food insecure populations in the study districts.  

Table 3. Food Security Categories of Households as Indicated by Food Expenditure Shares 

Level of Food Expenditure Share Household Level of Vulnerability 

More than 75% Very vulnerable and food insecure 

65-75% Highly food insecure 

50-65% Medium food insecurity 

Less than 50% Low food insecurity 

 

In addition to the FES, household Food Consumption Score (FCS) was also computed, used as a 
proxy indicator for household food security. The FCS is a measure of dietary diversity, food 
frequency and the relative nutritional importance of the food consumed at household level. A 
high Food Consumption Score increases the probability of a household’s nutrient intake 
culminating from balanced and diverse foods consumed.  The FCS is classified into three 
components namely poor, borderline and acceptable as outlined in  

  

 
1 INDDEX Project (2018), Data4Diets: Building Blocks for Diet-related Food Security Analysis. Tufts 
University, Boston, MA. https://inddex.nutrition.tufts.edu/data4diets. Accessed on 18 August 2020. 
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Table 4. Food Consumption Classifications 

Classification Description 

Poor Food 
Consumption 

Households that are not consuming staples and vegetables every day and never 
or very seldom consume protein-rich food such as meat and dairy 

Borderline Food 
Consumption 

Households that are consuming staples and vegetables every day, accompanied 
by oil and pulses a few times a week 

Acceptable Food 
Consumption 

Households that are consuming staples and vegetables every day, frequently 
accompanied by oil and pulses, and occasionally meat, fish and dairy 

 

The Food Consumption Scores Nutrition (FCS-N) were also computed and compared. Unlike the 
FCS, which measures the dietary diversity of individuals and households, the FCS-N measures the 
adequacy of macro (proteins) and micro-nutrient intake of households and individuals. It further 
provides a linkage between household food access with individual household dietary intake and 
nutritional outcomes, which include stunting, wasting and micronutrient deficiencies. 

55..  KKeeyy  FFiinnddiinnggss    
5.1 Household Demographics and Characteristics 
This section presents the demographic characteristics of the sampled households. These include 
the average household size, gender, age, marital status, employment status, the level of 
education and disability status of the household heads. Also presented is information on gender 
dynamics, particularly decision-making processes with respect to resource utilization in the 
households. This information is important in determining gender equity when it comes to would-
be beneficiaries of the COVID-19 response interventions.  

55..11..11  HHoouusseehhoolldd  SSiizzee  aanndd  HHeeaaddsshhiipp  
Assessment findings have shown that the majority of the interviewed households in the two (2) 
sampled districts of Lusaka and Kafue have on average five (5) people in a household. Further 
analysis has also shown that the majority of the families have between one (1) and five (5) people 
residing in their households (61.9 percent) followed by those with 6-10 people (36.1 percent) 
(Figure 2). These results remain consistent across the two districts and confirm the use of a 
household size of five (5) as reference in determining the package for the proposed COVID-19 
food security and social protection cash-based transfers. 

Table 3. Food Security Categories of Households as Indicated by Food Expenditure Shares

Table 4. Food Consumption Classifications
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The Food Consumption Scores Nutrition (FCS-N) were also computed and compared. Unlike the FCS, which 
measures the dietary diversity of individuals and households, the FCS-N measures the adequacy of macro 
(proteins) and micro-nutrient intake of households and individuals. It further provides a linkage between 
household food access with individual household dietary intake and nutritional outcomes, which include 
stunting, wasting and micronutrient deficiencies. The Food Consumption Scores Nutrition (FCS-N) were 
also computed and compared. Unlike the FCS, which measures the dietary diversity of individuals and 
households, the FCS-N measures the adequacy of macro (proteins) and micro-nutrient intake of households 
and individuals. It further provides a linkage between household food access with individual household 
dietary intake and nutritional outcomes, which include stunting, wasting and micronutrient deficiencies.

5. Key Findings 
5.1 Household Demographics and Characteristics

This section presents the demographic characteristics of the sampled households. These include the average 
household size, gender, age, marital status, employment status, the level of education and disability status 
of the household heads. Also presented is information on gender dynamics, particularly decision-making 
processes with respect to resource utilization in the households. This information is important in determining 
gender equity when it comes to would-be beneficiaries of the COVID-19 response interventions.

5.1.1 Household Size and Headship

Assessment findings have shown that the majority of the interviewed households in the two (2) sampled 
districts of Lusaka and Kafue have on average five (5) people in a household. Further analysis has also shown 
that the majority of the families have between one (1) and five (5) people residing in their households (61.9 
percent) followed by those with 6-10 people (36.1 percent) (Figure 2). These results remain consistent across 
the two districts and confirm the use of a household size of five (5) as reference in determining the package 
for the proposed COVID-19 food security and social protection cash-based transfers.

Figure 2. Household Size among the Assessed Households

The impact assessment also investigated potential stress arising from the type of household headship 
that were deemed to hinder equity in the utilization of the resources and food. The results show that the 
majority of the households were headed by active adult males (67 percent), followed by active adult females 
(24 percent). Few were headed by elderly members of the household, either male (2 percent) or female (3 
percent). Very few households could be considered marginally incapacitated, as indicated by their being 
headed by children (0.3 percent) or the disabled (0.1 percent). 
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or the disabled (0.1 percent).  

 

Figure 3. Characteristics of Household Heads among Sample Households  

 

When disaggregated by district, the pattern remains largely the same (Figure 4). With 64.9 
percent and 68.2 percent of the households being headed by active adult males (or male-headed) 
in Kafue and Lusaka Districts, respectively.  Similarly, 27.5 percent of the households in Kafue 
were headed by active adult females (or female-headed), compared to Lusaka’s 26.8 percent. 
Another 7.2 and 4.6 percent were headed by elderly members of the household in Kafue and 
Lusaka, respectively. In both districts, less than one (1) percent of the households were headed 
by children or people with physical disabilities. 
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tufts.edu/data4diets. Accessed on 18 August 2020.



Figure 3. Characteristics of Household Heads among Sample Households 

 

11 
 

 

Figure 2. Household Size among the Assessed Households 

The impact assessment also investigated potential stress arising from the type of household 
headship that were deemed to hinder equity in the utilization of the resources and food. The 
results show that the majority of the households were headed by active adult males (67 percent), 
followed by active adult females (24 percent). Few were headed by elderly members of the 
household, either male (2 percent) or female (3 percent). Very few households could be 
considered marginally incapacitated, as indicated by their being headed by children (0.3 percent) 
or the disabled (0.1 percent).  

 

Figure 3. Characteristics of Household Heads among Sample Households  

 

When disaggregated by district, the pattern remains largely the same (Figure 4). With 64.9 
percent and 68.2 percent of the households being headed by active adult males (or male-headed) 
in Kafue and Lusaka Districts, respectively.  Similarly, 27.5 percent of the households in Kafue 
were headed by active adult females (or female-headed), compared to Lusaka’s 26.8 percent. 
Another 7.2 and 4.6 percent were headed by elderly members of the household in Kafue and 

61.9%

36.1%

1.9% 0.1%
0.0%

10.0%
20.0%
30.0%
40.0%
50.0%
60.0%
70.0%

1-5 people 6-10 people 11-15 people >=16 people

Active Adult 
Male-Headed

67%

Active Adult 
Female-
Headed

27%

Elderly Male-
Headed

2%

Elderly Female-
Headed

3%

Child-Headed
1%

Disabled Head
0%

Active Adult Male-Headed Active Adult Female-Headed
Elderly Male-Headed Elderly Female-Headed
Child-Headed Disabled Head

When disaggregated by district, the pattern remains largely the same (Figure 4). With 64.9 percent and 68.2 
percent of the households being headed by active adult males (or male-headed) in Kafue and Lusaka Districts, 
respectively.  Similarly, 27.5 percent of the households in Kafue were headed by active adult females (or 
female-headed), compared to Lusaka’s 26.8 percent. Another 7.2 and 4.6 percent were headed by elderly 
members of the household in Kafue and Lusaka, respectively. In both districts, less than one (1) percent of 
the households were headed by children or people with physical disabilities.
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5.1.2 Household Headship and Marital Status

Assessment results indicate that the majority of the household heads (65 percent) are married, followed by 
those that are widowed (18.2 percent) and single (8.8 percent). The remaining 8 percent are either divorced 
(4.6 percent) or separated (3.3 percent). Figure 5 summarizes the relationship between household headship 
and the marital status of the head. The results show that almost all the married household heads (97 percent) 
are males (94.4 percent active, 2.6 percent elderly). In contrast, the bulk of the widowed household heads 
(91.2 percent) are female (78.4 percent active, 12.8 percent elderly). More generally, the findings suggest 
a highly patriarchal society with men dominating the headship of households while women are assuming 
those roles only when they are widowed, divorced, separated or raising children as single parents, a notable 
and increasingly common feature in Zambia.

Figure 5. Relationship between Household Headship and the Marital Status of the Head
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Figure 5. Relationship between Household Headship and the Marital Status of the Head 

55..11..33  EEmmppllooyymmeenntt  SSttaattuuss  ooff  HHoouusseehhoolldd  HHeeaaddss  
The majority of the households in the two assessed districts (68 percent) work in the informal 
sector with only 28 percent working in the formal sector (Figure 6). A further 4-5 percent are 
domestic workers. The pattern across the two assessed districts is similar with Lusaka District 
having a slightly higher proportion of households in the informal sector (69 percent) than Kafue 
(66 percent). A marginal contrast exists with respect to the proportion of households working in 
formal and domestic sub-sectors though Kafue accounts for more as depicted in Figure 6. 

 

Figure 6. Employment Status of the Household Head 
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Figure 4. Characteristics of Household Heads among Sample Households in Kafue and Lusaka Districts 

  

55..11..22  HHoouusseehhoolldd  HHeeaaddsshhiipp  aanndd  MMaarriittaall  SSttaattuuss  
Assessment results indicate that the majority of the household heads (65 percent) are married, 
followed by those that are widowed (18.2 percent) and single (8.8 percent). The remaining 8 
percent are either divorced (4.6 percent) or separated (3.3 percent). Figure 5 summarizes the 
relationship between household headship and the marital status of the head. The results show 
that almost all the married household heads (97 percent) are males (94.4 percent active, 2.6 
percent elderly). In contrast, the bulk of the widowed household heads (91.2 percent) are female 
(78.4 percent active, 12.8 percent elderly). More generally, the findings suggest a highly 
patriarchal society with men dominating the headship of households while women are assuming 
those roles only when they are widowed, divorced, separated or raising children as single 
parents, a notable and increasingly common feature in Zambia. 
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Figure 4. Characteristics of Household Heads among Sample Households in Kafue and Lusaka Districts
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5.1.3 Employment Status of Household Heads

The majority of the households in the two assessed districts (68 percent) work in the informal sector with 
only 28 percent working in the formal sector (Figure 6). A further 4-5 percent are domestic workers. The 
pattern across the two assessed districts is similar with Lusaka District having a slightly higher proportion 
of households in the informal sector (69 percent) than Kafue (66 percent). A marginal contrast exists with 
respect to the proportion of households working in formal and domestic sub-sectors though Kafue accounts 
for more as depicted in Figure 6.

5.2 Livelihoods Sources and Contribution to Income Security

Analysing livelihood strategies is vital in understanding how households source their incomes and food, 
and how these influence expenditure patterns. In this regard, the households’ sources of livelihood were 
investigated in terms of their contribution to household incomes.  The results identify money lending (cited 
by 25 percent of the households), trading (23.5 percent) and formal employment (21.1 percent) as the 
predominant livelihood sources in the two study districts (Figure 7). Rentals and casual labour (8.3 percent), 
remittances (7.8 percent) and irregular daily employment (5.4 percent) are other sources of livelihood cited 
by the study households.

Figure 6. Employment Status of the Household Head
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Figure 7. Major Livelihoods Sources cited by the Households
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Figure 7. Major Livelihoods Sources cited by the Households 

Household headship is expected to play a key role in determining the household’s ability to 
source food and income for purposes of ensuring household food and nutrition security. Figure 
8 relates the prevalence of each livelihood source identified in the study to the type of headship 
of the household. The results indicate, as expected, that households that are headed by active 
males have the most diversified livelihood systems, followed by those headed by active females. 
Both active male-headed and active female-headed households engage in all the 12 livelihood 
sources identified in the study. Comparatively, households that are headed by active males are 
more than twice as likely to use these sources as their active female-headed counterparts. 
However, active female-headed households are more dominant with respect to brewing. 
Furthermore, households that have pre-existing vulnerabilities, such as those headed by the 
elderly, children or the disabled, have the least diversified livelihood systems.  
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Household headship is expected to play a key role in determining the household’s ability to source food and 
income for purposes of ensuring household food and nutrition security. Figure 8 relates the prevalence of 
each livelihood source identified in the study to the type of headship of the household. The results indicate, 
as expected, that households that are headed by active males have the most diversified livelihood systems, 
followed by those headed by active females. Both active male-headed and active female-headed households 
engage in all the 12 livelihood sources identified in the study. Comparatively, households that are headed by 
active males are more than twice as likely to use these sources as their active female-headed counterparts. 
However, active female-headed households are more dominant with respect to brewing. Furthermore, 
households that have pre-existing vulnerabilities, such as those headed by the elderly, children or the 
disabled, have the least diversified livelihood systems. 

The results also reveal interesting patterns regarding the relationship between livelihood sources and 
household headship. For example, pension, agricultural wage labour and remittances are the main livelihood 
sources that the households that are headed by the elderly depend upon. Within the pension livelihood 
source, 13 percent are elderly male-headed compared to 3 percent elderly female-headed while within the 
agricultural wage labour livelihood source, 8 percent are elderly male-headed while 6 percent are elderly 
female headed. Among the households that depend on remittances, 11 percent are elderly female-headed, 
compared to 9 percent for elderly male-headed households.
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These statistics seem to suggest, as expected, that male-headed households are more likely to meet their 
essential needs (including food) than other categories of households. Furthermore, the challenge of children 
being involved in labour-intensive livelihood sources has also been revealed. This can be observed from their 
conspicuous absence in the other viable livelihoods sources other than non-agricultural wage labour (store 
keeper, guards, bar waiters and domestic workers).

Figure 8. Relationship between Major Livelihood Sources and Household Headship
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5.3 Livelihood Source Profile and COVID-19 Impact

With the COVID-19 crisis evolving and manifesting in most parts of the country, varying impacts have been 
experienced, affecting critical sectors of the economy as well as the wellbeing of the general citizenry. The 
results generally confirm that, in the urban and peri-urban areas of both Lusaka and Kafue, the adverse effects 
of COVID-19 are greatest in the informal sector (Figure 9). It turns out that the three major livelihood sources 
identified above are also the most affected by COVID-19. Figure 9 shows that trading is the most affected 
livelihood source (the effect cited as major by 50 percent of the households), followed by money lending (49 
percent) and formal employment (30 percent). There are other livelihood sources that were equally severely 
impacted by COVID-19 such as rentals and casual labour (15 percent), remittances (14 percent), irregular 
daily employee (11 percent), skilled trade (6 percent), and agricultural wage labour (5 percent).



Figure 9. Impact of COVID-19 on the Major Sources of Livelihood 
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Most of the observed adverse effects of COVID-19 are directly related to the control measures that the 
Government has, since March 2020, put in place as means to mitigate the spread of the pandemic. The 
employers in the formal, informal and domestic sub-sectors have responded differently as they try to keep 
their businesses afloat. Some of the responses have included:



• Placing employees on unpaid annual leave, regardless of annual leave days accrued;
• Placing employees on forced leave while being entitled to a basic pay as guided by Section 48 of the 

Employment Code Act number 3 of 2019; and
• Placing employees on leave without pay, particularly those working in restaurants, bars, night clubs.

For the self-employed, particularly those engaged in trading, border closures and travel bans have severely 
affected their income flows, which has subsequently impaired their ability to meet daily needs.
A district-wise analysis has shown similar patterns of COVID-19 impacts, although, comparatively, Lusaka 
seems to account for the larger proportion of respondents reporting major impacts (Figure 10). For trading 
and money lending, for example, 51 percent of Lusaka respondents reported that the impact of COVID-19 
was major, compared to Kafue’s 47 percent, respectively. However, of the households in Kafue District that 
identified formal employment as their major source of livelihood, 33 percent indicated that the livelihood 
source had been heavily impacted by COVID-19, compared to Lusaka’s 28 percent. 
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Figure 10. Impact of COVID-19 on the Major Sources of Livelihood, Disaggregated by District

Further analysis was undertaken to understand which of the household types reported major COVID-19 
impacts in the two assessed districts. The findings show that much of the impact, whether major or minor, 
is felt by households that have pre-existing vulnerabilities such as those headed by the elderly. That is, 
households that were headed by elderly men and women were by far more likely to report having experienced 
major COVID-19-related adverse impacts on their major livelihood sources than their counterparts that were 
headed by prime-age men and women. This finding is consistent with previous vulnerability assessments 

 

18 
 

  

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Formal Employment

Money Lending

Farming (Crop and Livestock)

Agriculture Wage Labour

Non Agriculture Wage Labour (Store Keeper, Guards, Bar
Waiter, Domestic Worker)

Irregular Daily Employee

Pension

Skilled Trade/Artisan

Remittance

Trading (cross border, Kantemba, petty trading, sale of
clothes, charcoal, etc.)

Brewing

Other (Rentals and Casual Labour)

Major Change Minor Change No Change

 COVID-19 Rapid Food Security Vulnerability Impact Assessment Report| June 2020                 15|



Figure 11. Impact of COVID-19 on Livelihood Sources, disaggregated by Type of Household Headship
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and studies conducted by the Zambia Vulnerability Assessment Committee in 2018 and 2019 that showed 
increased vulnerability and fairly low levels of resilience in households headed by elderlies. This seems 
to justify the proposed inclusion of elderly headed households as one of the pre-conditions to qualify for 
support, whether in-kind, cash-based or a combination of the two.
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5.4 Expenditure

Household expenditure is one of the key variables of analysis due to its strong association with household 
well-being and living standards. It is one of the indicators that is widely used to measure the health and vitality 
of individual households in an economy. In general, households are classified into different poverty classes 
based on their expenditure on goods and services, which include essential needs such as food, education, 
health, shelter and clothing. Household well-being and living standards are judged by the quantity of goods 
and services that the household can access. The sub-elements of expenditure that are considered critical for 
attaining food and nutrition security are presented below.

5.4.1 Food Expenditure

The results show that, on average, a typical sample household spends One Thousand Two Hundred and 
Thirty Zambian Kwacha (ZMW 1,230), or equivalently USD 68, on food items in a month. Comparatively, 
monthly average food expenditure is ZMW 1,300 in Kafue (USD 72), compared to Lusaka’s ZMW 1,190 (USD 
66).  When disaggregated by type of headship, the results show that average monthly food expenditure is 
ZMW 938 (USD 52) and ZMW 882 (USD 49) for the elderly male- and female-headed households, respectively. 
This is in comparison to the ZMW 1,300 (USD 72), ZMW 1,120 (USD 62) and ZMW 1,000 (USD 56) monthly food 
expenditure by prime-age male-headed, female-headed, and child-headed households, respectively. 

When disaggregated by marital status, the results show that divorced household heads spent on average 
ZMW 960 (USD 53) on food per month compared to single, married, separated and widowed headed 
households whose average monthly food expenditure is above K1,000 (USD 55.50). The situation is further 
compounded by larger family sizes that most widowed head of households have that raises issues around 
quantity and diversity of foods accessed and/or consumed per family member.

5.4.2 Non-Food Expenditure

With the 30 days prior to the impact assessment as the reference period, the results show that a typical 
household spent an average of ZMW 2,400 (USD 133) on non-food items per month. As was the case with the 
food expenditure in terms of pattern, average monthly expenditure on non-food items was higher in Kafue 
(ZMW 2,450 or USD 136) compared to Lusaka’s ZMW 2,360 (USD 131). As is the case with food expenditure, 
households headed by elderly people tend to have the lowest monthly average expenditure on non-food 
items. On average, households headed by elderly people spent about ZMW 1,410 (USD 78) per month on 
non-food items, compared to ZMW 3,670 (USD 204), ZMW 2,670 (USD 148) and ZMW 2,020 (USD 122) for 
child-headed, prime-age male-headed and prime-age female-headed households, respectively. The aspect 
of materialism, which tends to drive most expenditure among children, is clearly apparent in these results. 

A pattern similar to that observed for food expenditure was also apparent with respect to non-food 
expenditure, where households with divorced and widowed heads are associated with low average monthly 
non-food expenditure of ZMW 1,660 (USD 92) and ZMW 1,690 (USD 94), respectively. Suffice to say that 
these categories, coupled with their large family sizes as well as their dependency on not-so-viable livelihood 
sources, are inherently subject to high risk of exposure to shocks. In contrast, households with single and 
married heads spent as much as ZMW 3,175 (USD 176) and ZMW 2,550 (USD 142) on non-food items per 
month, respectively.

5.4.3 Food Expenditure Share – Proxy for Economic Vulnerability

The food expenditure share in this impact assessment is used as an indicator to determine economic 
vulnerability. Analysis of food expenditure share in this regard was instrumental in determining the 
impact of COVID-19 on people’s ability to access food in a sustainable manner. Share of food expenditure 
is increasingly used to identify populations that are food insecure. It builds on the assumptions that the 
poorer and more vulnerable a household is, the larger the share of household income spent on food. This 
hypothesis is consistent with Engel’s law, which states that as incomes rise within a given geographical 
location (i.e. district, province, country, etc), expenditure on food will tend to increase while expenditure on 
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non-food items increases even more; thereby reducing the share of total household income spent on food. 

Following the classifications of households based on their food expenditure shares (Table 3), the households 
were grouped into four categories. Figure 12 presents the distribution of sample households across the four 
generated categories. The results show that more than three-quarters (66-73 percent) of the households 
could be categorized as having low food insecurity. Another 19-27 percent could be categorized as having 
medium food insecurity. Comparatively, male-headed households are more likely to be categorized as having 
low food insecurity (73 percent) than their female-headed counterparts (66 percent). However, at 27 percent, 
female-headed households are 42 percent more likely to have medium food insecurity than male-headed 
households. Only 7-8 percent of the households fall within the high to very high food insecurity category. One 
may argue that the government’s cautious approach, where Zambia has avoided total lockdown altogether, 
may have helped to sustain some level of economic activity though the pace is yet to get to full operational 
levels. This finding seems to re-affirm the decision to reduce the proposed food ration cash equivalent, 
which is part of the food security COVID-19 response.

The presentation of the total food insecure households across the two assessed districts are provided herein 
as Annex 8.1. These took into consideration the projected population for 2020 in the wards which were pre-
selected and targeted for data collection. 

5.5 Food Sources and Consumption

Based on the FCS, the assessment results show that 86 percent of the sample in the two assessed districts 
have acceptable food consumption levels with 13 percent and 3 percent having borderline and poor food 
consumption scores, respectively (Figure 13). When disaggregated by district, the general pattern of the 
results does not change much. In Kafue, for example, 86.1 percent of the households had an acceptable FCS, 
compared to Lusaka’s 85.2 percent. 

 

Figure 12. Food Expenditure Share by Sex of Household Head
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Figure 13. Distribution of the Sample by their Food Consumption Scores

Figure 14. Distribution of the Sample Households by their Food Consumption Scores and Sex of the 
                    Head
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Following the classifications of households based on their food expenditure shares (Table 3), the households were grouped into four categories. 
Figure 12 presents the distribution of sample households across the four generated categories. The results show that more than three-quarters 
(66-73 percent) of the households could be categorized as having low food insecurity. Another 19-27 percent could be categorized as having 
medium food insecurity. Comparatively, male-headed households are more likely to be categorized as having low food insecurity (73 percent) 
than their female-headed counterparts (66 percent). However, at 27 percent, female-headed households are 42 percent more likely to have 
medium food insecurity than male-headed households. Only 7-8 percent of the households fall within the high to very high food insecurity 
category. One may argue that the government’s cautious approach, where Zambia has avoided total lockdown altogether, may have helped to 
sustain some level of economic activity though the pace is yet to get to full operational levels. This finding seems to re-affirm the decision to 
reduce the proposed food ration cash equivalent, which is part of the food security COVID-19 response. 
The presentation of the total food insecure households across the two assessed districts are provided herein as Annex 8.1. These took into 
consideration the projected population for 2020 in the wards which were pre-selected and targeted for data collection.  
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Figure 13. Distribution of the Sample by their Food Consumption Scores 
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When disaggregated by the sex of the household head, the results show that female-headed households 
were substantially less likely to have an acceptable FCS at above 80 percent, compared with 88 and 89 percent 
for male-headed households in Lusaka and Kafue, respectively (Figure 14). Female-headed households, 
however, are more likely to have borderline FCSs at 15-18 percent than their male-headed counterparts (8-
11 percent). 
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There also seems to be a correlation between the main livelihoods that were adversely impacted by COVID-19 
and the likelihood of compromised dietary diversity (poor food consumption). That is, it was established 
that the households that experienced significant impacts of COVID-19 on the four major livelihood sources 
(trading, money lending, Rentals/Casual Labour and formal employment) were also substantially more likely 
to report poor food consumption scores. Of the female-headed hosueholds that cited trading as their main 
source of income, for example, 38.1 percent had poor food consumption and another 35.8 percent had 
borderline food consumption (Figure 15). Additionally, 33 percent of the female-headed households that 
cited remittances also had poor food consumption scores. Similar patterns were observed among male-
headed households though the most affected livelihood sources which were also associated with poor 
food consumption scores were money lending, rentals and casual labour (Figure 15). Of the male-headed 
households that cited money lending as their major source of livelihood, 27.8 percent and 38.1 percent had 
poor and borderline food consumption scores, respectively.
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Figure 15. Distribution of the Sample Households by their Food Consumption Scores and Livelihood  
                    Sources 
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In general, the pattern remains the same for other affected livelihood sources despite the proportions of 
poor food consumption scores being fairly low. The low likelihood of a poor food consumption score seems 
to confirm the assertion that measures put in place by the Government to control the spread of COVID-19 
pandemic during the months of March and April 2020 could have impacted greatly on people’s ability to raise 
substantial incomes and/or meet their food and nutrition needs. Decisions at household level that included 
drastic reduction in meal portions and preference to consume less preferred foods that are less nutritious 
were opted for as can be observed in the proportion of households frequently consuming vitamin A rich 
foods mainly from the green leafy vegetables. 

5.6 Food Consumption Score Nutrition (Adequacy of Macro- and Micro-
Nutrients)

As earlier stated, the food consumption score nutrition (FCS-N) measures the adequacy of macro and micro 
nutrient intake of the households and individuals, directly linking household food access to individual 
household dietary intake and nutritional outcomes, which include stunting, wasting and micronutrient 
deficiencies. To interrogate this issue, respondents were asked to indicate whether and to what extent they 
had consumed foods that are rich in these micro and macro nutrients during the seven (7) days prior to 
the assessment. It was established, based on FCS-N analysis, limited regular consumption of foods that are 
rich in proteins (mainly beans) (57 percent) and heme iron (15 percent) in addition to the existing challenge 
of limited dietary diversity that most populations in Zambia are faced with (Figure 16). However, very few 
households said they never consumed heme iron rich foods (14 percent) and protein-rich foods (3.5 percent) 
during the reference period. Moreover, it was also found that the households consumed a lot of vitamin A 
rich leafy green vegetables on a regular basis, with 93 percent of the households consuming such foods 
almost on a daily basis (Figure 16).
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Figure 16. Distribution of Sample Households by Level of Food Consumption Score – Nutrition 
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Figure 16. Distribution of Sample Households by Level of Food Consumption Score – Nutrition

The results exhibit similar patterns even when disaggregated by district. Figure 17 shows that 94 percent of 
the sampled households in Kafue and 92 percent in Lusaka consumed foods that are rich in vitamin A almost 
on a daily basis. Inadequacy in the consumption of foods rich in heme iron and proteins is very apparent 
in the two districts with 73 percent and 70 percent of sampled households seldom consuming these foods 

 COVID-19 Rapid Food Security Vulnerability Impact Assessment Report| June 2020                 22|



Figure 17. Distribution of Sample Households by Level of Food Consumption Score - Nutrtion and 
                   District

 

24 
 

households seldom consuming these foods in the 7 days prior to the assessment in Kafue and 
Lusaka, respectively. These results are consistent with consumption surveys conducted by the 
National Food and Nutrition Commission (NFNC)2. 

 

Figure 17. Distribution of Sample Households by Level of Food Consumption Score – 
Nutrition and District 
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Generally, the results show that most sampled households used durable materials for their 
housing roofing structures. About 67.3 percent of the sampled households reported having used 
iron sheets, followed by 27.2 percent that used asbestos sheets (Figure 18). A very small 
proportion of the households in the two study districts used grass thatch (0.5 percent) or 
concrete (4.6 percent). On the flooring material, the results show that most sampled households 
used cement floors (90.3 percent) with a small proportion using tiles/marble (6.6 percent) and 
soil (3.1 percent). 

 
2 Zambia Food Consumption and Micronutrient Status Survey Report, 2014 
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5.7 Housing Characteristics

The type and characteristics of housing is used as a proxy for the wealth status as well as the profile of the 
low-income earning households. There is also often a very close association between housing characteristics 
and household food access, particularly among the low-income households.

5.7.1 Main Housing Construction Materials

Generally, the results show that most sampled households used durable materials for their housing roofing 
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in the 7 days prior to the assessment in Kafue and Lusaka, respectively. These results are consistent with 
consumption surveys conducted by the National Food and Nutrition Commission (NFNC)2.

2 Zambia Food Consumption and Micronutrient Status Survey Report, 2014



There are substantial households whose floors for their main housing structures are made of soil despite 
having durable roofing structures, such as iron and asbestos sheets. About 70 percent of the sampled 
households with floors that are made of soil, sand or mud have iron roofing sheets, with another 13 percent 
having asbestos roofing sheets (Figure 19). 

Figure 18. Flooring Material used by the Study Households
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Figure 18. Flooring Materials used by the Study Households 
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Figure 19. Relationship between Flooring and Roofing Materials of the Main House
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Figure 18. Flooring Materials used by the Study Households 

There are substantial households whose floors for their main housing structures are made of soil despite having durable roofing structures, such 
as iron and asbestos sheets. About 70 percent of the sampled households with floors that are made of soil, sand or mud have iron roofing sheets, 
with another 13 percent having asbestos roofing sheets (Figure 19).  
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In contrast, households that have concrete or tile flooring are 68 percent and 56 percent more likely to have 
iron roofing sheets, respectively. In summary, iron roofing material is the most popular, regardless of the 
flooring material, followed by asbestos. This indicatively shows that these households are fairly better-off 
wealth wise and can fall within moderate to better income earning category. 

In terms of lighting sources for the main housing structures, the results show that the majority of the 
households are on the Zambia Electricity Supply Corporation (ZECSO) network, accounting for 81.7 percent 
of the households. A small proportion of the households rely on other alternative lighting sources, such as 
candles/torches (12.5 percent), lamps with batteries (3.3 percent) and solar energy.

5.7.2 Main Waste Disposal Facilities

In terms of waste disposal options available and currently being used by sampled households, we find that 
a few of them use unsafe disposal options such as burning, open pits, and bush/stream and this accounts 
for 36.7 percent. The on-going awareness raising done through local authorities are contributing to a larger 
extent utilization of safe waste disposal options among the sampled households (63.3 percent). District wise 
analysis has, however, shown a gloomy picture particularly in Kafue, with the largest proportion opting for 
unsafe waste disposal (72.1 percent) compared to 37.2 percent in Lusaka. This could be due to delayed 
access in Kafue to awareness messages.

 

26 
 

In contrast, households that have concrete or tile flooring are 68 percent and 56 percent more 
likely to have iron roofing sheets, respectively. In summary, iron roofing material is the most 
popular, regardless of the flooring material, followed by asbestos. This indicatively shows that 
these households are fairly better-off wealth wise and can fall within moderate to better income 
earning category.  

In terms of lighting sources for the main housing structures, the results show that the majority of 
the households are on the Zambia Electricity Supply Corporation (ZECSO) network, accounting 
for 81.7 percent of the households. A small proportion of the households rely on other alternative 
lighting sources, such as candles/torches (12.5 percent), lamps with batteries (3.3 percent) and 
solar energy. 

55..77..22  MMaaiinn  WWaassttee  DDiissppoossaall  FFaacciilliittiieess  

In terms of waste disposal options available and currently being used by sampled households, we 
find that a few of them use unsafe disposal options such as burning, open pits, and bush/stream 
and this accounts for 36.7 percent. The on-going awareness raising done through local authorities 
are contributing to a larger extent utilization of safe waste disposal options among the sampled 
households (63.3 percent). District wise analysis has, however, shown a gloomy picture 
particularly in Kafue, with the largest proportion opting for unsafe waste disposal (72.1 percent) 
compared to 37.2 percent in Lusaka. This could be due to delayed access in Kafue to awareness 
messages. 

 

Figure 20. Usage of Safe Waste Disposal Methods in Kafue and Lusaka Districts 

66..  CCoonncclluussiioonnss 

This study examined impact of COVID-19 on people’s food and nutrition security, focusing on 
four (4) key food security themes -  household demographics, livelihoods and expenditure 
patterns, food sources and consumption, and housing characteristics. Overall, approximately 
190,793 people (38,159 households), accounting for 26 percent of the total population, are food 
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Figure 20. Usage of Safe Waste Disposal Methods in Kafue and Lusaka Districts

6. Conclusions
This study examined impact of COVID-19 on people’s food and nutrition security, focusing on four (4) key 
food security themes -  household demographics, livelihoods and expenditure patterns, food sources and 
consumption, and housing characteristics. Overall, approximately 190,793 people (38,159 households), 
accounting for 26 percent of the total population, are food insecure. The results also show that COVID-19 
has had adverse effects on income inflows of vulnerable households in peri-urban Kafue and urban Lusaka, 
leading to low dietary diversity as was evident in the inadequate consumption of foods rich in proteins and 
heme iron. There is generally limited reliance on resilient livelihood sources that would sustain access to 
income and/or food through markets. Rising prices of essential commodities have also made it difficult for 
low-income households to access their food and other requirements through markets, further undermining 
the ability to meet their food and nutrition needs sustainably. 
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The impact has been greatest among households with pre-existing vulnerabilities, such as those headed by 
the disabled, the elderly and children. These categories, coupled with their large family sizes as well as their 
dependency on not-so-viable livelihood sources, are inherently subject to high risks of exposure to shocks. 
This finding is consistent with previous vulnerability assessments and studies conducted by the Zambia 
Vulnerability Assessment Committee (ZVAC) in 2018 and 2019 that showed increased vulnerability and fairly 
low levels of resilience of households headed by the elderly. This seems to justify the proposed inclusion of 
elderly headed households as one of the pre-conditions to qualify for support, whether in-kind, cash-based 
or a combination of the two.

However, although the Food Consumption Score Nutrition (FCS-N) seems to indicate a generally poor diet, 
the likelihood of a poor Food Consumption Score (FCS) among the study households is generally low. The 
government’s cautious approach, where Zambia has avoided total lockdown altogether, may have helped 
to sustain some level of economic activity though the pace is yet to get to full operational levels. This finding 
re-affirms the decision to reduce the proposed food ration cash equivalent, which is part of the food security 
COVID-19 response. Moreover, that iron and asbestos sheets are the most popular roofing materials, 
regardless of the flooring materials, seems to be indicative of the fact that the majority of the households 
are fairly better-off wealth-wise and can fall within moderate to better income earning categories.

7. Recommendations
Based on the results of this assessment, a number of recommendations can be drawn. Some of the major 
ones include the following:

• Food insecure households should be targeted with a Cash-Based Transfer (CBT) of ZMW 400 (USD 22) 
equivalent to a nutritious food basket at half ration per person per month consisting of maize meal (6kg), 
pulses (1.8kg), oil (0.375ml) and salt (0.075kg) for the period of six (6) months;

• For the caseload that is food insecure and currently receiving the government’s Social Cash Transfer 
(SCT), a food security CBT should be provided at ZMW 400 (USD 22) equivalent to the nutritious food 
basket at half ration for six (6) months; 

• Promote livelihood diversification by introducing viable financial mechanisms to most peri-urban and 
urban households, such as Saving Internal Lending,. This will help raise incomes to address short-term 
food security needs in an event of a shock re-occurring. It will also enable the participating households 
to improve their financial base and qualify for formal credit to grow their businesses;

• In close liaison with the Ministry of Community Development and Social Services (MCDSS) and relevant 
stakeholders from the United Nations (UN), Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and Cooperating 
Partners (CPs), expand existing livelihood and empowerment interventions to include more of peri-urban 
and urban areas, targeting population groups with pre-existing vulnerabilities (households headed by 
elderlies and minors);

• Increase nutrition awareness coupled with intensified social and behaviour change communication. 
These should be systematically integrated in the COVID-19 CBT intervention; and

• Undertake continuous household food security and market monitoring assessment and analysis to track 
effective implementation of the COVID-19 response particularly in CBT areas where price volatility is 
prominent. This could also include a framework for rigorous impact evaluation.
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8. Annexes

8.1 Food Insecure Caseload by Districts and Wards (Consolidated) 
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District Ward Ward 
Population  

Low Food 
Insecurity 

Proportion 
Population-
Low Food 
Insecure  

Medium 
Food 

Insecurity 

Proportion 
Population
-Medium 
Food 
Insecure  

High Food 
Insecurity 

Proportion 
Population-
High Food 
Insecure 

Very 
Vulnerable 
and Food 
Insecure 

Proportion 
Population-Very 
Food Insecure  

Kafue Chikupi 948 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 1.25% 12 0.00% 0 

Kafue Chilanga 31932 0.66% 211 2.41% 769 1.25% 399 0.00% 0 

Kafue Chilongolo 17775 0.19% 34 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Kafue Chinyanja 12162 0.19% 23 0.30% 37 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Kafue Chisankane 8680 0.38% 33 0.00% 0 1.25% 109 0.00% 0 

Kafue Chiyaba 6033 0.09% 6 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Kafue Kafue 8920 1.23% 110 1.20% 107 1.25% 111 2.78% 248 

Kafue Kambale 5086 0.00% 0 0.30% 15 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Kafue Kasenje 42980 18.81% 8084 16.57% 7120 12.50% 5372 19.44% 8357 

Kafue Lukolongo 3034 0.28% 9 0.30% 9 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Kafue Malundu 9656 0.00% 0 0.60% 58 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Kafue Matanda 11129 2.08% 231 4.22% 469 7.50% 835 8.33% 927 

Kafue Muungu 15233 0.19% 29 0.00% 0 1.25% 190 5.56% 846 

Kafue Nakachenje 2139 0.28% 6 0.90% 19 1.25% 27 2.78% 59 

Kafue Namalombwe 33471 1.04% 348 1.20% 403 6.25% 2092 2.78% 930 

Kafue Nyemba 10328 0.19% 20 0.30% 31 0.00% 0 5.56% 574 

Kafue Shabusale 30045 4.35% 1306 8.43% 2534 15.00% 4507 19.44% 5842 

Lusaka Chainda 38286 0.66% 253 0.60% 231 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Chaisa 20374 8.41% 1714 6.93% 1411 3.75% 764 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Chakunkula 32846 1.51% 497 0.90% 297 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Chawama 71863 4.06% 2921 3.31% 2381 1.25% 898 5.56% 3992 

Lusaka Chilenje 52933 1.70% 901 0.00% 0 1.25% 662 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Harry Mwaanga 
Nkumbula 

171080 0.47% 809 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Independence 19922 0.76% 151 0.30% 60 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka John Howard 29128 3.02% 881 3.61% 1053 2.50% 728 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Justine Kabwe 40732 6.81% 2772 5.42% 2208 5.00% 2037 5.56% 2263 

Lusaka Kabulonga 59174 0.38% 224 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Kabwata 22544 2.55% 575 1.20% 272 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Kalingalinga 45390 1.23% 558 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Kamulanga 26062 0.47% 123 0.30% 78 1.25% 326 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Kamwala 52131 1.61% 838 0.90% 471 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Kanyama 174038 1.61% 2796 5.42% 9436 3.75% 6526 5.56% 9669 

Lusaka Kapwepwe 55206 4.06% 2244 3.92% 2162 3.75% 2070 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Libala 22349 0.66% 148 0.30% 67 2.50% 559 2.78% 621 

Lusaka Lilayi 12959 0.09% 12 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Lima 62855 5.29% 3327 10.84% 6816 6.25% 3928 2.78% 1746 

Lusaka Lubwa 42442 0.47% 201 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Matero 57699 1.70% 982 1.51% 869 1.25% 721 5.56% 3205 

Lusaka Mpulungu 57998 0.47% 274 0.60% 349 2.50% 1450 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Mtendere 107647 3.88% 4172 2.71% 2918 1.25% 1346 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Muchinga 41410 2.74% 1135 1.51% 624 2.50% 1035 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Mulungushi 13651 0.47% 65 0.00% 0 1.25% 171 0.00% 0 
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88..  AAnnnneexxeess  
8.1 Food Insecure Caseload by Districts and Wards (Consolidated) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lusaka Munali 47046 0.95% 445 2.11% 992 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Munkolo 31305 0.28% 89 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Mwembeshi 69327 0.28% 197 0.90% 626 3.75% 2600 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Ngwerere 66915 3.88% 2593 3.31% 2217 2.50% 1673 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Nkoloma 75435 5.10% 3850 1.81% 1363 2.50% 1886 5.56% 4191 

Lusaka Raphael Chota 95749 2.46% 2353 3.61% 3461 2.50% 2394 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Roma 68295 1.04% 710 0.90% 617 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Silwizya 6993 0.95% 66 0.30% 21 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Total                    
2,041,334  

 
                              
49,321  

 
                                 
52,574  

 
                              
45,427  

 
                              
43,471    

    
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
      Total 

food 
insecure 

                              
190,793  

People       

  
                                         

38,159  
Households       

8.2 Food Insecure Caseloads by Individual Assessed District

Lusaka
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District Ward Ward 
Population 

Low Food 
Insecurity 

Proportion 
Population-
Low Food 
Insecure 

Medium 
Food 

Insecurity 

Proportion 
Population-

Medium 
Food 

Insecure 

High Food 
Insecurity 

Proportion 
Population-
High Food 
Insecure 

Very 
Vulnerable 
and Food 
Insecure 

Proportion 
Population-Very 
Food Insecure 

Lusaka Chainda 38286 0.66% 253 0.60% 231 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Chaisa 20374 8.41% 1714 6.93% 1411 3.75% 764 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Chakunkula 32846 1.51% 497 0.90% 297 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Chawama 71863 4.06% 2921 3.31% 2381 1.25% 898 5.56% 3992 

Lusaka Chilenje 52933 1.70% 901 0.00% 0 1.25% 662 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Harry 
Mwaanga 
Nkumbula 

171080 0.47% 809 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Independence 19922 0.76% 151 0.30% 60 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka John Howard 29128 3.02% 881 3.61% 1053 2.50% 728 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Justine Kabwe 40732 6.81% 2772 5.42% 2208 5.00% 2037 5.56% 2263 

Lusaka Kabulonga 59174 0.38% 224 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Kabwata 22544 2.55% 575 1.20% 272 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Kalingalinga 45390 1.23% 558 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Kamulanga 26062 0.47% 123 0.30% 78 1.25% 326 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Kamwala 52131 1.61% 838 0.90% 471 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Kanyama 174038 1.61% 2796 5.42% 9436 3.75% 6526 5.56% 9669 

Lusaka Kapwepwe 55206 4.06% 2244 3.92% 2162 3.75% 2070 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Libala 22349 0.66% 148 0.30% 67 2.50% 559 2.78% 621 

Lusaka Lilayi 12959 0.09% 12 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Lima 62855 5.29% 3327 10.84% 6816 6.25% 3928 2.78% 1746 

Lusaka Lubwa 42442 0.47% 201 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Matero 57699 1.70% 982 1.51% 869 1.25% 721 5.56% 3205 

Lusaka Mpulungu 57998 0.47% 274 0.60% 349 2.50% 1450 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Mtendere 107647 3.88% 4172 2.71% 2918 1.25% 1346 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Muchinga 41410 2.74% 1135 1.51% 624 2.50% 1035 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Mulungushi 13651 0.47% 65 0.00% 0 1.25% 171 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Munali 47046 0.95% 445 2.11% 992 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Munkolo 31305 0.28% 89 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Mwembeshi 69327 0.28% 197 0.90% 626 3.75% 2600 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Ngwerere 66915 3.88% 2593 3.31% 2217 2.50% 1673 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Nkoloma 75435 5.10% 3850 1.81% 1363 2.50% 1886 5.56% 4191 

Lusaka Raphael Chota 95749 2.46% 2353 3.61% 3461 2.50% 2394 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Roma 68295 1.04% 710 0.90% 617 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Silwizya 6993 0.95% 66 0.30% 21 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Total            
1,791,782  

 
                            
38,872  

 
                                     
41,001  

 
                       
31,773  

 
     25,687  

           

           

      
Total Food 
Insecure 

                    
137,333  

People 
  

      
                         

27,467  
Households 

  



Kafue
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8.2 Food Insecure Caseloads by Individual Assessed District 
Kafue 

District Ward Ward 
Population  

Low Food 
Insecurity 

Proportion 
Population-
Low Food 
Insecure 

Medium 
Food 

Insecurity 

Proportion 
Population-

Medium 
Food 

Insecure 

High Food 
Insecurity 

Proportion 
Population-
High Food 
Insecure  

Very 
Vulnerable 
and Food 
Insecure 

Proportion 
Population-Very 
Food Insecure  

Kafue Chikupi 948 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 1.25% 12 0.00% 0 

Kafue Chilanga 31932 0.66% 211 2.41% 769 1.25% 399 0.00% 0 

Kafue Chilongolo 17775 0.19% 34 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Kafue Chinyanja 12162 0.19% 23 0.30% 37 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Kafue Chisankane 8680 0.38% 33 0.00% 0 1.25% 109 0.00% 0 

Kafue Chiyaba 6033 0.09% 6 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Kafue Kafue 8920 1.23% 110 1.20% 107 1.25% 111 2.78% 248 

Kafue Kambale 5086 0.00% 0 0.30% 15 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Kafue Kasenje 42980 18.81% 8084 16.57% 7120 12.50% 5372 19.44% 8357 

Kafue Lukolongo 3034 0.28% 9 0.30% 9 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Kafue Malundu 9656 0.00% 0 0.60% 58 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Kafue Matanda 11129 2.08% 231 4.22% 469 7.50% 835 8.33% 927 

Kafue Muungu 15233 0.19% 29 0.00% 0 1.25% 190 5.56% 846 

Kafue Nakachenje 2139 0.28% 6 0.90% 19 1.25% 27 2.78% 59 

Kafue Namalombwe 33471 1.04% 348 1.20% 403 6.25% 2092 2.78% 930 

Kafue Nyemba 10328 0.19% 20 0.30% 31 0.00% 0 5.56% 574 

Kafue Shabusale 30045 4.35% 1306 8.43% 2534 15.00% 4507 19.44% 5842 

Total       249,551  
 

                                 
10,449  

 
11,573 

 
                        
13,654  

 
                            
17,784             

      
Total Food 
Insecure 

                             
53,460  

People 
  

      
                               

10,692  
Household 
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District Ward Ward 
Population 

Low Food 
Insecurity 

Proportion 
Population-
Low Food 
Insecure 

Medium 
Food 

Insecurity 

Proportion 
Population-

Medium 
Food 

Insecure 

High Food 
Insecurity 

Proportion 
Population-
High Food 
Insecure 

Very 
Vulnerable 
and Food 
Insecure 

Proportion 
Population-Very 
Food Insecure 

Lusaka Chainda 38286 0.66% 253 0.60% 231 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Chaisa 20374 8.41% 1714 6.93% 1411 3.75% 764 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Chakunkula 32846 1.51% 497 0.90% 297 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Chawama 71863 4.06% 2921 3.31% 2381 1.25% 898 5.56% 3992 

Lusaka Chilenje 52933 1.70% 901 0.00% 0 1.25% 662 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Harry 
Mwaanga 
Nkumbula 

171080 0.47% 809 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Independence 19922 0.76% 151 0.30% 60 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka John Howard 29128 3.02% 881 3.61% 1053 2.50% 728 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Justine Kabwe 40732 6.81% 2772 5.42% 2208 5.00% 2037 5.56% 2263 

Lusaka Kabulonga 59174 0.38% 224 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Kabwata 22544 2.55% 575 1.20% 272 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Kalingalinga 45390 1.23% 558 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Kamulanga 26062 0.47% 123 0.30% 78 1.25% 326 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Kamwala 52131 1.61% 838 0.90% 471 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Kanyama 174038 1.61% 2796 5.42% 9436 3.75% 6526 5.56% 9669 

Lusaka Kapwepwe 55206 4.06% 2244 3.92% 2162 3.75% 2070 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Libala 22349 0.66% 148 0.30% 67 2.50% 559 2.78% 621 

Lusaka Lilayi 12959 0.09% 12 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Lima 62855 5.29% 3327 10.84% 6816 6.25% 3928 2.78% 1746 

Lusaka Lubwa 42442 0.47% 201 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Matero 57699 1.70% 982 1.51% 869 1.25% 721 5.56% 3205 

Lusaka Mpulungu 57998 0.47% 274 0.60% 349 2.50% 1450 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Mtendere 107647 3.88% 4172 2.71% 2918 1.25% 1346 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Muchinga 41410 2.74% 1135 1.51% 624 2.50% 1035 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Mulungushi 13651 0.47% 65 0.00% 0 1.25% 171 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Munali 47046 0.95% 445 2.11% 992 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Munkolo 31305 0.28% 89 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Mwembeshi 69327 0.28% 197 0.90% 626 3.75% 2600 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Ngwerere 66915 3.88% 2593 3.31% 2217 2.50% 1673 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Nkoloma 75435 5.10% 3850 1.81% 1363 2.50% 1886 5.56% 4191 

Lusaka Raphael Chota 95749 2.46% 2353 3.61% 3461 2.50% 2394 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Roma 68295 1.04% 710 0.90% 617 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Lusaka Silwizya 6993 0.95% 66 0.30% 21 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 

Total            
1,791,782  

 
                            
38,872  

 
                                     
41,001  

 
                       
31,773  

 
     25,687  

           

           

      
Total Food 
Insecure 

                    
137,333  

People 
  

      
                         

27,467  
Households 
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